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GRANTING CLARIFICATION IN PART

BACKGROUND 

1 On May 24, 2024, the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 
(Commission) filed a Preproposal Statement of Inquiry (CR-101) on May 24, 2024, at 
WSR # 24-11-050. The statement advised interested persons that the Commission was 
initiating a rulemaking to implement consolidated planning requirements, also known 
as an integrated system plan (ISP), for large combination electric and natural gas 
utilities (LCU), to comply with state energy and climate policies technologies. The 
statement advised the Commission was initiating a rulemaking to implement ESHB 
1589 (Chapter 351, Laws of 2024).  

2 Following issuance of the CR-101, the Commission held a number of workshops and 
technical conferences, inviting written and oral comments throughout the process. 

3 On June 26, 2025, the Commission filed notice of Proposed Rulemaking (CR-102) at 
WSR #25-14-054. The Commission scheduled this matter for an Adoption Hearing on 
August 6, 2025.  

4 On September 26, 2025, following the Adoption Hearing, the Commission issued 
General Order R-609, along with appendices and final rules.  

5 On October 6, 2025, Puget Sound Energy (PSE or Company) filed a Motion for 
Clarification (Motion) in this docket. 

6 On October 20, 2025, the Commission issued a Notice of Opportunity to Respond to 
Motion for Clarification.  

7 On October 27, 2025, Third Act Washington and Washington Clean Energy Coalition 
(collectively referred to as “Joint Environmental Advocates” or “JEA”) filed a 
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Response to PSE’s Motion. Subsequently, on October 30, 2025, the Attorney General 
of Washington – Public Counsel Unit (Public Counsel) filed a letter expressing it did 
not have comments on PSE’s Motion. No other party filed a response to PSE’s Motion.  

8 PSE’s Motion seeks clarification on six components of General Order R-609. 
Specifically, PSE seeks clarification of the following: 

(1) The timing and content of six-month informational reports (Order paragraphs 
110 and 113-14);  

(2) That the Order’s reference to “schedule[ing] regular public meetings with an 
[large combination utility] LCU” was inadvertently included in Order 
paragraph 85; 

(3) The exemption of timing requirements for WAC 480-100-655 relating to public 
participation; 

(4) That emissions reduction targets are not part of [Integrated System Plan] ISP 
implementation, consistent with Order paragraphs 33-39;  

(5) That intervenors are responsible for challenging an LCU’s determination that 
they are ineligible for software licenses (Order paragraphs 95-103); and  

(6) The need for an LCU to secure consent for low-income electrification (order 
paragraphs 122-126).1  

DISCUSSION 

9 We grant PSE’s Motion for Clarification in part and deny it in part. 
 

10 Pursuant to Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 480-07-835(1), any party may 
seek clarification of a final order. An appropriate motion for clarification requests that 
the Commission modify the final order or take other action to clarify the meaning of the 
final order, make technical changes, or correct errors.1 

11 In this case, PSE's Motion for Clarification seeks further guidance on or changes to 
General Order R-609, which relates to the adoption of Commission rules for ISPs. We 
note first that PSE’s Motion, as it pertains to seeking clarification of General Order R-
609 is appropriately before the Commission, but to the extent a party requests changes 
to the underlying rules adopted along with the issuance of General Order R-609, such 
changes are not appropriate to address in this Order or through a motion for 
clarification generally, and would require subsequent rulemaking pursuant to RCW 
34.05.310 – 395. We draw this distinction to make clear that in granting PSE’s Motion, 

 
1 PSE’s Motion for Clarification, at ¶ 2 (hereinafter PSE’s Motion). 
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we make no changes to the rules submitted to the Code Revisor and adopted in chapter 
480-96 WAC or amended in WAC 480-107-009, but rather clarify what was included 
in General Order R-609. With that, we proceed to the issues identified by PSE and 
address each in order below. 

12 As to the first issue, General Order R-609 requires clean energy progress reports 
“every 6 months after the beginning of an implementation period” or “every six 
months from the date … the ISP is filed.”2 PSE argues that a strict reading of the 
language requiring annual clean energy progress reports in General Order R-609 may 
“require PSE to submit progress reports three times a year.”3 PSE seeks clarification as 
to whether the Commission intended for a more flexible approach whereby PSE might 
“consolidate the six-month and annual filing into a single filing beginning July 1, 2028 
and every July 1 thereafter, and file six-month progress reports on January 1, 2029 and 
every January 1 thereafter.”4 PSE further seeks clarification as to whether the six-
month reports are only retrospective or require forecasts, arguing that it appears in one 
place General Order R-609 suggests the updated forecasts are required and in another 
states they are not.5 

13 On this issue, we agree with PSE’s reading and clarify that following ISP approval, 
PSE may file progress reports every six months after the last progress report, thus 
making one six-month report due simultaneously with the annual filing, beginning July 
1, 2028, and the second six-month progress report being due beginning January 1, 
2029, and each January 1 thereafter. To demonstrate, we provide Table 1 below. 
Further, we agree with PSE that paragraph 110 is in part ambiguous in stating that six-
month reports should include updated forecasts but also stating that updated forecasts 
are not required. In reviewing the paragraph in question, we confirm that updated 
forecasts are not required but are not prohibited. PSE is correct that the intent of the 
six-month reports is to track progress, and therefore the focus should be on what has 
been done. Further, we agree that reporting should not be overly burdensome or 
duplicative. However, we also note that the six-month reports provide the 
Commission, PSE, interested parties, and the public, information on changes and 
updates to the underlying ISP.6 Accordingly, if PSE is compiling the six-month report 
and in the six months since its last report has learned something material which would 

 
2 General Order R-609, at ¶¶ 110, 114. 
3 PSE’s Motion, at ¶ 10,  
4 PSE’s Motion, at ¶ 10. 
5 PSE’s Motion, at ¶ 11, citing General Order R-609, at ¶ 110. 
6 Emphasis added. 
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alter the underlying ISP, it would be appropriate for the Company to notify the 
Commission of that change and include any updates to forecasts as appropriate. Said 
differently, updated forecasts are not required but should be included if appropriate. 

Table 1. Filing Deadlines 

Deadlines July 1, 
2028 

January 
1, 2029 

July 1, 
2029 

January 
1, 2030 

July 1, 
2030 

January 
1, 2031 

Annual 
Report 

X  X  X  

Six-
Month 
Report 

X X X X X X 

 

14 On the second issue, PSE argues that the last sentence in paragraph 85 seems to have 
been included in error. The final sentence in paragraph 85 states “As we discuss below 
in Section L, the Commission will schedule regular public meetings with an LCU to 
engage in the process of putting together an ISP…”7 

15 Therefore, we agree that the inclusion of the final sentence in paragraph 85 is in error. 
The final sentence in paragraph 85 is removed. 

16 The third issue PSE raises relates to the exemption of timing requirements for WAC 
480-100-655 relating to public participation. Specifically, PSE requests clarification as 
to whether the Company is required “to comply with the content-related requirements 
in WAC 480-100-655 and not the timing requirements.”8 PSE argues that WAC 480-
100-655 includes timing requirements for filing a public participation plan that conflict 
with the requirements in the newly adopted WAC 480-96-080(4)(c) to file an ISP work 
plan no later than 15 months before the due date of its ISP or six months before it 
anticipates it will need to finalize ISP inputs, whichever is earlier.9 

17 Having reviewed both WAC 480-96-080 and WAC 480-100-655, we provide the 
following clarification. General Order R-609 finds that the public participation plan 
and ISP work plan should be combined into one filing.10 Because the Commission is 

 
7 General Order R-609, at ¶ 85.  
8 PSE’s Motion, at ¶ 19.  
9 PSE’s Motion, at ¶ 18.  
10 General Order R-609, at ¶ 90.  
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allowing the two plans to be combined, and because the ISP is intended, in part to 
combine and take the place of various other planning documents that PSE would 
otherwise be required to file separately, we agree that the timing requirements of WAC 
480-96-080 supersede those of WAC 480-100-655. Accordingly, PSE is required to 
comply with and include the content required of the public participation plan in WAC 
480-100-655(2), but shall do so on the schedule contemplated for the ISP work plan in 
WAC 480-96-080. 

18 Next, PSE requests the Commission clarify that emissions reduction targets are not part 
of ISP implementation, consistent with General Order R-609 paragraphs 33-39. PSE 
argues that WAC 480-96-060(2)(a) appears to erroneously include “emissions 
reduction” as an area where the Company must set specific targets as part of the 
implementation of the ISP.11 PSE argues the structure of WAC 480-96-060(2)(a)(i)-(iv) 
suggests the inclusion of emission reduction targets was in error. Specifically, PSE 
notes that WAC 480-96-060(2)(a) states “[e]ach large combination utility must propose 
specific targets for energy efficiency, demand response, renewable energy, and 
emissions reduction[,]” and that the following subsections are titled energy efficiency, 
demand response, renewable energy, and cost-effective electrification.12 PSE argues 
that in finding that emissions reduction targets are unenforceable in the ISP, the 
Commission likely intended to amend WAC 480-96-060(2)(a) to include cost-effective 
electrification instead of emissions reduction.13 

19 JEA’s responsive comments to PSE’s Motion focus solely on this issue identified by 
PSE. JEA argues that RCW 80.86.020(11) states “[i]n determining whether to approve 
the integrated system plan, reject the integrated system plan, or approve the integrated 
system plan with conditions, the commission must evaluate whether the plan is in the 
public interest, and includes the following” … “(i) Would achieve a proportional share 
of reductions in greenhouse gas emissions for each emissions reduction period on the 
gas and electric systems.”14 JEA argues that this establishes a need for targets for 
emissions reductions.15 JEA further proposes that the Commission “must have adequate 
information to evaluate whether the plan proposed by PSE will meet the specific 
emission reduction requirements identified [in RCW 80.96.020(11)].”16 To clarify the 

 
11 PSE’s Motion, at ¶¶ 20-21.  
12 PSE’s Motion, at ¶ 21; WAC 480-96-060(2)(a)(i)-(iv).  
13 PSE’s Motion, at ¶ 22.  
14 JEA’s Response, at p. 1, citing RCW 80.86.020(11).  
15 JEA’s Response, at p. 1.  
16 JEA’s Response, at p. 2.  
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disconnect between emissions reduction and cost-effective electrification identified by 
PSE, JEA recommends the Commission add cost-effective electrification to WAC 480-
96-060(2)(a) and add WAC 480-96-060(2)(a)(v) describing the emissions reduction 
specific target requirements.17 

20 We find that there is a drafting error in WAC 480-96-060(2)(a). However, as discussed 
above, a motion for clarification is not the proper avenue for achieving changes to a 
rule. Rather, a motion for clarification may clarify the meaning of, or requirements in, 
the order; make technical changes to reconcile the application of principle to data, 
resolve inconsistencies, or correct patent error in the order; or correct typographical or 
ministerial errors.18 Accordingly, we do not find that we have the authority to amend 
the rule through this order. Instead, we find the appropriate remedy is to amend the rule 
through an expedited rulemaking.19 In the interim, we agree with PSE that there is an 
inconsistency between the listed categories in WAC 480-96-060(2)(a) and what is 
required in the subsequent subsections. Accordingly, the Commission, on its own 
motion under WAC 480-07-110, grants an exemption from any compliance or 
requirements imposed by this erroneous reference until the rulemaking is completed to 
correct the error.    

21 PSE’s fifth issue requests that the Commission clarify that intervenors are responsible 
for challenging an LCU’s determination that they are ineligible for software licenses. 
WAC 480-096-080(3)(d) provides in part that LCUs must provide licenses to 
Commission staff, and that intervenors may request an order requiring the LCU to 
provide the intervenor a license as part of their petition for intervention. PSE notes that 
in providing further guidance around licenses, General Order R-609 states that if “the 
LCU determines that an intervenor is not an appropriate candidate for a license, the 
LCU should petition the Commission for an exemption from WAC 480-96-
080(3)(d).”20 PSE seeks clarification specifically as to whether PSE must seek an 
exemption or an intervenor must seek an order under WAC 480-96-080(3)(d), if PSE 
determines an intervenor is not an appropriate candidate for a license.21 

22 On the fifth issue, we agree with PSE. General Order R-609 provides guidance for 
intervenors to work with LCUs to obtain licenses, and outlines a process in which an 

 
17 JEA’s Response, at p. 2. 
18 WAC 480-07-835(1).  
19 RCW 34.05.353(1). 
20 PSE’s Motion, at ¶ 25, citing General Order R-609, at ¶ 102.  
21 PSE’s Motion, at ¶¶ 26-29.   
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intervenor may request a license from the LCU without having to request an order from 
the Commission.22 In turn, the LCU is responsible for establishing a process to provide 
intervenors licenses in circumstances where the LCU believes the license will be used 
effectively and in good faith.23 In addition to the process outlined in General Order R-
609, WAC 480-96-080(3)(d) provides a process for intervenors to request a 
Commission order, requiring the LCU provide a license. Paragraph 102 of General 
Order R-609 clarifies that “intervenors denied a license …should have the ability to 
request the Commission order a utility to provide them a license, explaining their 
capabilities for using the license.”24 This language is predicated on an intervenor 
already having been denied a license through the LCUs informal process, and seeking 
relief pursuant to WAC 480-96-080(3)(d). Accordingly, we agree with PSE that the 
following language in paragraph 102 was included in error and should be stricken: “If 
the LCU determines that an intervenor is not an appropriate candidate for a license, the 
LCU should petition the Commission for an exemption from WAC 480-96-
080(3)(d)[.]” 

23 Finally, PSE requests that the Commission clarify what it categorizes as “inconsistent 
statements in the Order … on consent for low-income electrification.”25 Specifically, 
WAC 480-96-060(4)(b)(v) and paragraph 123 of General Order R-609 require that PSE 
obtain explicit consent from low-income customers if the customers participation in a 
low-income electrification program will increase the households energy burden. 
However, paragraph 126 states “the Commission is not adopting rules to require low-
income customer consent before electrifying,” but “expects PSE to work with interested 
parties through the low-income advisory committee to work to protect low-income 
customers in a way that is not unduly administratively burdensome.”26 

24 PSE correctly notes that these statements clearly contradict one another. The 
Commission confirms that the language in paragraph 126 expresses the intent of the 
Commission. However, as mentioned herein, an order on a motion for clarification is 
not an appropriate vehicle for the Commission to make changes to rule. Accordingly, 
the Commission will address this issue as part of a subsequent expedited rulemaking, 
and invites PSE to seek any appropriate exemptions from WAC 480-96-060(4)(b)(v), 
with a demonstration that the Company has worked with its advisory committee and has 

 
22 General Order R-609, at ¶¶ 98-103.  
23 General Order R-609, at ¶ 102. 
24 General Order R-609, at ¶ 102 (emphasis added). 
25 PSE’s Motion, at ¶ 30.  
26 General Order R-609, at ¶ 126. 
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a plan in place to protect low-income customers. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

25 (1) The Commission is an agency of the state of Washington vested by statute with 
the authority to regulate rates, regulations, practices, accounts, securities, 
transfers of property and affiliated interests of public service companies, 
including electric and natural gas companies. 

26 (2) PSE is a “public service company,” an “electrical company,” and a “natural gas 
company” as those terms are defined in Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 
80.04.010 and used in Title 80 RCW. 

27 (3) The Commission has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this proceeding. 
 
28 (4) PSE's Motion for Clarification of General Order R-609 seeks clarification and 

in some instances amendment to General Order R-609 and therefore the 
Commission treats the petition as a petition for amendment or correction 
under WAC 480-07-875. 

29 (5) PSE has demonstrated good cause for clarification with respect to progress 
reports and PSE may file progress reports every six months after the last 
progress report, thus making one six-month report due simultaneously with 
the annual filing, beginning July 1, 2028, and the second six-month progress 
report being due beginning January 1, 2029, and each January 1 thereafter.  

30 (6) The Commission also finds that updated forecasts are not required to be 
included in progress reports, but if there are material changes in progress 
which would alter the underlying ISP, it would be appropriate for the 
Company to notify the Commission of that change and include any updates to 
forecasts as appropriate. 

31  (7) PSE has demonstrated good cause to show that the inclusion of the final sentence 
in paragraph 85 in General Order R-609 is in error and the final sentence in 
paragraph 85 is removed. 

32 (8) Relating to public participation plans, the Commission clarifies that PSE is 
required to comply with and include the content required of the public 
participation plan in WAC 480-100-655(2), but shall do so on the schedule 
contemplated for the ISP work plan in WAC 480-96-080. 

33 (9) PSE has demonstrated good cause to show there is an inconsistency 
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between the listed categories of specific targets in WAC 480-96-
060(2)(a) and what is required in the subsequent subsections.  

34 (10) The Commission grants PSE a waiver from WAC 480-96-060(2)(a) as it 
relates to providing specific emissions reduction targets on its own 
motion. 

35 (11) PSE has demonstrated good cause that the following language in paragraph 
102 was included in error and should be stricken: “If the LCU determines 
that an intervenor is not an appropriate candidate for a license, the LCU 
should petition the Commission for an exemption from WAC 480-96-
080(3)(d)[.]” 

36 (12) PSE has demonstrated good cause to show that WAC 480-96-060(4)(b)(v) 
contains an error, and PSE may seek any appropriate exemptions from WAC 
480-96-060(4)(b)(v), with a demonstration that the Company has worked with its 
advisory committee and has a plan in place to protect low-income customers. 

37 (13) The Commission finds that PSE has demonstrated there are errors in WAC 480-
96-060(2)(a) and WAC 480-96-060(4)(b)(v), which the Commission finds may 
be appropriately corrected through an expedited rulemaking pursuant to RCW 
34.05.353(1)(c) and (e), and shall issue appropriate notice with updates to the 
rules identified with 45 days of the Supreme Court’s ruling on I-2066.  

ORDER0  

THE COMMISSION ORDERS THAT: 
 

38 (1) Puget Sound Energy’s Motion for Clarification is GRANTED IN PART and 
DENIED IN PART as set forth in paragraphs 29-37 of this Order. 

39 (2) General Order R-609 is amended as set forth in paragraphs 31 and 36 of this 
Order. 

 
40 (3) The Commission retains jurisdiction over the subject matters and parties to 

this proceeding to effectuate the terms of this Order. 
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DATED at Lacey, Washington, and effective June 9, 2026. 

 
WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

 
 

 
 

 
BRIAN J. RYBARIK, Chair 

 
 
 
 

ANN E. RENDAHL, Commissioner 
 

 
 

 
MILTON H. DOUMIT, Commissioner 

 
 
 

 
NOTICE TO PARTIES: This is a Commission Final Order. In addition to judicial 
review, administrative relief may be available through a petition for 
reconsideration, filed within 10 days of the service of this order pursuant to RCW 
34.05.470 and WAC 480-07-850, or a petition for rehearing pursuant to RCW 
80.04.200 and WAC 480-07- 870. 
 


