Service Date: July 16, 2026

BEFORE THE WASHINGTON
UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND DOCKETS UE-260005 & UG-260006
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, (Consolidated)

Complainant, ORDER 07
V.
PUGET SOUND ENERGY,

Respondent.
In the Matter of the Petition of UE-260113
PUGET SOUND ENERGY ORDER 05
For an Accounting Order Authorizing the GRANTING LEAVE TO REPLY;
Deferred Accounting Treatment for FERC | GRANTING MOTION FOR LEAVE TO
Interest Associated with Mandatory FILE REVISED TESTIMONY AND
Transmission Network Upgrades EXHIBITS

BACKGROUND

On February 27, 2026, Puget Sound Energy (PSE or Company) filed with the
Washington Ultilities and Transportation Commission (Commission) revisions in Docket
UE-260005 to its currently effective electric service tariff, Tariff WN U-60 Tariff G, and
in Docket UG-260006 to its natural gas service tariff, Tariff WN U-2. The purpose of
these filings is to increase rates and charges for electric and natural gas service provided
to customers in the state of Washington. In this filing, PSE proposes a Three-Year Rate
Plan, which would begin with new base rates effective in 2027 (Rate Year 1), 2028 (Rate
Year 2), and 2029 (Rate Year 3).

PSE subsequently supplemented its original filing on March 2, 3, and 13, 2026, to correct
labelling, citation, and other issues in certain testimonies and exhibits and provided a
general resubmission on March 20, 2026, to collectively reflect those updates.
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On June 26, 2026, PSE filed a Motion for Leave to File Revised Testimony and Exhibits
(Motion), requesting three revisions. First, PSE seeks to revise exhibits and testimony of
Ned Allis (specifically Exh. NWA-1T and Exh. NWA-4) to correct plant balances at the
start of the Company’s forecast period incorporated into model calculations in certain
depreciation graphs.! The Company states that the changes do not change PSE’s
proposed depreciation rates or overall recommendations in this case.? Second, PSE
requests to revise the confidential and redacted versions of Exh. SEF-3, because they do
not align with the same information in PSE’s highly confidential version of Exh. SEF-3
and clarifies that the revision does not change PSE’s requested revenue requirement.’
PSE further notes that it found similar errors in two of the Company’s workpapers, and
that it would be providing updated workpapers to the parties correcting those errors.*
Third, PSE asks to revise Exh. CJP-25HC to include an Energy Management Committee
meeting presentation regarding the Centralia facility that was mistakenly omitted from
the original exhibit and explains that it has provided that presentation to the parties in
response to a data request on June 9, 2026.°

PSE argues that it sought to revise the above mentioned material as soon as practicable
after discovering the errors while responding to data requests, that the revisions do not
impact the overall revenue requirement, and that allowing revision now will allow other
parties to respond to the revised information in testimony, thereby avoiding prejudice.®
PSE maintains that revision is appropriate to allow PSE to provide a clear, complete, and
accurate record, rather than attempting to address these errors as part of response and
rebuttal testimony.’

On July 6, 2026, Joint Environmental Advocates (JEA) filed a Response to PSE’s Motion
(Response). While JEA does not directly oppose PSE’s Motion, it states that the timing of
PSE’s Motion does not afford JEA much time to conduct further discovery and adjust its

testimony in response to the revisions and requests two forms of relief.® First, JEA asserts

' PSE’s Motion at 2 q 4.
2 PSE’s Motion at 2 9 4.
3 PSE’s Motion at 3 9 5.

*PSE’s Motion at 3 9 5.

> PSE’s Motion at 3 9 6.

¢ PSE’s Motion at 4 9 8-9.
"PSE’s Motion at 4 9 10.

8 JEA’s Response at 1.
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that the Commission should require PSE to provide revised workpapers that reflect PSE’s
revisions to Allis’ testimony and exhibits regarding PSE’s revised model calculations and
depreciation forecasts.” JEA argues that PSE has not provided updated workpapers as
part of its filing, and that PSE’s proposed changes to its calculations and modeling may
affect how JEA drafts its response testimony.'® Second, JEA contends that the
Commission should allow JEA leave to file amended response testimony regarding the
additional meeting reflected in revised Exh. CJP-25HC, to be filed on August 11, 2026,
two weeks after the July 28, 2026, deadline for response testimony.!' JEA asserts that
PSE’s revisions to Exh. CJP-25HC are in support of the Company’s request to recover
capital expenditures related to the Centralia Tolling Agreement, which could ultimately
affect the revenue requirement, and that JEA intends to file extensive technical testimony
on that agreement. '?

On July 13, 2026, PSE filed a Motion for Leave to Reply to JEA’s Response (Motion for
Leave to Reply) and a Reply to JEA’s Response (Reply). PSE argues that good cause
exists to reply because JEA’s Response contains factual errors regarding whether PSE
has provided workpapers supporting the revisions to Allis’ testimony and exhibits.'* PSE
contends that it identified the error in Allis’ testimony and exhibits as part of a data
request response to JEA on May 29, 2026, and provide revised supporting workbooks at
the same time.'* PSE states that JEA’s request that the Commission require PSE to
provide work papers related to the Allis revisions is unwarranted because PSE has
already provided those workpapers to JEA and the parties through discovery.'®> PSE also
asserts that based on its May 29, 2026, data request response, JEA has had sufficient time
to review the work papers related to the revisions to Allis’ testimony and exhibits, and
that the Commission should reject JEA’s request for leave to potentially amend its
response testimony by August 11, 2026.!°

? JEA’s Response at 2.

10 JEA’s Response at 2.

1 JEA’s Response at 1-3.

12 JEA’s Response at 2-3.

13 PSE’s Motion for Leave to Reply at 3-4 99 6-8.

4 PSE’s Reply at 2 4 2; Exhibit A at 2.

IS PSE’s Reply at 2 3. See also PSE’s Motion for Leave to Reply at 4 q 8.
16 PSE’s Reply at 3.
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DISCUSSION AND DECISION
Motion to Reply
Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 480-07-370(5)(b) provides:

A party that wishes to reply to an answer or response must file a motion
requesting permission to reply within five business days after the
respondent serves the answer or response. The motion must explain why a
reply is necessary including, but not necessarily limited to, whether the
answer or response raises new facts or legal argument requiring a reply. A
party should file a proposed reply as an attachment to its motion. The
motion is deemed denied unless the commission grants the motion within
five business days after the movant files it.

Unless invited by the Commission, replies should be used sparingly to address legal and
factual issues that could not have been reasonably anticipated at the time of filing the
initial motion, given that other parties generally have no opportunity to respond to a reply
under the Commission’s rules.!”

JEA’s Response did not discuss the fact that PSE had provided notice of the revisions to
Allis’ testimony and exhibits, as well as the work papers supporting those revisions, as
part of a prior data request response. Furthermore, at least part of JEA’s requested relief
pertains to the asserted absence of revised work papers regarding the revisions to Allis’
testimony and exhibits. Consequently, the Commission finds good cause to allow PSE to
reply to JEA’s Response and the Commission will consider PSE’s Reply as part of the
resolution of this Motion.

Motion for Leave to Revise

WAC 480-07-460(1)(a)(i) requires a party to seek leave from the presiding officer by
written motion in order to file revised pre-filed testimony or exhibits that include
substantive changes. The party seeking leave to file substantive revisions must file the
motion to make substantive changes as soon as practicable upon discovering the need to
make those changes.'® The Commission will grant a motion to revise testimony upon a
showing of good cause, including whether the revisions will assist in the development of
a complete record and considering the prejudice to other parties.

" WUTC v. DTG Enterprises, Inc., Docket TG-240761, Order 05 at 2 q 8 fn. 4 (July 1, 2025).
18 WAC 480-07-460(1)(b).



11

12

13

14

DOCKETS UE-260005, UG-260006, & UE-260113 (Consolidated) PAGE 5
ORDER 07/05

The Commission finds that the revisions requested by PSE are relatively limited in scope
and will assist in developing a complete and clear record to evaluate the issues in this
case. The Commission also notes that these revisions were provided to the parties more
than a month prior to the filing of response testimony, and longer with respect to the
revisions to Allis’ testimony and exhibits and Exh. CJP-25HC, suggesting that revision
will result in minimal, if any, prejudice to the parties. The Commission further observes
that no party other than JEA opposed PSE’s Motion, and JEA did not request that the
Commission reject PSE’s proposed revisions. Therefore, the Commission determines that
PSE has demonstrated good cause to allow the requested revisions.

The Commission declines to require the additional relief requested by JEA. With respect
to JEA’s request for revised work papers regarding the revisions to Allis’ testimony and
exhibits, PSE states that it has already provided such work papers to JEA. JEA does not
allege that the work papers provided on May 29, 2026, were deficient or otherwise
lacking necessary information. As such, requiring PSE to provide revised work papers
regarding the revisions to Allis’ materials would be redundant. Turning to JEA’s second
request for relief, the Commission determines that JEA’s request to potentially amend its
testimony is premature at this time. It is presently unclear whether further amendment
will be necessary to address the revisions to Exh. CJP-25HC. Additionally, insofar as
PSE provided the material that is the subject of PSE’s revisions to Exh. CJP-25HC to
JEA on June 9, 2026, as part of a data request response, JEA has had access to that
revision for more than six weeks in advance of the response testimony deadline for
purposes of issuing further discovery and considering revisions. If it becomes necessary,
JEA may seek leave from the Commission to further amend or supplement its responsive
testimony to address the revisions to Exh. CJP-25HC.

ORDER

(1) The Commission grants Puget Sound Energy’s Motion for Leave to Reply to the
Joint Environmental Advocates’ Response to Motion to File Revised Testimony
and Exhibits.

(2) The Commission grants Puget Sound Energy’s Motion for Leave to File Revised
Testimony and Exhibits.

DATED at Lacey, Washington, July 16, 2026.

WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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/s/ Harry Fukano
HARRY FUKANO
Administrative Law Judge

/s/ Bijan Hughes
BIJAN HUGHES
Administrative Law Judge

NOTICE TO PARTIES: This is an Interlocutory Order of the Commission.
Administrative review may be available through a petition for review, filed within
10 days of the service of this Order pursuant to WAC 480-07-810.
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