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Dear Executive Director Killip: 

In accordance with the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission’s (the 
“Commission”) Notice of Opportunity to Comment (the “Notice”), issued in Docket U-210800 
on March 13, 2026, Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”) submits the following comments regarding 
revised drafts of Chapter 480-90 Washington Administrative Code (“WAC”) and Chapter 480-
100 WAC, along with redline suggestions to the proposed rule changes in Chapter 480-100 
WAC that accompanied the Notice. PSE suggests that these redline suggestions be applied 
similarly to Chapter 480-90 WAC, but due to the similarities of the two sections, does not 
provide redlines to this section. In these comments, PSE also responds to specific questions 
raised in the Notice.  

I. General Comments: 

PSE appreciates the Commission’s efforts to modernize customer notice, credit, and collection 
rules while maintaining strong customer protections. PSE generally supports aligning the rules 
with current customer communication practices, statutory requirements, and evolving customer 
needs. At the same time, several provisions in the draft rules are in conflict with existing legal 
and regulatory requirements, and some would require significant changes to PSE’s IT and billing 
systems, customer information systems, field operations, and internal processes – all of which 
would require significant time and resources to implement and additional costs to all customers 
for questionable customer benefit. PSE encourages the Commission to consider implementation 
feasibility and timelines, administrative burden, customer privacy considerations, and cost 
impacts when updating and finalizing the rules—particularly where utilities are already 
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achieving the underlying policy objectives through existing tariffs, practices, and other 
regulatory requirements. PSE supports customer protections and affordability goals but the draft 
rules, as written, are operationally burdensome or in some cases unworkable, have significant 
legal risks related to customer privacy concerns, hold utilities accountable for elements outside 
of a utility’s control, and will lead to increased costs for customers.  

II. Detailed Comments on Draft Rules: 

PSE provides the following detailed comments on the proposed draft rules. PSE references the 
electric rules Chapter 480-100 WAC, but the same comments apply to the gas proposed rule 
changes in Chapter 480-90 WAC. For each section described narratively here, PSE provides 
associated redline suggestions in Attachment A. 
 
Comments related to revised draft of Chapter 480-90 WAC: 

Regarding the revised draft Chapter 480-90 WAC, PSE supports consistency between electric 
and natural gas customer protection rules where feasible, particularly regarding notice timing, 
payment arrangements, and disconnection protections. PSE recommends that any changes 
adopted in Chapter 480-90 be carefully aligned with existing tariff provisions and operational 
capabilities to avoid unintended inconsistencies, duplicative requirements, or unnecessary system 
changes across fuel types. PSE does not repeat comments or redlines for this chapter of the 
WAC, but intends for the comments below pertaining to Chapter 480-100 WAC to apply to 
Chapter 480-90 WAC as well. 

Comments related to the revised draft of Chapter 480-100 WAC: 

PSE recognizes the Commission’s intent to enhance customer protections and modernize 
communications under Chapter 480-100 WAC. However, as detailed in these comments, several 
of the proposed revisions are overly prescriptive, conflict with existing effective tariffs and 
regulatory frameworks, or would require substantial system modifications and new operational 
processes that may significantly increase costs without clear corresponding benefits for 
customers. 

PSE supports customer protections and affordability goals and PSE recommends the 
Commission prioritize clarity, operational feasibility, administrability and cost-effectiveness, 
preserving flexibility in how utilities meet communication and notice requirements, and avoiding 
prescriptive operational mandates—such as requiring translations of written communications, 
door-delivered notices, text-based regulatory communications, rigid translation thresholds, or 
expanded demographic tracking—that present feasibility, privacy, and cost concerns for all 
customers. 
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Section WAC 480-100-023 - Definitions  
 
Regarding the “low-income customer” definition, PSE recommends that the WAC definition 
cross-reference the definition from RCW 19.405.020. This standard practice makes rulemaking 
updates due to any future legislative changes easier for the Commission.  
 

Section WAC 480-100-103 - Information to consumers  
 

1. WAC 480-100-103 – (4) Translations of written communications:  
The proposed rule revisions regarding language‑translation requirements are overly prescriptive, 
burdensome, and operationally unclear. PSE has the technical ability to store a customer’s 
preferred language in its customer information system but does not currently have functionality 
to generate or distribute translated written communications based on that preference, and 
implementing such capabilities would require significant system development, ongoing 
maintenance, and compliance controls.  
 
The proposed numeric thresholds—such as requiring translation when a language group reaches 
1,000 customers or 5 percent of the service territory—are difficult to calculate and administer for 
a large utility serving highly diverse communities, particularly given that hundreds of languages 
are spoken within PSE’s service area. Customers already rely extensively on free, widely 
available translation tools on phones, browsers, and tablets to translate mailed materials and 
webpages, which further limits the demonstrated need for a prescriptive utility‑run translation 
mandate. 
 
In addition, the phrase “required by this section” is broad and could encompass a wide range of 
materials, including customer brochures, bill inserts, bill language related to rates, explanations, 
and delinquency notices, all of which would significantly increase paper volume, postage, 
vendor translation expenses, quality‑assurance costs, and the risk of inaccuracies across language 
dialects. 
 
Table 1 in PSE’s Language Access Plan (LAP)1 shows that, based on the American Community 
Survey (“ACS”) 2023 data, PSE’s customer populations in the top five languages would all be 
above the lesser of 1,000 persons in a utility’s service territory or 5 percent of the population 
within the utility’s service territory.  

 
1  Docket UE-240004 et al., PSE Language Access Plan, filed March 30, 2026. 
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Using ACS 2023 tract-level data proportionally allocated to PSE's service territory, 8 languages 
would meet the proposed thresholds, totaling approximately 110,000 people (as shown in Table 
2 below). However, ACS data limitations (such as  survey-based methodology, geographic 
approximations, and temporal lag between data collection) make precise threshold calculations 
challenging for regulatory compliance purposes.   
 

Table 2. Languages in PSE Service Area that would meet the threshold of at least 1,000 
persons in a utility’s service territory or 5% of the population within the service territory 

Source: American Community Survey (ACS) 2023 data 
 

Rank Language Population Percentage of LEP 
1 Spanish 47,883 37.10% 
2 Chinese 20,757 16.10% 
3 Russian 12,533 9.70% 
4 Vietnamese 10,138 7.90% 
5 Korean 8,213 6.40% 
6 Tagalog 6,976 5.40% 
7 Arabic 1,627 1.30% 
8 French 1,557 1.20% 

Total  109,684  
 
The imprecision inherent in demographic data sources underscores the need for regulatory 
flexibility rather than rigid numerical mandates. ACS data, while the best available federal 
source, represents statistical estimates with margins of error that compound when applied to 
utility service territories that cross multiple census geographies. Effective language access is 
better achieved through utility discretion informed by demographic trends, direct community 
engagement, and demonstrated customer need rather than mechanistic application of population 
thresholds that may not reflect actual service requirements. 
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PSE is the largest utility in Washington state, and the strict requirements proposed in the draft 
rule would add unnecessarily burdensome procedures that add costs to customers (paper, 
postage, and overhead to ensure the language translations and interpretations of the language 
dialects are accurate, as well as associated IT/billing costs).  

As a further concern, the proposed rule is also unclear whether utilities would be required to 
track separate language preferences for written versus electronic communications or maintain 
multiple preference records per customer, which would further compound system complexity 
and administrative burden.  

The proposed rule should be revised to preserve flexibility and align with utilities’ language 
access plans. Customers who read languages other than English already rely on a range of widely 
available, free translation tools—such as browser-based and device-based translation—for 
written and other types of communications. Recognizing and accommodating these existing 
options, while allowing utilities discretion to determine when translation is most feasible and 
effective, would better balance meaningful language access with operational practicality. 
 

Section WAC 480-100-113 - Residential Deposit Requirements 

1. WAC 480-100-113 – (1) Deposit criteria for current residential customers and (2) 
Deposit criteria for residential applicants.  

PSE recommends that the Commission reconsider the proposed changes to WAC 480-100-113 
relating to deposit criteria for current residential customers and residential applicants. As drafted, 
the revised criteria deviate from existing deposit practices and would require significant IT, 
billing, and process changes, resulting in additional costs without clear corresponding customer 
benefits.  

The proposed approach would be operationally feasible only if limited to customers who are 
known low-income,2 as defined under CETA and identified through participation in PSE’s 
energy assistance programs. However, the requirement that customers demonstrate income 
eligibility within a 10-business-day window is not practicable. While PSE’s core energy 
assistance program, the Bill Discount Rate (BDR), allows customers to self-attest quickly 
through PSE’s website, the review and qualification process may take longer than ten days 
depending on application method and completeness of information. Accordingly, PSE does not 
support adopting these changes as proposed and instead recommends maintaining existing 
practices.  

PSE also requests clarification on whether newly added clause (a) is intended to supersede the 
remaining sub-clauses in subsections (1) and (2), including whether a customer who is known 
low-income but has a prior disconnection for nonpayment may still be subject to a deposit.  

 
2 PSE currently defines known low-income as customers per CETA low-income definition and who have received 
energy assistance from any of PSE’s energy assistance programs (HELP, LIHEAP, BDR, PDBF, WHF, LIW, and 
CS IE)  within the past 24 months (consistent with AMI rulemaking). 
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2. Proposed WAC 480-100-113(3) – Burden of proof for deposits.  
The Commission should require that a utility have reasonable, articulable evidence supporting its 
determination that a customer must submit a deposit, rather than imposing a heightened burden 
of proof or creating a presumption that a customer must justify the absence of a deposit. Utility 
deposits are properly understood as forward-looking risk-mitigation tools, not sanctions or 
penalties, and historic Commission practice consistently treats them as such. As a regulated 
monopoly providing essential service, the utility should bear the obligation to identify objective 
factors—such as payment history, delinquency, or demonstrable credit risk—that reasonably 
support the need for a deposit, and to communicate that basis to the customer in a clear and 
reviewable manner. 

At the same time, imposing a formal burden of proof akin to litigation standards would be 
inconsistent with administrative practice and could unnecessarily constrain legitimate credit-risk 
management. Commission rules and tariffs typically require utilities to rely on reliable or 
reasonable evidence, not to meet adjudicatory evidentiary thresholds, and to allow for customer 
review or refund once creditworthiness is established. A standard requiring reasonable, 
articulable evidence appropriately balances consumer protection, due process, and operational 
flexibility, while ensuring that deposit requirements are applied in a rational, transparent, and 
non-discriminatory manner. 

Therefore, PSE recommends that the Commission remove the proposed changes to WAC 
480-100-113(3). As an alternative, PSE would support revised language clarifying that the 
utility’s burden is satisfied when it demonstrates that it has reasonably applied its 
Commission-approved deposit criteria under subsections (1) and (2) and has a permissible basis 
to require a deposit if such information is requested by the Commission or the customer. See 
below for PSE’s alternative rule recommendation. 

 The utility bears the burden of proving that it may permissibly require a deposit 
demonstrating that it has reasonably applied its approved deposit criteria in sections (1) 
and (2) and has a permissible basis under these sections to require a deposit, if such 
information is requested by the Commission or the customer. 

 
3. WAC 480-100-113 – (4) Deposit Amounts and (5) Deposit Payment Arrangements. 

PSE recommends that the Commission not adopt the proposed revisions to WAC 480-100-113(4) 
and (5) related to reducing deposit amounts and modifying deposit payment structures. Reducing 
deposits from two-twelfths to one-twelfth for monthly billing, or from three-twelfths to 
two-twelfths for bi-monthly billing, would require complex IT and billing system changes and 
materially reduce the cashflows available to offset arrearages and uncollected balances. When 
utilities are unable to recover sufficient deposits to mitigate nonpayment risk, these under-
collections are ultimately borne by customers who pay their bills on time through higher overall 
system costs.  

In addition, changing the payment structure to require only 25 percent upfront instead of 50 
percent would create cascading impacts on prior obligation and reconnection rules, require 
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reconciliation with existing tariff provisions, and necessitate further system and process changes. 
While these changes may be technically feasible, they would require substantial implementation 
time and additional cost. Given the financial, operational, and cost-allocation impacts, PSE 
recommends maintaining existing deposit practices.  

 
4. WAC 480-100-113(8) Deposit Payment Date  

PSE recommends reverting the proposed revisions to WAC 480-100-113(8) regarding deposit 
payment dates to the currently effective business day requirements to avoid unnecessary system 
changes and operational confusion. As drafted, the provision would require changes to PSE’s IT 
and billing systems and result in additional costs to customers. The proposed language also could 
conflict with existing deposit and service-initiation workflows as it creates ambiguity as to 
whether the revised payment-date requirements are intended to apply to the initial portion of a 
deposit or only to subsequent installments. 

Section WAC 480-100-118 - Nonresidential service deposit requirements 

1. WAC 480-100-118 – (5) Deposit payment date.  
Similar to PSE’s response related to Deposit Payment Date changes in WAC 480-100-113(8), 
and for the same reasons, PSE recommends reverting the proposed revisions to WAC 
480-100-118(5) related to timelines back to currently effective requirements. 

Section WAC 480-100-123 - Refusal of service 

1. WAC 480-100-123(1) – Terminology change from “master meter” to “primary 
meter” 

PSE recommends that the Commission retain the term “master meter” in WAC 480-100-123(1) 
and not replace it with “primary meter.” A primary meter refers to a specific metering 
configuration located on the primary side of the distribution system and is associated with 
distinct rate and engineering treatment. In contrast, a master meter describes a configuration in 
which multiple downstream meters’ usage rolls up to a single meter for purposes such as demand 
determination, and the two terms are not interchangeable. Replacing “master meter” with 
“primary meter” would introduce technical inaccuracy and create confusion in the application of 
the rule.  
 

2. WAC 480-100-123 sub-sections (2)(e) and (4) – Changes related to utility’s the 
burden of proof related to refusal of service based on investigation of tampered or 
stolen property or a fraudulent act is being committed. 

PSE recommends that the Commission not adopt the proposed amendments to WAC 
480-100-113(2)(e) and (4) that impose additional “burden of proof” language on utilities. The 
Commission should require that a utility possess reasonable, articulable evidence that a customer 
has tampered with a meter before taking enforcement action, while avoiding the imposition of a 
formal burden of proof. Instead, PSE supports a standard requiring utilities to possess reasonable, 
articulable, and objective evidence before concluding that meter tampering or a fraudulent act is 
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being committed, including situations where a customer is allegedly acting in cooperation with a 
prior customer to avoid payment. Allegations of meter tampering carry significant consequences, 
and a reasonable-evidence standard ensures that utility actions are grounded in objective 
indicia—such as physical meter damage, altered seals, usage anomalies corroborated by 
inspection, or other documented observations—rather than assumption or speculation. This 
approach protects customers from arbitrary determinations while promoting transparency, 
consistency, and accountability in enforcement decisions. 

At the same time, imposing a litigation-style burden of proof would be inconsistent with the 
administrative and operational nature of utility enforcement and could hinder timely responses to 
safety, system integrity, and revenue-protection concerns. Meter tampering often presents 
practical evidentiary challenges and requires prompt corrective action; converting routine 
compliance determinations into adjudicatory proceedings would be inefficient and unnecessary. 
A reasonable, articulable evidence standard appropriately balances customer due-process 
interests with the utility’s obligation to safeguard its infrastructure and ensure fair service for all 
customers, while preserving the Commission’s oversight role to review whether enforcement 
actions are reasonable, documented, and proportionate. 

Section WAC 480-100-128 - Disconnection of service 
 

1. WAC 480-100-128(2)(e) Utility-directed with notice, sub-section (a)(e) – Utility proof 
of the customer’s violation of utility rules.  

The Commission should require that a utility possess reasonable, articulable evidence that a 
customer has violated an applicable rule before taking action, while avoiding the imposition of a 
formal burden of proof akin to litigation standards. Enforcement actions in the utility context are 
administrative and operational in nature, not adjudications of liability or fault. Requiring 
reasonable, articulable evidence ensures that utility actions are grounded in objective facts—such 
as observed conduct, records, or documented noncompliance—rather than speculation or 
discretion, thereby protecting customers from arbitrary or unjustified enforcement while 
preserving transparency and accountability. 

At the same time, imposing a heightened burden of proof would be inconsistent with the 
administrative framework governing essential utility services and could unduly constrain timely 
enforcement of tariff rules and service conditions. Utilities must be able to respond efficiently to 
suspected violations to protect system integrity, safety, and fairness to other customers. A 
reasonable-evidence standard appropriately balances these interests by requiring a rational, 
documented basis for enforcement decisions, without converting routine compliance 
determinations into formal evidentiary proceedings. This approach aligns with established 
commission practice, safeguards due process, and ensures enforcement actions are reasonable, 
reviewable, and proportionate. 

Therefore, PSE recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed revisions PSE outlined in 
Attachment A to these comments as proposed edits to the proposed WAC 480-100-128(2)(a)(e) 
rule changes related to requiring utilities to have proof of a customer’s violation of utility rules. 
PSE’s edits replace the term “proof” with “reasonable, articulable evidence.” 
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2. New Section WAC 480-100-128(3) Non-payment disconnect moratorium.  
PSE recommends that the Commission revise the proposed new section WAC 480-100-128(3) 
and does not support adoption of the provision as drafted. Aspects of the proposed nonpayment 
disconnection moratorium draft rules are not operationally workable or legally appropriate. 
Utilities do not track or verify household demographic information such as the presence of 
children, age, or disabilities outside of established medical certification processes, and field staff 
are not equipped to, nor should they be tasked with, assessing these private concerns of 
customers in the field. Robust protections already exist for customers with medical needs, known 
low-income status, and life-support requirements. 

With respect to the proposed rule changes in new section WAC 480-100-128(3)(d) which states 
that “in any challenge to the vulnerable customer status, the utility has the burden of proof,” PSE 
reiterates its concern that utilities should not be held accountable for information that is outside 
of their control or dependent on customer disclosure. PSE urges the Commission to modify this 
section to align with existing protections, operational realities, and clearly defined utility 
responsibilities.  
 

3. New Section WAC 480-100-128(5) “Past-due” or “Disconnection” notification 
requirements 

PSE strongly objects to the change of the term from “disconnection notices” to “past-due” for the 
title of this sub-section. PSE suggests continuing to maintain the title “Disconnection notices.”  
Referring to these communications as “past‑due” is misleading, as not all customers with 
past‑due balances are subject to dunning activities, receive disconnection‑related notices, or are 
at risk of service disconnection. The proposed terminology would unnecessarily broaden the 
perceived scope of the subsection and could create confusion for both customers and utilities. 
Maintaining the term “disconnection notices” appropriately limits the subsection to the specific 
customer population that is actually receiving these notices and for whom disconnection is a 
potential outcome, consistent with current practices and customer understanding. 
 

4. WAC 480-100-128(5)(a) – Past-due Notice content. 
PSE objects to the final sentence of WAC 480‑100‑128(5)(a)(vi)(E), which would require 
past-due notices to include language stating that “customers who are low-income, over the age of 
65, living with a disability, living with a medical condition that would be aggravated without 
energy service, or who have children under the age of 5, can contact the utility and ask about 
additional protections.” PSE would not be able to implement this requirement because PSE does 
not collect or store this type of information about customers due to privacy concerns. As noted 
elsewhere (including comments on WAC 480‑100‑128(3), Non‑payment Disconnection 
Moratorium), PSE only has reliable information regarding known low‑income and medically 
protected customers, and existing protections for those customers already exists in WAC 480-
100-128(8) and (6)(d).  
 

5. New Section WAC 480-100-128(5)(b) – Disconnection notices. 
PSE objects to the portion of WAC 480-100-128(5)(b)(i) that would require utilities, for 
customers who have consented to text message delivery, to send a text message indicating that 
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the account is scheduled for disconnection. PSE would not be able to implement this 
requirement, as the Company does not currently have systems configured to generate and send 
regulatory disconnection notices via text message.  Regarding including a link to the 
disconnection notice for customers who have consented to text message delivery, PSE provides a 
link to the notices today for a very small subset of customers who have signed up for SMS via 
preference center. WAC 480-100-128(5)(a)(vi)(E) also proposes to require to provide the text 
message in translated form for limited English‑proficient customers. PSE recommends removing 
this requirement. PSE does not send text messages in different languages currently, and phones 
can translate a text into many languages making this unnecessary.  
 

6. New Section WAC 480-100-128(5)(b)(ii)(A) – Delivered notice. 
PSE recommends deleting the proposed new subsection. PSE does not deliver paper 
disconnection notices to customer premises. Currently, all notices are provided via USPS and 
electronic channels, including email and SMS for customers who have opted in through the 
preference center or customer sign‑up agreement. 

Requiring door‑delivered notices would represent a substantial operational and cost impact, as it 
would necessitate additional truck rolls and dedicate field staff resources solely for notice 
delivery, potentially followed by additional truck rolls for the actual disconnection. This would 
be a significant departure from current practices and materially increase process costs without 
clear incremental customer benefit. For an example of the scale of in person deliveries that 
would be required, in March of 2026, PSE sent 142,000 urgent and final notices.  
 

7. New Section WAC 480-100-128(5)(i) – Disconnection visit fees. 
PSE recommends revising WAC 480‑100‑128(5)(i) to allow recovery of reasonable, tariffed 
residential field‑visit costs when a disconnection visit is carried out. The proposed prohibition on 
residential disconnection visit fees would shift these costs to the broader customer base, 
effectively socializing collection‑related expenses across all customers rather than allocating 
them to the accounts that necessitate field action. Prior to COVID‑related adjustments, PSE’s 
practice appropriately balanced customer protections with cost causation: an initial field visit to 
leave a notice incurred no fee, while subsequent visits resulting in in‑field payment or execution 
of a disconnection allowed for limited cost recovery. Eliminating the ability to recover any 
residential disconnection‑related field costs would materially increase subsidies from customers 
who pay on time and do not require collection activity to those who do not.  
 

8. WAC 480-100-128(7) Remote disconnection, sub-section (a): 
PSE does not remotely disconnect medical facilities or critical infrastructure today. The 
“Disable” language could require physical changes to meters— which is not feasible. PSE 
suggests replacing “disable” with “may not remotely disconnect” instead. 
 

9. WAC 480-100-128(8) – Utility-directed disconnection without prior notice, sub-
section (b):  

Similar to PSE’s comment on WAC 480-100-128(5)(b)(ii)(A) – Delivered notice, PSE 
recommends deleting the words “paper copy taped to the main door of the property” as requiring 
door‑delivered notices would represent a substantial operational and cost impact.  
 



Executive Director and Secretary Killip            April 17, 2026 
U-210800: Comments of Puget Sound Energy        Page 11 of 23 
 
 

 
 

10. WAC 480-100-128(9) – Medical conditions or emergencies:  
The proposed extension of multiple timelines in this sub-section from five to ten business days 
could have material impacts on system configuration, operational workflows, and staffing, and 
would require careful evaluation to ensure alignment with existing billing and notice processes to 
confirm whether these timelines can be accommodated within current systems or whether IT 
modifications would be required, and to assess the associated implementation costs. PSE 
recommends maintaining the timeline at five business days and to be mindful of implementation 
feasibility and timelines, affected systems’ and processes’ complexities and inter-connections, 
administrative burden, and cost impacts when considering adoption of this proposed rule change 
to ten days. 
 

11. WAC 480-100-128(9)(b): Medical certification validity period: 
PSE recommends striking the provision that would allow utilities to independently verify, on an 
annual basis, whether an individual with a medical condition continues to reside at the service 
location. Due to medical privacy considerations, it is appropriate and consistent with current 
practice for customers to notify the utility if a medical condition persists beyond the initial 
certification period and to provide updated documentation as needed. PSE currently obtains only 
the minimal information necessary to provide medical protections and relies on 
customer-initiated communication for continued eligibility. Retaining customer responsibility to 
submit renewal information ensures compliance with privacy expectations and avoids placing 
utilities in the role of monitoring or investigating sensitive medical circumstances. 
 

Section WAC 480-100-133 – Reconnecting service after disconnection 
 

1. WAC 480-100-133(2) – Reconnection fees for known low-income customers:  
A prohibition on reconnection fees for known low-income customers would require significant 
system changes and associated costs because the indicator that a customer is known low income 
is not currently tied at all to the disconnect/reconnect fee process. PSE also requests clarification 
on whether a customer who is known low income but has a prior disconnection for nonpayment 
may still be subject to a reconnection fee. 

 
Section WAC 480-100-138 – Payment arrangements 

 
1. WAC 480-100-138(1)(a) – Payment arrangements and equal-pay billing notices:  

PSE recommends revising WAC 480-100-138(1)(a) to ensure consistency with existing 
Commission-approved tariff provisions governing equal-pay billing. As drafted, the advance 
notice requirement for changes to equal-payments plans conflicts with current tariff practices and 
would require system and process changes to implement, as well as associated costs. PSE is 
currently undertaking an initiative to improve its budget payment plan based on customer needs, 
which includes enhancements to customer communications delivered through appropriate and 
effective channels. PSE recommends the Commission allow flexibility in how and when notice 
of budget billing adjustments is provided, consistent with Commission-approved tariffs. 
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2. WAC 480-100-138(2)(b)(iii) – Confirmation of payment-arrangement plans:  
PSE recommends revising the requirement in WAC 480‑100‑138(2)(b)(iii) to specify that 
confirmation of a negotiated payment‑arrangement plan is mailed to the customer, rather than 
requiring use of the customer’s preferred method of communication. PSE’s current and 
consistent practice is to provide payment‑arrangement confirmations through a physical mailed 
letter, regardless of a customer’s stated preference for electronic communications. Requiring 
confirmation to be delivered using the customer’s preferred method would necessitate additional 
IT and billing system changes. PSE has therefore proposed edits, as reflected in Attachment A, to 
align the rule language with established and administrable practices while continuing to ensure 
customers receive timely and clear confirmation of payment arrangements. 

3. WAC 480-100-138(3) – Delayed billing and equal-payments plans:  
PSE recommends deleting or revising the proposed requirement related to delayed billing and 
equal-payments plans to better align with existing practices. Under PSE’s current process, when 
a billing correction or delayed billing (typically two months or more, and up to six months for 
debits) occurs, any existing equal-payments or payment-arrangement plan is deactivated. The 
customer is then notified on the billing statement—via bill print message—that they may contact 
PSE to establish an interest-free installment arrangement that incorporates the corrected charges 
and any outstanding balance. Because equal-payments plans are calculated based on historical 
usage and billing amounts, issuing delayed billing requires recalculation and system rule changes 
before a plan can be re-established. The proposed requirement to proactively work with 
customers to integrate delayed billing amounts into an existing equal-payments plan would 
therefore necessitate significant billing system changes and new business processes. PSE 
recommends allowing continued use of existing notification and reenrollment practices, which 
ensure customers are informed and supported while maintaining system integrity and 
administrative feasibility.  

4. WAC 480-100-138(4) - Notification of Denial of Payment Arrangements or 
Equal‑Payments Plan:   

PSE understands the intent of ensuring customers receive clear, written notice when they are 
denied eligibility for a payment arrangement or equal‑payments plan and does not object in 
principle to documenting such determinations. However, PSE’s current practices differ from the 
proposed requirements. When a customer is approved for a payment arrangement or 
equal‑payments plan, confirmation is provided through existing communications and the 
arrangement is reflected directly on the customer’s bill. If a customer later defaults, the plan 
automatically terminates, arrearages become immediately due, and this change is reflected on the 
billing statement rather than through a separate denial letter. In addition, customers who are not 
eligible for a payment arrangement are informed of that determination at the outset—either 
online or through a customer service agent—and are not enrolled in a plan, meaning no formal 
“denial letter” is generated today. Implementing the proposed requirement would therefore 
necessitate new business rules to trigger denial notices, additional system development to 
generate and track written denial communications, increasing additional postage and paper costs 
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for mailed communications, and expanded customer service and compliance processes. PSE 
recommends the Commission consider allowing flexibility in how utilities provide notice of 
ineligibility, including through existing billing or real‑time customer communications, to achieve 
the consumer protection objective without requiring duplicative or costly new processes.  
 

Section WAC 480-100-143 – Winter low-income customer payment program 

1. WAC 480-100-143(2)(e)(i) – Prohibition on reconnection fees:  
Similar to PSE’s comments above on WAC 480-100-133(2), a prohibition on reconnection fees 
for known low-income customers would require system changes and result in additional costs 
being shifted to all customers. 
 

Section WAC 480-100-178 – Billing requirements and payment date 

1. WAC 480-100-178(1) – Beginning and ending meter reads not required if a bill isn’t 
calculated using them:  

PSE understands the need to present beginning and ending meter reads on bills that are 
calculated using those readings. However, this subsection of the rule is outdated and its original 
drafting did not contemplate instances where bills are calculated by alternative measurements 
other than total consumption in a billing cycle, such as a time-differentiated rates that only apply 
to portion(s) of consumption in a billing cycle. Time-of-Use rates for residential and general 
service customers are measured with interval meter reads which are presented on the bill with the 
amount of kilowatt hours used for each billing rate and the applicable billing rates per kilowatt 
hour. The total amount of kilowatt hours used for the billing cycle is also listed on the bill. PSE 
suggests edits to this subsection of the rule to accommodate these new rates, see Attachment A. 

2. WAC 480-100-178(4) – Prohibition on late payment fees for residential customers:  
While PSE understands and has previously acknowledged that it can comply with a prohibition 
on late‑payment fees for residential customers, PSE believes it is important for the Commission 
to fully consider the broader impacts of this policy choice. Late‑payment fees serve as one of the 
few remaining tools available to encourage timely payment and manage arrearages short of 
disconnection. Eliminating any financial consequence for chronic late payment may increase the 
frequency and duration of delinquencies, which in turn raises uncollectible costs. Those costs do 
not disappear; instead, they are shifted to customers who pay their bills on time through higher 
overall system costs. PSE therefore recommends deleting this proposed rule change and urges 
the Commission to carefully weigh the equity, fairness, and cost‑allocation implications of this 
provision and consider whether alternative approaches could preserve consumer protections 
while avoiding unintended cost shifting to non‑delinquent customers. 
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Section WAC 480-100-179 – Electronic information 

1. WAC 480-100-179(1) – Denials of equal payments plans or payment arrangement 
requests: 

PSE recommends deleting the proposed requirement in WAC 480‑100‑179(1) related to 
electronic notices of denials of equal‑payments plans or payment arrangement requests. As 
discussed in PSE’s comments on WAC 480‑100‑138(4)(a), customers who are not eligible for 
payment arrangements are informed of that determination upfront through existing billing or 
real‑time customer communications, and no formal denial notice is generated. Imposing this 
proposed requirement would necessitate new system development and duplicative processes 
without providing clear cost-effective customer benefits. PSE therefore recommends deletion of 
this clause, as shown in Attachment A to these comments. 

2. WAC 480-100-179(3)(c) – Obtaining and documenting customer consent via texts: 
PSE recommends deleting the proposed requirement in WAC 480‑100‑179(3)(c) related to 
obtaining and documenting customer consent through text messages. From a security standpoint, 
text messaging raises heightened concerns because it may require transmitting multiple pieces of 
personally identifiable information, which are more susceptible to interception and misuse than 
communications delivered through more secure channels such as email or customer portals. 
Including sufficient detail to meet consent documentation requirements could increase the risk of 
exposing customers to scams or bad actors, while limiting the amount of information included 
would likely create confusion and increase customer call volumes. Currently, text messaging is 
limited to specific uses such as emergency communications. Implementing text‑based consent 
would require a significant IT lift, including system development, integration, testing, and 
ongoing maintenance, as well as substantial implementation time. These costs would ultimately 
be borne by customers, without clear additional benefit over existing, secure consent methods. 
PSE therefore recommends removing the text‑message consent provision and continuing to rely 
on established, secure, and administrable approaches. 

3. WAC 480-100-179(5)(c) – Documents requiring paper delivery for denials of equal 
payments plans or payment arrangement requests: 

PSE recommends deleting the added proposed requirement to delivery documents in paper for 
denials of equal payments plans or payment arrangement requests. As stated above in WAC 480-
100-138(4)(a), this information is provided on customer bills which is currently only delivered 
paper if the customer indicated preferences for this.  

Section WAC 480-100-193 – Posting of tariffs for public inspection and review 

1. WAC 480-100-193(1)(a): Web, telephone, and mail access: 
PSE recommends deleting the word “prominently,” since it could be interpreted arbitrarily.  
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Section WAC 480-100-194 – Publication of proposed tariff changes to increase charges 
or restrict access to services 

1. WAC 480-100-194 – Notices via texts: 
As discussed in other parts in these comments, PSE can only send text messages for emergency 
notifications. PSE does not have text message capabilities for tariff change communications. It 
would require significant technological and other system changes and cause further cost burdens 
for customers to implement this change.  

2. WAC 480-100-194(1) – Customer noticing timing related to UTC open meeting 
times: 

PSE strongly objects to the revision to thirty-day notice provisions which would require the 
utility to provide notice 30 days before the Commission is scheduled to decide at the open 
meeting. Although the revision does stipulate that the thirty-day notice would only be required in 
the event that PSE has enough notice of the open meeting schedule to communicate with 
customers in a timely manner, PSE does not receive confirmation from the Commission as to 
which open meeting each filing will be heard at until after the filing has already been made. PSE 
must make arrangements for noticing in advance of its filings being made, and therefore there 
would never be an instance in which the Company would be able to know with certainty prior to 
making a filing whether it would need to take into account a particular open meeting date when 
planning its notices. In practice, this proposal would force PSE to have to make a tariff filing at 
least a week earlier and finalize any notice content another week earlier than current deadlines. 
And it would also necessitate the Commission scheduling matters far ahead of filings. This 
requirement would reduce PSE’s time to prepare rates and use actual data rather than forecasted 
data, and in general is introducing more regulatory lag into each tariff filing. Additionally, “In a 
timely manner” is not clearly defined.  

3. WAC 480-100-194(2) – Published notice: 
PSE strongly objects to the deletion of the published notice method of notifying customers of a 
proposed change which increases rates or restricts access to service. The Company currently uses 
this method of customer notice multiple times a year as it is the most timely and cost-effective 
way to notice customers of proposed changes. Shifting to individual customer notice via U.S. 
Postal Service mail for customers who do not opt into electronic notifications would be unduly 
burdensome for PSE. It would increase the lead time to begin creating customer notices from 
approximately 21 days to approximately 135 days. This would necessitate the filing of rate 
revisions much earlier than the 30-day statutory notice and would force PSE to determine new 
rates based on forecasts rather than actuals. It would also increase the Company’s costs for 
noticing, as printing and mailing individual notices is much more costly than placing newspaper 
advertisements. 

4. WAC 480-100-194(3) - Content of postings:  
PSE objects to the addition of the requirement to provide a list of alternative service options for 
restrictions in access to service. This requirement is impractical for several reasons. First, a 
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restriction of service could be one component of a tariff schedule, and there would not 
necessarily be an alternative service. Second, a restriction of service could constitute a complete 
restriction of service of an entire tariff schedule, and there would not necessarily be a comparable 
alternative service. Therefore, requiring a list could be confusing to customers  Additionally, 
customers could construe that PSE is ‘recommending’ any or all of those ‘alternatives’ and 
customers could subsequently argue that PSE is responsible or liable for a customer’s decision 
based on such perceived recommendations. This creates unnecessary legal and customer service 
complications. 

5. WAC 480-100-194(3)(f) – Content of postings – examples of monthly increase: 
PSE objects to requiring customer notices to present average seasonal usage examples because 
the proposed WAC applies to utilities across Washington State with drastically different 
geographic locations, climates, and utility-approved seasonal definitions in their tariffs. A 
standardized November 15 through March 15 period conflicts with existing approved tariff 
structures, fails to account for material differences in climate and usage patterns across service 
territories, and would provide customers with information that does not align with how they are 
actually billed, creating confusion and potentially misleading billing information. Additionally, 
electric utilities serve customers with diverse loads, especially heating sources including electric 
heat pumps, natural gas furnaces, oil systems, wood stoves, and dual fuel configurations, where 
dual fuel customers may switch between electric and alternative heating sources based on 
weather, fuel prices, or preference, making standardized seasonal calculations inaccurate and 
potentially irrelevant for these customer segments. Each utility should retain discretion to define 
seasonal periods consistent with their approved tariffs and specific operating conditions to ensure 
accuracy, avoid customer confusion, and provide meaningful price signals and bill impact 
information. 

Section WAC 480-100-195 – Notice of tariff changes other than increases in recurring 
charges and restrictions in access to services 

1. WAC 480-100-195(2) – Notice of tariff changes related to local or state utility tax 
increases: 

PSE is supportive of the revision to allow customer notice of the pass through of local or state 
utility tax increases to occur on or with the first bill after the change becomes effective, as long 
as it is merely a notification of the event. It should also be noted that PSE does not control the 
frequency, or the amount of these tax rate changes, as those are completely under the control of 
governmental taxing entity. PSE requests striking the provision that an increase to any customer 
class of three percent or more or multiple increases that amount to three percent or more in any 
quarter must be noticed in accordance with WAC 480-100-194, as the Company cannot control 
the amount or frequency of these increases. The content of such a notice is not specified in the 
proposed language, and thus PSE could foresee that this messaging that may only impact a single 
customer class (also not defined in the rule) could end up being confusing to all other (or all) 
customers and thus increasing questions and complaints to both PSE and the Commission.  
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Section WAC 480-100-197 – Adjudicative proceedings where public testimony will be 
taken 

1. WAC 480-100-197(4) — Electronic Customer Notice of Notice of Adjudicative 
Proceedings with Public Testimony: 

PSE recommends revising proposed WAC 480-100-197(4) to allow utilities to provide electronic 
notifications via email only, rather than requiring both text and email. PSE does not currently 
have the capability to send text messages to all customers for adjudicative‑proceeding notices, as 
text messaging is limited to specific uses such as emergency communications.  Email 
notifications provide timely, direct communication to customers who have opted in, without the 
significant system changes and substantial costs associated with potential text messaging 
capabilities changes. 

2. WAC 480-100-197(6) — Customer Notice Following Final Orders: 
PSE recommends deleting or revising WAC 480‑100‑197(6) to provide additional flexibility in 
how utilities notify customers of Commission decisions. As drafted, the requirement to inform 
customers within 30 days via bill insert, bill print message, or electronic notice would 
substantially increase customer communications costs—particularly in general rate cases and 
contested dockets—and is not practicable within the prescribed timeframe. Bill inserts typically 
require significantly longer lead times, often exceeding 135 days, and bill print messaging will 
not accommodate the level of detail required for Commission decisions. If newspaper notices are 
not permitted, compliance within 30 days would be infeasible; if newspaper notices are 
permitted, PSE recommends clarifying that publication within 30 days may initiate the notice 
obligation. Alternatively, PSE recommends allowing notification via utility websites or secure 
customer account portals (such as myPSE), which would provide timely, more cost‑effective, 
and broadly accessible notice without imposing undue administrative burden or unnecessary 
significant cost increases on customers. Additionally, it is important to maintain flexibility in the 
rule, because at times, a final order may not be ultimate end point for the final determination of 
rates – often final orders are subjected to clarifications and objections, by different parties from 
the adjudicative proceeding.  

Section WAC 480-100-198 – Notice verification and assistance 

1. WAC 480-100-198(1) — Notice Verification and Assistance:  
PSE opposes the requirement in WAC 480‑100‑198(1) that utilities must allow Commission 
Staff at least five business days to review and propose edits to customer notices prior to 
distribution. Although the proposed rule states that Staff may propose edits and does not require 
utilities to adopt them, the mandatory advance review period would nonetheless compress 
already limited implementation timelines for PSE’s regulatory, including revenue requirement 
and rates, and customer operations teams. This requirement would impair PSE’s ability to 
produce and implement timely and accurate rates, contribute to additional regulatory lag, and 
increase administrative burden. The timeline for finalization of notice content already occurs five 
days before the notice is distributed, so this timeframe would not even allow incorporation of any 
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proposed edits. PSE urges the Commission to reconsider this provision and avoid mandating 
pre‑distribution review timelines that could delay rate implementation and create additional 
administrative burdens with potential unintended consequences. PSE may continue to present an 
informal preview to Staff on an as needed basis as it has done so in the past. Staff is also 
welcome to provide PSE with comments on past notices so that PSE can consider concepts that 
can be applied to future notices. 

2. WAC 480-100-198(2) – Notice timing for regular filings:  
PSE proposes modifications to current rule to improve processes to avoid the need for utilities to 
request waivers for certain regular filings which must use a different timeline. With PSE’s 
proposal, notice verification would be filed within ten days of completing required posting, 
publication, or customer notice under WAC 480-100-194, 480-100-195, or 480-100-197. This 
would take into account filings which are made more than thirty days in advance of a requested 
effective date.  

3. New Section WAC 480-100-198(4):  
PSE opposes the addition of this sub-section. PSE does not receive comments on a UTC filing. 
The comments are submitted to the Commission or the Public Counsel Unit of Attorney General 
who usually summarize those comments.  

 

III. Responses to questions in the Notice: 

1. Master meter vs. primary meter 
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?  

Similar to PSE’s response to proposed changes in WAC 480-100-123(1) above, PSE 
recommends not to make the change from master to primary as this would confuse and 
incorrectly use two vastly different meanings and definitions – which generally serve 
different purposes. A primary meter and a master meter represent two different 
approaches to utility billing based on where the measurement takes place and who holds 
the account.  

 Primary Meter: Measures electricity on the high-voltage side (before the 
transformer) and is usually reserved for large industrial users who own their own 
transformers. 

 Master Meter: Measures total utility consumption for an entire building or 
property (after the transformer) and is used to bill one owner for multiple tenants. 
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Key Differences: 
 Focus: Primary Metering refers to the voltage level and location of the 

measurement (before it passes through a transformer). Master Metering refers to 
the aggregation of billing for multiple users. 

 Primary Metering captures transformer losses in the usage data, while a secondary 
master meter does not. 

Feature  Primary Metering Master Metering 

Voltage Level High Voltage (Distribution) Low Voltage (Service Voltage) 

Location Before Customer Transformer After Transformer (Utility Side) 

Owner Usually User-owned/maintained Utility-owned 

Main Use Industrial/Large Commercial Multi-unit Residential/Mobile Home Parks 

Losses Measures transformation losses Does not measure transformation losses 

 

Also, PSE currently has a Commission-approved tariff schedule, customer class, 
specifically called “Master Metered Residential Service,” consequently, changes to the 
billing system and accounting system may not be trivial if this terminology change is 
adopted in the final rule changes. Using the term “Primary” in this tariff schedule would 
be confusing because the service is offered at both Secondary Voltage and Primary 
Distribution Voltage; thus, naming it ‘Primary’ would be confusing. 

2. Customer protections from scams received by text and phone calls 
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? 

PSE shares concerns regarding scam activity targeting utility customers through phone 
calls, text messages, and other electronic communications. PSE can and does take a 
multilayered approach to mitigating scam risk and helping customers distinguish 
legitimate communications from fraudulent attempts. PSE’s efforts include: 
  

 Sending emails, text messages, and outbound calls for specific, well-defined 
purposes (e.g., outage notifications, payments, and account services). 

 Using consistent phone numbers, short codes, and email addresses that are 
identified as belonging to PSE. 

 Omitting personal or financial information in text messages. 
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 Enabling customers to manage communications through PSE | Notification 
preferences on the PSE.com website or by calling PSE Customer Care. 

 Including information on PSE SMS/Text messaging practices in the PSE | Web 
and App Terms of Use. 

 Using messaging that directs customers to take action through their secure online 
account or by calling Customer Care. 

 Working with messaging system providers to ensure that we maintain trusted 
status for messaging. 

 Making customers aware of scams by posting information on PSE | Scam Alerts - 
What You Need to Know. 

 Following communication requirements from governing bodies such as the 
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission and Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC). 

 

3. Proposal to discontinue reporting in the COVID docket and proposal for additional 
metrics reporting on disconnections and utility funded assistance as part of annual 
Commission Basis Reports 
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 on Disconnections and 
Utility Funded Assistance.  

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

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

c. Is annual reporting sufficient? 

PSE supports the Commission’s proposal to discontinue monthly data reporting in 
Docket U-200281 and continue annual reporting to reduce duplicative reporting 
requirements. Annual reporting is sufficient to meet Commission oversight needs.  

PSE also supports transitioning from zip‑code‑level to census‑tract‑level reporting for 
annual reporting in the Commission Basis Report to improve data granularity and 
analytical value, recognizing that this change will require certain modifications to 
existing reporting processes. Zip codes are primarily used for mailing purposes and 
provide limited usefulness for utility operations or customer data analysis. 
Census‑tract‑level reporting would improve consistency with other reporting efforts, 
especially equity‑focused reporting.  
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PSE also has several clarifying questions regarding the proposed additional reporting 
metrics for the Commission Basis Report on Disconnections and Utility‑Funded 
Assistance: 

 Scope of reporting frequency: Data reporting in Docket U‑200281 currently 
includes both monthly and quarterly reporting. Is the Commission proposing to 
eliminate both the monthly and quarterly reporting requirements and instead require 
only annual reporting of the metrics identified in the Notice? 

 Metric 1a – Disconnections by customer class and census tract: 
For metric 1a (“the number and percentage of customers, by customer class, for 
Named and Non‑Named Communities, and separately for known‑low‑income 
customers disconnected for nonpayment each month during the period, by census 
tract”), PSE requests clarification on the following: 

o Does “customer class” refer to (1) residential and (2) non‑residential 
customers (i.e., commercial, and industrial)? 

o How should the percentage be calculated? Specifically, what is the 
denominator for each segment (e.g., total customers, total disconnections, or 
another metric)? Should residential percentages be calculated consistent with 
GRC reporting to date? 

 Metrics 2a–2d – Utility‑funded assistance (overall): 
Metrics 2b-2d appear to be entirely new and were not previously reported on a 
monthly or quarterly basis in the COVID‑related docket.  
The PBR Policy Statement (¶84) requires that utilities report participation data for 
customer-funded energy assistance programs that reduce energy burden. Specifically, 
utilities must provide the number and percentage of estimated low-income customers 
participating in one or more such programs, presented both in aggregate and by 
census tract. Additionally, utilities must separately report the number and percentage 
of estimated low-income customers enrolled in utility bill discount programs, along 
with the total annual discount amount applied. 
Furthermore, many of these metrics are already reported through PSE’s biennial 
CETA Section 120 report, which is filed in Commission dockets.  
The proposed metrics 2a-2d would introduce duplication and added complexity by 
requiring monthly and census‑tract‑level disaggregation of similar information. PSE 
recommends avoiding duplicative reporting and overly burdensome requirements 
where comparable data are already being provided through existing CETA reporting. 

 If the Commission intends to retain this proposed metric, PSE requests clarification 
on the following aspects: 

Metric 2a – Monthly enrollment in utility‑funded assistance programs (“the 
number of customers enrolled in each utility‑funded assistance program for each 
month of the period, broken down by census tract”): 
o Does the Commission intend for enrollment data to be reported monthly, by 

program, and by census tract? This appears significantly more burdensome 
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than current COVID‑related reporting (which does not disaggregate by 
program), the PBR reporting (which does not disaggregate by program), or the 
CETA Section 120 report (which does not require monthly or 
census‑tract‑level reporting).  

o Which programs should be included (e.g., PSE HELP, Warm Home Fund, 
Low‑Income Weatherization, Income‑Qualified Community Solar, one-time 
utility-funded grant programs, or CCA low-income credits)? 

o For arrearage management or past‑due bill forgiveness programs, should 
“enrollment” refer to customers signed up for the program or only to 
customers receiving a payment or benefit during the reporting month? 

Metric 2b – Monthly benefits to customers in utility‑funded assistance programs 
(“The dollar amounts provided for each utility funded assistance program for each 
month of the period broken down by census tract”): 
o Which programs should be included (e.g., PSE HELP, Warm Home Fund, 

Low‑Income Weatherization, Income‑Qualified Community Solar, one-time 
utility-funded grant programs, or CCA low-income credits)? 

o For arrearage management, how exactly should the dollar amount provided 
for the program each month be reported?  

o For annual grant based or one-time utility funded programs, how should the 
dollar amounts be reported each month? For example, if a PSE customer 
receives the HELP grant of $1,000 in one month for the whole program year, 
should that count just in the one month the annual grant was provided and 
showing zero for eleven other months of the program year?  
 

Metric 2c – Bill Discount Rate (BDR) tiers (“the number of customers enrolled in 
each tier of the utility bill discount program for each month of the period, broken 
down by census tract”): 
o PSE notes that customers may move between tiers within a single month. PSE 

seeks clarification on whether reporting should be based on: the customer’s 
tier at the end of the month, or each tier in which the customer participated 
during the month. For the reporting for BDR for metric 2a, PSE would 
probably report the customer in the tier they are at the end of the month in 
order not to double count. PSE seeks clarification if this approach is 
acceptable for metric 2c as well.  

*** 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. Please contact Kelima Yakupova, State & 
Regional Policy Consultant, at Kelima.Yakupova@pse.com, for additional information about 
these comments. If you have other questions, please contact me. 
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Sincerely,  

/s/ Wendy Gerlitz  
Wendy Gerlitz 
Director, Regulatory Policy 
Puget Sound Energy  
PO Box 97034, BEL10W 
Bellevue, WA 98009-9734  
425-462-3051  
Wendy.Gerlitz@pse.com 

 
cc: Tad O’Neill, Public Counsel 
 Sheree Carson, Perkins Coie 
 

Attachment: 

- Attachment A - PSE redlines on Proposed Draft Rule WAC 480-100 


