A

~IvVISTA

Avista Corp.

1411 East Mission P.O. Box 3727

Spokane, Washington 99220-0500 Received

Telephone 509-489-0500 Records Management
Toll Free 800-727-9170 Apr 17,2026

April 17,2026

Mr. Jeff Killip

Executive Director and Secretary

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
621 Woodland Square Loop SE

Lacey, WA 98503

RE: Docket U-210800 - Avista’s Comments on the Commission’s Customer Notice and Fees
Rulemaking

Dear Mr. Killip,

Avista Corporation, dba Avista Utilities (Avista or the Company), submits the following comments
in accordance with the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission’s (Commission) Notice
of Opportunity to Provide Comments (Notice) issued in Docket U-210800 on March 13, 2026, related
to the Commission’s Customer Notice and Fees Rulemaking.

The following are the Company’s responses to questions 1-3 posed in the Notice.

1. Master meter vs. primary meter. These draft revised rules in WAC 480-100 replace the
term “master meter” with “primary meter”. At the workshop on September 7, 2023, the
utilities expressed concern with the change, indicating that the term “master meter,” in
the electric rules, had a specific meaning. The Commission notes that the term “master
meter” is no longer used in the National Electrical Code. Does the term “master meter”
have a specific legal meaning, such as in utility tariffs, or is it used in other utility codes
and standards? Would it be sufficient to state in the Commission’s electric rules that
primary meter and master meter have the same meaning?

Response: As the Commission considers updates to WAC 480-100, Avista supports modernizing
terminology where appropriate. With respect to the proposed use of the term “primary meter,” Avista
has concerns because, within the Company’s operations, the term “primary meter” already has an
established meaning that differs from how “master meter” is used within the Commission’s rules. For
Avista, “primary meter” is commonly used to refer to a customer’s standard billing meter or, in some
cases, to metering associated with service taken at primary voltage. In contrast, “master meter” is the
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established term used in Washington rules' to describe a specific service configuration in which a
single meter serves multiple dwelling units or occupants. For example, WAC 480-100-123 addresses
refusal of service in multi-unit buildings with more than one dwelling unit, and WAC 480-100-128
includes additional notification requirements when service is provided through a master meter or to
someone other than the customer of record. These provisions are tied to consumer protection
requirements that apply specifically to that meter configuration. Replacing that term with “primary
meter” makes it unclear how multi-occupant service configurations would be identified in the rules
and may create ambiguity when applying provisions under these rules.

Additionally, while the term “master meter” is no longer used in the National Electrical Code and
does not appear in Avista’s electric service requirements or other construction-related utility codes,
Avista continues to use and understand the term consistently within the context of Washington’s
consumer protection rules, where it has a clear and established meaning.

For these reasons, it is not sufficient to simply state in the Commission’s rules that “primary meter”
and “master meter” have the same meaning without additional clarification. In Avista’s view, it is
important that the rules continue to clearly distinguish between standard single-customer service and
configurations where a single meter serves multiple dwelling units or occupants. If that distinction is
not preserved, there is a possibility that provisions intended to apply to specific consumer protections
could become less clear in practice.

2. The increase in customers receiving scam texts and phone calls is a concerning trend.
The draft revised rules try to modernize communication methods by leaning more
towards digital communications such as text messages and email. What steps can or are
utilities taking to protect consumers from such scams and how can legitimate
communication be better differentiated from fraudulent attempts?

Response: Avista actively works to protect customers from scams by monitoring reports of fraudulent
texts, phone calls, and emails and escalating responses as scam activity increases. Reported scam
activity 1s reviewed for patterns and volume, and different response actions may be triggered based
on the nature and frequency of the reports. When trends emerge, such as scammers impersonating
Avista, demanding immediate payment to avoid disconnection, or directing customers to fraudulent
phone numbers, Avista coordinates appropriate responses, which may include website alerts,
customer emails, social media messaging, and internal employee notifications. Avista also trains
customer-facing employees to recognize common scam tactics and to consistently explain that Avista
does not demand immediate payment or request personal or banking information through unsolicited
calls, texts, or emails.

To help customers determine whether communication is legitimate, Avista emphasizes verification
rather than reliance on the initial contact. Customers are encouraged to independently confirm
communications by contacting Avista using phone numbers printed on official bills or published on
the company’s website, rather than responding directly to unsolicited messages. Avista also strives
for consistency in customer communications, including the use of familiar branding elements such as
color palette, photography, and messaging tone, so customers can more easily recognize legitimate
Avista communications and spot potential imposters. For communications that involve higher risk,
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including those related to potential disconnection, layered communication methods are used, such as
mailed notices, email reminders, bill messaging, website information when logged in, and
contact-center confirmation, so customers have more than one opportunity to verify the information.
Avista recognizes that customer communication preferences have evolved and that many customers
prefer digital options, and while the Company supports modernizing communication rules, it does so
with the understanding that digital communications can only be used safely when paired with
monitoring, verification, and ongoing customer education.

3. The Fourth Revised Term Sheet in Docket U-200281, in particular Section I, relates to
data reporting, and requires quarterly and monthly data reporting consistent with
Sections J and K of the same document. For 30 days after the end of this rulemaking,
the Commission will require that utilities continue to report this data. Due to significant
overlap between the data reporting in U-200281 and the Performance Based Rate
Making effort in U-210590, Staff proposes to end monthly reporting and continue annual
reporting in the Commission Basis Report...

Questions

1. Are there any other data points the Commission should consider requiring utilities to
continue reporting?

2. Current data reporting in U-200281 is by zip code. Should the utilities report data by
census tract?

3. Is annual reporting sufficient?

Response: Avista agrees with Staff’s proposal to end monthly and quarterly reporting in U-200281
but suggests that the Commission open a separate docket for this metric reporting in place of including
this data with its annual Commission Basis Report. This allows the Commission and other interested
parties to see all utilities’ data in one location as opposed to in separate annual filings for each utility.

1. Avista does not suggest adding additional data points at this time. In the future, the
Commission should evaluate all data it is receiving to determine if anything should be added
or removed.

2. Avista prefers to provide reporting by zip code because reporting can be cultivated from one
system instead of layering premise data on top of census data.

3. Yes, annual reporting is sufficient, but it may include monthly or quarterly information.

The following are Avista’s comments in response to the draft rules provided in Attachments A and B
to the Notice.

WAC 480-90/100-023 — Definitions

In alignment with the language that already exists within RCW 19.405.020(24) and WAC 480-109-
060(22), Avista proposes the following underlined modification to the definition of low-income.

“Low-Income means a household income, adjusted for the household size, that isless—than
does not exceed eighty percent of the area median household income or two hundred percent

of the federal poverty level, whichever is higher.”
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WAC 480-90/100-103 — Information to Consumers

As written, Avista interprets the added Sec. 4 to mean the Company would be required to provide
translated written communications to customers in the language of their preference any time the
specified language is a noted preference of either: 1) 1,000 or more customers, or 2) 5% of the utility’s
Washington service territory. With this interpretation in mind, Avista supports the addition of this
requirement to the rules but provides the following suggestions to the language for clarification
purposes.

“(4) Utilities must translate written communications; required by this section, except for those
required by subsections 5(c) and 5(d), for customers who share a common language other
than English. Written translations must be provided to customers in their preferred language
if the specified language has been indicated by whosetansnagegronps—comprise the lesser
of> (1) 1,000 persons in a utility’s service territory, or (2) 5 percent of the customer
population within the utility’s service territory. Customers must have the ability to opt into
or out of their language preferences. Utilities must maintain a record of each customer’s
written communication preference and must provide information in the preferred language

i Coclish

The Company questions the need to send communications required in this section in both the
customer's preferred language and in English. This requirement would unnecessarily increase printing
and mailing expenses with no additional benefit to customers. The proposed revisions above reflect
this concern.

WAC 480-90/100-113 — Residential Service Deposit Requirements

Low-Income — WAC 480-90/100-113(1)(a) and (2)(a)
In the following proposed language, the term “other means” is vague; it would be beneficial to remove
the ambiguity by offering specific means by which the customer can prove they are income qualified.

“If a customer indicates that they may be a low-income customer, the utility must allow that
customer ten business days to confirm they are a low-income customer, either by applying

and qualifying for energy assistance or demonstrating through other means they are income
qualified;”

Avista suggests clarifying “other means” to include reasonable methods by which a customer may
demonstrate they are income qualified, including but not limited to:

e (a) Participation in a federal, state, or Tribal income-qualified assistance program;

e (b) Self-certification of gross household income, including wages, benefits, or other income
sources identified by the utility for purposes of determining eligibility for income-qualified
programs; or

e (c) Other reasonable verification accepted by the utility.

At Avista, when a customer self-certifies household income and provides sufficient information to
determine income eligibility, the customer is treated as income qualified and enrolled in the applicable
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income-qualified program at that time. Other utilities may establish income qualification through
different reasonable verification methods consistent with their programs.

Relatedly, the proposed changes to the deposit criteria contained within these sections includes a
provision for waiving deposits for customers who are identified as low-income. As a result, deposit
requirements apply only to individuals who are not recognized as low-income and either have a
history of a lower propensity to pay or have not previously established a credit history with the
Company. This approach ensures that customers with the greatest financial need are not burdened by
deposit requirements, while still maintaining account security for those with higher risk profiles. This
change for low-income makes the rationale behind lowering the deposit amount, as discussed below,
unclear as to why it is warranted given the changes in these sections that offer adequate protection for
more vulnerable customers.

Deposit Amount - WAC 480-90/100-113(4)

Avista does not agree with the proposed modifications to the calculation used for determining the
amount of a deposit. Deposits serve a fundamental purpose in securing customer accounts. By
requiring a deposit equivalent to two-twelfths of the estimated annual billed amount, utilities ensure
that there is adequate security for the account. If the deposit amount is reduced from two-twelfths to
one-twelfth of the estimated annual billed amount, the security of the account is compromised due to
the length of time it takes a past due account to be disconnected for nonpayment. The lower deposit
may not sufficiently protect the utility against potential non-payment or account risk, undermining
the original intent of the deposit requirement. Without a clear explanation for this reduction, it is
difficult to assess how the change aligns with the overall intent of deposit policies, as noted above,
and whether it adequately addresses account security concerns.

Deposit Arrangements - WAC 480-90/100-113(5)

The proposed change to deposit arrangements shifts the upfront payment requirement from fifty
percent of the deposit amount to only twenty-five percent, with the remaining balance extended over
the next three months. While this adjustment may initially seem beneficial to customers by lowering
their immediate financial burden, it raises concerns regarding both customer outcomes and the
utility’s arrears management. By allowing customers to pay only a quarter of the deposit upfront and
spreading the remainder over a longer period, the likelihood that customers may encounter
disconnection again before the full deposit is paid increases. This extended payment timeline can lead
to a recurring cycle of disconnections and reconnections, which ultimately does not effectively reduce
outstanding arrears. The arrangement, therefore, may inadvertently perpetuate payment difficulties
rather than provide meaningful support or relief. And because low-income or vulnerable customers
are not subject to deposits, it is unclear why this change is necessary.

WAC 480-90/100-128 — Disconnection of Service

Non-payment Disconnect Moratorium - WAC 480-90/100-128(3)

Avista has several concerns pertaining to the proposed moratorium on non-payment disconnections
and does not support the addition of a free-standing non-payment disconnect moratorium for
“vulnerable customers”. Avista offers a wide variety of payment options and customer protections
designed to reduce energy burden, which are more beneficial to customers than a moratorium that
simply delays payment obligations. These protections include, but are not limited to: My Energy
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Discount, Arrearage Managements Program, Arrearage Forgiveness Program, extended payment
arrangements, preferred due dates, Comfort Level Billing, budget alerts, and emergency energy
assistance. Collectively, these programs focus on supporting long term affordability rather than
increasing a customer’s energy balance.

The draft rules do not provide sufficient specificity regarding how frequently a customer can qualify
for this protection, nor do they establish clear date parameters for when the moratorium would apply.
It is unclear whether this protection would apply year-round or only during certain periods, such as
the winter months. Without clear limitations, there is concern that customers could repeatedly request
this protection, effectively suspending their obligation to make payments on their account
indefinitely.

Additionally, the Company is unclear on what is meant by “additional outreach”, as the proposed rule
does not define what actions would qualify or how such outreach would be evaluated. Under current
business practices, when a customer contacts Avista indicating they are seeking financial assistance
or have an appointment for energy assistance, the Company suspends any notice or disconnect activity
on the account for a period of 60 days to allow the customer time to obtain financial assistance.

Furthermore, the Company assumes the defining characteristics of a “vulnerable customer” are those
outlined in proposed WAC 480-100-128 (3)(a-c). However, not all customers who meet one or more
of those characteristics would consider themselves as vulnerable or be unable to pay. For example,
just because someone is over the age of 65 doesn't mean they are vulnerable. If this provision is
included in the final rules, Avista recommends additional clarification that eligibility applies to
customers who are experiencing an inability to pay. The Company proposes the following
clarification, “...for residences that state they are unable to pay and have with-individuals in the
household that meet any of the following criteria.”

Past Due Notification Requirements - WAC 480-90/100-128(5)(a)

While extending the collections notice process by an additional two weeks may appear
customer-protective, the Company is concerned that the proposed change carries unintended material
consequences. The proposed rules would add two weeks to the existing customer notice process.
While the Company recognizes that collection notices motivate payment or engagement, Avista is
concerned that extending the timeframe may result in increased arrears, making eventual repayment
less feasible and potentially leading to higher write-offs. As new charges continue to be billed during
an extended notice period, customer balances may compound, which may also result in increased
inbound call volumes and higher administrative costs.

The proposed requirement that utilities must place a call to customers through a live representative to
each customer who receives a past due notice is unduly burdensome, cost prohibitive, and completely
unnecessary, especially as customers are unlikely to answer when receiving calls from Avista. On
average, the Company delivers 7,334 past due notices each month, which would require nineteen new
employees to manually support these call requirements. This equates to an additional expense of
approximately $205,064 monthly or $2,460,774 annually. Requiring a live representative to contact
each customer would increase operational costs exponentially without a demonstrated benefit beyond
existing notice and outreach methods.
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Additionally, Question 2 above provided in the Commission’s Notice speaks to digital
communications and the growing concern of scam calls and texts, and the desire for the draft rules to
“modernize communication methods by leaning more towards digital communications such as text
messages and email”. These modernizations seem to be the more appropriate path for the additional
proposed outreach, rather than a live representative placing the call. Within Avista’s current Customer
Care and Billing (CC&B) system, Customer Service Representatives must manually enter a contact
record to show when a call was placed to the customer and manually document the outcome of that
call. This manual process introduces the potential for human error in maintaining complete and
accurate call records. By contrast, Avista’s platform that places automated calls is capable of
maintaining detailed logs and outcomes for each attempted call. For these reasons, in addition to the
unduly burdensome and excessive costs associated with live outbound calls, Avista does not support
the proposed requirement and instead recommends allowing automated calls that provide customers
with an option to connect with a live representative if needed.

With respect to the specific information that must be provided to customers via email, text, letter, or
live phone call as outlined in WAC 480-90/100-128(5)(a)(vi)(A-E), Avista supports including this
information in written and digital notices, and already includes much of this information, if not all, in
its existing outreach materials used for its Low-Income Rate Assistance Program (LIRAP). However,
these requirements are overly prescriptive for live calls and may not align with individual customer
needs. Avista strives to tailor customer interactions based on each customer’s situation, and requiring
representatives to deliver the full set of information listed in subsections (A) through (E) during every
live call may be duplicative or frustrating for customers who are already aware of this information
and are calling for a specific purpose related to their past due balance.

Disconnection Notices - WAC 480-90/100-128(5)(b)

Regarding the provision of text message communications to customers scheduled for a non-payment
disconnection, it is unclear what the term “limited eligible customers” is referencing. Avista interprets
this to mean customers who are already having their written communications translated in alignment
with WAC 480-90/100-103(4) above. If this is correct, the Company proposes to either, 1) add a
definition for “limited eligible customers” to the rules, or 2) update the language in this section to
specify, “The text message must be translated for limited-eligible customers with a preferred language
as outlined in the Information to Consumers section of WAC 480-90/100-103.” Even with these
revisions, it is important to note that the Company does not currently have the capability to provide
translation options through its text messaging platform and as such, will not be able to comply with
this proposed change.

Disconnection Notices - WAC 480-90/100-128(5)(i)
Avista agrees with the suggested rule change to eliminate disconnection visit fees for residential
customers.

Disconnection Notices - WAC 480-90/100-128(5)(j)

Avista provides receipts to customers for all payments made in cash and supports this addition within
the rules.
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Utility-Directed Disconnection Without Prior Notice - WAC 480-90/100-128(8)(b)

Proposed modifications to this section of the rule requires the Company to, “...notify the customer or
affected person of the reason for the disconnection within five business days via paper copy taped to
the main door of the property,...” Avista agrees with the intent of the proposed modification and
prefers to deliver notifications using door hangers rather than affixing them to the customer’s primary
entrance. Utilizing a door hanger is a more suitable approach, as it minimizes the potential for
property damage by taping a notice to a door.

Disconnecting Service During Inclement Weather - WAC 480-90/100-128(12)(b)

Avista does not support the addition of payment plans that cannot require payments greater than 6%
of the customer’s monthly income. The Company does not collect or maintain verified monthly
income for customers. Income-based programs such as the Company’s LIRAP My Energy Discount,
rely on self-attestation of annual income, rather than real-time or monthly income verification.
Income is only verified using a randomized sample of participating customers, using broad eligibility
thresholds (federal poverty level (FPL) or area median income (AMI)), not precise monthly figures.
Requiring a 6% monthly income calculation would force utilities to create and supervise an
income-verification methodology that does not currently exist and is well outside of the core function
of the utility.

Current low-income and hardship programs are carefully designed to reduce energy burden without
requiring utilities to manage income at a granular level:
= My Energy Discount reduces energy burden toward a 6% annual threshold through bill
discounts, not payment caps tied to income.
= The Arrearage Management Program focus on establishing affordable and achievable
payment arrangements, not income-based percentage formulas.
» The Arrearage Forgiveness Program eliminates debt entirely for the lowest-income customers,
recognizing that even small, required payments may be unrealistic.

Mandating a 6% monthly income cap duplicates and undermines these programs while imposing far
greater administrative complexity.

Reconnecting Service After Disconnection - WAC 480-90/100-133

The Company partially supports the proposed modifications in Section 2 pertaining to the elimination
of reconnect fees for known low-income customers, with the caveat that the determination of whether
to waive a reconnect fee should take into consideration the specific meter infrastructure at the premise
being reconnected. Customers who have opted out of the Company’s advanced metering
infrastructure (AMI) meters, or customers with gas meters that require in-person reconnection, incur
significantly higher reconnection costs for the Company due to required field visits. Passing a portion
of these costs on to customers in the form of a reconnect fee remains applicable, regardless of income
status. Avista supports eliminating deposits for low-income customers and agrees to waive reconnect
fees for low-income customers with AMI meters. However, the company remains concerned about
the expenses associated with disconnections and subsequent reconnections when an in-person visit is

necessary.
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Payment Arrangements - WAC 480-90/100-138

Equal Payment Plans —- WAC 480-90/100-138(1)(a)

Providing customers with notification one billing cycle in advance of changes to their Comfort Level
Billing (CLB) is not possible within Avista’s CC&B system without significant development work.
Essentially, CLB calculations are reviewed every three months to determine if there is a significant
enough change in billing amounts to warrant an adjustment to the customers’ CLB amount. To
comply with the proposed requirement, the Company would need to develop a solution that calculates
the adjustment but waits a month to apply the CLB change. Delaying CLB adjustments does a
disservice to the customer in terms of applying the change against outdated data.

With respect to customer notifications related to CLB (Sec. 1(a.), items (i-iv.)), Avista has several
concerns. First, notifying customers via their preferred communication method presents a significant
operational change, as Avista currently communicates CLB changes through bill messages and
provides customers with one annual letter. While the Company can explore options for providing
CLB notifications via email, communication through text message is not an option. Additionally, the
proposed rules would require additional notifications when a CLB amount increases 3% or more.
This added communication requirement would significantly increase printing and postage costs and
would likely result in increased call volumes to the Avista Contact Center. Lastly, the Company seeks
clarification regarding the level of calculation detail required to be included in customer notifications
under the proposed rules. It is unclear whether customer specific calculations, such as individual
usage changes, are required or whether a generic explanation describing the calculation methodology
is sufficient. Avista currently provides a generic explanation describing the calculation methodology
in its annual CLB adjustment letter and is uncertain how customer-specific calculations could be
provided, if required.

Equal Payment Plans — WAC 480-90-100-138(1)(b)

When enrolling a customer in CLB at a newly constructed or newly acquired residence, Avista
reviews the previous occupants' usage data and/or conducts a new home calculation based on factors
such as water and heating type as well as square footage. CC&B does not have the ability to identify
“similar residences” for comparison or to recognize census tract information. It is the Company’s
preference to maintain its current process by using the previous occupant’s usage as a starting point
or using its new home calculation for newly constructed homes as these processes have been
sufficiently effective and do not warrant change.

Payment Arrangements — WAC 480-90-100-138(2)

Avista interprets this section of the rules to pertain only to customers with an arrears on their active
account that is about to be sent to a third-party collection agency, and, with that, clarifies that Avista
does not send balances owing on active accounts to collection agencies. Only accounts that are closed
for several months without payment or payments arrangements established are sent elsewhere for
collections. Under Avista’s interpretation of this rule, WAC 480-90/100-138(2) in its entirety, does
not apply to Avista since it is not the Company’s process to send active accounts to a collection
agency. However, if the intention of the rule is to simply establish payment arrangements on active
accounts (regardless of collection agency practices),the Company offers the following comments on
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subsection (a) and (b) below.

(a) It is Avista’s current process to offer customers the option to establish a payment arrangement up
to 18 months in duration. The Company’s historical payment arrangement data demonstrates that
payment arrangements extending beyond 18 months do not improve customer outcomes. This
conclusion is supported by results observed across both customer-initiated and Customer Service
Representative (CSR) assisted enrollment channels. For payment arrangements established with
CSR assistance, more than 77% ultimately break and fewer than 15% are successfully completed.
Similarly, for payment arrangements established by customers through Avista’s web-based tools,
more than 60% break ,while on average only 13.5% reach successful completion, with fewer than
1% of all successfully completed payment arrangements extending beyond 18 months. When
extended payment arrangements fail prior to completion, remaining balances increase, leaving
customers with larger and more difficult-to-manage obligations and increasing financial strain
rather than improving long-term affordability. For these reasons, Avista does not support the
proposed modification requiring the Company to offer an additional 12 months beyond an existing
12 month payment arrangement. While there may be rare scenarios where this type of arrangement
could benefit a customer, these situations should be evaluated on a case by case basis rather than
be a broad-stroke mandate. Avista encourages its CSRs to work with each customer on an
individual basis to establish arrangements that best suit the needs of that customer based on their
specific situation. The Company believes this tailored approach to be in the best interest of the
customers it serves, and an additional 12 month payment arrangement should not be required.
Instead, Avista would support more flexible modifications that specify the Company “may” offer
to extend the payment arrangement out an additional 12 months.

As it pertains to notifying customers within five business days of the remaining balance owed
when a payment arrangement is discontinued, Avista already conducts proactive outreach to
inform customers of potentially broken arrangements. The Company places automated calls to
customers when they miss the first and second installment of a long-term payment arrangement
(two months or more in length). These calls are intended to alert customers early and encourage
payment before the arrangement is discontinued. Requiring an additional notification within 5
business days after the payment arrangement has been discontinued would be duplicative of
existing outreach efforts and unlikely to provide additional benefit to the customer

(b) The proposed requirement to provide specific information each time a payment arrangement is
negotiated is overly prescriptive and may not provide suitable information during each of these
contacts. The use of the word “must” would require the Company to provide the same detailed
information each time a customer negotiates a payment arrangement, even in situations where a
customer may already be enrolled in My Energy Discount or have an existing appointment with a
Community Action Agency. As previously noted, Avista works with each customer individually
to determine the best approach to their unique circumstances. A blanket, one-size-fits-all
requirement is not an equitable approach and may lead to customer dissatisfaction, particularly
when customers have already received this information or are actively participating in the
referenced programs. Additionally, the proposed rules do not clearly state whether this
information must be provided in writing or conveyed verbally during Avista’s existing phone call.
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Payment Arrangements — Delayed Billing — WAC 480-90-100-138(3)

The proposed requirements related to delayed billing and associated payment arrangements present
significant process and system limitations. In delayed billing scenarios, including backdated starts,
the billed amount is not available at the time the account is established. Additionally, to ensure the
delayed billing amount is included in the CLB calculation, enrollment in CLB cannot occur until the
account has been billed for the delayed billing period. As a result, payment arrangements and CLB
enrollment cannot be created until billing has completed and posted to the account. Under the
proposed rule, this would require additional manual tracking and follow-up for CSRs to return to the
account, review the billed amount, and establish the requested arrangements. These processes are not
automated and would significantly increase administrative effort while delaying enrollment in equal
payment options.

In addition, the rule assumes customers may maintain multiple arrangements simultaneously, such as
an existing payment arrangement or CLB plan in addition to a separate arrangement for delayed
billing. However, Avista cannot comply with this requirement as its CC&B system cannot support
more than one payment arrangement on an account at the same time.

Payment Arrangements — WAC 480-90-100-138(4)

Avista does not support the requirement to provide an additional written notification to customers
when a payment arrangement request is denied. Issuing a denial notice in writing would increase
postage and printing expenses while duplicating information that has already been communicated to
the customer verbally or via the Company’s website. Reiterating a denial in writing may be perceived
as unnecessary and potentially insensitive, particularly when the outcome has already been discussed
with the customer.

In some cases, a payment arrangement request may initially be denied based on information available
at the time of the interaction but later approved after the customer provides additional information
during a subsequent conversation with another CSR. In these situations, customers could receive a
written denial letter followed by confirmation of an approved arrangement, resulting in conflicting
information. This is likely to create confusion for customers leading to increased call volumes into
the Contact Center

Winter Low-Income Customer Payment Program - WAC 480-90/100-143

Avista supports the proposed modifications provided by Staff throughout most of this section except
for the strikethrough on item (i) pertaining to the elimination of reconnect charges for customers with
natural gas service or those who opted out of an AMI meter as discussed in the Reconnecting Service
After Disconnection section above.

Billing Requirements and Payment Date - WAC 480-90/100-178

The Company supports all proposed modifications in this section in their entirety.
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Electronic Information - WAC 480-90/100-179

Content of and obligation for electronic communications — WAC 480-90/100-179(2)

Avista has a dedicated webpage for its energy assistance offerings for all states it serves. This
webpage is easily accessible for all customers, therefore, the Company believes it is already in
compliance with this proposed rule language. With that said, the Company is unsure what is being
referenced with the term “portals” and seeks clarification to ensure Avista fully agrees with the
language as proposed.

Obtaining and Documenting Customer Consent — WAC 480-90/100-179(3)(a)

With the existing technology employed by Avista today, customers can opt-in to receive text
communications pertaining to an active outage at their home, including updates to restoration
timeframes and when the power is restored. Additionally, customers can opt in to receive text
messages when new Avista bills are available, the amount due, and the due date along with a link to
view ways to pay. Avista’s current technology does not support additional customer communications
by text message, including past due notices, disconnect notifications, or public announcements
regarding proposed tariff changes.

Publication of Proposed Tariff Changes to Increase Charges or Restrict Access to Services -
WAC 480-90/100-194

Thirty-Day Notice to Individual Customers — WAC 480-90/100-194(1)

The specific proposed tariff changes encompassed by this rule are not clearly identified; it is uncertain
whether they pertain to general rate case revisions, or modifications to annual power cost adjustments,
purchase gas adjustments, or other tariff change categories. More importantly, regarding the proposed
addition of incorporating the Commission’s open meeting date into rule, utilities are not always
informed of the meeting date promptly enough to draft and distribute such communication within the
required timeframe. As drafted the Company would need to make tariff filings as much as 30 days
earlier than current practice in order to allow time for the Five Business Day Review of Notices
provision discussed below and to allow for the notices to be printed and inserted into customer bills
with enough time to meet the unknown 30-day notice prior to the Commissions open meeting decision
provision.

Notice of Tariff Change other than increases in recurring charges an restrictions in access to
services — WAC 48-90/100-195

Pass Through Local or State Utility Tax — WAC 480-190/100-195(1)

The Company’s interpretation of the proposed modifications to the rule is that, since communication
methods must be in alignment with WAC 480-90/100-194, the changes contained within WAC 480-
90/100-194 have a material impact on this rule and risk delaying the transfer of funds to municipalities
due to the extra communications required. Extended notification procedures could postpone the
collection and remittance of tax revenues, thereby affecting municipal budgets and operations.

Providing notification to customers about the pass-through of local or state utility taxes also
introduces additional costs associated with communication efforts. These costs arise from the need to
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deliver additional notices to customers, which may include preparing and sending letters or other
forms of customer outreach. Avista provides this communication to customers through messaging
included on the customers” bills and believes this approach is still adequate and appropriate.

The Company proposes that the rule language be amended to specify notification be provided for
increases more than three percent and suggests the following modifications, “An increase to any
customer class of more than three percent ermere-or-multiple-inereasesthat ameountto-three pereent
ermere in any quarter must be noticed in accordance with WAC 480-90-194.” This targeted approach
would limit additional communication costs and avoid unnecessary administrative burdens for
smaller adjustments.

Notice Verification and Assistance — WAC 480-90/100-198

Five Business Day Review of Notices — WAC 480-90/100-198(1)
It is unclear which notices are included in this requirement, and as such Avista requests clarification
on which notices are included for compliance with this proposed rule.

Summary of Comments Posted to the Docket Five Days Prior to Open Meeting - WAC 480-
90/100-198(4)

Avista does not receive formal written comments from customers pertaining to proposed tariff
changes. When customers contact the Company regarding a rate or tariff change, they are provided
with the information needed to contact the Commission directly. For this reason, Avista finds this
requirement unnecessary.

Additional Comments

It is important to maintain consistent date parameters throughout the proposed rules, specifically
regarding the use of business days versus calendar days. The current draft reflects discrepancies, with
some sections referencing business days while others have had this language removed. Ensuring
uniformity in how dates are defined and applied will help eliminate confusion and promote clarity in
compliance and communication processes. Therefore, Avista recommends revising and updating the
rules to clarify the use of “business days,” ensuring that all utilities have a consistent understanding.

The Company has significant concerns about the increased costs associated with the implementation
of several new customer communication requirements. The addition of multiple new letters and
notifications not only introduces direct expenses related to preparing and delivering these
communications but also imposes further administrative burdens or manual processes. These costs
arise from the need to ensure compliance with expanded notification, which may require extra
resources for drafting, distributing, and managing customer outreach efforts. As a result, the
cumulative impact of these requirements could substantially increase operational expenditures,
posing challenges for both efficiency and cost-effectiveness.

Avista looks forward to participating in future workshops and discussions pertaining to this
rulemaking. If you have any questions regarding this filing, you can contact me at 509-495-7950 or
amanda.ghering@avistacorp.com.
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Sincerely,

I/ Amanda W

Amanda Ghering
Regulatory Affairs Manager
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