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Company: Puget Sound Energy
Staft: Andrew Roberts, Regulatory Analyst, Consumer Protection

Hannah Halliday, Regulatory Analyst, Energy Transformation

Recommendation:

Puget Sound Energy’s filing in this docket includes nine requests/tariff changes.

Commission Staff (Staff) recommend that the Commission take no action on items 1 through 8
and allow them to go into effect on December 12, 2025, as filed.

For the Company’s item 9 request, Staff recommend the Commission issue an order granting an
exemption to WAC 480-100-178(1)(e) subject to the following conditions:

a.  PSE provides a report detailing what is needed to come into compliance with WAC
480-100-178(1)(e), how long the work will take, and the approximate cost, submitted
to the Commission by May 1, 2026.

b.  The exemption from WAC 480-100-178(1)(e) is temporary and only applies to the
Time-of-Use Pilot Program? and will thus expire when either the full-scale
residential TOU schedule becomes effective, or by March 31, 2027, whichever
comes first.

Background:

Puget Sound Energy (PSE or Company) filed this tariff revision with the Washington Utilities
and Transportation Commission (Commission) following the end of their Time-of-Use (TOU)
pilot study. This TOU pilot was active between October 2023 and September 2025.3 The goal of
the TOU pilot was to collect data to guide the development of a full-scale residential TOU
schedule, which is expected to be proposed in the upcoming 2026 PSE General Rate Case. The
current filing includes the finalized tarift schedules which will stay in place while that permanent
TOU schedule launches.

Table 1 provides a high-level overview of the tested schedules. PSE’s pilot had three residential
schedules and one commercial schedule and tested a Peak Time Rebate (PTR) mechanism for
both the residential and commercial schedules. Customers were alerted to Peak Time Rebate

'PSE’s 9 requests are listed in order on page 3 of this memo.

2 The language in contention also appears in PSE’s Schedule 558, “General Service for Electric Vehicle
Fleet Charging.”
3 The original tariff sheets for PSE’s TOU Pilot were filed in Docket UE-230742.
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(PTR) events by notifications from the Company by text and email the day before with exact
PTR event timing.* A high-level overview of the tested schedules is presented below.

Total
Income Participants
Treatment in | (End of Pilot
Testing: Year 1)
Customer Includes Income Total
Schedule T TOU Categories PTR Ineligible (Income
ypes mechanism | separated Ineligible
Customers Total
from Income /Income
Eligible Eligible
total)
307 Residential On-Peak, Off-Peak | No Yes 2230
(1232/998)
317 Residential On-Peak, Off-Peak | Yes Yes 3339
(1694/1645)
327 Residential On-Peak, Off-Peak, | No No 803
Super Off-Peak
324 Commercial | On-Peak, Off-Peak | Yes No 1035
Small and
Medium
Businesses
(SMBs)
Discussion:

In this tariff revision, Puget Sound Energy is asking for the following list of changes to its TOU

program.

1. Close Schedule 324 and transition customers back to Schedule 24.
Close Schedule 317 and allow enrolled customers to opt-in to either Schedule 307 or
Schedule 327. If no choice is made, the customers will default back to Schedule 7, the
standard residential schedule.

P w

Increase the customer participation cap on Schedule 307 from 4000 to 6500.
Increase the customer participation cap on Schedule 327 from 1000 to 2500.

5. Clarify that the Pilot Enabling Technology Provisions expire when the pilot ends on

September 30, 2025.

6. Clarify that the Bill Protection mechanism will continue until the launch of the full
residential TOU schedule for participating customers already selected to receive bill
protection in the pilot.

4 https://www.pse.com/en/account-and-billing/time-of-use/tou-faq.
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7. Clarify that the AMI interval meter read threshold is 90 percent read completeness during
the billing cycle for the bill to be coded as “actual” measurements.

8. Update the language with deployment of billing proration to allow mid-cycle plan
changes off TOU schedules.

9. Request a WAC exemption for the billing metering requirements.

Staff has no substantive issues with points 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 in the Company’s filings. For
point 9, Staff has a substantive disagreement with the Company’s request for a permanent
exemption from WAC 480-100-178(1)(e). Staff recognize that PSE cannot immediately adjust its
data system to capture the necessary meter reading data for the interval data billed schedules.
PSE’s internal teams can, however, work with the Company’s implementation partners to better
manage data in compliance with Commission requirements. Staff would therefore support the
Company’s exemption request, on a temporary basis, as the only practicable path forward, but
recommends two conditions:

1) PSE should provide a detailed report by May 1, 2026, describing what the Company
would need to do to come into compliance with the WAC, how long the work will take,
and the approximate cost.

2) The exemption is temporary and limited to the pilot project. The Commission should
expressly state that the exemption only applies to the TOU Pilot Project and will expire
when TOU program becomes permanent or by March 31, 2027, whichever comes first.

Each of the Company’s requests (points 1-9) along with a summary of Staff’s analysis is
included in order, below.

Analysis of PSEs Proposed Tariff Revisions 1-9

Items 1 and 2 (closing schedules 317 and 324)

Staff agrees with PSE’s proposal to close Schedule 317 and Schedule 324.5¢ These two
schedules tested the use of a PTR mechanism coupled to a TOU schedule for residential
(Schedule 317) and commercial (Schedule 324) customers, and the results showed that
customers did not significantly save money or reduce load with these PTR rebates.

For Schedule 317 the results of the pilot were clear: the PTR rebates did not provide enough
incentive for the enrolled customers to decrease usage during peak time events. While the
opportunity to earn credits was a selling point of the schedule, on average the PTR mechanism in
this schedule provided roughly $4/year in credits, and on average the Schedule 317 participants
had slightly higher costs compared to the Schedule 307 participants. Overall participants

3 Schedule 317 is a residential TOU schedule that had two TOU categories and included a PTR
mechanism. For this schedule on-peak time is 8am-10am, and 5pm-8pm for weekdays. All other hours of
the day, as well as holidays and weekends, are considered off-peak hours.

¢ Schedule 324 is a commercial TOU schedule that was designed for small business customers and uses
the same hourly schedule as Schedule 317 and includes a PTR mechanism.
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reported that the effort involved with adjusting behavior to earn PTR credits was not worth the
effort, and the Cadmus analysis indicated that because participants were already engaged in load
shifting it was difficult to achieve the demand reduction that the PTR credits would have
required.

For Schedule 324, the pilot showed that this schedule failed to shift electrical load for the
enrolled customers. Prior to the pilot the analysis had indicated that on average these customers
were likely to save money with a TOU schedule on average, but the post-trial analysis
demonstrated a slight increase in average bill for the Schedule 324 customers.” The least
successful piece of the trial was the PTR mechanism in this schedule; similar to the residential
Schedule 317, on average participants earned roughly $4/year in credits from this program, and
the overall feedback from participants was negative.® The analysis showed a statistically
significant increase in energy use during winter PTR events for this schedule, which was
counterproductive.’ Additionally, customer satisfaction was significantly lower for Schedule 324
participants compared to overall polling, and the TOU design team had trouble both recruiting
for this schedule and getting the enrolled participants to engage with surveys. The overall
recommendation to sunset this schedule is in line with the findings in the report; these customers
are a better match for Demand Response (DR) programs. '

Items 3 and 4 (Increasing the Number of Customers in Schedules 307 and 327)

Staff is in support of the Company’s request to increase the Schedule 307 and 327 caps by 2500
and 1500 customers, respectively. The proposed increased participation caps on these two
residential TOU schedules allow the customers that are currently enrolled in Schedule 317 to
migrate to one of the remaining TOU schedules if they desire. ! These caps would be in place
through the launch of the full residential TOU schedule, which will follow the upcoming 2026
PSE GRC. Staff is supportive of this request and notes that the overall participation cap for the
residential TOU schedules will be set at 9000 customers while the 2026 GRC is filed and
decided.

Item 5 (termination of enabling technology provision within the pilot program):

The Enabling Technology Provision was a program included in that TOU pilot where the
Company provided smart thermostats to roughly half of the enrolled income eligible customers.
Staft is supportive of the Company’s proposal for a number of reasons. While the testing of
enabling technology was a primary focus of this pilot, there was not a significant control
situation here or, frankly, a need to test whether these enabling technologies are helpful. The

7 Attachment A, Page 14.
8 Attachment A, Page 14.
° Attachment A, Page 11.
10 Attachment F, Slide 32.

11 Staff’s proposal would close 317 after the Company completes notification to certain customers and re-
files with the Commission. The Company’s proposal would close 317 immediately. Under either
scenario, Schedules 307 and 327 would need to increase their cap to accommodate those customers.
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literature and the track record of these programs have clearly established that technology that
automates load shifting facilitates success in TOU programs. '

PSE already has established programs for delivering smart technology to customers, and PSE
should use those programs rather than developing a secondary, duplicative program that is only
for the TOU schedule. The Company’s existing programs already include point-of-sale rebates
for smart thermostats,'® efficiency boost rebates,** multifamily retrofit incentives for property
managers, > and weatherization rebates.'® Both Cadmus and The Energy Project recommend
PSE explore stacking those existing rebates with the nascent TOU schedules; for instance,
offering invitations to TVR schedules when customers purchase a smart thermostat using the
point-of-sale rebate program.!’ Staff agrees with Cadmus and TEP, and PSE should fully detail
how the Company plans to integrate the TOU schedules into these existing programs in the
upcoming 2026 GRC.

Item 6 (continuing Bill Protection for certain customers in the TOU Pilot):
Staff is supportive of the Company’s request to continue Bill Protection for those customers who
were previously selected to receive that protection while participating in the TOU Pilot.

For basic context, the current TOU Bill Protection mechanism uses a shadow billing
methodology to evaluate how much the customer would been charged for their actual energy use
if they were on traditional Residential Tariff Schedule 7. If that total cost for the billing cycle
with TOU rates was more than 10 percent higher than that shadow bill, the customers were
credited the difference, which capped the customer financial risk for engagement in this pilot at
10 percent. While the original provisions would have expired at the end of the TOU pilot on
September 30, 2025, testimony submitted by The Energy Project encouraged PSE to keep these
provisions intact until the full analysis of the pilot was completed.!® PSE has indicated in its
filing that it is willing to keep these provisions intact until the full residential TOU schedule is
launched.

From Staff’s perspective, maintaining the status quo is a practical and customer-focused
outcome. There are some data points in the pilot analysis that indicate a bill protection program

12 Davis, A.L, et al., (2013). Setting a standard for electricity pilot studies. Energy Policy, 62, 401-409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.07.093.

13 https://www.pse.com/rebates/smart-thermostat.

14 https://www.pse.com/en/rebates/efficiency-boost.

15 https://www.pse.com/rebates/multifamily-retrofit.

16 https://www.pse.com/rebates/insulation.

17 Attachment A, Page 19; Attachment B from The Energy Project.
18 Attachment B.
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may prevent the TOU schedule from effectively incentivizing load shifting,® but additional
analysis is expected in the full 2-year analysis which is not complete at this time.

Item 7 (AMI interval meter reading threshold of 90 percent to code as actual):

Staft agrees that the Company’s proposal for a 90 percent threshold for completeness on the
interval read data is reasonable under the circumstances. The change as proposed by PSE in this
filing would allow for slightly less than 2.5 hours of dropped interval readings each day, or
roughly 3 days of lost data in a typical billing cycle. Under the current paradigm being used for
interval data management, most dropped packets would be backfilled with an estimated usage
reading; in the case where a dropped data packet cannot be estimated, PSE assigns zero usage, a
policy which favors the customer.

Staft agrees with the Company that changing the AMI threshold is a low risk change that will
allow them to make better use of the interval data from PSE’s advanced meters, but it is
important to recognize that there are potential edge cases that could slip through and have a
negative impact on customers, especially once the Company begins reassessing how dropped
interval packets are ingested into the billing data systems. Staff is supportive of the changes
proposed in the current filing but note that additional scrutiny of the data management quality
control during the upcoming GRC will be necessary.

Item 8 (clarification to allow prorating for customers who move off TOU schedules mid-cycle):
Staff considers this to be in customers’ interest and supports the request. PSE is requesting
language to allow customers to move off TOU schedules mid-billing cycle. The idea is that
consumers were taking on financial risk engaging in the pilot, and PSE provides a mechanism to
exit the TOU schedule and return to a standard Schedule 7 or Schedule 24 as needed. Under the
current language, customers were confused about being locked to their current schedule for the
duration of the current billing cycle even after they had requested to move out of the TOU
schedule. The Company’s proposed pro rata language better accommodates customer requests
and more clearly reflects communications with customers leaving the TOU schedules.

The bill cycle change would happen at midnight, allowing PSE’s system to cleanly move
between usage methodologies which are slightly different between a TOU schedule and a
traditional schedule. The base rate would be prorated between the TOU and Standard schedule
(Schedule 7 or Schedule 24), with prorating of the base rate fully detailed in PSE’s Electric
Schedule 080.2°

Item 9 (exemption from WAC 480-100-178(1)(e)):

Staft disagrees with PSE’s request for a permanent exemption. The requested exemption should
be granted, but it should be temporary, limited to the TOU Pilot, and the Company should be
required to document for the Commission specifically what would be needed to come into
compliance with the WAC.

19 Attachment A, Page 72.
20 PSE Electric Schedule 080, section 13 “Billing,” subsection c. (2) “Applicability of Proration.”
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WAC 480-100-178(1)(e) requires bills to show beginning and ending meter readings.?*

PSE has indicated that it cannot comply with WAC 480-100-178(1)(e) in any of the schedules
that use interval data from their AMI meters; currently this is the TOU schedules in this filing,
and Schedule 558, which serves electric vehicle fleet charging.?? PSE argues that system
limitations and unreconciled data make it impossible for PSE to include the beginning and
ending meter reading on the billing statement with its current system configuration. PSE also
contends that the beginning and ending meter reading requirement is antiquated and not helpful
for interval customers.

Staff disagree with almost all of PSE’s contentions.

First, the beginning and ending meter reading is useful for customers. The WAC requirement is
written to give customers a means to verify the accuracy of the usage contained on the billing
statement by giving the customer the ability to compare the bill with the reading on the meter
face. This ability to check usage against a meter face reading is not possible for TOU customers
with the current data management system that PSE runs for TOU billing, and while PSE is
providing a measurement of total energy used over the billing cycle, that total is not
independently verifiable by the customer.

Second, Staff believes that PSE’s internal teams can work with the Company’s implementation
partners to better manage the relevant data. All of PSE’s AMI meters transmit two data streams:
the first, a “Midnight Aligned Read,” is the total amount of kWhs to pass through the meter
benchmarked from AMI installation; the second is the interval read data that consists of KWs
used in each 15-minute interval. In PSE’s current AMI data management and billing system
connection, these two data streams have different uses. The midnight aligned read files are used
to calculate usage through meter read differencing, and supply data for the “traditional” standard
set rate usage schedules. In contrast, the interval data products are currently only used in the
billing system for schedules with time varying rates (TVR)*® with KWs assigned to off or on
peak usage converted into kWh and billed at the appropriate rate.

2'WAC 480-100-178(1)(e) reads, “Show the beginning and ending meter readings for the current billing
period, the current monthly or bimonthly read date, as applicable, and the total amount of kilowatt hours
used for the billing cycle, provided that the customer bill must provide the meter readings and read date
for the final reading for the applicable monthly or bimonthly billing cycle; the bill need not include
interval readings, although the utility must provide customers with access to their usage data in
accordance with WAC 480-100-153.”

22 Schedule 558 was proposed in UE-250266, and appeared on the May 22, 2025, open meeting as a No
Action agenda item.

23 The PSE schedules that use TVR methodology are Schedules 307, 317, 327, and 324 (the TOU pilot
schedules), and Schedule 558, which was developed for charging commercial electric fleet vehicles.
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The catch is that these two data streams do not touch and are not reconciled, either in the AMI or
in the Meter Data Management System (MDMS). While most of the time the total energy usage
will agree, the two data streams can diverge over time due to the handling of missing data
packets and consumption estimation of missing data points. The lack of reconciliation means that
these two data products cannot be used together in PSE’s current data system architecture, as the
total usage estimated over the billing cycle may not agree between the meter reads and the
interval calculated usage.

This disagreement between the data streams is a problem for the use of interval data both in these
schedules and future applications and should be rectified. If PSE cannot correct for more
granular data consumption data products, the Company’s TOU billing practices may be
inconsistent and ultimately inaccurate. The Company has demonstrated to Staff that this is not a
trivial problem to solve. Nevertheless, this data issue should have been resolved when the
Company was building out the TOU billing approach. Now PSE is out of compliance with WAC
480-100-178(1)(e), and there are compelling technical and consumer protection reasons for them
to come back into compliance.

Staft recognizes the operational challenges and understands the Company cannot immediately
adjust its system to capture the necessary meter reading data for the interval data billed
schedules, and that PSE may not have a full understanding at this point of exactly what
substantive changes will be needed in the database architecture. Staff supports the Company’s
exemption request, on a temporary basis, as the only practicable path forward, but would
recommend two conditions:

1) PSE provide a detailed report by May 1, 2026, describing what the Company would need
to do to come into compliance, how long the work will take, and the approximate cost,
and

2) The Commission expressly clarify that the exemption only applies to the TOU Pilot
Project and will expire when TOU rates become permanent or by March 31, 2027,
whichever comes first.

Customer Notice

On November 19, 2025, PSE agreed to send additional customer notice to affected customers.
Customers who had opted into electronic communications were sent an email and the remaining
customers were notified via a letter sent through the postal service. The Company took the
additional steps of providing a copy of the notices to community agencies and news editors of
area newspapers, television and radio stations, and posted them on the Company website. No
comments were received from customers.

Public Comments:

Staff received a comments from The Energy Project (TEP) on November 17, 2025, reiterating
two requests that were reflected in the original testimony filed by PSE. They requested that the
bill protection mechanism be extended until the full analysis of the Pilot can be published, and
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that PSE consider alternative avenues to providing enabling technology to TOU schedule
participants. PSE has agreed to both requests.

Conclusion:

Staft recommend that the Commission allow the Company’s requested items 1 through 8,
discussed and listed above, to go into effect as filed.

Staff recommend the Commission issue an Order granting an exemption to WAC 480-100-
178(1)(e) subject to the following specific limitations and conditions:

a. PSE provides a report detailing what is needed to come into compliance with
WAC 480-100-178(1)(e), how long the work will take, and the approximate cost,
submitted to the Commission by May 1, 2026.

b. The exemption from WAC 480-100-178(1)(e) is temporary and only applies to the
Time-of-Use Pilot Program and will thus expire when either the full-scale
residential TOU schedule becomes effective, or by March 31, 2027, whichever
comes first.





