WAC

Commenter

Summary of Comments
480-90/100-023 Definitions
Cascade Natural Gas Corporation
No issues raised.

Public Counsel
No comments.

The Energy Project

TEP appreciates the proposed definition of low-income and asks that the commission add a definition for known low-income." TEP
proposes a known low-income definition: Any low-income customer who is currently receiving income-qualified bill assistance, or
who has received income-qualified bill assistance within the previous 24 months.

Northwest Natural Gas Company
Opposes broad multilingual translation requirements due to CIS limitations, implementation burden, and ongoing operational costs.
Argues the thresholds for mandatory translations are overly burdensome.

Requested Change: WAC 480-90-103(4): Replace the proposed translation threshold requirement with a narrower requirement aligned
with the Commission’s Procedural Equity Policy Statement by translating only “vital documents” into the top three non-English
languages spoken in the service territory.

Avista Corporation
023 Proposes replacing “is less than” with ‘does not exceed” to better align with RCW 19.405.020(24) and WAC 480-109-060(22).

Pacificorp
Supports added definitions low income, prior obligation, and qualified medical professional.

Puget Sound Energy

PSE recommends replacing the proposed low-income customer definition with a cross-reference to RCW 19.405.020 so future
statutory changes automatically flow into the rule without requiring additional rulemaking.

Note: This document was developed with help from automated content-generation tools and reviewed by staff for accuracy and intent.



NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington conservation Action

States the coalition has no substantive recommendation regarding replacing "master meter" with "primary meter" and therefore neither
supports nor opposes the proposed terminology change.

480-90/100-103 Information to customers

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

Substantive / Implementation concerns: Supports intent of WAC 480-90-103(4) (language access), but objects to translation thresholds
(1,000 customers or 5%). Notes operational difficulty (billing system limitations, alphabet support).Fiscal/operational impact: costly
system changes and language limitations.

Requested change: Cascade requests that the Commission revise the language-access requirement to allow flexible compliance
methods rather than requiring utilities to fully integrate multiple languages into billing systems. Specifically, Cascade proposes
allowing utilities to use QR codes (QRCs) or website links directing customers to translated versions of Rights and Responsibilities
materials. Cascade also seeks flexibility where utility systems cannot support certain alphabets or language formats. The utility
appears to favor a standard based on practical accessibility rather than mandatory printed translations for every qualifying language

Public Counsel

Supports language access and states that the proposed requirements will require translation to more documents than currently required.
Public Counsel argues that the documents the proposed WAC would require translation of are likely less useful than other documents
because small groups of limited English proficiency communities are more likely to be low-income and supports translating
conservation information, access to energy assistance, demand response, and weatherization.

The Energy Project

TEP supports expanding translation requirements and recommends prioritizing translation of communications that directly affect a
customer's ability to maintain service. Rather than requiring translation of every billing element (such as energy usage statistics),
utilities should prioritize bills, past-due notices, disconnection notices, bill assistance information, and safety or emergency notices.
TEP recommends using utilities' existing Language Access Plans as the framework for identifying "essential communications."

Northwest Natural Gas Company
Opposes broad multilingual translation requirements due to CIS limitations, implementation burden, and ongoing operational costs.
Argues the thresholds for mandatory translations are overly burdensome.



Requested Change: 103(4): Replace the proposed translation threshold requirement with a narrower requirement aligned with the
Commission’s Procedural Equity Policy Statement by translating only “vital documents” into the top three non-English languages
spoken in the service territory.

Avista Corporation

Supports translating required customer communications into customers' preferred languages but seeks clarification regarding which
customers qualify. Implementation concern: Recommends basing translation obligations on customers who have identified a language
preference rather than broad service territory population thresholds. Requests that customers be allowed to opt in or out of language
preferences. Fiscal concern: Opposes requiring every translated communication to also include an English version, stating this would
unnecessarily increase printing and mailing costs without improving customer understanding. Requested changes: Clarify eligibility
language, maintain customer language preference records, eliminate mandatory dual-language mailings.

Pacificorp

103(4) Supports improving language access but believes the proposal is overly broad. Notes Spanish accounts for approximately 94%
of non-English customer contacts and the utility already provides Spanish translations for many notices, website content, and customer
emails. Billing statements cannot reasonably be translated into numerous languages because of space and system limitations.
Telephone interpretation is already available in over 350 languages.

Puget Sound Energy

103(4) PSE opposes the proposed mandatory translation requirements. The company states it can record preferred languages but
cannot automatically generate translated written communications. It argues the proposed thresholds (1,000 customers or 5% of the
service territory) are difficult to administer, rely on imprecise ACS demographic data, and would require extensive IT development,
vendor translation services, quality assurance, postage, and printing costs. PSE also raises concerns about maintaining separate
language preferences for electronic versus written communications. PSE recommends allowing utilities flexibility through their
existing Language Access Plans rather than imposing prescriptive translation mandates.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington conservation Action
No comments.

480-90/100-113 Residential services deposit requirements.
Cascade Natural Gas Corporation



Substantive concerns:

* WAC 480-90-113(1)(a): Clarify that self-attestation is sufficient for low-income status; if so, 10-day verification window
unnecessary.

* WAC 480-90-113(7): Objects to removal of provision allowing additional deposits when usage increases significantly.

Requested changes: Cascade requests clarification that customer self-attestation of low-income status is sufficient proof for purposes
of deposit exemptions. If self-attestation is accepted, Cascade asks the Commission to eliminate the proposed 10-business-day
verification period as unnecessary. For subsection (7), Cascade requests retention of the utility’s authority to require additional
deposits when customer usage materially increases, such as after installation of gas-heated pools, kilns, or building expansions.
Cascade seeks language preserving operational flexibility to manage changing credit risk tied to increased consumption.

Public Counsel

Opposes residential security deposits in principle. Requests removal of provisions allowing deposits for unemployed or inconsistently
employed applicants and in instances where a new applicant applies where a prior customer who had an unpaid balance resides. Public
Counsel suggests adopting of a standardized definition of 'known low-income', and greater consistency in customer protections.

The Energy Project

113(1)(a) TEP opposes allowing deposits for residential customers who are not classified as Known Low-Income Customers. Many
financially vulnerable customers are not yet enrolled in bill assistance programs and therefore would remain subject to deposits. TEP
recommends eliminating residential deposits entirely rather than limiting the exemption to Known Low-Income Customers. TEP states
this is the only way to protect low-income and vulnerable customers. The draft allows customers only ten business days to establish
low-income eligibility before a deposit may be imposed. TEP argues this period is insufficient for customers to apply, submit
documentation, and receive approval. It recommends extending the timeframe or eliminating deposits altogether.

113(2) TEP argues utilities have not demonstrated deposits reduce arrearages. It also questions whether administering deposit
programs—including verification, negotiations, tracking deposits, calculating interest, and issuing refunds—costs more than any
financial benefit. Argues that the protections are insufficient as deposits can be charged to new customers and are not yet known low-
income customers.

113(2)(c) TEP recommends deleting the provision allowing deposits based on inability to demonstrate continuous employment or
regular income. It argues this standard disproportionately targets financially vulnerable customers and conflicts with the Commission's
intent to protect low-income households. TEP also suggests using language from the 2023 draft rules that would prohibit
disconnection visit fees.



113(5) TEP notes the required negotiations over deposit payment arrangements and Commission dispute resolution add significant
administrative complexity without evidence that deposits improve collections.

113(9) TEP observes utilities must track deposits, pay interest, and process refunds, creating administrative costs that may exceed any
benefit from retaining deposit authority.

Northwest Natural Gas Company

Supports exempting known low-income customers from deposits but opposes additional verification procedures, reduced deposit
amounts, expanded payment periods, and new burden-of-proof language. States deposits mitigate arrearages and protect against cost
shifting.

113(1)(a) and (2)(a): Allow existing self-certification practices for low-income qualification instead of requiring additional verification
procedures for deposit requirements reduce administrative burden.

113(3): Remove language stating utilities bear the burden of proving deposit eligibility since rule is explicit the language is
unnecessary.

113(4): Retain current deposit limits (two-twelfths for monthly billing). Argues that the deposit provides a safety net for the customer
who pays it, the deposit reduction isn’t beneficial because it allows for faster buildup of arrearage balances.

113(5): Retain current two-month deposit repayment structure instead of extending it to three months.

113(7): Clarify the intent of deleting subsection (7). May believe that additional deposit is allowed in sections 1 and 2 of this rule.
Avista Corporation

113(1)(a) company states the phrase "other means" for proving income eligibility is too vague. Requests specific examples, including
participation in income-qualified assistance programs, self-certification of household income, or other utility-approved verification

methods.

113(2)(a) Request same clarifications in (1)(a) for (2)(a)



113(4) Opposes reducing deposit amounts from two-twelfths to one-twelfth of estimated annual bills. States deposits secure accounts
during lengthy collection processes and protect against nonpayment. Since low-income customers are already exempt from deposits,
Avista questions the policy rationale for reducing deposits for higher-risk customers.

113(5) Opposes reducing initial deposit payments from 50% to 25% and extending repayment over three months. Believes longer
repayment periods increase the likelihood of repeated disconnections and unpaid balances.

Pacificorp
No comments

Puget Sound Energy

113(1-2) PSE opposes the proposed deposit eligibility changes. It argues implementation would require significant IT and billing
changes. PSE believes any special treatment should be limited to customers already identified as low-income through existing
assistance programs. The proposed 10-business-day verification period is viewed as impractical because energy assistance eligibility
reviews frequently exceed that timeframe. PSE also requests clarification regarding how the new low-income provisions (clause a)
interact with existing deposit criteria, particularly for customers previously disconnected for nonpayment.

113(3) PSE objects to placing a formal burden of proof on utilities when requiring deposits. Instead, it recommends requiring utilities
to have "reasonable, articulable evidence" supporting deposit decisions while allowing utilities to demonstrate they properly applied
Commission-approved deposit criteria. PSE argues deposits are risk-management tools rather than penalties.

113(4-5) PSE opposes reducing allowable deposit amounts from two-twelfths to one-twelfth of estimated annual bills and reducing
upfront payments from 50% to 25%. PSE argues these changes would reduce protection against bad debt, require major billing system
modifications, affect cash flow, increase uncollectible balances, and shift costs to customers who pay their bills on time. These
changes would require tariff revisions and system and process changes.

113(8) PSE recommends retaining existing timelines. The proposed extension of payment dates would require unnecessary billing
system changes and create confusion regarding initial versus subsequent deposit payments.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington conservation Action
Supports strengthening protections for vulnerable customers but argues the proposed 60-day outreach period is insufficient.
Recommends prohibiting disconnections entirely for vulnerable residential customers rather than merely delaying them. Requests



expansion of protected customers to include known low-income households and renters at risk of eviction in addition to children under
five, seniors over 65, and persons with disabilities. Also requests clarification regarding when the 60-day period begins.

128(12) Supports replacing a fixed seasonal disconnection moratorium with one based on actual inclement weather, consistent with
Washington's high-heat disconnection protections. Urges the Commission to require utilities to conduct frequent, plain-language
outreach so customers understand when protections apply and how to use them.

480-90/100-118 Nonresidential service deposit requirements.

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

No concerns.

Public Counsel
No position.

The Energy Project
No comments.

Northwest Natural Gas Company
No comments or position.

Avista Corporation
No comments

Pacificorp
Supports these proposed revisions.

Puget Sound Energy
PSE makes the same recommendation as for residential deposits, WAC 480-100-113(8): retain the current timelines because the
proposed revisions would require unnecessary system changes and operational modifications.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington conservation Action
No comments.

480-90/100-123 Refusal of service.

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation



No concerns.

Public Counsel
No position.

The Energy Project
123(3) TEP supports maintain the existing prior obligation protections.

123(4) TEP supports requiring utilities to bear the burden of proving fraud before refusing to provide new service.

Northwest Natural Gas Company
No comments or position.

Avista Corporation
No comments

Pacificorp

123(1) Opposes replacing "master meter" with "primary meter." Explains that "master meter" is a legally recognized term under
PURPA while "primary meter" refers to electrical voltage, making the terms technically different. States the proposed terminology
would create confusion and inconsistency with federal law and industry practice.

Puget Sound Energy
123(1) PSE opposes replacing "master meter" with "primary meter." It explains these terms describe different engineering concepts
and are not interchangeable. Using "primary meter" would create technical inaccuracies and confusion.

123(2)(e) and (4) PSE objects to new burden-of-proof language related to service refusal based on theft, tampering, or fraud. PSE
argues existing investigation standards already protect customers and that additional evidentiary requirements could hinder utilities'
ability to address theft and fraud.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington conservation Action
Supports strengthening protections for vulnerable customers but argues the proposed 60-day outreach period is insufficient.
Recommends prohibiting disconnections entirely for vulnerable residential customers rather than merely delaying them. Requests



expansion of protected customers to include known low-income households and renters at risk of eviction in addition to children under
five, seniors over 65, and persons with disabilities. Also requests clarification regarding when the 60-day period begins.
480-90/100-128 Disconnection of service.

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

Substantive concerns:

* (3) [drafted as (7)]: 60-day moratorium for “vulnerable customers” — undefined “additional outreach”; inappropriate assumptions
about vulnerability and financial need for customers with children or over 65.

* (3)(d): Burden of proof on utility allows effective self-attestation without verification.

(3)(d) Income tracking and vulnerability classification raise privacy risks.

* (12)(a): Ambiguous weather trigger, indicates plans to issue a weather alert, where are the plans noticed.

* (12)(b): Income-based payment plan caps infeasible; utilities do not track income.

* (5): Highly prescriptive outreach/logging requirements create manual processes. ¢ (5)(a): Additional past-due notice cycle (14 days)
overly long and costly.

* (5)(a)(ii)—(ii1): Mandatory live calls and repeat attempts operationally infeasible phone calls are unanswered with the method
becoming antiquated. The two call requirement at different times does not conform with call center software, the solution would be
manual and inefficient.

* (5)(a)(vi)(E): Incorrect reference to WAC 480-100-128 (should be gas rule).

* (5)(a)(vi)(E): “Limited eligible customers” undefined.

* (5)(b)(11)(C)(vi)(k): “Primary meter” incorrectly replaces “master meter.” * (8)(b): Texting direct links to account data raises security
concerns. * (3)(d) Cascade believes that the rule would require tracking vulnerability and that tracking the information is inappropriate
or suppressing notices.

Requested changes:
128(3)(d) Cascade requests the Commission either remove or significantly revise the proposed vulnerable-customer moratorium
provisions. Specifically, Cascade asks for:

* A clear definition of “additional outreach.”

* Removal or revision of the provision placing the burden of proof on the utility regarding vulnerable-customer status.
* Avoidance of any requirement that utilities track or maintain records regarding disability, age, or child status.

* Recognition that vulnerable populations are not necessarily financially insecure.

Cascade appears to prefer a framework based on customer-requested accommodations or existing low-income programs rather than
broad categorical protections.
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128(5)(a) Cascade requests elimination or major simplification of the new mandatory pre-disconnection outreach framework. The
utility proposes allowing utilities to satisfy outreach obligations through enhanced bill messaging and existing collections processes
rather than requiring:

* An additional 14-day notice cycle;

» Multiple live outbound calls;

* Repeated call attempts at different times;
* Detailed call logging requirements.

Cascade asks the Commission to preserve utility flexibility to design collections workflows appropriate for their systems and customer
behavior. The utility also suggests that its existing billing reminders and risk-tiered collections processes already accomplish the
intended policy objective.

128(5)(a)(vi)(E) Cascade requests correction of the cross-reference from the electric rule (WAC 480-100-128) to the corresponding
gas rule (WAC 480-90-128).

Cascade requests clarification or revision of the phrase “limited eligible customers,” which the company states is undefined and
unclear. The utility indicates that the rule language may contain drafting errors or omitted wording.

128(5)(b)(i1)(C)(vi)(k) Cascade requests that the Commission retain the term “master meter” rather than replacing it with “primary
meter.” Alternatively, the utility suggests replacement terms such as “multi-unit meter” or “shared service meter.” Cascade argues that
the proposed terminology change is technically inaccurate and inconsistent with established industry usage and federal/state regulatory
terminology.

128(8)(b) Cascade requests revision of the required notification methods for theft/tampering disconnections. Specifically, the utility
asks the Commission to reconsider the requirement for notices taped to customers’ doors because of potential customer embarrassment
and stigma. Cascade also requests that any text-message requirements permit secure login-based access rather than direct links to
account-specific information, citing cybersecurity and privacy concerns.

128(12)(a) Cascade requests clarification regarding how utilities are expected to determine when the National Weather Service
“indicates plans to issue” a watch, warning, or advisory. The utility seeks objective, administrable triggering criteria.
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128(12)(b) Cascade requests substantial revision or removal of the income-based payment cap provisions. The utility asks the
Commission to clarify whether self-reported income is sufficient and whether customers with no income may pay nothing. Cascade
also requests that payment-plan requirements remain compatible with automated web and IVR systems, rather than requiring live CSR
involvement. More broadly, Cascade asks the Commission not to require utilities to maintain customer income data in billing systems.

Public Counsel

States that utility disconnections pose serious equity, health, and safety challenges. Supports the revisions, recognizes that the
revisions provide better customer protections than current rules.

128(7) The draft rules do not define vulnerable customers. The list in (7)(a)-(d) reads as excluding and should include known low
income and renters at risk of eviction. Recommends future rulemaking on broader disconnection protections.

Recommends definition for “vulnerable customer’ means a household that is known low-income or at risk of eviction if utility service
is disconnected, or where: a child under the age of 5 is present; an individual with a disability that is verifiable by a qualified medical
professional is present; or an individual over the age of 65 is present.”

The Energy Project
128(5) Tep supports the past-due notice requirement. TEP suggests adding customers who are at risk of eviction if they are
disconnected and that customers who fall into any identified categories are eligible for the 60-day outreach process.

128(5)(a)(iv) the rule should expressly prohibit utilities from threatening disconnection in past due notices. Additionally, the adoption
order should direct utilities to work with their advisory groups to develop language.

128(5)(a)(vi)(E) In addition to text and email for customers who have opted into those options, notices should be sent via mail,
increasing the likelihood the customer will receive the notice and act.

128(9)(a)(iii) TEP suggests the following edit: A statement of whether the condition is chronic and, if not, how long the condition is
expected to last.

128(9)(b) TEP supports the revisions to the medical certification rule including certification valid for duration of the medical
condition, confirm individual with the condition resides at the service location, with remove burdensome requirement to repeatedly
renew certifications. TEP notes that it would be difficult for anyone to schedule and attend a doctor’s appointment, and obtain a
written certification providing the required information, within ten business days and suggests extending the period to 30 calendar
days.
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128(12) Tep supports the additional protections during inclement weather and extending disconnection protections to cold weather.

Northwest Natural Gas Company
Generally, states the proposed changs result in significant changes in process, possibly difficult and costly.

128(3) 60-day moratorium argues utilities do not collect information about age, disabilities, or children in a household and should not
be required to gather, store, update, or secure such sensitive information, collection of information could be alarming/intrusive. Raises
privacy concerns and questions data retention requirements. Also argues longer moratoriums could increase customer arrearages.
Suggests alternative approach: pause collection activity while customers pursue energy-assistance appointments or expand the existing
medical certificate process.

128(5) Opposes proposed sequence of additional notices and mandatory outbound calls. States rule language is unclear and may either
require customer contact before bills are due or substantially lengthen collection cycles. Estimates need for approximately four
additional FTEs to comply. Argues added notices, calls, and delays will create customer confusion, increase arrearages, raise costs,
and potentially be perceived as threatening. Requests additional discussion and clarification.

128(5)(1) supports removing disconnection fees for known low-income and medical certificate customers.

128(8)(b) wants more flexibility in notice methods states they are overly prescriptive, particularly suggests removing the taped to the
main door provision in favor of left at the property.

128(9) supports extended medical certificate time from five to ten business days and relocating the qualified medical professional
definition. Opposes eliminating renewal requirements and removing limits on certification duration. Requests retaining a duration
limit and suggests a six-month maximum validity period similar to Oregon’s rules.

128(12) Weather moratorium generally supports weather-related disconnection protections but requests flexibility to use the National
Weather Service or similar weather reporting services. Requests removal of language referencing indications that weather warnings
may be issued and instead trigger protections only upon issuance. Recommends narrowing criteria to actual threats to life or property.
Opposes proposed specialized payment-plan requirements and requests reliance on standard payment arrangements under WAC 480-
90-138. Requests flexibility regarding how customers are informed about reconnection rights.

Avista Corporation



13

128(3) Opposes creating a stand-alone 60-day nonpayment moratorium for vulnerable customers. States existing payment assistance
and arrearage programs better address affordability. Finds eligibility criteria vague and potentially unlimited. Questions what
"additional outreach" requires and argues that being over age 65 alone should not automatically qualify someone. 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 unable to pay. Proposes to
add a statement that residences that state they are unable to pay and meet the proposed requirements would qualify for additional
protection.

128(5)(a) Opposes extending the collections timeline by two additional weeks, arguing this will increase arrears, bad debt, customer
balances, call volume, and administrative costs. Strongly opposes requiring live representative calls to every customer receiving past
due notice, estimating the requirement would require approximately 19 additional employees costing roughly $2.46 million annually.
Supports providing assistance information through written and electronic notices but believe mandatory scripts during live calls are
overly prescriptive. Recommends automated calls instead.

128(5)(b) States "limited eligible customers" is undefined. Suggests defining the term or using WAC 480-90/100-103 Information to
Customers. Notes current text messaging platform cannot translate text messages into multiple languages.

128(5)(i) Supports eliminating residential disconnection visit fees.
128(5)(j) Avista already provides receipts and supports requiring receipts.

128(8)(b) Supports requiring notice following emergency disconnections but prefers using door hangers rather than taping notices to
doors to avoid property damage.

128(12)(b) Opposes limiting payment plans to no more than 6% of monthly income. States utilities do not collect verified monthly
income and would need entirely new income-verification systems. Existing assistance programs already reduce customer energy
burden without requiring monthly income calculations.

Pacificorp
128(3)(d) Opposes creating a mandatory 60-day disconnection moratorium for households with young children, seniors, or disabled
individuals without demonstrating why existing protections are inadequate. States current rules already provide substantial customer
protection.
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128(4)(ii) Opposes requiring every customer to receive a live telephone call discussing energy assistance before disconnection. States
replacing automated calls with live representatives would substantially increase staffing requirements and operating costs.

128(5)(b) Supports modernization but believes additional discussion is needed before requiring expanded text and email notices.
Raises concerns regarding cybersecurity, customer privacy, and system capability.

128(5)(j) Opposes prohibiting field disconnection fees because PacifiCorp lacks AMI remote disconnect capability in Washington.
Every disconnect requires a truck roll and field technician, these costs would be passed on to customers. Existing rules already
prohibit fees when remote disconnection is used.

128(8)(b) Opposes requiring notices be specifically "taped" to the customer's door because circumstances may make that impractical.

128(12)(b) Opposes limiting payment arrangements to six percent of customer monthly income because utilities generally cannot
verify customer income. Existing winter low-income payment plans administered through community action agencies

Puget Sound Energy
128(2)(e) PSE opposes burden of proof language, arguing for the utility to possess reasonable, articulable evidence that a customer has
violated an applicable rule before taking action And that the revisions could constrain timely utility enforcement actions.

128(3) PSE does not support the proposed subsection as drafted. The company argues utilities do not collect or verify demographic
information such as age, presence of young children, or disability status outside existing medical certification processes. Field
personnel should not be responsible for determining these characteristics, which raise privacy concerns. PSE notes existing protections
already exist for medically vulnerable, life-support, and known low-income customers.

128(3)(d) PSE objects to language stating that utilities bear the burden of proving a customer's vulnerable status. The company argues
utilities cannot reasonably be responsible for information that depends entirely on customer disclosure or private household
circumstances.

128(5) PSE objects to changing the subsection title from "Disconnection notices" to "Past-due notification requirements." It argues
many customers with past-due balances never enter the disconnection process, making the new title broader and potentially confusing.
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128(5)(a)(vi)(E) PSE objects to requiring notices to state that customers who are low-income, over age 65, have disabilities, medical
conditions, or children under five may qualify for additional protections. PSE states it does not collect or maintain most of this
information due to privacy concerns and therefore cannot accurately identify these customers or implement this proposal. Existing
protections already cover medically protected and known low-income customers. PSE also does not send text messages in translated
formats, modern phones can translate text messages.

128(5)(b)(1) PSE objects to requiring utilities to send regulatory disconnection notices by text message. Current systems are not
configured to generate formal regulatory notices through SMS. PSE also opposes requiring translated text messages, noting it
currently does not send multilingual text messages and modern devices already provide translation functionality.

128(5)(b)(i1)(A) PSE opposes requiring utilities to physically post paper notices on customers' doors. The company states it currently
relies on mail, email, and SMS (where customers have opted in). Door delivery would require additional truck rolls and field staff
solely to deliver notices before a second visit for actual disconnection, significantly increasing operating costs. PSE notes that in
March 2026 it issued approximately 142,000 urgent and final notices, illustrating the scale of the operational impact.

128(5)(i) PSE opposes prohibiting residential disconnection visit fees. It argues these costs should remain assignable to customers
whose accounts require field collection activity rather than being shifted to all ratepayers. Prior to COVID-related policy changes, PSE
did not charge for an initial notice visit but recovered limited costs when field personnel completed payment or disconnection
activities.

128(7)(a) PSE states it already avoids remotely disconnecting medical facilities and critical infrastructure. However, the proposed
requirement to "disable" remote disconnect capability could require physical meter modifications that are not technically feasible.

128(8)(b) PSE reiterates its opposition to requiring utilities to tape paper notices to customers' doors before disconnection and
suggests deleting the taped paper notice language, citing the same operational and cost concerns raised under subsection (5)(b)(i1)(A).

128(9) PSE opposes extending several existing timelines from five business days to ten business days. It states the changes would
require modifications to billing systems, operational workflows, staffing, and customer notification processes, increasing
implementation complexity and cost.

128(9)(b) PSE opposes requiring utilities to annually verify whether a medically vulnerable individual still resides at the service
address. It argues this conflicts with medical privacy expectations and would require utilities to investigate sensitive medical
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circumstances. PSE currently obtains only the minimum information necessary and relies on customers to renew certifications when
needed.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action

128(3) Supports strengthening protections for vulnerable customers but argues the proposed 60-day outreach period is insufficient.
Recommends prohibiting disconnections entirely for vulnerable residential customers rather than merely delaying them. Requests
expansion of protected customers to include known low-income households and renters at risk of eviction in addition to children under
five, seniors over 65, and persons with disabilities. Also requests clarification regarding when the 60-day period begins.

128(12) Supports replacing a fixed seasonal disconnection moratorium with one based on actual inclement weather, consistent with
Washington's high-heat disconnection protections. Urges the Commission to require utilities to conduct frequent, plain-language
outreach so customers understand when protections apply and how to use them.

480-90/100-133 Reconnecting service after disconnection.
Cascade Natural Gas Corporation
No comments

Public Counsel

Opposes residential reconnection fees as a punitive fee to customers how have suffered financial hardship and recommends
prohibiting them for all residential customers rather than only known low-income customers. Notes that known low-income customers
about 55 percent of a utilities low-income customers.

The Energy Project

TEP supports the definition of low-income and suggests adding a definition of known low-income. TEP proposes this definition: Any
low-income customer who is currently receiving income-qualified bill assistance, or who has received income-qualified bill assistance
within the previous 24 months.

Northwest Natural Gas Company
Supports eliminating reconnection fees for known low-income customers.

Avista Corporation
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133(2) Partially supports eliminating reconnect fees for low-income customers but argues fees should remain where reconnection
requires field work, such as gas service or non-AMI meters.

Pacificorp
PacifiCorp supports waiving reconnection fees for known low-income customers.

Puget Sound Energy

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.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action

Notes that proposed rules continue allowing reconnection fees for residential customers who are not known low-income customers.
Questions the rationale for this distinction and argues reconnection fees are punitive, increase arrearages, and make restoring service
more difficult. Recommends prohibiting all residential reconnection fees.

480-90/100-138 Payment arrangements.

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

Substantive concerns:

* (I)(a)(i-1v): Opposes detailed notice requirements (=3% change, explanations, formulas) due to variability and complexity. Does not
think it can provide reason for change or issue that reason 30-days before the change. Does not specify when on bill message is sent.
Finally states the bill print message does not allow space for the formula. Conflates this notice with notice of rate change.

* (1)(b): Opposes estimating usage for payment plan where no history exists (unreliable for gas).

* (2)(a)(1): Allowing multiple defaults on payment plans increases debt burden, breaking the plan three times allows for three months
before disconnect process.

Implementation concerns:

* Systems cannot provide individualized explanations or track preferred communication methods ((2)(b)(ii1)).
* (4): Denial letters require manual processes; currently handled via call recordings.

* (3): “Delayed billing” undefined.
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Requested changes:

138(1)(a)(i—1v) Cascade requests that the Commission permit utilities to continue providing equal-payment-plan adjustments through
standard bill messaging rather than separate advance notices. The utility also requests removal of the requirement to provide customer-
specific formulas or individualized explanations for changes. Cascade further asks that any 30-day notice requirement allow
prospective estimates before final rate approval, since rates are often approved shortly before implementation.

138(1)(b) Cascade requests that this requirement either be removed from the gas rules or modified to recognize that gas usage varies
significantly depending on installed appliances. The utility argues that estimated usage based on census-tract comparisons could create
severe overbilling or underbilling problems.

138(2)(a)(i) Cascade requests reconsideration of the proposed allowance for repeated defaults on payment arrangements. The utility
argues that permitting multiple defaults prolongs debt accumulation and undermines arrearage-management objectives. Cascade
appears to favor stricter limits on repeated payment-plan failures.

138(2)(b)(i—ii1) Cascade requests reduced scripting and notification requirements for customer-service interactions. The utility asks the
Commission not to require utilities to provide extensive assistance-program and conservation-program information during every
payment arrangement interaction. Cascade also requests removal of the requirement to use a customer’s “preferred communication
method,” noting it does not track that information except for paper/electronic billing preferences.

138(3) Cascade requests clarification of the term “delayed billing,” indicating the phrase is undefined and difficult to operationalize
without further guidance.

138(4) Cascade requests removal of the requirement to send written denial notices when payment arrangements are denied. The utility

states that denials are currently communicated verbally and recorded through customer-service systems, and that mandatory written
notices would require inefficient manual tracking processes.

Public Counsel
Supports the draft rule subject to a requirement that section (2) and (4) require utilities inform customers of bill discount programs.

The Energy Project
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138(1)(c) TEP suggests removing the language that allow the utility to refuse a levelized payment plan to a customer who has been
removed from a plan in the last 6 months. The rule already provides utilities the option to refuse to offer.

138(2)(b) & (4) TEP suggests adding the provision that the utilities provide information to their assistance programs.

Northwest Natural Gas Company

138(1) NWN opposes these revisions Equal Pay plans use a review at the 4™, 8 and at the year mark. If a review results in a change
that is equal or greater than 150% higher or 80% lower. The change is verified by a CSR and customer receives a letter notifying them
of the change.

138(1)(b) Opposes requirement to estimate equal-pay amounts using data from similar residences in the same census tract. Argues
utilities lack reliable dwelling-specific data and that customer-specific usage history is more accurate. Requests flexibility for utility
methodologies.

138(2) Opposes new requirements, stating they are unnecessary because NW Natural does not send non-prior-obligation accounts to
collections and already offers payment arrangements and assistance information. Requests leaving payment arrangement procedures to
utility tariffs and practices.

138(3) Opposes proposed provisions because NW Natural does not issue what it considers delayed bills. If bill batches are interrupted
company sends bills after and adjusts the due date. Bill due dates exceed the WAC minimum of 15-18 days are due 21 days. Company
does not say when the 21-day count begins.

138(4) Opposes creating mandatory denial letters for payment arrangements or equal-payment plans. Argues such denials are
uncommon (unresolved issues with prior arrangements) and existing CSR interactions adequately address issues.

Avista Corporation
138(1)(a) States current billing system cannot provide one billing-cycle advance notice of Comfort Level Billing adjustments without
significant work. CLB is updated every three months.

138(a)(1)(1 — 1v) States mandatory text notifications wouldn’t not be possible. The notice for an adjustment more than 3% adds costs
and would generate calls to the call center. Lastly requests clarification whether customer-specific billing calculations must be
included in notices ex if the customer usage changes is a calculation needed?
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138(1)(b). States current billing system cannot identify "similar residences" by census tract. Current practice uses previous occupant
usage or new-home calculations.

138(2) interprets section to apply to active accounts that is about to be sent to third party collections. Avista does not send balances
owing on active accounts to collections

138(2)(a) Opposes mandatory payment arrangements extending up to 24 months. States historical data shows payment arrangements
longer than 18 months have poor completion rates less than 15% complete when established with CSR and web tools have a
completion less than 13.5%. The low completion rate results in increased customer debt.

Avista states that the additional notice when a payment arrangement default is duplicative as calls are made prior to that event.

138(2)(a)(ii) Opposes requiring additional written notice within five business days after payment arrangement termination because
customers already receive proactive outreach.

138(2)(b) Believes mandatory provision of information during every payment arrangement negotiation is too prescriptive and not
tailored to customer circumstances. Would prefer to tailor the approach to each customer.

138(3) States delayed billing provisions cannot be implemented with current CC&B system because billing must occur before
payment arrangements or equal payment plans can be created. The system also cannot support multiple payment arrangements on one
account.

138(4) Opposes mandatory written denial letters because they duplicate conversations, increase costs, and may confuse customers if
arrangements are later approved.

Pacificorp

Believes Staff's revisions substantially expand utility obligations. Many new notification requirements duplicate information already
provided during customer phone conversations. Compliance will likely require significant information system upgrades. Would like to
discuss further.
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Puget Sound Energy

138(1)(a) PSE recommends revising 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 states that it is currently making
improvements to its budget pay program and asks for flexibility to when and how budget billing adjustments are noticed.

138(2)(b)(ii1) Requests confirmation be mailed rather than sent using the customer's preferred communication method. Cites
implementation concerns requiring IT and billing changes. Recommends revising rule to align with existing mailed confirmation
process.

138(3) Requests deletion or revision for delayed billing equal payments plans. States delayed billing currently terminates equal-
payment plans and customers are invited to establish new interest-free installment plans. Integrating delayed bills into existing plans
would require significant billing system changes and new business processes.

138(4) Does not oppose documenting denials but objects to mandatory denial letters. States current practice communicates eligibility
through customer service, online tools, and billing statements. Identifies implementation costs, postage, system development, and
recommends allowing existing billing or real-time communications.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action
No comments.

480-90/100-143 Winter low-income payment program.
Cascade Natural Gas Corporation
No comments

Public Counsel
Does not oppose revisions. Encourages utilities inform customers of winter low-income payment program.

The Energy Project
TEP would like to see Commission staff promote additional awareness of the winter low-income payment program.



Northwest Natural Gas Company
No position

Avista Corporation
Supports most revisions but continues to oppose eliminating reconnect fees requiring field work.

Pacificorp
PacifiCorp supports the proposed changes to this section of the WAC.

Puget Sound Energy
143(2)(e)(1) Opposes prohibition on reconnection fees for known low-income customers because system modifications would shift
costs to other customers.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action
No comments.

480-90/100-178 Billing requirements and payment date.
Cascade Natural Gas Corporation
No comments

Public Counsel
Supports draft rule.

The Energy Project
No comments

Northwest Natural Gas Company

Opposes eliminating late fees. Fees help to mitigate the shifting of costs for disconnections to other customers. And argues late fees
are a common business practice to help reinforce expectations of the business-customer relationship, as demonstrated by the
Commission’s use of late fees in WAC 480-07-917.

22
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Would support elimination of late fees for low-income residential customers.

Avista Corporation
Supports all proposed revisions.

Pacificorp
Opposes eliminating residential late fees for all customers. States late fees encourage timely payment and removing them could shift
costs to customers who pay on time. Supports targeted relief for known low-income customers instead of universal prohibition.

Puget Sound Energy
178(1) Supports displaying beginning/ending reads where applicable but requests revisions to accommodate interval-meter and Time-
of-Use billing. Notes existing language is outdated.

178(4) Opposes prohibition on residential late-payment fees. Argues fees encourage timely payment; eliminating them will increase
arrearages, bad debt, and cost shifting.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action
No comments.

480-90/100-179 Electronic information.

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

Substantive / implementation concerns:

* (2): “Prominently displayed” energy assistance requirement too broad; should apply only to customer-facing systems.
* (3): Consent must remain behind login for security; unclear if compliant with “prominent display.”

* (5)(c): Opposes requirement for paper notices for denial of payment arrangements, hinders automation.

Requested changes:
179(2) - Cascade requests narrowing the scope of the requirement so it applies only to customer-facing utility websites and portals.

The utility proposes revised language stating that “customer-facing energy utility websites or portals” must display energy-assistance
information. Cascade also requests clarification of what qualifies as “prominently displayed.”
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179(3) - Cascade requests clarification that electronic-consent options may remain behind secure customer login portals. The utility
argues that authentication is necessary to verify account ownership before modifying customer communication preferences.

179(5)(c) - Cascade requests removal of the requirement to provide paper notices when payment arrangements or budget-payment
plans are denied. The utility argues this undermines automation and slows customer service.

Public Counsel
Supports draft rule.

The Energy Project
No comments

Northwest Natural Gas Company
179 The Company does not support the addition of a payment arrangements denial letter and does not support the related inclusion in
WAC 480-90-179(5)(c).

Avista Corporation
197(2) Avista believes its current website already satisfies energy assistance requirements but requests clarification of the term
"portals."

179(3)(a) States current technology only supports outage and billing reminder texts, not past due notices, disconnection notices, or
public notices.

Pacificorp
Supports modernization of electronic communications but believes mandatory electronic delivery requirements require additional
evaluation regarding feasibility, customer privacy, and implementation costs.

Puget Sound Energy

179(1) opposes this requirement 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.
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179(3)(c) PSE recommends deleting the proposed requirement related to
obtaining and documenting customer consent through text messages. Text messaging is less secure than other communication channels
such as email or online portals, exposing the customer to increased risk. This requirement would also require a significant IT effort
including costs.

179(5)(c) recommends removing the paper delivery requirement for denials of equal payments plan or payment arrangement requests.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action
Supports modernization of customer communications but emphasizes that electronic communication should include robust safeguards
against utility scams. Recommendations include standardized utility phone numbers and email addresses, customer education, opt-in
communication preferences, avoiding messages that resemble scams, and tracking scam reports to improve customer protections.

Recommends utilities clearly distinguish legitimate communications from fraudulent ones by using consistent sender identities,
avoiding threatening language, directing customers to official utility websites, and regularly educating customers about scams.

480-90/100-193 Posting of tariffs for public inspection and review.
Cascade Natural Gas Corporation
“Prominently posted” in (1)(a) is subjective, would like clarity.

Public Counsel
Supports draft rule.

The Energy Project

TEP suggests expanding this rule to include access to performance-based metric data the utility is required to report including
reporting required in U-210800. TEP would also like to see the commission establish guidance on the format and standardized
templates for the data.

Northwest Natural Gas Company
Opposes adding requirement to post tariff changes in an “index” because the term is ambiguous and its purpose is unclear. Requests
further discussion.
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Avista Corporation

Pacificorp

194(1) and (2) States eliminating published notice and relying solely on individual customer notice would require utilities to prepare
customer communications months in advance, making it difficult to file tariff revisions on statutory timelines. Believes that the title of
section (2) should be updated as it is unclear what is reduced and what is shortened.

Puget Sound Energy
193(1)(a) PSE recommends deleting the word “prominently,” since it could be interpreted arbitrarily.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action
No comments.

480-90/100-194 Publication of proposed tariff changes to increase charges or restrict access to services.
Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

Substantive concerns:

* (1): Extended notice timing (relative to open meeting) forces reliance on forecasted data.

* (2)(¢): Requirement to notify “every” media outlet overly broad.

* (3): Additional required content (e.g., winter usage examples) makes notices overly dense.

Requested changes:
194(1) - Cascade requests modification of the timing requirements so utilities are not forced to provide notice based on highly
forecasted financial information. The utility seeks a return to a framework where notice begins approximately 30 days before the

effective date, rather than effectively requiring 60+ days of lead time.

194(2)(c) - Cascade requests narrowing the requirement to notify “every” newspaper, television station, and radio station. The utility
proposes limiting notice obligations to major or prominent media outlets within the service territory.
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194(3) - Cascade requests reducing the amount of mandatory information included in customer notices. The utility proposes using QR
codes or web links for supplemental information such as seasonal bill impacts, rather than expanding already dense printed notices.

Public Counsel
Supports draft rule.

The Energy Project
194(2)(a) & (c) TEP opposes removing the requirements that utilities notify community agencies and media.

TEP suggests the commission add online only news organizations onto it’s list of area newspapers, television, and radio stations. TEP
suggests that other parties can suggest to the Commission organizations to include on it’s list. TEP also suggests the commission
include posting on the utility social media.

Northwest Natural Gas Company
194 NWN wants a broader discussion to discuss customer notice to balance cost and benefit.

194 Opposes duplicative text-message notice language because electronic communication requirements are already covered
elsewhere. Opposes requirement to provide customer notice 30 days before an open-meeting decision because agendas are not known
far enough in advance.

194(3) Supports winter-bill comparison examples and clarification of Commission authority. Requests flexibility for utilities to define
winter usage parameters rather than specifying Nov. 15-Mar. 15.

480-90-194(4) Opposes limiting PGA-specific notice procedures to increases under three percent. Argues consistent PGA messaging
improves customer understanding and should apply regardless of magnitude. Different notices year to year may confuse customers.

Avista Corporation

Avista is unsure what types of filings the proposed revisions apply to. Incorporation of the open meeting date is difficult as the date is
not often known far enough ahead to include it in the notice. Concerned that it would need to make tariff filings an additional 30 days
ahead to incorporate the 5-business day review and to allow for printing and inserting into bills.

Pacificorp
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The proposed rules remove the option of a published notice. It is not always possible to have all the information needed for a notice
nearly 3 months before the effective date, and the proposed customer noticing requirements effectively block utilities from having the
ability to prepare and file a tariff change with a 30-day statutory notice period. For customers who have not opted into electronic
service, the only alternative noticing method would be to do a separate paper mailing, which is more costly, less sustainable, and
logistically cumbersome.

While PacifiCorp agrees that the current published noticing requirements are outdated, it should be replaced with a modern and cost-
effective option that allows flexibility in circumstances when a change is needed on a faster timeline.

The title of subsection (2) should be revised. It is unclear what is “reduced” and what is “shortened.” Under this section, the content
required is the exact same as subsection (1), indeed, subsection (2) requires more steps than subsection (1). For consistency, “fifteen-
day notice to individual customers” may be a better section title.

Puget Sound Energy
194 PSE opposes text messages it states it does not have the capability, and the requirement would add costs.

194(1) strongly opposes the requirement that the notice be issued 30-days before the open meeting. PSE does not know which open
meeting an item will be scheduled for until after the filing has been made. Noticing arrangements are made before making the filing.
In a timely manner is not clearly defined.

194(2) Strongly opposes the deletion of the published notice method of notifying customers. The company uses this method as it is the
most timely and cost-effective method. PSE states that moving to a USPS notice would be unduly burdensome for the company. PSE
states that it would need to file rate increases much earlier and would force it to determine new rates based on forecasts rather than
actual and it would increase costs.

194(3) PSE objects to the requirement to provide alternative service options for restrictions in access to service. PSE states the
requirement is impractical, there may not be alternative services, the restriction may only be one part of a schedule. The company
thinks the requirement may confuse customers and creates unnecessary legal and customer service risk.

194(3)(f) Opposes requirement to provide average seasonal averages usage as the average can vary across the service territory and
utility approved seasonal definitions in tariffs do not match the Nov. 15 — Mar. 15 definition proposed in WAC. States utilities should

retain discretion to define seasonal periods consistent with their approved tariff.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action
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No comments.

480-90/100-195 Notice of tariff changes other than increases in recurring charges and restrictions in access to services.
Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

Substantive concerns:

* (2): Opposes applying notice requirements to municipal tax changes (utilities lack control/timing).

* Confusion regarding cumulative increase thresholds and overlap with WAC 480-90-194.

Requested changes:

195(2) - Cascade requests removal of municipal tax changes from the enhanced customer-notice requirements, arguing utilities have
no control over such taxes and often receive minimal advance notice. Cascade also requests clarification regarding how cumulative
increases are calculated and whether multiple overlapping notices would be required.

Public Counsel
Supports draft rule.

The Energy Project
No comments

Northwest Natural Gas Company

195 Opposes requiring WAC 480-90-194-style notice for fee increases and pass-through taxes exceeding three percent. Argues such
changes are difficult to explain through rate-case style notices and could confuse customers. Recommends retaining current notice
framework and original intent of separate notice requirements

Avista Corporation

195(1) States expanded notice requirements for utility tax pass-throughs will delay municipal revenue collection and increase
communication costs.

Proposes amended language An increase to any customer class of more than three percent in any quarter must be noticed in
accordance with WAC 480-90-194.
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Pacificorp
No comments.

Puget Sound Energy

195(2) Supports the revision to allow notice of pass through of local or state taxes with the first bill after the change becomes eftective
as long as it is merely a notification of the event.

PSE recommends deleting the provision that an increase of 3% or more to any customer class or multiple increases that amount to 3%
or more in any quarter must be noticed in accordance with 194. PSE is unclear what the messaging would be and believes that this
may only apply to one customer class and may create confusion among the other customer classes.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action
No comments.

480-90/100-197 Adjudicative proceedings where public testimony will be taken.
Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

Implementation concerns:

* (6): Requirement to notify all customers within 30 days infeasible due to billing cycles.

Requested change:

197(6) - Cascade requests extension of the customer-notification deadline from 30 days to approximately 75 days after issuance of a
Commission order. The utility argues that billing-cycle logistics and bill-insert preparation timelines make the proposed deadline
infeasible. Cascade also requests clarification regarding how the Commission interprets timing requirements (first customer noticed
vs. last customer noticed).

Public Counsel
Supports draft rule.

The Energy Project
No comments.
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Northwest Natural Gas Company

1974 Opposes requirement to notify customers of Commission decisions within 30 days after a final order. Argues this would create
new administrative obligations and should instead allow time for notification through the next regular billing cycle, which would
reduce costs and inform customers.

Avista Corporation
No comments.

Pacificorp
No comments.

Puget Sound Energy
197(4) recommends removing the text message requirement as the company does not have the capability.

197(6) requests deletion of revision to provide flexibility in notification of commission decisions. Notification within 30 days via bill
print is not feasible PSE lead times often exceed 135 days and bill print messaging will not allow sufficient detail of the commission
decision. Newspaper notice would be needed to achieve the 30-day requirement. Website or web portal would also allow for timely
notification. Flexibility is requested because the final order may not be the ultimate end point of the decision.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action
No comments.

480-90/100-198 Notice verification and assistance.

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

Substantive / implementation concerns:

* (1): Opposes requirement for Commission pre-review of all notices (redundant and delays process).
* (4): Opposes requirement to track/report customer comment counts; utilities lack systems.

Requested changes: 198(1) Cascade requests that the Commission either remove this requirement or limit it to certain categories of
notices (e.g., rate-change notices only). The utility proposes that Commission Staff instead review standard notice templates annually
rather than reviewing every notice before issuance.
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198(4) - Cascade requests removal of the proposed requirement to quantify and summarize customer comments before open meetings.
The utility states it lacks systems capable of consistently tracking comments across phone calls, emails, chats, and social media, and
argues the resulting data would not be reliable or representative.

Public Counsel
Supports draft rule.

The Energy Project
No comments.

Northwest Natural Gas Company

198 No position on Commission review of notices but requests limiting review requirements to notices issued under WAC 480-90-
194. Opposes requirement to report customer comments before open meetings because comments are difficult to track consistently
and Commission agendas may not be available far enough in advance.

Proposes: WAC 480-90-198(1): “The utility must allow the Commission’s consumer protection section at least five business days to
review, and propose edits to, notices required under WAC 480-90-194 prior to its distribution.”

Avista Corporation
198(1) Requests clarification regarding which notices require Commission review five business days before distribution.

198(4) Opposes requiring utilities to summarize customer comments because Avista directs customers to submit comments directly to
the Commission rather than to the utility.

Pacificorp
No comments.

Puget Sound Energy
198(1) PSE opposes requirement that staff have 5 business days to review. PSE states that the review would compress already tight

timelines, increase administrative burden. PSE prefers an informal review on an as needed basis.

198(2) PSE proposes revisions that would avoid waiver requests.
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198(4) PSE opposes this section as it does not receive comments on a UTC filing.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action
No comments.

Other comments

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

Cross-cutting themes: overly prescriptive rules, system limitations, privacy concerns (income/vulnerability), cost burdens, and
preference for flexible communication methods. Requested global change: Cascade requests a formal implementation grace period
following rule adoption to allow utilities to complete billing-system upgrades, employee training, tariff revisions, and notice redesigns.
Cascade specifically notes that a major billing-system upgrade is planned for Q3 2026 and indicates it may seek waivers if compliance
deadlines do not accommodate that schedule.

Public Counsel

Notes that the elimination of fees represents marginal revenue for utilities and effectively penalizes customers for being poor while
ignoring longstanding effects of racial and economic inequality while placing barriers to essential utility service. Generally supports
the draft rules as a compromise and improvement over existing standards.

The Energy Project

Disconnecting the power or heat to a neighbor’s home is a severe measure with devastating consequences for those who experience it.
TEP continues to advocate for the Commission to eliminate the possibility that Washington’s most vulnerable customers would face
disconnection. TEP also advises the Commission to eliminate reconnection fees and deposits for all residential customers, as the
Commission has proposed for late fees and disconnection fees. Adopting equitable rules governing disconnection and related matters
is critical to protecting Washington’s low-income and vulnerable customers.

Northwest Natural Gas Company

NW Natural argues the proposed revisions are extensive, costly, and insufficiently vetted through stakeholder collaboration. The
company states many proposals lack context or policy justification and could impose substantial implementation costs on utilities and
customers.
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Asks for additional stakeholder workshops and collaborative discussions before advancing major revisions, particularly for proposed
changes to WAC 480-90-128, 480-90-138, and 480-90-194.

Avista Corporation

Asks for consistence throughout rules with the use of business day vs calendar day. Avista is concerned that the new communications
will increase costs for additional administrative burden and manual processes. The company believes that the culminative impact will
be substantial.

Pacificorp
The draft rules have minor changes that taken together can have significant impact. It’s been two years since many of the proposed
revisions have been discussed. PAC requests a workshop to discuss the changes.

Puget Sound Energy

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. PSE believes the Commission should consider feasibility, timelines, administrative burden and
consider whether utilities are already achieving the underlining policy objective. PSE believes the rules are burdensome and in some
cases unworkable and have legal and privacy concerns.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action

Since the beginning of this rulemaking the commenters have advocated for permanently ending disconnections for residential
customers or at minimum for most vulnerable customers. Disconnections have proven inequities and can severely harm vulnerable
customers.

Acknowledges improvements made in the draft rules (reduced deposits and longer timelines) but argues deposits continue to create
unnecessary financial barriers for struggling households. Questions whether utilities receive meaningful benefit from deposits
compared to the hardship imposed on customers. Recommends eliminating residential deposits entirely. References The Energy
Project's more detailed analysis supporting this recommendation.
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Question 1

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?

Cascade Natural Gas
No response

Public Counsel
Wants the term clearly defined and takes no position on what term to use.

The Energy Project
No response

Northwest Natural Gas Company
NW Natural notes that there is a reference to “master meters system” in WAC 480-93-0005(19). NW Natural does not oppose the
proposed revision. NW Natural cautions that other changes may result inconsistencies with the above referenced WAC.

Avista Corporation
The term primary meter concerns Avista as it already has an established meaning, raising, potentially introducing confusion.

Pacificorp
Yes, the term “master meter” or “master metering” is found in PURPA, Title 16, Chapter 46, subchapter I1.

Master and primary have different meanings in terms of how utilities describe the service. A primary meter meters at primary voltage.
A primary meter is located on the line side (high voltage side) of the transformer and requires VT (voltage transformers). A master

meter is a meter that serves more than one customer. A master meter can be either primary or secondary voltage.

States that changing the term mater meter to any other term should have additional discussion, particularly for the term primary as that
would create confusion with primary meter currently having specific meaning and use.

Puget Sound Energy
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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.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action
No response
Question 2

What steps can or are utilities taking to protect consumers from such scams and how can legitimate communication be better
differentiated from fraudulent attempts?

Cascade Natural Gas
No Response

Public Counsel
Recommends the utilities refer customers to the Washington Office of the Attorney General’s Consumer Protection Division for

matters relating to fraudulent communications.

The Energy Project
No response

Northwest Natural Gas Company
NW Natural is concerned about a complete switch to digital communications citing unavailability in rural areas and customers that are

reluctant to use digital communications.

The Company releases information to educate customers on physical and digital threats. It monitors communications in its service area
for threats and responds.

Company employees regularly receive training on recognizing malicious communications.

Avista Corporation
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Avista monitors reports of fraudulent communications and when trends emerge it responds accordingly including web site alerts,
email, social media messaging and internal notifications. The company emphasizes verification and not relying in the initial
communication.

For higher risk communications such as disconnections it uses layered communication methods such as mail, email, bill messaging,
and website information.

Pacificorp

PacifiCorp has a customer education webpage on scam prevention. CSRs escalate scam reports to a corporate security team, CSRs are
also aware of what communications PAC is sending. Customers receive email alerts of fraudulent communications. The customer line
includes an automated message about scam threats. PAC’s communications use consistence branding. Customers receive guidance on
handling unsolicited contacts PAC advises customers not to disclose personal information and to reach out to PAC via known chanels.

Puget Sound Energy

PSE uses multilayered communications to reduce scam risk. It uses consistent message source addresses such a email. Personal
information is omitted from text messages. Customers can manage their communication preferences. Messaging asks customers to
take action through their secured account.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action
Provides ideas

e Provide customer education and simple messaging. Regularly remind customers how to recognize scams and consistently
communicate what the Commission and utility will and will not do, use multiple channels to communicate this information.

e Ask customers about communication methods

e Limit communication sources (phone number, email social media and website) limit each type.

e Design communications to avoid scam-like behavior. For example, Commission and utility communications to customers
should never request sensitive information, should avoid threatening language (e.g., immediate disconnection warnings), and
should direct customers to the official utility website as opposed to including links to direct payments.

Track and analyze reports of scams to inform potential changes.
Question 3

U-210800 reporting
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?
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3. Is annual reporting sufficient?

Cascade Natural Gas
No Response

Public Counsel

Appreciates standardization of date reporting cadence and format. Believes that continued data reporting will provide valuable
information on the impacts of the clean energy transition and opposes the proposed removal of:

3. Fees

a. The number of customers, by customer class, assessed late payment fees, disconnection fees, or reconnection fees or charges each
month during the period, and the aggregate amount of each type of fee charged.

4. Long-term Payment Agreements

a. The number of customers, by customer class, taking service at the beginning of each month during the period under existing long-
term payment agreements.

b. The number of customers by customer class, completing long-term payment agreements each month during the period.

c. The number of customers, by customer class, enrolling in new long-term payment agreements each month during the period.

d. The number of customers, by customer class, renegotiating long-term payment agreements each month during the period.

5. Medical Certificate Data

a. The number of customers taking service at the beginning of each month during the period under existing medical payment
arrangements.

b. The number of customers completing medical payment arrangements each month during the period.

c. The number of customers enrolling in new medical payment arrangements each month during the period.

d. The number of customers renegotiating medical payment arrangement plans each month during the period.

6. Deposits

a. The number of customers, by customer class, with required deposits with the company at the beginning of each month during the
period.

b. The number of customers, by customer class, required to submit new deposits or increased deposits each month during the period.
c. The number of customers, by customer class, whose required deposits were reduced in part or foregone each month during the
period.

d. The number of customers, by customer class, whose deposits were returned in full each month during the period.
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7. Past Due Balances

b. The number of past-due balances for known low-income households that are 30, 60, 90, and more than 90 days past due, and the
total amount of these arrearages.

c. The number and amount of past-due balances classified as uncollectible.

d. If different than item c, the number and amount of past-due balances written off and classified as bad debt.

e. The number of customer accounts referred to collection agencies, the total amount of debt referred for collection, and total revenue
to the company from the collection process.

These metric will also remain important to determine the impact of the proposed rule changes in this docket as well as challenges
around affordability.

2) Data should be reported by census tract rather than zip code, this would be more detailed and more commonly used as a
geographical identifier.

e 3) Prefers more frequent quarterly or semi-annual reporting over annual reporting. The reporting should contain monthly
granularity.

The Energy Project
Recommend bi-annual reporting and continued reporting of the items contained within the 4" revised term sheet in U-200281 as it
sees the information as critical in determining progress in limiting disconnection and increasing bill assistance.

Important items not included elsewhere include 1) the percentage of customers receiving disconnection notices, (ii) arrearages
specifically for Known Low-Income Customers, (iii) bad debt, (iv) use of collections agencies, and (v) fees and deposits charged

Northwest Natural Gas Company
The proposed metrics along with PBR reporting provide sufficient annual data.

The company can’t report in both census tract and zip code.
Avista Corporation

Avista agrees with the proposal to end monthly and quarterly reporting. It suggests opening a separate docket for the metric reporting
rather than including it in the Commission Basis Report this allows the data to be reviewed in one location rather than separate
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locations. Avista does not want to add additional data points, it prefers zip code reporting as it is less burdensome, and believes that
annual reporting is sufficient.

Pacificorp
Not aware of additional data points to consider. Suggest consolidating this report with the annual report un U-210590, to avoid
overlapping. Does not object to reporting by census tract. Believes annual reporting is sufficient.

Puget Sound Energy

PSE supports the proposal to discontinue monthly data reporting and believes annual reporting is sufficient. Supports moving from zip
code to census tract data as zip codes are primarily used for mailing purposes and

provide limited usefulness for utility operations or customer data analysis.

PSE has several clarifying questions
e [s the commission proposing to eliminate monthly and quarterly reporting?
Metrics

e la What does customer class refer to?

e la How should percentage be calculated, what should the denominator be (total customers, total disconnections, or another
metric)?

e 2a—2d these metric appear to be new. The PBR policy statement requires utilities 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.

e Metrics 2a-2d would introduce duplication as PSE’s biennial CETA Section 120 report already contains this information.

e 2a Monthly enrollment in utility funded assistance programs. Is the intent for this to be reported monthly, by census tract? This
would be significantly more burdensome than current reporting in 200281.

o What programs would be included (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! Idue 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?

e 2b monthly benefits to customers

o  Which programs would be included (PSE HELP, Warm Home Fund, Low-Income Weatherization, Income-Qualified
Community Solar, one-time utility-funded grant programs, or CCA low-income credits)?
o How should arrearage management dollar amount provided each month be reported?
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o For annual grant based or one-time utility funded programs, how should the dollar amounts be reported each month,
does the annual grant only show the month it was received?
2c Bill discount rate tiers customers can move between tiers during the month is the metric based on the tier at the end of the month,
each tier the customer participated? Prefers end of month to avoid double counting.

NW Energy Coalition. Sierra Club, Font and Centered. Spark Northwest, and Washington Conservation Action

Supports continued reporting of 1A, 1B, and 1C these provide valuable information about disconnections. Also supports reporting of
2A and 2B recommends that these should be reported on each utility-funded assistance program. Also supports reporting of 2C and
2D, these provide valuable data that would assist in each bill discount rate.

There are 5 other categories of data reporting in U-200281 that are not included in Staff’s proposed reporting in the Notice, including
reporting on: 1) fees, 2) long-term payment arrangements, 3) medical certificates, 4) deposits, and 5) past-due balances. Our
recommendation is to require the continuation of U-200281 reporting in its entirety, and that the reporting template be standardized
and easy to analyze. Utilities have altered the standard template that was provided by the commission in 2021. Before analysis can
begin the data has to be cleaned and analyzed. Of the items missing in the proposal the commenters have specific interest in fees and
past-due balances. The commenters note that items 8C through 8F in the fourth revised term sheet in docket U-200281 are not
currently captured in the PBR docket, items pertaining to the known low-income arrearage break down. Uncollectable past due
balances written off as bad debt, the total number of accounts referred to collections agencies, the total amount of bad debt referred for
collection, and total company revenue from the collection process.

Since the proposed draft rules propose changes to payment arrangements, medical conditions, and deposits the commenters believe
these items should continue to be reported.

Commenters agree that census tract reporting is preferred. The commenters suggest that the commission use prior guidance provided
in U-210590 that when unable to provide census tract level information the utility must provide a narrative with data submissions that
provides an update on the timeframe for the capability.

If data reporting becomes an annual event the due date should be 60 days after the end of the reporting period, longer periods make the
data less useful. Commenters also recommend that annual U-200281 reports for all five IOUs be placed in a single docket or that, if
this reporting is moved into the Commission Basis Reports, the data reports since 2020 and future data reports also be easily
accessible on each IOU’s website or a new UTC webpage.





