
Integrated System Planning Rules
Draft Rules Workshop

October 25, 2024



● Welcome 
● Objectives, Logistics, and Introductions

● Integrated System Planning - Industry Landscape 
● Guest speaker [30 mins]

● Discussion Framework
● Topic 1: Clarifying Policy Goals [35 mins]

● BREAK [10 mins]

● Topic 2: Content of the Integrated System Plan [35 mins]

● Topic 3: Implementation & Reporting [35 mins]

● Wrap up 
● Procedural Matters, Next Steps, and Closing Statements

Agenda
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Facilitation Team – Smart Electric Power Alliance (SEPA)

Guest Speaker – Energy and Environmental Economics (E3)

Workshop Participants – Virtual and In-Person

Introductions

Yok Potts
Director of Policy, 
Research & Industry 
Strategy

Elizabeth Mathis
Manager, Research & 
Industry Strategy

Mary Palmer, 
Director of Energy 
Equity & Inclusion

Dan Aas
Partner
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In March 2024, the Washington State Legislature passed 
the Washington Decarbonization Act for Large 
Combination Utilities (formerly known as ESHB 1589). 

The Washington Decarbonization Act for Large 
Combination Utilities requires the Washington Utilities and 
Transportation Commission (UTC) to:

● Develop rules to create Integrated System Plans by 
July 1, 2025

● Establish by rule a cost test for the clean energy 
transition

● Develop a compliance checklist for regulated 
utilities

Today’s workshop represents one of the public 
involvement efforts in Part One of the UTC rulemaking 
process for Docket U-240281, as the Commission works 
to develop final rules.

Background on U-240281 Rulemaking
Events/ActivitiesDates*Rulemaking 

Phase

First Integrated System Plan (ISP) 
Rules Workshop

Jun 28, 2024

Part One –
CR 101

Cost Test Technical Conference #1Oct 11, 2024

Second Integrated System Plan 
(ISP) Rules Workshop  

Oct 25, 2024

Cost Test Technical Conference #2Nov 22, 2024

Cost Test Technical Conference #3Dec 13, 2024

Informal Draft Rules for CommentJan-Feb 2025

Formal Draft Rules, CR 102 
Comment period, and Adoption 
Hearing

Mar-May 2025
Part Two –

CR 102

Filing of Final Rules Jun 2025
Part Three –

CR 103

Statutory Rulemaking DeadlineJul 1, 2025Conclusion

*Future rulemaking dates are tentative. 4



Workshop Goals & Scope

Goals: 

○ To provide stakeholders the opportunity to discuss their comments and positions on 
the draft rules. All stakeholders are encouraged to ask questions, share perspectives, 
and clarify previously submitted comments. 

○ SEPA’s role as facilitator is to support constructive dialogue and ensure all 
stakeholder input is accurately captured.

Scope: This workshop will focus on the overarching Integrated System Planning rules. 
Detailed technical discussions that related to the Cost Test should be reserved for the 
upcoming Technical Conferences.
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● This is a public workshop. The presentation will be recorded & posted.

● Whenever you speak, please state your name and your organization.

● Virtual audience reminders:
○ Please make sure your full name and organization is displayed. 

○ Use chat to ask clarifying questions during the presentation.

○ MUTE your microphone when you’re not speaking.

Public Participation



Integrated System Planning 
An Industry Landscape 

Dan Aas
Partner

Energy and Environmental Economics (E3)
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Discussion Framework



Topic 1: 
Clarifying Policy Goals
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● Legislative Intent from the Washington Decarbonization Act for Large Combination Utilities (RCW 
80.86)

○ Recognize that gas & electric companies face transformational change

○ In order to meet the statewide greenhouse gas limits in the energy sectors,
■ The legislature finds that regulatory innovation may be need to remove barriers that large combination utilities 

may face to meet the state’s public policy objectives and expectations

○ Large combination utilities are required to be compliant with these carbon reduction statutes:
■ Chapter 19.405 RCW, the Washington Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA)
■ Chapter 70A.65 RCW, the Washington Climate Commitment Act

○ Support the transition by adopting requirements for large combination utilities to: 
■ Conduct integrated system planning (ISP) to develop specific actions supporting gas system decarbonization 

and electrification, and reduction in the gas rate base

○ Encourages a robust competitive wholesale market for generation, storage, and demand side resources to serve the 
state’s electrical companies, other electric utilities, and end-users that secure their own power supply

Clarifying Policy Goals



10 Minute Break



Topic 2: 
Content of an Integrated System Plan



Topic 3: 
Implementation & Reporting



Wrap Up
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Upcoming Opportunities to Engage:
● Technical Conferences
● Informal Draft Rules 

The Washington Utilities and 
Transportation Commission values 
your input. Please continue to 
submit your comments!

Procedural Matters and Next Steps
Events/ActivitiesDates*Rulemaking 

Phase

First Integrated System Plan (ISP) 
Rules Workshop

Jun 28, 2024

Part One –
CR 101

Cost Test Technical Conference #1Oct 11, 2024

Second Integrated System Plan 
(ISP) Rules Workshop  

Oct 25, 2024

Cost Test Technical Conference #2Nov 22, 2024

Cost Test Technical Conference #3Dec 13, 2024

Informal Draft Rules for CommentJan-Feb 2025

Formal Draft Rules, CR 102 
Comment period, and Adoption 
Hearing

Mar-May 2025
Part Two –

CR 102

Filing of Final Rules Jun 2025
Part Three –

CR 103

Statutory Rulemaking DeadlineJul 1, 2025Conclusion



Thank You!
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Appendix - Notice Questions



Please review Table 1.

a. Are there missing energy plans that 
should be included in the ISP, which 
are not currently identified in Table 1, 
above, or included in the draft rules?

a. For example, should the Biennial 
Conservation Plan (BCP) also be 
included in an ISP? c. What timing is 
most appropriate for both plans (ISP, 
BCP)?

Question 1 – Content of an ISP
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a. WAC 480-95-030: Please identify any issues with the draft rule language and 
provide recommendations to address those concerns through comments or 
redline edits.

a. WAC 480-95-040: Please identify any issues with the draft rule language and 
provide recommendations to address those concerns through comments or 
redline edits. 

Question 2 - Content of an ISP, long-
term and implementation sections

40



While the current CEIPs are based on a 4-year compliance period, the multiple references to “emissions 
reduction periods” for ISPs [RCW 80.86.010(14); RCW 80.86.020(4)(e) and (g)] suggest that a 5-year 
timeline may be beneficial in harmonizing the Clean Energy Transformation Act, Climate Commitment 
Act, and 80.86 RCW requirements in a consolidated planning environment. This may especially be true 
when considering the practical compliance and reporting implications in RCW 80.86.020(4)(e) and (g). 
As such, the Commission requests feedback on both the compliance and associated timelines:

a. Could a 5-year compliance period be used for an integrated system plan and still meet the 
“statutorily required content” of a CEIP (RCW 19.405.060)? If yes, please explain.

a. In the alternative, if a 4-year compliance period were used, how would that impact the ability of the 
Commission and interested parties to assess a large combination utility’s potential claim that a given 
level of conservation or demand response was DOCKET U-240281 PAGE 4 “neither technically nor 
commercially feasible during the applicable emissions reduction period” [RCW 80.86.020(e) and 
(g)]? Please explain.

Question 3 – Compliance Timeline
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Commission Staff (Staff) interprets the term “commercially feasible” to be different 
from the term “cost-effective” as used in the EIA. Staff interprets “commercially 
feasible” as related to the Technically Achievable Potential as determined in utility 
Conservation Potential Assessments (CPA). Further, Staff believes the definition of 
“commercially feasible” may be an eventual compliance question regarding 
conservation achievement.

a. Should there be a definition of “commercially feasible”? If yes, please provide 
proposed definition.

a. How is “commercially feasible” different from “achievable” cost-effective 
conservation in the EIA?

Question 4 – Definition of 
“commercially feasible”
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Are there other definitions within the proposed rules that are missing or need to 
be changed? If yes, please explain.

Question 5 – Definitions – General 
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To support safety and reliability, gas utilities plan for replacement miles of gas 
pipeline every year. Additionally, avoiding gas distribution pipeline replacement 
through targeted electrification must be considered within an ISP. As such, does 
the language outlined in WAC 480-95-050 adequately include costs without 
impacting safety and the approval processes for necessary repairs, 
improvements, changes, additions, or extensions?

Question 6 – Pipeline Replacement 
Plan Data
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Is the language in WAC 480-95-050(2) adequate to ensure communication with 
consumer-owned utilities, while maintaining sufficient flexibility? 

Question 7 – Outreach to Customer-
Owned Utilities
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RCW 80.86.020 requires the Commission to approve, reject or approve with 
conditions an ISP within 12 months of filing.

a. Please describe the filing and review process that you envision for an ISP.

a. How does that differ from the current draft rules?

a. Further, should it resemble the existing IRP or CEIP process more? 

Question 8 – Plan Development & 
Timing
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In the draft rules, the Commission proposes an ISP midway progress report that 
would update major long term planning assumptions, necessary implementation 
details, and significant changes in law or economic conditions.

a. Should the information provided in this document allow a utility to request 
changes to previously approved targets? If yes, what standards should be 
met for the Commission to change targets?

a. If so, please describe what an appropriate process would be for review of this 
document. Should this process be subject to adjudication or not? DOCKET U-
240281 PAGE 5

Question 9 – Integrated System Plan 
Midway Progress Report
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What metrics are important to include in reporting and compliance filings to 
demonstrate progress towards electrification and emissions reduction targets? 

Question 10 – Reporting & 
Compliance
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Are there missing elements, or areas that need to be changed, in WAC 480-100-
655 that should be included in a public participation plan for an ISP? If yes, 
please explain. 

Question 11 – Public Participation
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Staff interprets vulnerable populations, highly impacted communities, and 
overburdened communities -- including customers of both electric and gas 
systems – to be considered and referred to as “named” communities, which 
should be considered within ISP. Do you agree? Further, are there any other 
places in the rules where this may also apply?

Question 12 – Named Communities 
in WAC 480-95-030(1) 
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What enforcement mechanism should the Commission consider with the 
emission reduction targets and other aspects of the ISP? For example, should 
the Commission add language in a new enforcement section language modeled 
after WAC 480-100-665? 

Question 13 - Enforcement
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Is there a nexus between acquisition rules and filings made in accordance with 
WAC 480-95-030, the new ISP? If yes, what additional revisions are needed 
beyond connecting the IRP and ISP requirements with acquisition processes? If 
no, please explain.

Question 14 – Amendment of IRP in 
WAC 480-107, Electric Companies –
Purchases of Resources
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