BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
OF OREGON

UE 470

In the Matter of PACIFICORP’S OBJECTION TO
RACHELLE MCMASTER’S PETITION
PACIFICORP d/b/a PACIFIC POWER TO INTERVENE, INDIVIDUALLY AND
ON BEHALF OF THE CERTIFIED CLASS
Request for a General Rate Revision. IN JAMES V. PACIFICORP

I. INTRODUCTION

In accordance with OAR 860-001-0300(5), PacifiCorp d/b/a Pacific Power respectfully
requests the Public Utility Commission of Oregon (Commission) deny Rachelle McMaster’s
petition to intervene “on behalf of herself and the class certified in the matter James et al. v.
PacifiCorp et al., No. 20CV33885 (Mult. Cnty. Cir. Ct., Alexander, J.).”! In the petition to
intervene (Petition), McMaster and the representatives of the James class (collectively, the James
class) have not demonstrated they meet the requirements for intervention, and it appears very
likely based on their filings in this case and their participation in PacifiCorp’s last general rate
case that their intervention would broaden the issues and burden the record. After being granted
conditional intervention in the company’s last rate case, the James class dumped into the record
thousands of pages of trial court materials that had nothing to do with the wildfire-liability-
related issue in that case to which its participation had been limited. The present case contains no
such wildfire-liability issue, making the James class’s participation even less relevant and more

problematic than in the prior case. Indeed, rather than focusing on any concrete issue in this case,

' Docket No. UE 470, Rachelle McMaster’s Petition to Intervene, Individually and on Behalf of the Certified Class
in James v. PacifiCorp at 1 (May 21, 2026) [hereinafter “Petition™].
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it appears the James class seek to commandeer these proceedings to impermissibly relitigate
PacifiCorp’s liability and litigation strategy in the James case—matters that are well beyond the
scope of this case. Mindful of this history, and given that PacifiCorp is not seeking recovery of
wildfire liability costs in this case, the Commission should deny the James class’s intervention
outright.

In the alternative, if the Commission grants the James class’s intervention, PacifiCorp
asks the Commission to limit its participation to avoid the misuse of Commission process that
occurred in the last general rate case. Most importantly, the Commission should (1) limit the
James class’s intervention to only the impact of wildfire liabilities on PacifiCorp’s financial
health to the extent McMaster has any unique and personal knowledge of this subject,? and (2)
make clear this case is not a forum to relitigate the James trial by preemptively precluding the
James class from dumping into the record material from the trial court in lieu of its own
testimony—yparticularly in light of the fact that the Oregon Court of Appeals issued an opinion in
April reversing the James liability verdict, such that materials from the liability trial are less
relevant than ever. The Commission should also impose reasonable limitations on discovery,
access to confidential information, and access to confidential settlement discussions to prevent
the use of this general rate case to bolster the James class’s litigation before the trial and

appellate courts.

2 PacifiCorp does not concede that McMaster has any unique and personal knowledge regarding the impact of
wildfire liabilities on PacifiCorp’s financial health, but proposes this limitation based on the statements in the
Petition.
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II. BACKGROUND
A. James Class Intervention in Docket UE 433

The James class moved to intervene in PacifiCorp’s last general rate case on the day Staff
and intervenor Opening Testimony was due and stated that it sought to address the Catastrophic
Fire Fund that PacifiCorp had proposed in that case. Along with the Petition to Intervene, the
James class submitted just four pages of testimony and attached a fifty-three page transcript of a
James class member’s testimony in the James trial and forty-nine pages of the verdict forms
completed by the juries in the original James trial and in subsequent penalty phases of the
litigation.®> After PacifiCorp objected to the Petition to Intervene and moved to strike the
testimony,* the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) granted the James class’s intervention, finding
that the James class had a sufficient interest in the proceedings “as it relates to the Catastrophic
Fire Fund,” and limited its participation to “discovery, testimony, exhibits, and arguments”
related to that issue.’

As rebuttal testimony, the James class filed over 3,500 pages from the James trial
record.® Notably, not one of the thousands of pages of the James trial record mentioned the
Catastrophic Fire Fund. PacifiCorp again moved to strike the testimony,’ but the Commission
denied both motions to strike because it “would be premature to assess the relevance of [the

James class’s] proposed testimony at this stage of the proceeding,” and stated “PacifiCorp may

3 Docket No. UE 433, Opening Testimony and Exhibits of Victor Palfreyman, Individually and on Behalf of the
James Class (June 28, 2024).

4 Docket No. UE 433, PacifiCorp’s Objection to Victor Palfreyman’s Petition to Intervene on Behalf of the Certified
Class in James v. PacifiCorp or Alternative Motion to Strike Proposed Opening Testimony (July 8, 2024).

5 Docket UE 433, Petition to Intervene Granted with Conditions; Motion to Strike Denied; Testimony Accepted at
4-5 (Aug. 5, 2024).

® Docket No. UE 433, Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibits of Victor Palfreyman, Individually and on Behalf of the
James Class (Aug. 16, 2024).

"Docket No. UE 433, PacifiCorp’s Motion to Enforce the Terms of the Conditional Intervention Ruling for Victor
Palfreyman, on Behalf of the James Class at 12 (Aug. 22, 2024).
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re-raise its objections to [the James class’s] testimony and exhibits at the appropriate time: when
it is offered for admission as evidence in this proceeding.”® PacifiCorp was therefore required to
respond to the James class’s voluminous filing, which led to the filing of more than 2,600
additional pages of material from the James litigation.” All told, more than 6,000 pages of
material from the James case were filed in docket UE 433, and none of the filed material was
relevant to the Catastrophic Fire Fund—the only issue the James class was permitted to address.
The James class then inadvertently failed to move for admission of its voluminous testimony and
exhibits.

Not only did the James class attempt to add voluminous, irrelevant material to the record,
but the James class also insisted on participating in settlement conferences even after the
company withdrew the Catastrophic Fire Fund proposal and explained that it would be unwilling
to present confidential settlement offers in the presence of the James class’s counsel.'”
PacifiCorp then offered to bifurcate the settlement meeting to discuss the withdrawn
Catastrophic Fire Fund separate from the remaining live issues, but the James class
representatives refused to leave the settlement conference once discussions of the Catastrophic

Fire Fund concluded, stymieing the settlement discussions.'!

B. James Class Petition to Intervene in Docket UE 470

On May 21, 2026, the James class filed the Petition in this proceeding, claiming that it

intends to address PacifiCorp’s request for recovery of “wildfire-related financial costs in the

8 Docket No. UE 433, Petition to Intervene Granted with Conditions; Motion to Strike Denied; Testimony Accepted
at 6; Docket No. UE 433, Order No. 24-305 at 4 (Aug. 30, 2024) (“Until that time, it would be premature to judge
the relevance of evidence and arguments, or otherwise constrain a party’s strategy in this docket.”).

° Docket No. UE 433, PacifiCorp’s Declaration and Supplemental Surrebuttal Testimony (Sep. 9, 2026).

19 Docket No. UE 433, Declaration of Carla Scarsella in Support of PacifiCorp’s Reply at 1-2 (Aug. 28, 2024).

1d. at 2.
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»12 and “whether PacifiCorp’s asserted wildfire-related financial pressures” support

James case,
the requested rate increases and are “consistent with Oregon law and public policy.”!* The
Petition recounts the procedure and substance of the James case.!* As grounds for intervention,
the James class now argues that its members are “directly and personally affected by this
proceeding on two levels: as ratepayers who would bear the cost of rate increases driven by
PacifiCorp’s wildfire liability, and as fire survivors who have a direct stake in how this
Commission characterizes and allocates responsibility for that liability.”!> The James class
claims that McMaster’s “unique and personal knowledge of the issues in this proceeding will
assist” the Commission, stating that this knowledge pertains to “litigat[ing] PacifiCorp’s wildfire
liability through trial and appeal” and “PacifiCorp’s litigation conduct and strategy.”'®

On May 26, 2026, the James class filed public comments on PacifiCorp’s application for
approval of interim rates.!” While the Commission has since denied PacifiCorp’s interim rate
request,'® the public comments still prove helpful to illustrate the James class’s ongoing attempts
to relitigate the James case in that the comments almost exclusively revolve around allegations

of PacifiCorp’s misconduct in contributing to the fires and in choosing to litigate, rather than

settle, with the James plaintiffs.!” The James class’s comments contend that PacifiCorp’s “credit

12 Petition at 2 (“If the Commission approves recovery of PacifiCorp’s wildfire-related financial costs in the James
case—allowing PacifiCorp to pass through the risk and impact of the James litigation to its customers and to the
very survivors whose homes and communities it burned—it would effectively turn those costs into normal,
recoverable costs of doing business. That is in direct conflict with the jury’s findings in the James case and with
Oregon’s tort law, and is something no other party in this proceeding is positioned to contest”).

BId. at 3.

“1d. at2.

5 1d.

16 1d. at 3.

17 Docket No. UE 470, Rachelle McMaster’s and the James Class’[s] Answer to PacifiCorp’s Application for
Approval of Interim Rates, or in the Alternative, Public Comments of Rachelle McMaster on behalf of the James
Class (May 26, 2026) [hereinafter “Public Comments”].

18 Docket No. UE 470, Order No. 26-195 at 1 (May 28, 2026).

19 See Public Comments at 4-7.
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trajectory . . . is in significant part a product of its own litigation choices.”?® The James class also
argues that fairness and public policy do not support PacifiCorp “asking the Commission to
make its customers—including the very people whose homes and communities its fires burned to
»21

the ground—ypay for the financial fallout from its own misconduct][.]

C. PacifiCorp’s Docket UE 470 Filing

On May 5, 2026, PacifiCorp filed a straightforward general rate case largely driven by
new capital investments (e.g., the Willamette River Crossing distribution project) and increasing
operations and maintenance expenses.??> Contrary to the James class’s suggestions, PacifiCorp
does not seek recovery of James-related wildfire costs or other wildfire liability or settlement
costs in this general rate case. The case also does not contain a proposal for a Catastrophic Fire
Fund or anything similar. The discussion of James in PacifiCorp’s Opening Testimony was

limited to discussing the case’s impact on the Company’s overall financial health.??

III. LEGAL STANDARD
Any person may file a petition to intervene in a contested case, and the petition must
contain the nature and extent of the petitioner’s interest in the proceeding, the issues the
petitioner intends to raise at the proceeding, and any special knowledge or expertise the
petitioner has that would assist the Commission in resolving the issues in the proceeding.?* Any
party may object to a petition to intervene within 10 days of the petition’s filing unless otherwise

directed.”> The Commission must grant the petition to intervene upon finding “the petitioner has

20 1d. at 4.

2L d. at 5.

22 See PAC/200, Link/13.

23 See PAC/100, Flynn/9; PAC/300, Weems/7-9, 16-18.
24 OAR 860-001-300(2).

25 OAR 860-001-300(5).

UE 470 — PacifiCorp’s Objection to Rachelle McMaster’s Petition to Intervene, 6
Individually and on Behalf of the Certified Class in James v. PacifiCorp



sufficient interest in the proceedings and the petitioner’s appearance and participation will not
unreasonably broaden the issues, burden the record, or delay the proceedings[.]”?® Additionally,
the Commission may also “impose appropriate conditions upon any intervenor’s participation in
the proceedings, such as restricted access to confidential information.”?” The Oregon
Administrative Procedure Act informs how the Commission could apply such conditions,
providing that “a person requesting to participate before the agency—in the nature of an
intervenor—might be either a full party or a limited party in a particular contested case

»28

proceeding.

IV.  ARGUMENT

The Commission should deny the intervention requested by the James class because it
would broaden the issues without aiding the Commission, burden the record, and pose additional
risks such as misuse of the discovery process. If the Commission allows the intervention,
PacifiCorp urges the Commission to strictly limit it as described below.

A. The Commission should deny the James class’s Petition.

1. The James class’s intervention would unreasonably broaden the issues and
would not assist the Commission in this proceeding.

First, the James class’s intervention would unreasonably broaden the issues because its
interests lie in the James case, which is not being litigated and for which costs are not being
recovered in this proceeding. In the Petition, the James class explains that its members may be
personally affected by this proceeding as ratepayers “who would bear the cost of rate increases

driven by PacifiCorp’s wildfire liability, and as fire survivors who have a direct stake in how this

26 OAR 860-001-300(6).

7 1d.

28 STOP B2H Coalition v. Or. Dep’'t of Energy (In re Site Certificate), 370 Or 792, 802, 525 P.3d 864, 873 (2023)
(quoting Friends of Columbia River Gorge v. Energy Fac. Siting Coun., 368 Or 123, 132 (2021)).
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Commission characterizes and allocates responsibility for that liability.”* PacifiCorp does not
dispute that certain James class members will be affected by this general rate case proceeding as
customers of PacifiCorp, but their interests as residential customers would be amply represented
by Staff, the Oregon Citizens’ Utility Board, and other parties to this docket. Moreover, the
James class is wrong to the extent that it is claiming that James plaintiffs will be paying for
wildfire liability related to the James case. Contrary to the James class’s understanding,
PacifiCorp is not asking to “pass through the risk and impact of the James litigation to its
customers.”* Indeed, PacifiCorp is not requesting recovery of costs specific to James liability or
settlements, nor is PacifiCorp relitigating the James case, in this proceeding. Therefore, the
James class will not be affected by rate increases specifically driven by James liability, nor will
the Commission be allocating responsibility for that liability.>! Accordingly, any participation on
that subject will broaden the issues of this proceeding.

Relatedly, the James class’s participation would not assist the Commission because
PacifiCorp’s liability is irrelevant to this proceeding, which involves James only so far as
mentioning the case’s impact on PacifiCorp’s financial health. Therefore, contrary to the James
class’s assertion, McMaster’s “unique and personal knowledge” fundamentally does not match
the issues in this proceeding.’* While the James class contends McMaster has “firsthand
knowledge of PacifiCorp’s litigation conduct and strategy,”>* this does not align with the

relevant issue the James class identifies: “whether PacifiCorp’s asserted wildfire-related

2 Petition at 2.

01d.

31 'While this case includes wildfire insurance premiums, the Commission previously determined that increases in
those premiums are not attributable entirely to the James verdict and instead reflect increases affecting the entire
utility sector. Docket No. UE 433, Order No. 24-447 at 25 (Dec. 19, 2024).

32 Petition at 3.

3Id.
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financial pressures properly support the requested . . . permanent rate increase[.]”** Additionally,
despite claiming that McMaster’s knowledge of PacifiCorp’s litigation conduct and strategy is
directly relevant to “evaluating PacifiCorp’s claims about the source and scope of its financial
distress,” the James class does not—and simply cannot—contest the impact of James case on
PacifiCorp’s financial health.** Ultimately, McMaster’s asserted unique and personal knowledge
does not assist with, and would broaden the issues of, this proceeding.

2. The James class’s intervention would burden the record, just as it burdened
the record in docket UE 433.

A review of the James class’s intervention in PacifiCorp’s last general rate case
underscores that its intervention runs the risk of burdening the record with James litigation
documents unrelated to the proceeding at hand. In that proceeding, the James class did not offer
substantive testimony and instead offered thousands of pages from the James record, to which
PacifiCorp then had to respond. The voluminous materials the James class added to the record
had no relation to the Catastrophic Fire Fund issue to which its participation had been limited.
The James class’s failure to offer its testimony for admission resulted in a waste of Commission
and party time and resources, including the Alliance of Western Energy Consumers, a party to
docket UE 433 that relied on the un-admitted testimony during a cross-examination.*® Therefore,
not only did the James class’s intervention burden the record with thousands of pages of civil
court records unrelated to PacifiCorp’s general rate case, but it also harmed the Commission and

other parties in the process.

#d.

3d.

36 See Docket No. UE 433, The Alliance of Western Energy Consumers’ Motion for Reconsideration at 5 (Oct. 11,
2024).
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Like in docket UE 433, it is likely the James class would again burden the record with
thousands of pages of the James trial transcripts as testimony. Even if the James class properly
moves to admit its testimony this time, this would not change the fact that the James trial
transcripts and evidence have no relevance to this proceeding. As explained, PacifiCorp is
neither relitigating the James trial, seeking recovery of wildfire liabilities—James-related or
otherwise—nor attempting to create a Catastrophic Fire Fund in this proceeding. Therefore, the
James class’s participation in this case will likely burden the record.

3. The James class’s intervention poses additional risks that the Commission

process will be misused to aid in litigation before the trial or appellate courts
or otherwise upended by relitigating an unrelated case.

In addition to broadening the issues and burdening the record without providing the
Commission any help in its ultimate determination, the James class’s intervention risks both the
misuse of discovery and confidential information and the potential disruption of the settlement
process in this case to exert pressure on PacifiCorp in the James litigation. PacifiCorp and its
customers could be severely prejudiced by any of this conduct.

As a full party, the James class may request discovery on issues that seek to advance its
advocacy in civil court and that are not relevant to this case. This risk is particularly acute
because the James litigation is largely stayed in light of the Court of Appeals order reversing the
James liability verdict. The trial court in James halted new damages trials shortly after the Court
of Appeals issued its decision. And although the trial court recently ordered that certain
discovery tasks will resume in August, this is true only for discovery related to the James
plaintiffs” damages, and not to PacifiCorp’s alleged underlying liability (despite class counsel
arguing for a broader discovery scope). This presents the real risk that the James class will use

the Commission’s discovery process as a way to circumvent the trial court’s careful discovery
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limitations—which reflect complex considerations going to the trial court’s jurisdiction (while
the liability dispute remains on appeal) as well as the impact of the Court of Appeals’ opinion.
Therefore, the Commission’s discovery process should not permit discovery from the James
class.

Additionally, full party status could give the James class access to confidential
information produced by the company to help the Commission meet its obligations to set just and
reasonable rates. This would be dangerous because the James litigation is ongoing, and
providing confidential information to a class actively litigating against PacifiCorp would greatly
injure the company. Even with the safeguards offered by the Commission’s protective order,
PacifiCorp should not be forced to provide information that can be used in litigation in another
forum and that would not otherwise be discoverable outside of this general rate case. While the
precise process of the James litigation over the course of this rate case proceeding is currently
unknown, the trial court recently scheduled one liability trial (for a limited number of non-James
wildfire plaintiffs) in 2027, and PacifiCorp expects that appellate courts will remand the case to
the trial court for a new James liability trial.

Moreover, without limits on intervention, the James class would be allowed to participate
in confidential settlement discussions in this case, which it could leverage as a bargaining chip in
its ongoing civil litigation. Similarly concerning, the James class may use the settlement process
as an alternative vehicle for discovery given the open dialogue required for constructive
settlement discussions. Notably, the Commission’s rules keep settlement conversations

confidential only in Commission proceedings.>” Therefore, the James class could use anything

37 OAR 860-001-0350(3).

UE 470 — PacifiCorp’s Objection to Rachelle McMaster’s Petition to Intervene, 11
Individually and on Behalf of the Certified Class in James v. PacifiCorp



said during settlement discussions in civil court absent other forms of protection, like
nondisclosure agreements, which parties may refuse to sign. However, the Commission has
found “that confidentiality is necessary to encourage frank discussions in settlement
negotiations,”*® and PacifiCorp would not openly engage in settlement conversations absent
confidentiality protections, especially given the ongoing James case.

Further, the James class hijacked the settlement process in the last rate case and could do
so again here. In the last rate case, the James class first refused to leave a settlement conference
before being granted party status and left only after Staff required that it to do so0.** Then, after
being granted intervention limited to the Catastrophic Fire Fund, the James class insisted in
participating in settlement discussions that extended to other issues.*’ Ultimately, the James
class’s participation in settlement discussions in this case would either greatly chill the free flow
of honest conversation or disrupt settlement entirely, contrary to the Commission’s policy of
encouraging settlements.*!

Finally, even if it does not use the Commission’s discovery or settlement processes to aid
in civil litigation, the James class’s singular focus on the James case would likely impair the
settlement and resolution of the completely unrelated issues in this Commission proceeding, as
occurred in the last rate case. Here, the James class’s public comments on PacifiCorp’s interim

rate request demonstrate that its participation in this proceeding exists predominantly to relitigate

38 In re Rulemaking to Address Dispute Resolution for PURPA Contracts, Docket No. AR 629, Order No. 21-087 at
5 (Mar. 25, 2021).

3 Docket No. UE 433, Declaration of Carla Scarsella in Support of PacifiCorp’s Reply at 2.

0

4 See, e.g., In re Avista Corp., dba Avista Utils., Annual Tax Filing Under ORS 757.268, Docket No. UG 171(4),
Order No. 11-119 at 3 (Apr. 11, 2011) (“The Commission encourages parties to a proceeding to voluntarily resolve
issues to the extent that settlement is in the public interest.”); In re Portland Gen. Elec. Co., Detailed Depreciation
Study of Elec. Util. Props., Docket No. UM 2152, Order No. 21-463 at 7 (Dec. 15, 2021) (discussing the benefits of
settlements, including “conserving litigation resources, avoiding litigated outcomes and associated risks, and
prioritization of efforts”).
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PacifiCorp’s liability. There, the James class spends nearly two pages on the James trial court
and appellate court outcomes in an effort to argue PacifiCorp’s conduct during the Labor Day
fires was grossly negligent, reckless, and willful—findings that (1) no longer exist in light of the
Court of Appeals’ decision reversing the James verdict and (2) have nothing to do with this rate
case anyway.*? The James class’s advocacy would likely hinder the Commission’s legitimate
discovery and settlement processes.

In sum, due to the potential misuse of discovery, confidential information, and settlement
participation, the Commission should deny the James class’s Petition.

B. In the alternative, the Commission should limit the James class’s intervention, as it
did in docket UE 433.

If the Commission grants intervention, it should: (1) strictly limit the James class’s
participation, consistent with the representations in the Petition, to addressing only the impact of
PacifiCorp’s wildfire liabilities on the company’s financial health and based exclusively on
McMaster’s personal knowledge; (2) preclude the James class from including transcripts,
exhibits, and pleadings from the James litigation in the record of this proceeding; (3) limit the
scope of discovery available to the James class commensurate with the limitations on the scope
of participation and specifically preclude all discovery related to the liability issues that are the
subject of ongoing litigation in the courts and that are not relevant here; (4) restrict the James
class’s access to information designated as confidential by PacifiCorp; and (5) preclude the
James class from participating in confidential settlement discussions in this docket.

First, the Commission should limit the James class’s intervention to “whether

PacifiCorp’s asserted wildfire-related financial pressures properly support the requested

42 Public Comments at 5-6.

UE 470 — PacifiCorp’s Objection to Rachelle McMaster’s Petition to Intervene, 13
Individually and on Behalf of the Certified Class in James v. PacifiCorp



.. . permanent rate increase[ ], and whether approving such recovery is consistent with Oregon
law and public policy.”* Limiting intervention to only the impact of wildfire liabilities on the
company’s financial health, based on McMaster’s “unique and personal knowledge” is consistent
not only with the Petition,** but also the conditions placed on the James class’s participation in
PacifiCorp’s last general rate case, where it was limited “to discovery, testimony, exhibits, and
arguments related to the Catastrophic Fire Fund.”*

Second, the Commission should make clear when granting intervention that this case is
not a forum to relitigate the James trial and appeal and should prohibit the James class from
burdening the record with transcripts, exhibits, and pleadings from the James trial court or
appeal. The Petition states that McMaster’s participation will be based on her “unique and
personal knowledge,” which does not require the submission of thousands of pages of trial
material in lieu of testimony.*® This proposed condition will avoid the unproductive and
extremely burdensome process that occurred in docket UE 433, to the detriment of the
Commission and the parties.

Third, discovery, if permitted at all, should be limited to the scope of the intervention.
Discovery limitations are particularly necessary here to prevent the James class from using this
rate case to bolster its position in the underlying civil court proceedings, especially given the trial

court has disallowed further liability-related discovery for the James class. Preemptively

proscribing all discovery related to the liability issues pending before the courts will set clear

43 Petition at 3.

“Id.

4 Docket No. UE 433, Petition to Intervene Granted with Conditions; Motion to Strike Denied; Testimony Accepted
at 5.

46 Petition at 3.
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ground rules that will hopefully prevent future discovery disputes and thereby preserve party and
Commission resources.

Fourth, the Commission should restrict the James class’s access to PacifiCorp’s
confidential materials. While PacifiCorp recognizes that any access would be governed by an
applicable protective order, concern remains that confidential information could be misused in
another forum notwithstanding the terms of the protective order. This would mitigate
PacifiCorp’s concerns with the James class misusing confidential information to attempt to
further its position in a separate case.

Fifth, the Commission should preclude the James class from participating in confidential
settlement discussions in this proceeding. This would avoid the risk of the James class
disturbing, chilling, or rendering futile the settlement process, as well as the risk of the James
class using settlement in this proceeding as leverage in the ongoing civil case or as a means for

discovery.
V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, PacifiCorp respectfully requests that the Commission deny the
Petition. If the Commission grants intervention, it should do so on a limited basis and include the
reasonable conditions outlined above to ensure that this rate case does not suffer from the same

burdens as PacifiCorp’s last rate case.
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Respectfully submitted this 1st day of June 2026.
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