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Docket No. UE-260162 

Dear Executive Director Killip: 

Pursuant to the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission’s (“Commission”) 

Notice of Hybrid Workshop and request for written comment dated July 10, 2026, the Alliance of 

Western Energy Consumers (“AWEC”) hereby submits these written comments.  AWEC 

appreciates the opportunity to provide written feedback in advance of the workshop.  AWEC’s 

comments provided herein are limited to the second question, and as detailed below, AWEC 

cautions that imposing responsibilities on certain customer classes to pay for costs that are 

difficult to quantify and difficult to track risks moving away from cost-causation principles 

foundational in utility rate setting analysis and discriminates amongst customer classes. 

Question 2 asks:  

Commenters identified indirect and difficult-to-track costs that [large load 

customers (LLCs)] impose on the utility system.1  One way for an LLC to address 

costs that cannot easily be directly assigned to LLC customers is by requiring LLCs 

to fund programs that support other customers, such as by contributing to low-

income bill assistance, low-income weatherization, low-income decarbonization, 

energy efficiency, demand flexibility programs, or funding for utility ventures.2 

If LLCs were to provide direct payments to a utility in order to fund programs that 

benefit other customers, what specific programs should LLCs contribute towards 

1 Such costs include local heat island effects, competition for energy infrastructure, effects on market prices, 

and supply chain pressure.   
2 For an example of funding utility ventures, see the example of NV Energy’s Clean Transition Tariff.  For an 

example of charges contributing to programs that benefit vulnerable customers, see the Oregon PUC’s 

Order 26-154 in Docket UM 2377. 
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(e.g., low-income bill assistance, weatherization, demand response programs, 

intervenors’ fund)? 

This issue and proposed solution present three primary issues to address.  First, it is 

implied in the question, although not stated directly, that the costs in question are not only 

difficult to track but also difficult to quantify.  The first step in rate setting is to quantify real 

and/or expected costs (to be input into the rate formula) based on actual expenditures or 

estimates that can reasonably be supported by factual evidence.  If there is no evidence to 

support a particular cost, then the cost is most appropriately disallowed and not recoverable from 

any rate class.   

Second, the question itself is internally inconsistent in that it claims both that the costs in 

question are imposed by one customer class but also that the costs are difficult to track.  The rate 

setting process relies on cost-of-service methodologies and rate spread principles to fairly 

allocate costs among customer classes.  If there is evidence upon which to conclude that the costs 

are real and they are imposed by one customer class, then that evidence should be brought 

forward in order to properly and fairly allocate those costs to that customer class.  But where no 

evidence exists to track which customer class caused the cost, there is no basis upon which to 

conclude that such costs should 100% be imposed on any one class.  It would be arbitrary to 

assume that one customer class imposed the cost if there is no evidence to support it, and it 

would discriminate against that customer class.   

Finally, the proposed solution is built on an assumption that the programs funded through 

the new charge can mitigate the difficult-to-track costs imposed by the customer class.  Examples 

provided for potential cost impacts include heat island effects, competition for energy 

infrastructure, effects on market prices, and supply chain pressure, and the potential programs 

include low-income bill assistance, low-income weatherization, low-income decarbonization, 

energy efficiency, demand flexibility programs, or funding for utility ventures.  However, it is 

not clear whether or how each of the funded programs would mitigate the costs imposed, or even 

any asserted connection between the posited costs and the programs that would be funded as a 

consequence of these costs.   

Fundamentally, the Commission’s question proposes a public policy charge as proxy 

compensation for alleged costs that extend well beyond individual utilities and impact the 

regional market for electricity supply.  If the Commission were to impose such a charge on the 

LLCs taking service from the utilities it regulates, it would be effectively allocating this market-

wide charge to a few select LLCs that happen to locate in an IOU’s service territory – and 

encouraging LLCs to locate in other utility service territories where the same alleged costs would 

occur but without the burden of an unrelated and arbitrary charge.  If, therefore, such a charge 

was to be imposed, it should come in the form of a tax that is assessed by the Legislature, not as 

an ad hoc utility charge. 
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In sum, AWEC cautions against imposing cost responsibility on one customer class where 

there is little to no evidence that the cost is real and that the cost is actually caused by that 

customer class.  Such a paradigm would violate fundamental cost-causation principles and be 

arbitrary and discriminatory.  In addition, in order to seek recovery of costs, the utility bears the 

burden of bringing forth sufficient evidence to justify that the cost is occurring.  If the cost is 

difficult to quantify, that does not remove the burden of proof, but rather imposes on the 

advocate a duty to conduct a study, hire an expert, or otherwise bring forth the evidence 

necessary to support that the cost is real and determine who or what is causing it.  Once that 

information is known, then this question becomes a non-issue because the Commission can rely 

on the evidence brought forth to justify whether and from which customer class to allow the cost 

into customer rates.  

AWEC appreciates the opportunity to provide comment on this matter and looks forward 

to future engagement in this docket.  

 

 

Dated this 5th of August, 2026. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      PEPPLE MOSER, P.C. 

 

      /s/ Tyler C. Pepple 

      Tyler C. Pepple, WSB #50475 

      Marie P. Barlow, OSB #144051 

      Pepple Moser, P.C. 
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      503.883.8689 

      tyler@pepplemoser.com 
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