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In a highly unusual move, the Energy Freedom Coalition of America has noticed
the deposition of APS witness Barbara Lockwood without having first submitted a
single data request pertaining to her direct testimony. APS requested that EFCA first
seek discovery by less intrusive means, and if a deposition is still necessary, take Ms.
Lockwood’s deposition after rebuttal testimony is filed. Otherwise, any deposition that
does occur would not concern the complete set of testimony—and the final substantive
position—that APS will take into hearing. EFCA declined.

Early depositions in a highly complex rate case, with 15 APS witnesses and
already over 25 intervenors, could quickly undermine the orderly gathering of
information that parties need for the heariﬁg. Accordingly, APS respectfully requests
that the Presiding Officer set a procedural conference pursuant to Arizona
Administrative Code R14-3-108 and Arizona Rule of Civil Procedure 26 to discuss and
create a discovery plan, including guidance and limitations on the timing and scope of
depositions, should they prove necessary. In the interim, APS respectfully requests the
Presiding Officer grant a protective order to relieve APS from complying with EFCA’s
Notice of Deposition and presenting Ms. Lockwood on October 19, 2016.

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

On September 28, 2016, EFCA’s counsel requested that APS check Ms.
Lockwood’s availability for a deposition on October 19th. APS responded by stating
that Ms. Lockwood was unavailable on October 19th, and requested that EFCA defer
early depositions and work with APS on managing discovery in a thoughtful and
efficient way. APS offered to make Ms. Lockwood available for deposition after
rebuttal testimony, particularly since consensus can often be reached through rebuttal
testimony that might make depositions entirely unnecessary. APS also requested that

EFCA pursue less burdensome discovery first. Correspondence between EFCA and
APS is attached as Exhibit A.
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EFCA responded by serving APS with a notice that EFCA intended to depose
Ms. Lockwood on October 19th, stating only that it could not wait until rebuttal
testimony in 2017 to take her deposition. EFCA’s Notice of Deposition for Ms.
Lockwood is attached as Exhibit B.

In its direct case, APS filed the direct testimony of 15 witnesses, and expects to |-
file rebuttal testimony for many of those witnesses. As of today, APS’s rate case has
over 25 intervenors. In addition, APS has already received well over 500 dafa requests
from 7 different parties, along with 116 data requests that the Company pre-filed with its
application. APS conservatively estimates that 50 witnesses could file written testimony
before the hearing is scheduled to start in March of 2017.

ARGUMENT

This proceeding is already a particularly complicated rate case, and those
complications will only increase as each party begins to propound their discovery and
file their testimony. If parties begin to take early depositions—a practice that virtually
does not exist in Commission proceedings, likely because pre-filed testimony and near
unlimited written discovery render depositions largely (if not entirely) unnecessary—
this proceeding could quickly spiral out of control. Each party is permitted to, and many
will feel the need to, actively participate in the early depositions. This could spawn even
more depositions, all before rebuttal testimony. Yet parties often streamline their
positions in rebuttal testimony, minimizing issues in controversy at the hearing. The
result could be that the pre-rebuttal depositions become entirely superfluous, or parties
request even more depositions after rebuttal testimony. The parties and the Commission
would benefit from a reasonably crafted discovery plan to promote the efficient use of
time and resources. APS additionally requests that the Commission issue an interim
protective order to relieve Ms. Lockwood from having to appear on October 19, 2016

until a reasonable discovery plan can be determined by the Presiding Officer.
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A. Reasonable limits on discovery reflect Commission practice of
extensive pre-filed written testimony and near unlimited data
requests.

The purpose of discovery is to provide parties an opportunity to learn about an
opponent’s case and avoid surprises at trial. The goal of discovery in Commission |
proceedings and under the traditional rules of procedure are the same: facilitating the
identification of issues, assisting in the efficient resolution of disputes, and avoiding trial
from becoming a guessing game. See Watts v. Superior Court In and For Maricopa
County, 87 Ariz. 1 (1959).

But there is no guessing game with Commission proceedings. Discovery under
the traditional rules of civil procedure do not contemplate the Commission’s practice of
pre-filed testimony and unlimited data requests. The Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure
provide strict limits on the amount of written discovery available to a party. For
example, a party may not serve on any other party more than forty interrogatories. See
Ariz. R. Civ. P. 33.1(a). Additionally, a party cannot submit more than one request for
production of documents and things, and that request cannot include more than ten
distinct items or categories of items requested. See Ariz. R. Civ. P. 34(b).

The Commission on the other hand, has very few limitations on data requests
submitted by parties, such that parties can essentially propound unlimited written
discovery. In fact, the first set of data requests APS received from Commission Staff
alone contained 52 data requests—well over the number permitted under the rules of
civil procedure for an entire case.

Moreover, pre-filed written testimony is the ultimate tool in identifying all issues
for a hearing, and frankly renders depositions largely unnecessary. Indeed, in the four
rate cases that have gone to hearing this year that have raised similar issues to this
proceeding,’ including the modernization of residential rate design, not a single party,

EFCA included, took a single deposition. As demonstrated by parties’ own conduct in

! These rate cases were filed by UNS Electric Inc., Tucson Electric Power Company, Sulphur Springs
Valley Electric Cooperative, and Trico Electric Cooperative. EFCA was a party in each.
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these (and other) rate cases, the Commission’s discovery process provides a more than

adequate opportunity to identify issues and assist in the efficient resolution of disputes.

B. The Presiding Officer should impose reasonable limitations for
depositions and otherwise provide guidance on the discovery process.

Ariz. R. Civ. P. 26(c) and (d) provide the Presiding Officer with the authority to
impose reasonable limitations on the use, scope and timing of discovery, and to
otherwise control the discovery process to prevent “annoyance, embarrassment,
oppression or undue burden or expense.” See Arpaio v. Figueroa, 229 Ariz. 444 (Ct.
App. 2012). This proceeding and the numerous parties would benefit from reasonable
limitations on discovery set by the Presiding Officer.

1. The discovery rules contemplate that parties will first seek the
information they need through less burdensome methods.

APS requests that the Presiding Officer limit the use of depositions on the basis
that there are less burdensome and intrusive discovery mechanisms available to EFCA.
Parties participating in Commission proceedings routinely file data requests to elicit
additional information and to help formulate their own positions. Indeed, to date, APS
has received over 500 data requests from 7 different parties. APS expects to receive
hundreds if not thousands more data requests before this case is concluded and is
committed to answering those data requests in a timely manner. EFCA is well versed in
the Commission’s practice of sending data requests to elicit information. EFCA has
submitted 3 sets of data requests to APS in this proceeding. Interestingly, however,
EFCA has yet to send so much as a single question related to Ms. Lockwood’s
testimony. Instead, EFCA has chosen to use a more burdensome and intrusive, yet
typically less productive, form of discovery by noticing her deposition.

EFCA’s approach is inconsistent with the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure, and
does not reflect Commission discovery practices. Further, EFCA’s >pursuit of pre-

rebuttal testimony depositions could risk a chaotic discovery process in which parties

-5
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“race to the bottom” by seeking early depositions to obtain testimony regarding their
positions as early as possible.

Depositions are certainly permitted under appropriate circumstances. And the
traditional rules permit the use of discovery tools in any sequence. But parties should
also first seek the information they need through less burdensome means. “Requiring
litigants to at least initially pursue less intrusive discovery before resorting to sweeping
demands...[i]s also consistent with the mandate that the rules of civil procedure,
including those relating to discovery, be construed to secure the just, speedy,
inexpensive determination of every action.” See American Family Mut. Ins. Co. v.
Grant, 222 Ariz. 507 (Ct. App. 2010).

It is not the barring of depositions that APS seeks, but the management of how
and when they occur. Ariz. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1)(C) empowers the Presiding Officer to
limit the frequency or extent of discovery methods if the discovery sought “is

‘unreasonably cumulative or duplicative, or obtainable from some other source that is

either more convenient, less burdensome, or less expensive.” EFCA should be required
to first seek the information it wants through filing data requests prior to noticing a
deposition.

2.  The Presiding Officer should permit depositions, if necessary,

only after the Company has had an opportunity to file its
rebuttal testimony.

If depositions of witnesses are proven necessary, APS believes that parties and
the Commission would be better served if they were taken after the Company has had an
opportunity to file rebuttal testimony. Party positions often change through the course
of a case after an opportunity to review the pre-filed testimonies of other parties and
finding areas of compromise. This process is conducive to judicial efficiency and
fosters the opportunity to limit the contested issues at the hearing. EFCA has noticed
the deposition of Ms. Lockwood with only her direct testimony filed. However, Ms.
Lockwood may be one of the witnesses for which APS submits pre-filed rebuttal

-6-
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testimony. At the hearing, witnesses traditionally adopt all of their pre-filed testimony,
including direct and rebuttal. A deposition based only on direct testimony is of limited
use at the hearing, and could be rendered entirely moot by subsequent rebuttal
testimony. Conducting depositions before the full spectrum of what a witness will say at
hearing is available could be an expensive and burdensome waste of time, one that could

be avoided if parties waited until after rebuttal testimony was filed.

3. The Presiding Officer should set reasonable limits on the timing
and scope of the depositions to avoid harassment, undue burden
and unnecessary expense.

Each party to a proceeding is permitted to attend a deposition and ask questions
of a deponent. In a case such as this, where there are likely to be more than 30 parties
involved, a deposition can easily take multiple days to get through if not reasonably
limited. One can easily imagine a situation where the discovery process quickly
becomes burdensome and unwieldy at best, and utterly unmanageable at worst.

To address this possibility, APS requests that the Presiding Officer limit the
scope of any deposition to topics that are relevant to the rate case and directly related to
the content of that witness’s written testimony. With this many witnesses and this many
parties, as well as numerous other factors, including the current Commission election
and APS’s pending lawsuit against Commissioner Robert Burns, unrestricted
depositions could quickly lose focus and drain resources. Without guidance and
limitations by the Presiding Officer, there is a realistic risk that parties will try to use a
deposition to seek answers beyond the scope of the proceeding and ask questions that
are purely politically motivated and specifically meant to harass or embarrass a party in
violation of the discovery rules. |

CONCLUSION

APS respectfully requests the scheduling of a procedural conference to discuss

and determine a proper plan for discovery. APS believes that it is appropriate for

parties, including EFCA, to pursue less burdensome and intrusive discovery mechanisms

-7-
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before resorting to depositions, as is contemplated by the rules of civil procedure, and is
the courtesy and custom in Commission proceedings. In the meanwhile, APS

respectfully requests that its Motion for Interim Protective Order be granted until an

appropriate plan for discovery can be established.

Attorneys for Arizona Public Service Company

ORIGINAL and thirteen (13) copies
of the foregoing filed this 6th day of
October 2016, with:

Docket Control

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

COPY of the foregoing emailed / mailed
this 6th day of October 2016, to:

Albert Acken Janice Alward
Ryley Carlock & Applewhite Legal Division
One N. Central Ave., Ste 1200 Arnizona Corporation Commission
Phoenix, AZ 85004-4417 1200 W. Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007
Brendon Baatz : Stephen Baron
Manager Consultant
ACEEE J. Kennedy & Associates
529 14th Street N.-W., Suite 600 570 Colonial Park Drive, Suite 305
Washington, DC 20045-1000 Roswell, GA 30075




O 00 N9 N R W N -

N DN NN NN N N N e e e e e e em e
00 4 O U A WD = O VO NN NN R W N RS

Patrick Black

Attorney

Fennemore Crai%

2394 East Camelback Road, Suite 600
Phoenix, AZ 85016 :

Thomas Broderick

Utilities Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Steve Chriss
Senior Manager,
Analysis

Walmart Stores
2001 Southeast 10th Street
Bentonville, AR 72716-5530

Energy Regulatory

C. Webb Crockett

Attorney

Fennemore Crai

2394 East Came%back Road, Suite 600
Phoenix, AZ 85016

Jim Downing
PO Box 70
Salome, AZ 85648

Nicholas Enoch
Attorney

Lubin & Enoch, P.C.
349 North Fourth Ave.
Phoenix, AZ 85003

Kurt Boechm

Attorney

BOEHM, KURTZ & LOWRY

36 East Seventh Street, Suite 1510
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Bradley Carroll

Assistant General Counsel, State
Regulatory

Tucson Electric Power Company

88 East Broadway Blvd.

Mail Stop HQE910

P.O.Box 711

Tucson, AZ 85702

Jody Cohn

Attorney

Boehm, Kurtz & Lowry

36 E. Seventh St., Suite 1510
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Brittany L. DeLorenzo
Corporate Counsel

I0 DATA CENTERS, LLC
615 N. 48th St.

Phoenix, AZ 85008

Greg Eisert

Director Government Affairs
Chairman

Sun City Homeowners Association
10401 W. Coggins Drive

Sun City, AZ 85351

Giancarlo Estrada

Kamper, Estrada and Simmons,
LLP

3030 N. Third St., Suite 770
Phoenix, AZ 85012




O 00 NN N W AW =

N NN N NN N N DN = e e e e e e e e
00 3 AN L bR W RO O 0NN N R, WN =D

Patricia Ferre
P.O. Box 433
Payson, AZ 85547

Jason D. Gellman

Snell & Wilmer LLP

400 E. Van Buren Street, Suite 800
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Meghan Grabel

Attorney for AIC

Osborn Maledon, P.A.
2929 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Chris Hendrix

Director of Markets & Compliance
Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.

2011 S.E. 10th Street

Bentonville, AR 72716

Kevin Higgins

Energy Strategies, LLC

215 S. State Street, Suite 200
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

Teena Jilibian

Associate Law Judge

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Richard Gayer
526 W. Wilshire Dr.
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Al Gervenack

Director

Property Owners & Residents
Association

13815 Camino del Sol

Sun City West, AZ 85372

Tom Harris

Chairman

Arizona Solar Energy Industries
Association

2122 W. Lone Cactus Dr. Suite 2
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Kevin Hengehold

Energy Program Director

Arizona Community Action
Association

2700 N. 3rd St., Suite 3040
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Timothy Hogan

Attorney

Arizona Center for Law in the
Public Interest

202 E. McDowell Road, Suite 153
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Alan Kierman

Director of Real Estate & Special
Counsel

10 Data Centers

615 N. 48th Street

Phoenix, AZ 85008

-10 -




O 00 NN bR WD -

NN N NN NN NN O e e e e e ek e e
O ~1 O W A~ W= O Y NN N RhRWwWNN-R, D

Briana Kobor

Program Director

Vote Solar

360 22nd Street, Suite 730
Oakland, CA 94612

Craig Marks

Attorney

AURA

10645 N. Tatum Blvd. Stuite 200-676
Phoenix, AZ 85028

Jason Moyes

Moyes Sellers & Hendricks Ltd.
1850 N. Central Ave., Suite 1100
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Greg Patterson

Attorney

Munger Chadwick

916 West Adams Suite 3
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Steven Puck

Director Government Affairs

Sun City Homeowners Association
10401 W. Coggins Drive

Sun City, AZ 85351

Kaitlyn A. Redfield-Ortiz
Lubin & Enoch, P.C.

349 N. 4th Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85003

Rob Robbins
President

Property

'ty Owners &
Association

13815 Camino del Sol
Sun City West, AZ 85372

Residents

Samuel L. Lofland

Ryley Carlock & Applewhite
One N. Central Ave., Suite 1200
Phoenix, AZ 85004-4417

Jay Moyes

Moyes Sellers & Hendricks Ltd.
1850 N. Central Ave., Suite 1100
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Michael Patten

Attorney

SNELL & WILMER L.L.P.

One Arizona Center

400 E. Van Buren Street, Suite 1900
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2202

Daniel Pozefsky

Chief Counsel

RUCO

1110 W. Washington, Suite 220
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Pat Quinn

AURA

5521 E. Cholla St.
Scottsdale, AZ 85254

Court Rich

Attorney

Rose Law Group,

7144 E. Stetson Drive, Suite 300
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Lawrence Robertson, Jr.

Attorney At Law

210 W. Continental Road, Suite
216A

Green Valley, AZ 85622




O 00 NN N W bW e

[\ @] [\ N N [\.)' [\®] N N N [ ok [ [ [ ok f— o o p—
oo 3 N [, ~ (W8] [\ — o \O o0 ~J (@) W EN w N — o

Jeff Schlegel

SWEEP

1167 W. Samalayuca Dr.
Tucson, AZ 85704

Gregory W. Tillman

Senior Manager, Energy
Analysis

Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.

2011 S.E. 10th Street
Bentonville, AR 72716

Regulatory

Scott Wakefield

Attorney

Hienton & Curry, P.L.L.C.
5045 N. 12th Street, Suite 110
Phoenix, AZ 85014-3302

Charles Wesselhoft
Depulg County Attorney

32 North Stone Ave., Suite 2100
Tucson, AZ 85701

Warren Woodward
55 Ross Circle
Sedona, AZ 86336

Ellen Zuckerman
Senior Associate

4231 E. Catalina Drive
Phoenix, AZ 85018

V/)‘Qm ZL Q\)ﬂj’W
J —

Sheryl A. Sweeney

Ryley Carlock & Applewhite
One N. Central Ave., Suite 1200
Phoenix, AZ 85004-4417

Emily A. Tornabene
LUBIN & ENOCH, PC
349 N. Fourth Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85003

Anthony Wanger
President

IO Data Centers
615 N. 48th Street
Phoenix, AZ 85008

Ken Wilson

Western Resource Advocates
2260 Baseline Road, Suite 200
Boulder, CO 80302

Gary Yaquinto

President & CEO

Arizona Investment Council

2100 N. Central Avenue, Suite 210
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Cynthia Zwick
2700 N. 3rd Street, Suite 3040
Phoenix, AZ 85004

_12-




EXHIBIT A




Loquvam, Thomas A

A AR NS
From: Loquvam, Thomas A
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2016 4:00 PM
To: Court Rich (CRich@roselawgroup.com)
Subject: RE: follow up

Thanks, Coutt. And thank you for the call about the October 19 date. Barbara Lockwood has previously scheduled
engagements on the 19th. Instead of immediately arranging a different date, however, I propose below a different
apptroach below that recognizes the realities of administrative litigation. If at the end, deposing witnesses 1s the only
way for your client to obtain the information it needs, then a deposition could proceed, and I'm sure we’ll be able to
coordinate a date that makes sense for everyone. APS is committed to working with EFCA throughout this
proceeding to make discovery less burdensome and more efficient for everyone.

As you know, depositions ate rare in litigation before the ACC. Instead of depositions, witnesses file extensive
wtitten testimony before the hearing and parties are permitted what essentially amounts to unlimited written
discovety. Indeed, even though the recent UNS and TEP rate cases raised the same rate design issues that have
drawn EFCA’s interest in APS’s rate case, EFCA did not notice any depositions in either rate case, and was
appatently able to obtain the information it needed through reviewing pre-filed written testimony and issuing data
requests.

Of course, depositions are permitted. But the discovery rules contemplate that parties will seek the information they
need through less burdensome means first. Indeed, Arizona Rule of Civil Procedure 26(b)(1)(C)(1) empowers a
court to limit the frequency or extent of discovery methods if the discovery sought “is unreasonably cumulative or
duplicative, or obtainable from some other source that is either more convenient, less burdensome, or less
expensive.” And this rule does not even contemplate the extensive pre-filed testimony that occurs with ACC
proceedings.

Moreovet, as you know, depositions are generally limited to one per witness for a maximum of four hours. APS has
only submitted direct testimony in this case, and Ms. Lockwood may be one of the witnesses for which APS
submits pre-filed rebuttal testimony. At the hearing, witnesses of course adopt all of their pre-filed testimony,
including direct and rebuttal. A deposition based on direct testimony only is of limited use at the hearing. Excepting
the possibility of extenuating circumstances (such as emergencies ot the unavailability of the information in another
form), depositions conducted after pre-filed rebuttal testimony are the best practice.

This is particularly true since each party to a proceeding is permitted to attend a deposition and ask questions of a
deponent. Having depositions before the full spectrum of a witness’s testimony is available through rebuttal
testimony could spawn days of depositions after direct testimony, and prompt motions for otherwise wasteful and
avoidable deposition days after rebuttal. And this is for a single witness. The deposition framework set forth in the
Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure does not contemplate proceedings in which a party like APS submits pre-filed
testimony from 15 witnesses and the number of intervenors could reach 20, 30, or even more.

Accordingly, APS believes that it is appropriate for EFCA to pursue less burdensome and intrusive discovery
mechanisms befote resorting to depositions, as i1s contemplated by the rules of civil procedure, and is the courtesy
and custom in ACC proceedings. It is only late September, and EFCA has not submitted any data requests to APS
regarding Ms. Lockwood’s direct testimony. Further, APS does not believe it is appropriate for any witness to be
produced before the deadline for pre-filed rebuttal testimony.

That being said, it very well could be that EFCA needs to depose Ms. Lockwood before the hearing so that it can
obtain any last bits of information regarding what she will say on the stand that is not included in her direct

1



testimony or her potendal rebuttal testimony, or covered by one of the thousands of data requests responses that
APS is sute to provide to the parties. If that is the case, and a deposition is the only way for EFCA to obtain the
information it needs, then a deposition could occur. If you would like to reserve a deposition date in 2017 now, just
as a placeholder to prevent calendaring complications later (I'd note that Ms. Lockwood is a particularly busy
executive and is already scheduling meetings into November), we can do that and I'm happy to work on that with
you.

Thanks again, Coutt. I look forward to resolving this issue in a mutually agreeable fashion.

From: Court Rich [mailto:CRich@roselawgroup.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2016 12:59 PM

To: Loguvam, Thomas A

Cc: Hopi Slaughter

Subject: follow up

USE CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER:(CRich@roselawgroup.com)

Do not click on links or open attachments that are not expected.

For questions or concerns, piease email the APS Cyber Defense Center team at ACDC@apsc.com
or contact the APS Helpdesk.

Thomas,

| wanted to follow up regarding our discussion yesterday of Barbara Lockwood’s availability for a deposition on October
19™. If | don’t hear back by the end of the day today, | will go ahead and get the notice out just so we can reserve that
date on everyone’s schedule who might have an interest. Thanks Thomas.

Court S. Rich

ROSE|.
|Law Grou.

RICH BHURLEY WCARTER

7144 E Stetson Drive, Suite 3000, Scottsdale, Arizona 85251
Direct: 480.505.3937 | Mobile: 602.741.3794

RLG is Service :: Winner “Best Places to Work in Arizona”
roselawgroup.com roselawgroupreporter.com

The information contained in this message is privileged and confidential. It is intended only to be read by the individual or
entity named about or their designee. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are on notice that any
distribution of this message, in any form, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please
immediately notify the sender by telephone at 480.505.3937 or by fax at 480.505.3925 and delete or destroy any copies of
this message. Thank you.

é Think green, please don't print unnecessarily
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4 || Direct: (480) 505-3937
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5 || Attorney for Energy Freedom Coalition of America
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. CHAIRMAN COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER
10 TOM FORESE ANDY TOBIN
COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER

11
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13 || SERVICE COMPANY FOR A
HEARING TO DETERMINE THE FAIR o

14 || VALUE OF THE UTILITY PROPERTY Jrizona Corporation Commssion

s || OF THE COMPANY FOR DOCKETED
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16 || JUST AND REASONABLE RATE OF 0CT 03 2016
RETURN THEREON, TO APPROVE

17 (| RATE SCHEDULES DESIGNED TO DOCKETED BY ?

s || PEVELOP SUCH RETURN. . 4 ]

19 || IN THE MATTER OF FUEL AND DOCKET NO. E-01345A-16-0123
PURCHASED POWER

2 || PROCUREMENT AUDITS FOR

51 || ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE NOTICE OF DEPOSITION OF
COMPANY. BARBARA D. LOCKWOOD

22

23

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that the deposition will be taken upon oral examination
of the person whose name is stated below at the time and place stated before an officer authorized
25 by law to administer oaths.

2 PERSON TO BE EXAMINED:  Barbara D. Lockwood

27 DATE OF DEPOSITION: October 19, 2016
28

R

TIME OF DEPOSITION: 9:60 a.m.




PLACE OF DEPOSITION: Rose Law Group pc
7144 E. Stetson Drive, Suite 300
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

COURT REPORTER: COASH & COASH
DATED this 30® day of September, 2016.

/s/ Court S. Rich |
Court S. Rich

Rose Law Group pc
Attorney for EFCA
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|| Original and 13 copies filed on
the 3™ day of October, 2016 with:

Docket Control

Arizona Corporation Commission

1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

1 hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of the foregoing document on all parties of
record in this proceeding by regular or electronic mail to:

Janice Alward
AZ Corporation Commission
jalward@azce.gov

Maureen Scott
Arizona Corporation Commission

bbaatz@acees.org
briana@votesolar.org

Anthony Wanger

Alan Kicrman

10 DATA CENTERS, LLC
t@io.com

akierman@io.com

Mecghan Grabel
OSBORN MALEDON, PA
gyaquinto@arizonaic.org

C. Webb Crockett
Patrick Black
FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C.

wcerokett@fclaw.com
pblack@feclaw.com

Thomas Loguvam

Pimnnacle West Capital Corp.

Thomas loquvam{@pinnaclewest.com
Danicl Pozefsky

RUCO

dpozefsky@azruco.gov

Greg Eisert

Steven Puck

Sun City Homeowners Association
gregeisert@gmail.com

steven.puck(@cox.net

Patricia Ferre

pferreact@mac.com

Warren Woodward
w6345789@yahoo.com

Richard Gayer
rgayer@cox.net

Craig Marks

AURA
craig.marks@azbar.org
pat.quinnd7474@gmail.com

Al Gervenack

Rob Robbins

Property Owners & Residents Assoc.
al.gervenack@porascw.org
rob.robbins@porascw.org

Tom Harris

AriSEIA
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Cynthia Zwick

Kevin Hengehold
ACCA
czwick@azcaa.org
khengehold@azcaa.org

Jay Moyes
Moyes Sellers & Hendricks LTD
Jjasonmoyes@law-msh.com
jimoyes@law-msh.com
jim@harcuvar.com

Kurt Boehm

Jody Kyler Cohn

Bochm Kurtz & Lowry

kbochm@bkllawfirm.com
jkylercohm@bkllawfirm.com

John William Moore, Xr.
Kroger
jmoore@mbmblaw.com

Lawrence V. Robertson, Ir.
Noble Americas Energy Sohutions LLC
tubaclawyer@aol.com

Michael Patten

Jason Gellman

Snell & Wilmer LLP
mpatten@swiaw.com
jgcllman@swiaw .com
docket@swlaw.com
bearroli@tep.com

Charles Wesselhoft
Pima County Attorney’s Office
charlcs. wessclhofi@pcao. pima.gov

Giancarlo Estrada
Kamper Estrada LLP
gestrada@lawphx.com

Greg Patterson
Munger Chadwick
greg@azcpa.org

Coash & Coash
1802 N. 7th St

Phoenix, AZ 85006
staff@coashandcoash.com

Nicholas Enoch

Kaitlyn Redfield-Ortiz
Emily Tormabene

Lubin & Enoch PC
nick@lubinandenoch.com

Scott Wakefield

Hienton Curry, PLLC
swakcficld@hclawgroup.com
miougee@hclawgroup.com
stephen chriss@wal-mart.com
greg tillman@wal-mart.com
chris.hendrix@wal-mart.com

Sheryl A. Sweeney

Albert H. Acken

Samuel L. Lofland

Ryley Carlock & Applewhite
ssweency@rcalaw.com
aacken@rcalaw.com
slofland@rcalaw.com

Jeffrey J. Woner
K.R. Saline & Associates
jjw@krsaline.com




Shahan, Jamie
“

From: Ratecase

Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2016 1:37 PM

Subject: APS 2016 Rate Case Notice of Fourth Technical Conference

Attachments: APS Notice of Fourth Technical Conference APS 2016 Rate Case-16-0036_100616.pdf

Attached please find APS’s Notice of the Fourth Technical Conference to be held on November 3, 2016 in the APS 2016
Rate Case matter. If you have any difficulty opening this document, please let me know.

Best Regards,

D aps

THE APS RATE CASE TEAM




Shahan, Jamie
E

From: Arizona Public Service Regulatory Department
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2016 1:37 PM ~
To: Ahmad, Omaya; Andreasen, Erinn A; Andrews, Ardyn W; Aycock, Kimarie L; Barela, Steve

S; Barleycorn, Judith K; Baum, Shirley A; Benally, Linda J; Benavides, David L; Benavides,
Francisca E; Bernosky, Gregory L; Blankenship, Elizabeth A; Bohannon, Kasey D; Boiden,
Timothy F; Bordenkircher, Scott B; Brandt, Donald E; Bunnell, Alan L; Burke, Jeffrey;
Carlson, Thomas J; Carnes, Kerri A; Chalmers, Michelle J; Coats, Kelley M; Cole, Brian W:
Connolly, Sharon A; Constable, Adam; 'Dalton, Chalese’; Danner, Denise R; Dean, Traci L:
Derstine, Stacy L; Dinkel, Patrick; Dolyniuk, Karen E; Downing, Edward; Dunning, Mary M;
Easterly, Donna M; Edington, Randall; 'Eisen, Eileen'; Engel, Jennifer R; Evans, Danielle:
Ewen, Peter M; Fahy, Richard M; Falck, David P; Flores, Mario; Freemyers, Tia; Froetscher,
Daniel T; Fryer, Zachary J; Gagnon, Gaylord J; Geisler, Ted N; Geissler, Virginia M; Girardi,
Kyle; Goodrich, Brent; Gotfried, Steven M; Green, Michael G; Gross, Damon R; Guldner,
Jeff B; Hankins, Brian C; Hardy, Karen L; Hatfield, James R; Hatfield, John S; Hauert, Kelly
M; Ho, Amanda; Hornburg, Joel; Johnson, Janice L; Johnson, Jeffrey W; Karem, Jordan;
Kearns, Daniel A; Keys Nunes, Brandon; Kimbriel, Dianne; Koenes, Nancy; Krueger,
Melissa M; La Benz, Jason C; Langbaum, Kevin; Latino, Emma L; Layton, Stefanie;
Lehman, Michelle R; Locher, Michael L; Lockwood, Barbara D; 'Lofton, Lenora’; Loquvam,
Thomas A; Lowe, Patrick; Lucas, John R; Majcher, Adam R; Malagon, Elisa M; Martin,
Michael D; McCall I, Thomas E; McClain, Hart; McDonald Jr, James E; McFall, Elizabeth
M; McGill, James T, McLeod, Tammy D; 'McMichael, Stephanie’; Mendoza, Jerardo;
Miessner, Charles A; Morgan, Britney N; Morgan, Joel I; '"Mountain, Paul’; Mumaw,
Thomas L; Murphy, Ashlee I; Nickloy, Lee R; Ochoa, Marissa; Omanovic, Rufad: Orr,
Debra M; Pallissard Jr, Bernie P; Pittman, Hal; Rasmussen, Rose; Reed, Cynthia N;
Ricciardi Jr, Joseph H; Rusert, Timothy B; Sadoski, Melissa L; Schelah, Michele K; Schenk,
S Jenine; Schiavoni, Mark A; *Shahan, Jamie'; Smith, Barbara G; Smith, Michelle R; Smith,
Paul A; Snook, Leland; Spence, Kelly; Stewart, Anna; Stooks-Dermer, Traci L; Surovy,
Christina S; Symchak, Jason R; Tafoya, Andres L; Tafoya, Robyn A; Taylor, Mikenzie;
Tetlow, Jacob; Tewelis, Tony; Van, Nguyen T; Vega, Jennie A; Washington, Leticia L;
Wendeborn, Lee; Wendt, Geoffrey; Wilde, James C; Wontor, James M; Yeager, Celina
Subject: APS 2016 Rate Case Notice of Fourth Technical Conference

Attached please find APS’s Notice of the Fourth Technical Conference delivered October 6, 2016, in the APS 2016 Rate
Case matter. If you have any difficulty opening this document, please let me know.

http://edocxt:7003/WorkplaceXT/getContent?id=current&vsld=%7B3DD4F812-26EB-CD9I8-86BB-
579B9F700000%7D&objectStoreName=Corporate&objectType=document

Jamie Shahan

Regulatory Analyst

State Compliance

400 North 5th Street, M.S. 9712
Phoenix, AZ 85004-3902

Tel 602.250.4625

[amie.Shahan@aps.com aps.com




