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I. Introduction 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address.  2 

A. I am Shaylee Nicole Stokes. My business address is PO Box 7130, Olympia, WA 98507. 3 

Q. How would you like to be addressed in this proceeding?  4 

A. You may call me Witness Stokes. I use the pronouns she, her, and hers. 5 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?  6 

A. I am employed by the Washington State Community Action Partnership as the Director 7 

of The Energy Project (“TEP”), which represents the interests of low-income utility 8 

customers and vulnerable populations in the State. 9 

Q. How long have you been employed by the Washington State Community Action 10 

Partnership? 11 

A. I joined TEP as Director in September 2023. Prior to this, I was the Senior Manager of 12 

Energy Programs at Hopelink, a Community Action Agency that serves low-income 13 

families, children, seniors, and people with disabilities in King County. 14 

Q. Would you please summarize your professional background as it relates to low-15 

income programs and utility regulation?  16 

A. I hold a Bachelor of Arts from the University of Washington in Seattle, and I have been 17 

involved in the administration and design of low-income programs for more than 15 18 

years. Hopelink hired me in 2010 to screen customers for energy assistance, review 19 

energy assistance applications, and award energy assistance grants to low-income 20 

customers. Over time, I moved into a management role in which I approved payments 21 

and trained frontline staff in the administration of energy assistance procedures. Before 22 

joining TEP, I was Hopelink’s Senior Manager of Energy Programs, leading a staff of 23 

more than 30 in the day-to-day administration of energy assistance programs. I have been 24 
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a member of Puget Sound Energy’s (“PSE” or “the Company”) Low-Income Advisory 1 

Committee (“LIAC”) since 2018.   2 

 In 2023, I attended the New Mexico State University Center for Public Utilities’ 3 

course The Basics: Practical Regulatory Training for the Electric Industry. I was selected 4 

to serve on the Governance Board of the National Energy & Utility Affordability 5 

Coalition (“NEUAC”) in 2024. In 2026, I co-chaired NEUAC’s annual conference and 6 

was elected to serve as Secretary of its Board of Directors.  7 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Washington Utilities and Transportation 8 

Commission (“Commission” or “WUTC”)? 9 

A. Yes. I provided testimony concerning Avista Corporation’s 2026 General Rate Cate, 10 

Dockets UE-260007/UG-260008; Northwest Natural’s 2025 General Rate Case, Docket 11 

UG-250610; PacifiCorp’s 2025 Power Cost Only Rate Case, Docket UE-250224; PSE’s 12 

2024 General Rate Case, Dockets UG-240004/UG-240005; Cascade Natural Gas’s 2024 13 

General Rate Case, Docket UG-240008; Avista Corporation’s 2024 General Rate Case, 14 

Dockets UE-240006/UG-240007; PacifiCorp’s 2023 General Rate Case, Dockets UE-15 

230172/UE-210852; PacifiCorp’s Clean Energy Implementation Plan, Docket UE-16 

210829; and PSE’s 2022 General Rate Case, Dockets UE-220066/UG-220067. I have 17 

also provided public comments at workshops and have worked closely with Commission 18 

staff on numerous occasions, including as a member of PSE’s LIAC. 19 

Q. Please describe your background working on multiyear rate plans (“MYRPs”).  20 

Since joining TEP, I have been an active participant in Docket U-210590, the 21 

Commission’s performance-based ratemaking policy docket. I have also led TEP’s 22 

engagement in rate cases and have been carefully observing the rate impacts that have 23 
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resulted from the first and second generations of MYRPs filed in 2022 and 2024, 1 

respectively. I also continue to work with TEP’s policy docket team, including national 2 

experts at Current Energy Group, to sharpen my understanding of different MYRP 3 

structures.  4 

 I developed my MYRP testimony in this case by drawing primarily on two recent 5 

reports regarding MYRP design. In 2025, the Oregon Public Utility Commission hired 6 

Current Energy Group to prepare Multi-Year Rate Plans, Purpose and Design 7 

Considerations, a report intended to guide Oregon’s performance-based ratemaking and 8 

MYRP design docket.1 That report was presented at a workshop on December 17, 2025.2 9 

I have also drawn on Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans, a report published by RMI and 10 

Synapse Energy Economics in November 2025.3 11 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding? 12 

A. I am testifying on behalf of TEP, an intervenor in this proceeding. TEP works with 13 

Community Action Agencies that provide low-income weatherization and bill payment 14 

assistance for customers in PSE’s service territory. 15 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits? 16 

A. Yes, as described in the Exhibit List, I am sponsoring exhibits SNS-2 through SNS-16. 17 

II. Purpose and summary of TEP’s testimony. 18 

Q. Who are TEP’s witnesses in this case and what is the scope of their testimony? 19 

 
1 Exh. SNS-8 (Or. Pub. Util. Com., AR 676, Current Energy Group, Multi-Year Rate Plans, 
Purpose and Design Considerations (Dec. 11, 2025)) (“Oregon PUC Report”). 
2 Exh. SNS-9 (Or. Pub. Util. Com., AR 676, Presentation for the December 17, 2025 Special 
Public Meeting Workshop (Dec. 16, 2025)) (“Oregon PUC Report Presentation”). 
3 Exh. SNS-7 (RMI & Synapse Energy Economics, Inc., Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans (Nov. 
2025)) (“Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans”). 
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A. Dr. Courtney Henderson and I provide testimony for TEP. My testimony is primarily 1 

concerned with the affordability of PSE’s proposed rates and actions the Commission 2 

should take to cut costs for customers. I also address select other issues that impact low-3 

income customers and other vulnerable populations, including PSE’s proposed increase 4 

to the monthly basic charge, collaboration with the LIAC, proposed full-scale residential 5 

Time-of-Use program, and language access policies. 6 

To highlight the human experiences of energy insecurity in PSE’s service territory 7 

beyond the quantitative data, TEP engaged Dr. Henderson of Hawks Peak Strategies to 8 

conduct qualitative research on how PSE’s energy bills impact customers. That 9 

researched culminated in a report entitled Customer Insights: Puget Sound Energy, 10 

Washington Customer Perspectives on Energy Affordability, Program Access, and Rate 11 

Design (“Customer Insights Brief”).4 Dr. Henderson held long-form interviews with low-12 

income customers in PSE’s service territory to understand: how customers experience 13 

energy costs in their daily lives; what affordability programs they know about and use; 14 

how they navigate payment stress and potential utility shutoffs; how they respond to 15 

PSE’s Bill Discount Rate (“BDR”), Budget Payment Plan, and Home Energy Lifeline 16 

programs; and what changes they believe would most meaningfully improve their 17 

circumstances. In the Customer Insights Brief and her testimony, Dr. Henderson elevates 18 

direct customer voices, providing critical context on the human cost and urgency of the 19 

current affordability crisis. She also provides recommendations on how PSE can better 20 

serve low-income customers.  21 

Q. Please summarize your testimony. 22 

 
4 Henderson, Exh. CEH-3 (“Customer Insights Brief”). 
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A. My testimony rests on a single, unavoidable fact: PSE's customers cannot afford the 1 

outcomes of recent ratemaking trends. Since 2021, the typical residential electric bill has 2 

climbed 87% and the typical gas bill 50%, increases that far outpace the 25% to 30% 3 

growth in key income determinants like the minimum wage, Social Security, and 4 

Supplemental Security Income. Moreover, PSE’s rate increases do not arrive in isolation. 5 

Child care and healthcare costs are also rising, just as federal Medicaid cuts threaten 6 

coverage for the 47% of Washington children who rely on Apple Health. Dr. Henderson's 7 

Customer Insights Brief illuminates the struggles that result from these mounting costs: 8 

customers who close off rooms, keep their homes at unsafe temperatures, and forgo food 9 

or medicine to avoid disconnection. While the Commission cannot reduce healthcare or 10 

childcare costs, the Legislature requires it to set just and reasonable rates that PSE’s 11 

customers can afford.  12 

 This is not the time for business as usual. Today’s affordability crisis demands an 13 

externally-indexed revenue cap that rewards PSE for controlling costs rather than for 14 

spending more, an incentive that has been absent since the Commission implemented 15 

MYRPs. In short, an MYRP without a cost containment mechanism is unaffordable, 16 

unfair to ratepayers, inconsistent with the goals of performance-based regulation, and 17 

against the public interest. If the Commission believes that an externally-indexed revenue 18 

cap cannot be designed in this case, it should not approve an MYRP and should instead 19 

only approve a single-year rate increase. 20 

TEP asks the Commission to reject the PSE’s request to raise the monthly 21 

customer charges, which would land hardest on those least able to bear them. PSE 22 

deserves genuine credit for proposing a 40% customer-charge discount for customers 23 
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enrolled in the BDR, and TEP supports this step toward equity. But only 15% of eligible 1 

residential customers are enrolled in the BDR, which means that 85% of low-income 2 

customers would absorb the full 167% increase in the electric charge. For the same 3 

reasons, the Commission should reject PSE's proposal to raise billing initiation fees, 4 

which fall disproportionately on the low-income renters most likely to move. The 5 

Commission should also deny PSE’s request to resume charging residential deposits and 6 

disconnection, reconnection, and late-payment fees; that matter should be resolved in the 7 

pending Credit & Collection Rulemaking. 8 

I also critique two proposals that would enrich PSE's shareholders without 9 

providing a commensurate benefit to customers. Allowing PSE to recover construction 10 

work in progress would unduly shift risk onto ratepayers and add hundreds of millions of 11 

dollars to rates over the MYRP. And giving PSE a rate of return on power purchase 12 

agreements would pay shareholders for capital they never place at risk. In effect, PSE 13 

seeks a cash prize for signing a contact, and even worse, the prize would grow if the 14 

Company did a poor job negotiating and bought expensive power. 15 

 TEP opposes eliminating the deadbands and sharing bands from PSE's power cost 16 

adjustment mechanism. The bands are a performance-based ratemaking tool that rewards 17 

cost containment while also protecting the Company from excessive risk resulting from 18 

large power cost deviations. PSE’s purchase gas adjustment mechanism (“PGA”) serves a 19 

similar purpose yet lacks sharing bands. Because Washington’s regulatory construct 20 

favors performance-based mechanisms, TEP supports the recommendation of the 21 

Commission’s Regulatory Assessment to add sharing bands for the PGA as well. 22 
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I also devote testimony to PSE's equity claims, where I question who deserves 1 

credit for initiating equity progress and identify gaps between the Company's words and 2 

conduct. PSE asserts that it has “transformed equity from a compliance requirement into 3 

a fundamental operating principle,” but the record shows that PSE's equity progress has 4 

come largely from regulatory oversight (and associated advocacy efforts), not corporate 5 

benevolence. Indeed, the BDR, Past Due Bill Forgiveness, automatic energy assistance 6 

enrollment through a partnership with the Seattle Housing Authority, and the designation 7 

of 30% of clean-energy benefits to Named Communities each followed a legislative 8 

mandate or a Commission order.  9 

Left to its own devices, PSE took more than a year to hire a LIAC facilitator and, 10 

since the last rate case, has not engaged the LIAC above the “Involve” level of the 11 

International Association for Public Participation (“IAP2”) Spectrum. In the Time-of-Use 12 

(“TOU”) pilot, PSE delivered smart thermostats to just 2.9% of low-income participants, 13 

even as the settlement establishing the pilot required PSE to provide enabling 14 

technologies to half of those customers. And despite initial progress in promoting 15 

language access, PSE has yet to commit to translating essential communications by a date 16 

certain or to configuring its systems to send collections and disconnection notices to 17 

customers in their stated language. Given that approximately 275,000 residents of PSE’s 18 

service territory have limited English proficiency, the Company should be approaching 19 

language access with more diligence and efficiency. 20 

Because neither the law nor equity principles are self-executing, TEP asks the 21 

Commission to supply the regulatory oversight that produces results. The Commission 22 

should require PSE to engage the LIAC at the "Collaborate" level of the IAP2 Spectrum 23 
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when redesigning energy assistance programs; to translate essential communications 1 

within one year and send them in customers’ preferred languages by a date certain; and 2 

provide bill protection and enabling technologies to low-income customers who enroll in 3 

the full-scale TOU program. By effectively regulating equity-focused programs, the 4 

Commission will ensure that PSE’s conduct matches the Company’s lofty rhetoric. 5 

III. PSE’s proposed rate increases would exacerbate the severe affordability crisis 6 
facing Washingtonians.  7 

A. PSE customers cannot bear another round of dramatic rate increases.   8 

Q. Is affordability a chief concern for Washingtonians? 9 

A. Yes. PSE filed this MYRP amid a severe, nationwide affordability crisis. According to a 10 

recent nationwide Gallup poll, the high cost of living is the most important financial 11 

problem for Americans.5 Similarly, the majority of respondents in a recent Politico poll 12 

cited the high cost of living as one of the top problems in the United States.6 Voter 13 

frustration with affordability has gained new and dramatic political salience around the 14 

country, including in the context of rising utility rates.7 15 

 
5 Lydia Saad, Gallup, Affordability Still Dominates Americans’ Financial Worries (April 28, 
2026), https://news.gallup.com/poll/708905/affordability-dominates-americans-financial-
worries.aspx.  
6 Erin Doherty, Politico, New Poll Paints a Grim Picture of a Nation Under Financial Strain 
(December 10, 2025), https://www.politico.com/news/2025/12/10/poll-affordability-cost-of-
living-00678076.  
7 Julie Z. Weil, The Washington Post, Why the Biggest Campaign Buzzword ‘Tapped into a 
Broader Political Hunger’ (February 16, 2026) (“‘Affordability’ is the political word of the 
moment.”), https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2026/02/16/affordability-politics-cost-
living-prices/; Herman K. Trabish, Utility Dive, Protesters target NV Energy at electric utility 
conference as anger over affordability rises (June 4, 2026), 
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/protesters-target-nv-energy-electric-utility-conference-anger-
over-affordability-electric-rates/821995/; Ruley Rogerson, Politico, Jeffries: First Bill of Dem 
Majority Would Tackle Affordability (June 8, 2026), https://www.politico.com/live-
updates/2026/06/08/congress/house-dems-first-bill-00953688. 

https://news.gallup.com/poll/708905/affordability-dominates-americans-financial-worries.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/708905/affordability-dominates-americans-financial-worries.aspx
https://www.politico.com/news/2025/12/10/poll-affordability-cost-of-living-00678076
https://www.politico.com/news/2025/12/10/poll-affordability-cost-of-living-00678076
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2026/02/16/affordability-politics-cost-living-prices/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2026/02/16/affordability-politics-cost-living-prices/
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/protesters-target-nv-energy-electric-utility-conference-anger-over-affordability-electric-rates/821995/
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/protesters-target-nv-energy-electric-utility-conference-anger-over-affordability-electric-rates/821995/
https://www.politico.com/live-updates/2026/06/08/congress/house-dems-first-bill-00953688
https://www.politico.com/live-updates/2026/06/08/congress/house-dems-first-bill-00953688
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 The affordability crisis is particularly acute in Washington. According to the U.S. 1 

Bureau of Economic Analysis, which compares affordability across various states and 2 

metropolitan areas by weighing the price of goods and services against income, 3 

Washington is the fifth least affordable state in the country.8 Unsurprisingly, affordability 4 

has dominated political discussion and shaped recent election outcomes here.9 5 

Q. Have increases in energy bills contributed to Washington’s affordability crisis? 6 

A. Yes. Ever-increasing energy bills—including PSE’s—have contributed significantly to 7 

Washington’s affordability crisis. I reviewed the Commission’s compilation of rate 8 

changes adopted between June 2021 and December 2025, which the Commission filed in 9 

Docket U-210590.10 At the time the first rate change was enacted in 2021, the typical 10 

PSE residential customer using 900 kWh per month had a monthly bill of $96.0111 and 11 

the typical gas customer using 64 therms had a monthly bill of $70.44.12  12 

 
8 U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Real Personal Consumption Expenditures by State and 
Real Personal Income by State, 2024 (Feb. 19, 2026), https://www.bea.gov/news/2026/real-
personal-consumption-expenditures-state-and-real-personal-income-state-2024.  
9 See Rep. Joe Fitzgibbon, Washington State House Majority Leader, KUOW, Sound Politics, at 
13:50 (May 28, 2026) (“That said, what voters most want to hear about from Democrats on the 
campaign trail is: What are you going to do for the cost of living in this state?”), 
https://www.kuow.org/stories/why-wa-hasnt-joined-the-gerrymandering-wars-yet; Anna Griffin, 
New York Times, Seattle Elects a Left-Wing Mayor with Light Resume but Mamdani Appeal 
(Nov. 13, 2025), https://www.nytimes.com/2025/11/13/us/politics/seattle-mayor.html. 
10 See Dkt. U-210590, Notice of Request for Response, App. B (Mar. 10, 2026).  
11 Dkt. UE-210140, PSE Cost of Service Workpapers (Mar. 1, 2021). In March 2021, the 
Company defined the typical electric customer as one using 900 kWh per month. PSE has since 
defined a typical customer as one using 800 kWh per month, but I have used the 900 kWh to 
ensure meaningful comparison between 2021 and 2026 electric rates.    
12 Dkt. UG-210141, PSE Cost of Service Workpapers (Mar. 1, 2021). 

https://www.bea.gov/news/2026/real-personal-consumption-expenditures-state-and-real-personal-income-state-2024
https://www.bea.gov/news/2026/real-personal-consumption-expenditures-state-and-real-personal-income-state-2024
https://www.kuow.org/stories/why-wa-hasnt-joined-the-gerrymandering-wars-yet
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/11/13/us/politics/seattle-mayor.html
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  Today, an electric customer using 900 kWh currently has a monthly bill of 1 

$179.9113 and a gas customer using 64 therms has a monthly bill of $105.37.14 Based on 2 

this data, I have concluded that residential electric customers using 900 kWh have seen 3 

their monthly bills increase by $83.90, or 87.4%, since 2021. Gas customers using 64 4 

therms have seen monthly increases of $34.93, or 49.6%. Dual-fuel customers’ bills have 5 

risen from $166.45 in 2021 to $285.28 at the time this case was filed, an increase of 6 

$118.83, or 71.4%.  7 

Q. How do these dramatically increasing energy bills affect PSE customers?  8 

A. In our efforts to highlight the actual human experiences of energy insecurity in PSE’s 9 

service territory beyond the quantitative data points, TEP brought in Hawk’s Peak 10 

Consulting to conduct qualitative research with income-constrained PSE customers. Dr. 11 

Henderson’s Customer Insights Brief shows that rising energy bills are exacting a severe 12 

financial and emotional toll on PSE’s customers. For example, interviewee Amber (all 13 

names are pseudonyms) has been forced to be “super strict on the grocery store” to 14 

ensure her family can pay their energy bills.15 Paul told Dr. Henderson that he has “cut 15 

back on driving, food, I try to get help. I go to the food bank. I can go there instead of 16 

spending cash at the store.”16 Diana described how she “rations” trips to visit friends, 17 

even as that causes social isolation.17 18 

 
13 Mickelson, Exh. CTM-4, Residential Bill Impacts. 
14 Taylor, Exh. JDT-4, Residential Bill Impacts. 
15 Customer Insights Brief at 18.  
16 Customer Insights Brief at 20. 
17 Customer Insights Brief at 19. 



Exh. SNS-1T 
Response Testimony of Shaylee Stokes 

11 
 

Escalating energy bills erode the trust between a utility and its customers, or, 1 

where no trust exists, makes it even more difficult to establish. Across the nation, people 2 

increasingly express concern with their rising monthly utility bills. According to the Pew 3 

Research Center, seventy-five percent of U.S. adults say their home energy costs have 4 

increased in recent years.18 A poll from the nonpartisan consumer education nonprofit 5 

PowerLines similarly demonstrated that approximately seventy-five percent of 6 

Americans are concerned about rising electric and gas bills.19 When Pew Research 7 

Center asked Americans to identify the cause of rising energy bills, the most common 8 

answer was “[u]tility companies wanting to make more money.”20  9 

TEP has witnessed this dynamic firsthand. Community Action Agencies 10 

conducting energy assistance intakes report that they frequently encounter customers 11 

expressing serious concern about bill increases. The data also supports customers in 12 

thinking that the profit motive drives rate increases. Since 2022, PSE’s authorized rate of 13 

return has risen steadily, from 7.16% in 2022 to 7.62% in 2026.21 Given this, I was not 14 

surprised to learn that the Kitsap Public Utility District is considering municipalizing 15 

 
18 Brian Kennedy and Emma Kikuchi, Pew Research Center, Many Americans Hold Utility 
Companies Responsible for their Rising Home Energy Bills (May 6, 2026), 
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2026/05/06/many-americans-hold-utility-companies-
responsible-for-their-rising-home-energy-bills/ (“2026 Pew Research Center Poll”).  
19 PowerLines, Skyrocketing Utility Bills Nationwide Leave American Consumers Feeling 
Stressed, Powerless (April 23, 2025), https://powerlines.org/skyrocketing-utility-bills-
nationwide-leave-american-consumers-feeling-stressed-powerless/.  
20 2026 Pew Research Center Poll.  
21 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Com. (“WUTC”) v. Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”), Dkts UE-220066, 
UG-220067, & UG-210918, Final Order 24/10, at ¶ 90 (Dec. 22, 2022) (“PSE 2022 Rate Case 
Final Order 24/10”); WUTC v. PSE, Dkts. UE-240004, UG240005, & UE-230810 (“PSE 2024 
Rate Case”), Final Order 09/07, at ¶ 109 (Jan. 15, 2025) (“PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 
09/07”).  

https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2026/05/06/many-americans-hold-utility-companies-responsible-for-their-rising-home-energy-bills/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2026/05/06/many-americans-hold-utility-companies-responsible-for-their-rising-home-energy-bills/
https://powerlines.org/skyrocketing-utility-bills-nationwide-leave-american-consumers-feeling-stressed-powerless/
https://powerlines.org/skyrocketing-utility-bills-nationwide-leave-american-consumers-feeling-stressed-powerless/
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PSE’s electric service to lower rates.22 As interviewee Lydia told Dr. Henderson, “the 1 

amount of electricity I use is similar to last year, it’s just the rate is higher.”23 2 

Unaffordable energy bills also cause many customers to resort to drastic measures 3 

to ensure they can pay for other essentials. The National Consumer Law Center, which 4 

analyzed data from the Energy Information Administration’s 2024 Residential Energy 5 

Consumption Survey, determined that thirty-three percent of households experienced 6 

some form of energy insecurity, which was up from twenty-seven percent in 2020.24 This 7 

number increased to approximately fifty percent for Native Americans, Black Americans, 8 

and Hispanic Americans.25 A quarter of households reported reducing or forgoing food or 9 

medicine to pay energy costs, which increased from twenty percent in 2020.26 Thirteen 10 

percent of respondents reported leaving their homes at unhealthy temperatures due to the 11 

high cost of their energy bills, which also increased from just ten percent in 2020.27  12 

  Dr. Henderson’s Customer Insights Brief confirms that these national findings 13 

apply to PSE’s customers. Almost all of the interviewees described conditions in which 14 

they keep their homes either too cold in winter or too hot in summer, to avoid unpayable 15 

energy bills.28 For example, Simone, who lives with a liver transplant and blood cancer, 16 

 
22 Amanda Zhou, Seattle Times, Kitsap Residents Asked to Weigh In On Ditching PSE Over 
Electric Bills (Jul. 21, 2026), https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/climate-lab/kitsap-
residents-asked-to-weigh-in-on-ditching-pse-over-electric-bills/.  
23 Henderson, Exh. CEH-1T at 32.  
24 Exh. SNS-2 at 2 (National Consumer Law Center, Energy Insecurity on the Rise: Residential 
Energy Consumption Survey (March 2026) (“Energy Insecurity on the Rise”)). 
25 Exh. SNS-2 at 3 (Energy Insecurity on the Rise). 
26 Exh. SNS-2 at 2 (Energy Insecurity on the Rise). 
27 Exh. SNS-2 at 2 (Energy Insecurity on the Rise). 
28 See Customer Insights Brief at 22-26.  

https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/climate-lab/kitsap-residents-asked-to-weigh-in-on-ditching-pse-over-electric-bills/
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/climate-lab/kitsap-residents-asked-to-weigh-in-on-ditching-pse-over-electric-bills/
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keeps her thermostat at 60 degrees, a temperature that exposes her to heightened risk of 1 

infection. Simone told Dr. Henderson that “we’re over here freezing and we’re still 2 

paying $300” per month.29  3 

Q. Are Washingtonians’ incomes keeping up with PSE’s rate increases? 4 

A. Generally, no. PSE bills are rising at a much faster rate than the incomes of many, if not 5 

most, Washingtonians. Washington’s minimum wage, which is tied to the federal 6 

Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers, increased from 7 

$13.69 in 2021 to $17.13 in 2026—just 25%.30 PSE’s gas and electric bill increases of 8 

87.2% and 49.6% have greatly outpaced the increase in the minimum wage, which 9 

already falls far short of guaranteeing a person’s basic necessities, according to the 10 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology’s Living Wage Calculator.31  11 

  Social Security and Supplemental Security Income, which are critical income 12 

sources for seniors and disabled people and are also tied to the Consumer Price Index for 13 

Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers, have increased at similar rates to 14 

Washington’s minimum wage.32 The average Social Security payment for a retired 15 

worker was $1,658.03 in 2021 and is estimated to be $2,071 in 2026, an increase of 16 

 
29 Customer Insights Brief at 24. 
30 Exh. SNS-3 (History of Minimum Wage in Washington State). 
31 Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Living Wage Calculator, 
https://livingwage.mit.edu/states/53.  
32 Social Security Administration, Cost-of-Living Adjustment (COLA) Information for 2026, 
https://www.ssa.gov/news/en/cola/index.html (“Social Security COLA”).  

https://livingwage.mit.edu/states/53
https://www.ssa.gov/news/en/cola/index.html
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25%.33 The average Supplemental Security Income payment was $568.13 in 2021 and 1 

$736.28 in March 2026, a similar increase of 29.6%.34   2 

  Table 1 summarizes the percentage increase of these key income sources, 3 

compared to PSE gas and electric bill increases: 4 

Income/Bill Source Increase: 2021–2026 

PSE Electric Bill (900 kWh) +87.4% 

PSE Gas Bill (64 therms) +49.6% 

Social Security Average Benefit +25% 

Supplemental Security Income Average Benefit +29.6% 

Washington Minimum Wage +25% 
 5 

Q. Are the costs of other essential goods and services increasing alongside PSE’s rates? 6 

A. Yes. PSE proposes to substantially increase rates at a time when Washingtonians are 7 

seeing significant cost increases in other essentials, including health care and child care. 8 

The approximately 300,000 Washingtonians who access health insurance through the 9 

Washington Health Benefit Exchange market will see their monthly premiums increase 10 

by 21% in 2026, which follows increases of 8.18% in 2023, 8.94% in 2024, and 10.7% in 11 

2025.35 The Enhanced Premium Tax Credit, which has been critical to making the Health 12 

 
33 Exh. SNS-4 (Social Security Annual Statistical Supplement, Table 5.C2) (average payment in 
2021); Social Security COLA (average payment in 2026). 
34 Exh. SNS-5 (Supplemental Security Income Annual Statistical Supplement, Table 7.A5) 
(average payment in 2021); Exh. SNS-6 (Social Security Monthly Statistical Snapshot, March 
2026, Table 3) (average payment in 2021).  
35 Washington State Office of the Insurance Commissioner, Average 21% Rate Increase 
Approved for Washington’s 2026 Exchange Health Insurance Market (Sept. 10 2025), 
https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2025/average-21-rate-increase-approved-
(footnote continued on next page) 

https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2025/average-21-rate-increase-approved-washingtons-2026-exchange-health-insurance-market
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Benefit Exchange affordable, expired in December 31, 2025, further increasing the cost 1 

burden on those Washingtonians who cannot otherwise access health insurance.36  2 

 Deep federal cuts to Medicaid are also expected to cause severe harm to income-3 

constrained Washingtonians. The Washington State Health Care Authority projects that 4 

the State will lose billions in federal Medicaid funding between 2025-2034, and up to 5 

320,000 Washingtonians will lose their Medicaid coverage.37 These cuts will be 6 

particularly devastating for Washington’s children. In 2025, 47% of Washington’s 7 

children used Apple Health (Medicaid) as their primary insurance.38  8 

The ramifications of rising healthcare costs are stark. According to the 2024 9 

Washington State Health Care Affordability Survey conducted on behalf of Fair Prices 10 

Washington and other organizations, 31% of Washingtonians live in households with 11 

medical debt, 57% of Washingtonians have avoided seeking medical treatment or 12 

 
washingtons-2026-exchange-health-insurance-market; Washington State Office of the Insurance 
Commissioner, 12 Insurers Approved for 2023 Exchange Health Insurance Market, 8.18% 
Average Rate Change (Sept. 14, 2022), https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2022/12-
insurers-approved-2023-exchange-health-insurance-market-818-average-rate-change; 
Washington State Office of the Insurance Commissioner, Average Rate Increase of 8.9% 
Approved for 2024 Individual Health Insurance Market (Sept. 13, 2023), 
https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2023/average-rate-increase-89-approved-2024-
individual-health-insurance-market; Washington State Office of the Insurance Commission, 
Average 10.7% Rate Increase Approved for 2025 Individual Health Insurance Market (Sept. 11, 
2024), https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2024/average-107-rate-increase-approved-
2025-individual-health-insurance-market.  
36 Washington State Health Care Cost Transparency Board, Annual Report, at 8-9 (Dec. 1, 2025), 
https://www.hca.wa.gov/assets/program/cost-board-annual-leg-report-2025.pdf.  
37 Washington State Health Care Authority, Medicaid in Washington State Fact Sheet (July 
2025), https://www.hca.wa.gov/assets/program/medicaid-in-washington-state-fact-sheet.pdf.  
38 U.S. Senator Maria Cantwell, February 2025 Snapshot: Medicaid Cuts Threaten WA 
Healthcare, Especially in Rural Areas (Feb. 2025), 
https://www.cantwell.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/02252025medicaidsnapshotreport.pdf.  

https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2025/average-21-rate-increase-approved-washingtons-2026-exchange-health-insurance-market
https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2022/12-insurers-approved-2023-exchange-health-insurance-market-818-average-rate-change
https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2022/12-insurers-approved-2023-exchange-health-insurance-market-818-average-rate-change
https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2023/average-rate-increase-89-approved-2024-individual-health-insurance-market
https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2023/average-rate-increase-89-approved-2024-individual-health-insurance-market
https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2024/average-107-rate-increase-approved-2025-individual-health-insurance-market
https://www.insurance.wa.gov/about-us/news/2024/average-107-rate-increase-approved-2025-individual-health-insurance-market
https://www.hca.wa.gov/assets/program/cost-board-annual-leg-report-2025.pdf
https://www.hca.wa.gov/assets/program/medicaid-in-washington-state-fact-sheet.pdf
https://www.cantwell.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/02252025medicaidsnapshotreport.pdf


Exh. SNS-1T 
Response Testimony of Shaylee Stokes 

16 
 

modified their use of prescriptions due to cost, and 63% of Washingtonians could not, or 1 

would struggle to, pay an unexpected medical bill.39 2 

Childcare costs have also increased at alarming rates. The organization Child Care 3 

Aware of Washington, using data from the Washington State Department of Children, 4 

Youth, and Families, has reported that median monthly rates for childcare surged 5 

between 2020 and 2025: 59% for infants (from $1,211 to $1,928); 65% for toddlers (from 6 

$1,040 to $1,712); and 60% for preschoolers (from $923 to $1,480).40  7 

  Though PSE does not control the cost of other essential goods and services, the 8 

Company’s energy bills do not exist in isolation. Multiple interviewees reported to Dr. 9 

Henderson that, when they cannot afford to pay all of their bills, they prioritize paying 10 

their energy bills because of the serious, immediate ramifications of disconnection, which 11 

can cut off life-sustaining medical equipment and spoil temperature controlled 12 

medication.41 Thus, PSE’s rising energy bills mean that customers are more likely to 13 

forego other necessities, particularly if the costs of those essentials are also escalating. 14 

Q. In light of the above affordability data, what primary conclusion do you want to 15 

impress upon the Commission?  16 

A. PSE’s income-constrained households literally cannot afford the outcomes of recent 17 

ratemaking trends. This is not a time for a business-as-usual approach. The Commission 18 

 
39 Fair Prices Washington, 2024 Washington State Health Care Affordability Survey (August 
2024), https://www.fairhealthpriceswa.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/Report-2024-WA-
Health-Care-Affordability-Survey.pdf.  
40 Child Care Aware of Washington, Child Care Data & Statistics, 
https://childcareawarewa.org/data-advocacy/child-care-data-statistics/.  
41 See Customer Insights Brief at 16-17, 30-31 (describing medical equipment and refrigerated 
medicine that require electricity). 

https://www.fairhealthpriceswa.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/Report-2024-WA-Health-Care-Affordability-Survey.pdf
https://www.fairhealthpriceswa.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/Report-2024-WA-Health-Care-Affordability-Survey.pdf
https://childcareawarewa.org/data-advocacy/child-care-data-statistics/
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must implement significant changes that cut and control costs for customers right now. I 1 

discuss many of these changes in the following sections. Here, I explain why the 2 

Commission should only approve an MYRP that contains deliberate cost containment 3 

mechanisms. I then briefly note that PSE’s Return on Equity (“ROE”) proposal demands 4 

heavy scrutiny. 5 

B. The Commission should reject any MYRP that does not contain deliberate 6 
 cost-containment mechanisms.  7 

In the midst of the severe affordability crisis impacting Washingtonians, PSE 8 

requests the Commission approve an MYRP without any mechanism to contain costs and 9 

protect its ratepayers from ever-increasing energy bills. Washington is now in its third 10 

round of general rate cases in which utilities have proposed MYRPs, yet there has still 11 

been no substantive discussion on MYRP cost containment strategies among utilities, 12 

stakeholders, and the Commission. Despite TEP’s sustained advocacy, the Commission 13 

has yet to issue an order, policy statement, or investigation addressing how MYRPs are, 14 

or should be, designed to provide utilities financial incentives to contain costs. That 15 

omission prejudices non-Company parties, who must respond to PSE’s MYRP proposal, 16 

and develop their own, within the short timeframe applicable to rate cases—all while 17 

addressing the other significant issues in this case. 18 

The Commission should not allow that to continue here. It should reject any 19 

MYRP that lacks a cost containment mechanism. If the Commission concludes that an 20 

effective mechanism cannot be designed in this proceeding, it should approve only a 21 

single-year rate increase and defer the MYRP design question, as the Connecticut 22 

regulator did in 2023. If, however, the Commission is prepared to adopt a mechanism in 23 

this case, it should adopt an externally indexed cap, as proposed by Public Counsel 24 
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witness Andrew Reeves—the design the literature identifies as the most effective MYRP 1 

tool for providing utilities an incentive to control costs. 2 

1. Washington’s MYRP process was designed by utilities and never 3 
revised to include cost containment mechanisms. 4 

Q. What is your understanding of the best practice for implementing MYRPs? 5 

A. Based on the literature I read, the best practice is to develop MYRP design in a 6 

collaborative policy docket before a utility files a general rate case with a proposed 7 

MYRP.42 Such processes are more inclusive and less confrontational. From TEP’s 8 

perspective, a major benefit of policy dockets is that they are less resource-intensive for 9 

parties to participate in compared to a formally adjudicated rate case. For this reason, 10 

TEP hired one of the nation’s leading consulting firms in performance-based regulation 11 

and MYRP design, Current Energy Group, to support our engagement in the PBR docket. 12 

 Regulators in other states have acknowledged that it is essential to design the ship before 13 

sailing it. In 2023, the Connecticut Public Utilities Regulatory Authority declined to 14 

approve a three-year MYRP proposed by an electric utility because the regulator had not 15 

yet completed the policy docket where it was developing its MYRP design. Instead, the 16 

regulator in Connecticut only approved a single year rate increase.43 17 

Q. Did TEP ask the Commission to address MYRP cost containment mechanisms in 18 

the PBR policy docket before this case was filed? 19 

 
42 Exh. SNS-7 at 35-36 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans). 
43 Conn. Pub. Utils. Reg. Authority, Application of the United Illuminating Company to Amend 
its Rate Schedule, Dkt. 22-08-08, Decision, at 9 (Aug. 25, 2023). 
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A. Yes.44 Then when developing the procedural schedule for this case, TEP requested that 1 

the Commission host a workshop in the PBR rulemaking to discuss cost containment 2 

mechanisms.45 TEP offered, at its own cost, to have our consultant Current Energy Group 3 

present on the report that the Oregon PUC hired them to write.46 Earlier, the NW Energy 4 

Coalition requested that the Commission develop a revenue cap as a cost containment 5 

mechanism.47 6 

Q. How did the Commission respond to these requests? 7 

A. The Commission decided not to address cost containment in the policy docket.48 Instead, 8 

the Commission pursued a policy statement on a different policy, return on PPAs49, 9 

which TEP views primarily as a utility profit mechanism. Without proactive guidance in 10 

a policy docket, the only other option left is to make proposals in a rate case. 11 

Q. What procedural barriers to the consideration of cost containment proposals exist 12 

in the way that the Commission adjudicates rate cases? 13 

A. There is an advantage given to the party that makes the first proposal. RMI describes this 14 

as the “first-mover advantage”: 15 

 
44 Dkt. U-210590, Eleventh Comments of The Energy Project on Performance-Based Regulation 
in Washington, at 14-16 (Aug. 8, 2025); see also Dkt. U-210590, Twelfth Comments of The 
Energy Project on Performance-Based Regulation in Washington, at 4-19 (Nov. 12, 2025) 
(assessing specific cost containment mechanisms). 
45 Order 03/01, Prehearing Conference Order; Notice of Hybrid Evidentiary Hearing; Notice of 
Consolidation, at ¶ 24 (May 8, 2026) (“Order 03/01”). TEP is unsure why Order 03/01 does not 
describe the request as coming jointly from Staff, TEP, and AWEC, when all three parties joined 
the request. 
46 Dkt. U-210590, TEP’s Request for Workshop on Indexed-Based Revenue Caps (Apr. 9, 2026). 
47 WUTC v. PSE, Dkts. UE-220066/UG-220067, Binz, Exh. RJB-1T, at 25-35 (July 28, 2022). 
48 Order 03/01 at ¶ 25.  
49 Dkt. U-210590, Notice of Opportunity to Comment, at 2-3 (Mar. 10, 2026). 
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Another barrier to effective [multiyear rate plan (MRP)] design is the first-mover 1 
advantage enjoyed by the party that develops the initial proposal. To address this, 2 
regulators can grant intervenors the option to submit MRP design proposals 3 
alongside the utility. Under the standard approach, the utility files first, leaving 4 
other parties to both respond to that proposal and offer their own 5 
recommendations. In investigatory proceedings, giving all parties the opportunity 6 
to submit proposals simultaneously places them on more equal footing with the 7 
utility. Without a thoughtful process, MRPs risk becoming vehicles for 8 
prioritizing utility interests, rather than tools for modernizing regulation.50 9 
 10 

TEP’s goal in requesting that the Commission consider MYRP cost-containment 11 

mechanisms in the PBR policy docket last year before this case was filed, and then again 12 

early in the schedule for this proceeding, was to provide an open forum for 13 

communication about cost containment mechanisms that could dampen the first mover 14 

advantage. 15 

Q. Has the Commission followed the best practice of developing a deliberate MYRP 16 

design, including cost containment mechanisms, before utilities file their rate cases? 17 

A. No. 18 

Q. If not, how was the current structure of the WUTC’s MYRPs developed? 19 

A. The structure of MYRPs used by the WUTC today were originally proposed by PSE and 20 

Avista in their 2022 general rate cases, and implemented in largely the same manner as 21 

the utilities requested. For example, PSE’s proposed MYRP design was approved with 22 

one change: the review period was extended to four months.51 Avista’s proposed MYRP 23 

design was approved with three changes: 1) the review period was extended to four 24 

 
50 Exh. SNS-7 at 36 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans). 
51 WUTC v. PSE, Dkts. UE-220066/UG-220067, Settlement Stipulation and Agreement on 
Revenue Requirement and all Other Issues Except Tacoma LNG and PSE’s Green Direct 
Program, at ¶ 53 (Aug. 26, 2022) (“Annual Review and Earnings Sharing. The Settling Parties 
agree to PSE’s annual review process and earnings sharing proposals discussed in the testimony 
of Susan E. Free (Exh. SEF-1Tr), except that the review period will be four months.”). 
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months, 2) if necessary, Avista would petition for refunds following the review period, 1 

and 3) refunds would occur through a separate tariff and with a specified rate spread.52  2 

Q. Was the approval of that design intended to be precedential? 3 

A. No. Both Avista and PSE’s 2022 general rate cases resulted in settlements; settlements 4 

are not designed to be precedential.53 5 

Q. Does PSE’s proposed MYRP structure in this case differ in any material ways from 6 

the structure previously adopted by the Commission? 7 

A. Yes. In the past utilities requested, and the Commission approved, an annual review 8 

process where all of the forecasted year’s capital costs merged into a single year’s 9 

“portfolio.”54 This year, PSE proposes instead using a “multiyear portfolio,” such that 10 

PSE’s management gains the discretion to move costs and investments not only between 11 

projects in an individual year, but between any project and any year of the MYRP.55 TEP 12 

objects to PSE’s proposed multiyear portfolio. It is inconsistent with the Commission’s 13 

prior practice and would further require ratepayers to foot the bill for increased spending 14 

without any cost containment mechanism.   15 

Q. Has the Commission considered alternatives to the utilities’ preferred structure for 16 

MYRPs? 17 

 
52 WUTC. v. Avista Corp., Dkts. UE-220053/UG-220054, Full Multiparty Settlement Stipulation, 
at ¶ 20 (June 28, 2022) (“Avista 2022 Rate Case Settlement”).  
53 See, e.g., Avista 2022 Rate Case Settlement at ¶ 34 (“No precedent.”) (emphasis in original). 
That TEP agreed to a non-precedential settlement four years ago does not mean that the current 
practice should continue unchanged. 
54 See Free, Exh. SEF-1T at 4-5. 
55 Free, Exh. SEF 1T, at 6:21-8:24; PSE Response to TEP Data Request 028. 
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A. No, to my knowledge there is no Commission order, policy statement, or investigation 1 

that discusses how MYRPs are or should be designed to provide utilities financial 2 

incentives to contain costs.  3 

 Put simply, the current structure of MYRPs was not deliberately established by the 4 

Commission through a review of best practices, instead the Commission continues to rely 5 

on forecasted rates as proposed by the utilities in their 2022 general rate cases. In 6 

Washington’s design of MYRPs, PSE and Avista clearly have benefited from the first 7 

mover principle in each of the three general rate cases filed since the MYRP law was 8 

enacted. 9 

Q. Is it important for the Commission to deliberately design MYRP structures? 10 

A. Absolutely, otherwise MYRPs may be worse than traditional cost of service regulation 11 

(“COSR”). As RMI explained in Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans: 12 

Many MRPs in the United States are being implemented in ways that stray far 13 
from the original design principles. In some cases, states or utilities have adopted 14 
other cost-recovery approaches that are dubbed MRPs but that do not meet the 15 
quintessential criteria of an MRP. The result can range from MRPs with 16 
substandard incentives for operational efficiency to MRPs that are worse than 17 
traditional COSR.  18 
 19 
This pattern of MRPs lacking sufficient cost-containment features is the 20 
motivating driver of this report. MRPs are not necessarily performance-based, and 21 
the mere existence of an MRP will not automatically encourage a utility to 22 
operate efficiently.56 23 
 24 

The Oregon PUC Report similarly notes that cost containment is not an automatic 25 

outcome of using MYRPs, but requires a purpose-built design.57 As I describe above, 26 

 
56 Exh. SNS-7 at 5 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans). 
57 Exh. SNS-8 at 47 (Oregon PUC Report) (“To support the specific objectives for cost 
containment and affordability, in the context of their many disparate influences inside and 
outside the regulatory framework, MRPs can be a useful tool, but only if purpose-built for those 
aims and when supported by other elements of a constructive policy and market paradigm.”). 
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PSE’s electric rates have risen 87.4% since the WUTC implemented PSE’s preferred 1 

method of MYRP. In hindsight, that is unsurprising considering the MYRP design had no 2 

cost containment mechanism. 3 

Q. To deliberately select an MYRP design, what options should the Commission 4 

consider? 5 

A. The literature identifies three types of MYRPs. I describe them in the next section. 6 

2. A Primer on MYRPs. 7 

Q. How has the literature you reviewed categorize MYRPs? 8 

A. The Oregon PUC Report describes three basic categories of MYRPs: externally-indexed 9 

cap, formula-based, and forecasted. In practice, often a hybrid design is used that 10 

combines elements from different categories.58 11 

There is some debate in the literature concerning whether formula-based rates even meet 12 

the criteria for a MYRP or not.59 I discuss this and describe each category of MYRP in 13 

more detail below. 14 

(a) Externally indexed cap MYRPs. 15 

Q. Please describe externally indexed cap MYRPs. 16 

A. Cap MYRPs follow a two-step process. First, a target revenue amount is set for the first 17 

year. The first year’s target revenue amount can be set in various ways, including 18 

historical or future costs.60 Next, after the first year, annual adjustments to revenue or 19 

price are made based on external indexes, such as those tied to inflation. 20 

 
58 Exh. SNS-8 at 7 (Oregon PUC Report). 
59 Exh. SNS-7 at 10-11 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans). 
60 Exh. SNS-8 at 8 (Oregon PUC Report). 
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Q. What jurisdictions use externally indexed cap MYRPs? 1 

A. According to the Oregon PUC Report, Alberta, Connecticut, and Hawaii.61 Additionally, 2 

Massachusetts, Great Britain, and North Carolina incorporate caps into their MYRP 3 

design.62 4 

Q. What are the benefits and drawbacks of index-based cap MYRPs? 5 

A. According to the literature I reviewed, externally-indexed cap MRPs are “recognized for 6 

centering cost containment and affordability considerations while remaining flexible to 7 

other performance objectives.”63 Below please find slide 31 from the Oregon PUC 8 

Workshop, which includes a summary of the benefits and drawbacks of index-based cap 9 

MYRPs.64 10 

 11 

 
61 Exh. SNS-8 at 11 (Oregon PUC Report). 
62 Exh. SNS-8 at 11 (Oregon PUC Report). 
63 Exh. SNS-8 at 7 (Oregon PUC Report). 
64 Exh. SNS-9 at 31 (Oregon PUC Report Presentation). 
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Q. Do you have any observations about the benefits and drawbacks listed in the slide 1 

above? 2 

A. Yes. The central purpose of regulation is to align shareholder incentives with ratepayer 3 

interests. Index-based caps do this by creating a link between utility cost savings and 4 

greater shareholder profits, and that link benefits customers in the long term. Fixing 5 

Multiyear Rate Plans explains that: “All else being equal, an index-based formula is 6 

likely to lead to greater efficiency improvements because it escalates revenues based on 7 

circumstances outside of the influence of the utility.”65 8 

The Oregon PUC Report goes into more detail, explaining that  9 

the utility's profit motive compels it to seek cost savings and operational 10 
efficiencies during the term of the multi-year plan. The difference, or margin, 11 
between costs and revenue can be retained by the utility as profit ([subject to] 12 
Earnings Sharing Mechanisms); thus, the lower the utility’s costs, the higher its 13 
profit margin.66  14 
 15 
One drawback of index-based caps is the complexity involved in setting the 16 

externally-based adjustment factors. I acknowledge that designing a new form of MYRP 17 

is not an easy task. Nor, however, is it easy to administer multiple forecasted test years 18 

and annual MYRP review processes. For example, in 2026 the UTC and parties will 19 

consider rate cases from Avista (4-year forecast), Cascade (2-year forecast),67 NW 20 

Natural (3-year forecast), and PSE (3-year forecast). Also in 2026, the Commission will 21 

hold annual MYRP review processes that involve a retrospective review of one year of 22 

costs for Avista, Cascade, PSE, and PacifiCorp. That means that in a single year, the 23 

 
65 Exh. SNS-7 at 16 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans). 
66 Exh. SNS-8 at 8 (Oregon PUC Report). 
67 WUTC v. Cascade Nat. Gas, Dkt. UG-260127, Sievert, Exh. SAS-1T, at 8:2-5 (May 29, 2026).  
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Commission will be required to review 12 utility-years of forecasted rates in general rate 1 

cases, along with 4 utility-years of retrospective costs in the annual review process, 2 

totaling 16 utility-years’ worth of cost data.  3 

Considering this, using an index-based cap, where the Commission only reviews 4 

one year’s worth of rates and then sets escalation factors in general rate cases, would 5 

probably require less work than continuing to scrutinize utilities’ multiyear forecasts.68 6 

Q. On the topic of workload, how would PSE’s proposal to use a multiyear portfolio 7 

impact parties’ workload? 8 

A. Under PSE’s proposal, the Company would continue to file annual reports, which they 9 

expect parties to expend time and effort reviewing. However, those annual reviews would 10 

become largely irrelevant and likely not worth intervenor’s time because “the 11 

determination of whether refunds are necessary would be made in a final compliance 12 

filing based on the cumulative portfolio results over the full MYRP period.”69 So an 13 

additional, final review process, for PSE’s investments and rates would occur after final 14 

year of the MYRP, e.g., 2030. Practically, that means that the multiyear retrospective 15 

capital review would not take place until after (i) PSE filed its next rate case, (ii) 16 

intervenors responded to PSE’s filing, and (iii) the Commission issued its final order 17 

resolving the case. By not including the final review in PSE’s next rate case, the 18 

Company designed a complex process that asks for parties and the Commission to devote 19 

even more resources to another review process. 20 

 
68 Using an index-based cap in the four general rate cases identified above, the Commission and 
parties would review only four utility-years’ worth of cost data in the general rate cases, instead 
of the 12 we have before us today. The utilities’ existing MYRP design fails to provide the 
administrative efficiency benefits available from performance-based regulation. 
69 Free, Exh. SEF-1T at 7. 
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(b) Formula MYRPs. 1 

Q. Please describe formula rates. 2 

A. According to the Oregon PUC Report, formula rates involve using actual utility costs to 3 

set rates. For example, if actual costs are higher than expected, then rates could rise, or if 4 

actual costs are lower, rates could drop. Costs are subject to prudence reviews, which 5 

typically occur in abbreviated proceedings. 6 

Q. How are index-based cap MYRPs different than formula-based rates? 7 

A. According to the Oregon PUC Report,  8 

index-based cap plans fix a revenue (or price) that the utility can collect, 9 
with adjustments permitted based on exogenous factors, while a formula 10 
rate plan fixes adjustments to endogenous utility variables such as actual 11 
costs incurred.70 12 

Q. What are the benefits and drawbacks of formula rates? 13 

A. According to the literature I reviewed, formula rates generally do not include cost-14 

containment incentives comparable to other categories of MYRPs. Some argue they are 15 

neither a “performance-based” form of regulation,71 nor meet all the criteria necessary to 16 

be considered an MYRP.72 Below please find slide 35 from the Oregon PUC Workshop, 17 

which includes a summary of formula rates.73 18 

 
70 Exh. SNS-8 at 10 (Oregon PUC Report). 
71 Exh. SNS-8 at 7, 10 (Oregon PUC Report). 
72 Exh. SNS-7 at 10-11 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans). 
73 Exh. SNS-9 at 35 (Oregon PUC Report Presentation). 
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 1 

Q. What criteria does RMI use to define a performance-based MYRP? 2 

A. RMI’s report includes three distinct criteria necessary in its definition: 3 

1. Allowed rates or revenues for each year of the plan are set independently of the 4 
utility’s own costs. 5 
2. During and after the MRP, revenues are not reconciled to match the spending 6 
that occurs during the MRP. 7 
3. A rate case moratorium is enacted for a minimum of three years.74 8 
 9 

Formula rates violate the second criteria because they true-up revenues to match 10 

spending. Forecast rates violate the first criteria because rates are entirely set using utility 11 

costs.  12 

(c) Forecasted MYRPs 13 

Q. Please describe forecasted MYRPs. 14 

A. According to the Oregon PUC Report, the primary feature of forecasted MYRPs is their 15 

 
74 Exh. SNS-7 at 10 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans). TEP understands that the first year’s rate is 
typically set using utility costs, and that in subsequent years revenues escalate based on an 
external index.  
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reliance on forecasted costs presented in a general rate case. To set future years’ revenue, 1 

the regulator receives estimates or requests for future-year rates.75 2 

Q. What jurisdictions use forecasted MYRPs? 3 

A. According to the Oregon PUC Report, the states of Maryland and Washington use 4 

forecasted MYRPs. Further, Great Britain (RIIO) and North Carolina incorporate some 5 

forecasted costs into their MYRPs.76 6 

Q. What are the benefits and drawbacks of forecasted MYRPs? 7 

A. Below please find slide 34 from the Oregon PUC Workshop, which includes a summary 8 

of benefits and drawbacks of forecasted MYRPs.77 9 

 10 

Q. Do you have any observations about the benefits and drawbacks listed in the slide 11 

above? 12 

 
75 Exh. SNS-8 at 9 (Oregon PUC Report). 
76 Exh. SNS-8 at 11 (Oregon PUC Report). 
77 Exh. SNS-9 at 34 (Oregon PUC Report Presentation). 
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A. Yes. The benefits of cost containment appear to only occur when combined with a cap, 1 

and do not occur on their own with forecasted MYRPs. In addition, the drawbacks, i.e., 2 

utility control, the allocation of risks from shareholders to customers, and information 3 

asymmetry, are considerable. For example, RMI notes that “the use of forecasts can 4 

provide an opportunity for the utility to inflate its predictions.”78 The information 5 

asymmetry between the utility and other parties, even with the benefit of structured 6 

discovery, makes identifying inflated forecasts difficult if not impossible.79 The Oregon 7 

PUC Report also notes it is a very difficult task to evaluate utility proposals in forecasted 8 

MYRPs: 9 

forecasted MRPs require network familiarity and expertise to properly judge the 10 
merits of planned investments or operating strategies, as well as a high degree of 11 
strategic decision-making to determine how much of the revenue request to 12 
approve.80 13 
 14 

RMI similarly explains that utilities’ 15 

rationale for spending tends to evolve over time, leaving regulators to play catch-16 
up with new spending justifications . . . [I]t is almost impossible for parties to 17 
determine whether utility cost savings during the MRP are a result of bona fide 18 
efficiency gains versus savings relative to an inflated forecast.81 19 

 20 

 
78 Exh. SNS-7 at 16 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans). 
79 Exh. SNS-7 at 33 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans) (“The utility will always have more technical 
knowledge and information than the regulator and intervenors.”) (citing Kenneth Costello, Multi-
Year Rate Plans are Better than Traditional Ratemaking: Not So Fast,” The Electricity Journal 
36, No. 2-3 (2023), https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S10406190230).  
80 Exh. SNS-8 at 14 (Oregon PUC Report) 
81 Exh. SNS-7 at 16 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans). 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S10406190230
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RMI further observes that when using forecasted MYRPs, customers bear the risk that the 1 

utility should otherwise bear as the entity with decision-making control, resulting in an 2 

imbalanced distribution of risks.82  3 

Q. Are you aware of any recent developments concerning the use of forecasted MYRPs 4 

in the United States? 5 

A. Yes. On May 12, 2026, Maryland Governor Wes Moore signed House Bill 1532, titled 6 

Utility RELIEF (Reducing Energy Load Inflation for Everyday Families) Act into law.83 7 

This law temporarily prohibits Maryland’s Public Service Commission (PSC) “from 8 

approving a requested rate increase that is based on a forecasted test year until at least 9 

April 1, 2027, while the PSC conducts a proceeding to determine whether this alternative 10 

form of ratemaking is ‘in the best interests of and protects ratepayers.’”84 As a result, 11 

Maryland utility Pepco withdrew its pending rate case using forecasted MYRPs.85 12 

Accordingly, Maryland will not use forecasted MYRPs again in the near-future. 13 

Q. What type of MYRP did the Commission approve for Avista and PSE in their 2022 14 

and 2024 general rate cases? 15 

A. Washington’s system most closely resembles the description of a forecasted MYRP; 16 

utilities’ proposals include multiple forecasted test years.   17 

 
82 Exh. SNS-7 at 14 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans). 
83 2026 Md. Laws ch. 353, 
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2026RS/chapters_noln/Ch_353_hb1532E.pdf.  
84 Maryland Office of People’s Counsel, Following passage of Utility RELIEF Act, Pepco 
withdraws pending forecasted test year proposal (April 21, 2026), 
https://content.govdelivery.com/accounts/MDOPC/bulletins/413e79e.  
85 Id. 

https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2026RS/chapters_noln/Ch_353_hb1532E.pdf
https://content.govdelivery.com/accounts/MDOPC/bulletins/413e79e
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3. Today’s Affordability Crisis Demands a Structural Solution that 1 
Imbeds Performance-Based Regulation’s Hallmark Incentive for Cost 2 
Containment.  3 

Q. What is your conclusion concerning MYRP design in Washington? 4 

A. Based on review of the contemporary MYRP literature and recent developments in other 5 

states, TEP is increasingly convinced (and very concerned) that Washington is operating 6 

within an incomplete and flawed MYRP model. Our conclusion is that immediate change 7 

is necessary to avoid customer harm. The Forecasted MYRP design that the utilities 8 

proposed and the Commission approved do not include any cost containment 9 

mechanisms. That is inconsistent with the affordability outcomes that are a key aspect of 10 

performance-based regulation.86 Put simply, an MYRP without a cost containment 11 

mechanism is unaffordable, unfair to ratepayers, inconsistent with the goals of 12 

performance-based regulation, and against the public interest. 13 

Q. What do you recommend concerning MYRP design? 14 

A. The Commission should not approve another multiyear rate plan without a cost 15 

containment mechanism. Washington is facing a severe affordability crisis requiring 16 

immediate action. Even approving a two- or three-year MYRP without cost containment 17 

would delay the implementation of such a mechanism until, at least, 2029 or 2030. If the 18 

Commission believes that an effective cost containment mechanism cannot be designed 19 

during the pendency of this rate case, the Commission should not approve an MYRP. 20 

 
86 Exh. SNS-8 at 46-47 (Oregon PUC Report) (describing Core MYRP Design Standards as 
including (1) a three year plan, (2) a revenue cap, (3) indexed adjustments for exogenous costs, 
(4) a capital funding mechanism, (5) limited use of trackers, (6) mechanisms to prevent service 
degradation, and (7) balanced risks and benefits to shareholders and customers). 
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Instead, like the Connecticut Public Utilities Regulatory Authority,87 the Commission 1 

should approve only a single year rate increase and defer deciding on the design of an 2 

MYRP while the Commission, Staff, the utilities, and stakeholders craft an effective 3 

MYRP structure.88 In addition, if not implementing a cost-containment mechanism in this 4 

case, its order resolving this case should establish a process for PSE’s next rate case that 5 

allows other parties to make their own proposals for MYRP cost containment 6 

mechanisms within eight weeks of PSE’s initial filing, before response testimony is 7 

typically due.89 That will dilute PSE’s advantage as the first mover by allowing early 8 

proposals from other parties focused on affordability. 9 

If the Commission is ready to implement a cost containment mechanism in this 10 

case, it should adopt an externally indexed cap, as proposed by Public Counsel witness 11 

Andrew Reeves—the mechanism the literature identifies as the most effective tool for 12 

controlling utility costs. 13 

C. The Commission should closely scrutinize PSE’s proposed Return on Equity 14 
 to protect customers from another excessive rate increase. 15 

 
87 Conn. Pub. Utils. Reg. Authority, Application of the United Illuminating Company to Amend 
its Rate Schedule, Dkt. 22-08-08, Decision, at 9 (Aug. 25, 2023) (“In the present case, the 
Company’s proposed multi-year rate plan would expire on August 31, 2026, over two years after 
the Authority completes its examination of multi-year rate plans in Docket No. 21-05-15RE01. 
As such, even if the COSS proffered in this proceeding was sufficient to support a finding that 
the Company’s proposed three-year rate plan was just and reasonable, it would be premature to 
approve the Company’s multi-year rate plan while consideration of how to effectively structure 
such a tool in furtherance of a statutory directive is actively under consideration by the 
Authority. Furthermore, the General Assembly, in requiring PURA to establish a proceeding by 
June 2021, clearly evinced its intention to have a PBR framework implemented post haste. In 
conclusion, the Authority declines to approve the Company’s proposed three-year rate plan and 
instead approves an amended rate schedule effective September 1, 2023.”) (citations omitted)). 
88 The MYRP law requires utilities to propose multiyear rate plans but it does not require the 
Commission to approve them. RCW 80.28.425(1). 
89 Exh. SNS-7 at 36 (Fixing Multiyear Rate Plans). 
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Q. What are your concerns about PSE’s proposed Return on Equity? 1 

A. My primary concern is that PSE’s proposed ROE will harm low-income customers by 2 

adding to their severe energy burdens. I am not an expert in the field of setting utility 3 

profit margins, but I know that setting a fair ROE is one lever the Commission can use to 4 

benefit all customers. Because of the significant increase PSE seeks in this case, I urge 5 

the Commission to apply heavy scrutiny to the ROE lever. The Commission’s decision 6 

will impact the entire PSE customer base, including low-income customers.   7 

Q. Apart from general ratemaking principles that require the Commission to ensure 8 

that rates are just and reasonable, what observation can you offer about PSE’s 9 

Return on Equity?  10 

A. The Commission should keep in mind that PSE’s current authorized rate of return 11 

exceeds the return the Commission has authorized in other cases. In PSE’s last general 12 

rate case, the Commission authorized a rate of return of 7.52% in 2025 and 7.64% in 13 

2026.90 In contrast, for other utilities in Washington, the Commission recently authorized 14 

rates of return between 7.15% and 7.32%.91 It is hard to believe that PSE’s risk profile 15 

differs from that of other Washington utilities enough to warrant a 32 to 49 basis point 16 

difference in authorized ROE. PSE ratepayers have already shouldered the burden of that 17 

elevated rate of return, and in light of the Company’s drastic rate increases since 2021, 18 

the Commission should seriously consider decreasing the rate of return in this case. 19 

 
90 PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 at ¶ 109. 
91 See WUTC v. Avista Corp., Dkts. UE-240006/UG-240007, Final Order 08 at ¶ 520 (Dec. 23, 
2024) (7.32%); WUTC v. Northwest Nat. Gas Co., Dkt. UG250610, Partial Multiparty 
Settlement Stipulation, at ¶ 14 (Mar. 23, 2026) (7.15-7.22%); WUTC v. Cascade Nat. Gas Corp., 
Dkt. UG-240008, Order 05, at ¶ 36 (Feb. 24, 2025)  (7.185%); WUTC v. Pacificorp, Dkts. UE-
230172/210852, Order 08/06 at ¶ 38 (Mar.19, 2024) (7.29%). 
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IV. The Commission should reject PSE’s proposal to increase the monthly electric and 1 
gas residential customer charges. 2 

Q. Please summarize PSE’s proposal to increase the residential customer charges. 3 

A. PSE proposes to increase the monthly customer charge for Schedule 7 residential electric 4 

service from the current charge of $7.49 to $12.50 in Rate Plan Year 1; from $12.50 to 5 

$15.00 in Rate Plan Year 2; and from $15.00 to $20.00 in Rate Plan Year 3.92 That 6 

amounts to an overall increase of 167% between Year 1 and Year 3. PSE also proposes to 7 

increase the monthly customer charge for Schedule 23 residential gas customers from 8 

$14.00 to $18.12 for all three years of the rate plan, an overall increase of 30%.93  9 

 For low-income electric and gas customers enrolled in the BDR, PSE proposes a 10 

40% discount that will apply to the customer charge independent of other discounts.94 11 

This means that in Rate Plan Year 3, electric BDR customers will pay a monthly charge 12 

of $12.00 and gas BDR customers will pay a monthly charge of $10.87. 13 

A. Increasing the residential customer charges will impose disproportionate 14 
harms on low-income customers.  15 

Q. How do you evaluate PSE’s proposal to increase the customer charges and provide a 16 

discount to low-income ratepayers enrolled in the BDR? 17 

TEP has long criticized PSE’s proposals to increase the basic charge on the grounds that 18 

such increases impose undue harms on low-income ratepayers. I appreciate that PSE has 19 

responded to those critiques by including discounts for BDR customers on both the 20 

electric and gas charges. These discounts represent a genuine step in the direction of 21 

 
92 Mickelson, Exh. CJM-1T at 58:1-13.  
93 Taylor, Exh. JDT-4T, Residential Bill Impacts. 
94 See Hutson, Exh. THT-1T at 47:17-48:5.  
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treating low-income customers equitably. Indeed, even as I otherwise critique PSE for 1 

failing to fully embrace equity, I commend the Company for taking the needs of BDR 2 

customers into account when designing the customer charge proposal. 3 

 However, the inclusion of discounts for BDR customers does not justify PSE’s 4 

proposed increases. According to PSE’s data, only 15% of customers whose income 5 

makes them eligible for the BDR are actually enrolled in the program.95 This means that 6 

absent BDR enrollment increases, 85% of low-income customers will not benefit from 7 

the proposed discount. Like non-low-income customers, low-income customers not 8 

enrolled in the BDR will see an 167% increase for the electric basic charge and 30% for 9 

the gas basic charge. Moreover, even with the 40% discount, low-income electric 10 

customers enrolled in the BDR will pay a $12 monthly charge in Rate Plan Year 3, a 60% 11 

increase over the current charge of $7.49.  12 

Q. Do increases in fixed charges like PSE’s customer charge affect low-income 13 

customers differently than other customers? 14 

A. Yes. Low-income customers will be disproportionately harmed by increases in the 15 

customer charges because energy use is generally correlated with income. That is, low-16 

income customers typically use less energy than other customers, so shifting costs away 17 

from volumetric rates will disproportionately increase their bills. Increasing customer 18 

charge will further harm low-income customers by impeding their ability to respond to 19 

higher bills by reducing their consumption. 20 

 
95 Exh. SNS-10 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 035). As of December 2025, 726,299 
customers were eligible for the BDR, but only 108,854 were enrolled. 
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Q. What data supports your conclusion that low-income customers tend to use less 1 

energy than higher-income customers? 2 

A. As TEP has demonstrated in other proceedings, numerous data sources illustrate that low-3 

income customers tend to use less energy than higher-income customers.96 The U.S. 4 

Department of Labor’s annual Consumer Expenditures Survey (“CEX”), which provides 5 

data on natural gas and electricity expenditures by income level, is particularly 6 

instructive. Tables 2 and 3 below include data from the CEX organized by two measures 7 

of income: absolute dollars and deciles.97            8 

Table 2. Electricity Expenditures by Income (2024) 
(Consumer Expenditures Survey Tables 1203 and 1110) 

Less 
than 

$15,000 

$15,000 
to 

$29,999 

$30,000 
to 

$39,999 

$40,000 
to 

$49,999 

$50,000 
to 

$69,999 

$70,000 
to 

$99,999 

$100,000 
to 

$149,999 

$150,000 
to 

$199,999 

$200,000 
and 

more 

$1,129 $1,376 $1,589 $1,715 $1,735 $1,887 $2,020 $2,185 $2,485 

Lowest 
10 

percent 

Second 
10 

percent 

Third 
10 

percent 

Fourth 
10 

percent 

Fifth 
10 

percent 

Sixth 
10 

percent 

Seventh 
10 

percent 

Eighth 
10 

percent 

Ninth 
10 

percent 

Highest 
10 

percent 

$1,181 $1,373 $1,612 $1,736 $1,752 $1,873 $2,016 $2,029 $2,197 $2,557 

 9 

 
96 See WUTC v. Northwest Nat. Gas Co., Dkt. UG-250610, Stokes, Exh. SNS-1T at 13-18 (Jan. 
26, 2026); WUTC v. Cascade Nat. Gas Corp., Dkt. UG-240008, Stokes, Exh. SNS-1T at 46:13- 
47:4 (Sept. 25, 2024); WUTC v. Avista Corp., Dkts. UE/UG-240006/07, Colton, Exh. RDC-1T at 
64-77 (July 3, 2024); PSE 2024 Rate Case, Colton, Exh. RDC-1T at 62-74 (Aug. 6, 2024); PSE 
2022 Rate Case, Pfeiffer-Rosenblum, Exh. APR-1T at 14-15 (Dec. 8, 2022). 
97 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Expenditures Surveys, Tables 1110 and 1203 (2024) 
(Table 1110: https://www.bls.gov/cex/tables/calendar-year/mean-item-share-average-
standarderror/cu-income-deciles-before-taxes-2024.xlsx) (Table 1203: 
https://www.bls.gov/cex/tables/calendar-year/mean-item-share-average-standard-error/cu-
income-before-taxes-2024.xlsx).  

https://www.bls.gov/cex/tables/calendar-year/mean-item-share-average-standarderror/cu-income-deciles-before-taxes-2024.xlsx
https://www.bls.gov/cex/tables/calendar-year/mean-item-share-average-standarderror/cu-income-deciles-before-taxes-2024.xlsx
https://www.bls.gov/cex/tables/calendar-year/mean-item-share-average-standard-error/cu-income-before-taxes-2024.xlsx
https://www.bls.gov/cex/tables/calendar-year/mean-item-share-average-standard-error/cu-income-before-taxes-2024.xlsx
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Tables 2 and 3 show that as income (whether measured in absolute dollars or deciles) 1 

decreases, household electricity and natural gas expenditures decrease. 2 

Q. How does the fact that lower-income customers use less energy prove that PSE’s 3 

customer charge increase will disproportionately harm these customers?  4 

A. PSE’s higher customer charge will result in low-usage customers paying more of their 5 

bill towards the customer charge than higher-usage customers. A higher customer charge 6 

means more of a customer’s bill is not dependent upon usage, which impedes the ability 7 

of low-income customers to control their energy bills by reducing their usage. Because 8 

low-income users tend to use less energy than average, PSE’s proposal will benefit 9 

higher-income customers at the expense of low-income customers. 10 

Q. What do you mean when you refer to low-income customers’ efforts to control their 11 

energy bills by reducing usage? 12 

A. Customers who have recently faced energy insecurity are more likely to forego spending 13 

on necessities, avoid using heat in their home despite cold temperatures, and take other 14 

Table 3. Natural Gas Expenditures by Income (2024) 
(Consumer Expenditures Survey Tables 1203 and 1110) 

Less 
than 
$15,000 

$15,000 
to 
$29,999 

$30,000 
to 
$39,999 

$40,000 
to 
$49,999 

$50,000 
to 
$69,999 

$70,000 
to 
$99,999 

$100,000 
to 
$149,999 

$150,000 
to 
$199,999 

$200,000 
and 
more 

$230 $322 $373 $436 $438 $480 $553 $655 $806 

Lowest 
10 
percent 

Second 
10 
percent 

Third 
10 
percent 

Fourth 
10 
percent 

Fifth 
10 
percent 

Sixth 
10 
percent 

Seventh 
10 
percent 

Eighth 
10 
percent 

Ninth 
10 
percent 

Highest 
10 
percent 

$226 $350 $372 $449 $425 $491 $540 $569 $668 $834 
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potentially dangerous measures to avoid high energy bills.98 Research indicates that low-1 

income households seek to reduce bills by closing off parts of their homes, lowering 2 

heating temperatures, or substituting ovens or stoves to heat their homes. By “reducing 3 

usage,” I refer not just to energy efficiency improvements like weatherization, but to 4 

these risky measures as well.   5 

 The National Energy Assistance (“NEA”) survey, published by the NEA 6 

Directors Association, provides detail on what kinds of actions low-income customers 7 

take to reduce energy bills they can’t afford, and how often they do so.99 Between one in 8 

three and one in five low-income customers (ranging between 0% and 150% of the 9 

federal poverty line close off parts of their home in at least some months.100 One in four 10 

households below 50% of the federal poverty line reduce the temperature in their homes 11 

to unsafe or unhealthy levels in at least some months.101 At least one out of ten low-12 

income customers use their kitchen stove or oven to heat their homes.102 Households 13 

under 50% of the federal poverty line are the most likely to take these actions almost 14 

every month. Table 4 below illustrates the findings of the NEA survey: 15 

 
98 Exh. SNS-11, Sanya Carley et al., Behavioral and Financial Coping Strategies Among 
Energy-Insecure Households, 119 Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, at 2-4 (No. 
36, 2022) (“Coping Strategies”). 
99 See NEA Directors Association, 2018 National Energy Assistance Survey Final Report, 
Apprise, Inc. (Dec. 2018) https://neada.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/liheapsurvey2018.pdf 
(“NEA Survey”).   
100 NEA Survey at 20 (tbl.IV-7C). 
101 NEA Survey at 22 (tbl.IV-8C). 
102 NEA Survey at 23 (tbl.IV-9C). 

https://neada.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/liheapsurvey2018.pdf
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Table 4. Energy Reduction Actions in Response to Inability-to-Pay 
by Range of Federal Poverty Level 

(each attributed to “not having enough money to pay energy bill”)103 

 Closed Off Part of Home 
Kept Temp at Unsafe or 
Unhealthy Level 

Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to 
Heat 

 0-50% 
51-
100% 

100-
150% 0-50% 

51-
100% 

100-
150% 0-50% 

51-
100% 

100-
150% 

Almost every 
month 

10% 14% 7% 8% 3% 3% 1% 1% 1% 

Some months 24% 13% 14% 18% 12% 10% 14% 11% 8% 

1 – 2 months 12% 10% 11% 7% 8% 9% 22% 19% 14% 

Never / No 54% 63% 67% 67% 76% 76% 63% 69% 77% 

Don’t 
know/refused 

0% 0% <1% 0% 1% 2% 0% 0% 1% 

 1 

As Table 4 shows, low-income customers frequently take unsafe and unhealthy actions to 2 

reduce utility bills. The academic literature provides ample support for this finding,104 as 3 

do public comments in recent Commission proceedings.105 In light of the existing 4 

research, it is not surprising that several of the PSE customers Dr. Henderson interviewed 5 

reported taking similarly drastic actions to reduce utility bills, including keeping their 6 

homes at uncomfortable or unhealthy temperatures and closing off significant portions of 7 

their homes to avoid high energy bills. For example, Donna, who is 63 years old and 8 

diabetic, lets her thermostat drop to 55 degrees, a temperature unsafe for someone with 9 

 
103 NEA Survey at 20, 22, 23. 
104 See, e.g., Coping Strategies at 5; Shuchen Cong et al., Unveiling Hidden Energy Poverty 
Using the Energy Equity Gap, 13 Nature Comms. (No. 2456, 2022)). 
105 See, e.g., WUTC v. Avista Corp., Dkts. UE/UG-240006/07, Exh. BR-1, Public Comment 
Exhibit, Attach. 2 at 4 (Oct. 8, 2024) (customer describing not using heat in winter “until I’m 
very chilled” and not using air conditioning in summer despite 100-degree heat). 
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her medical condition.106 Instead of central heating, Donna uses a single $20 space heater 1 

to warm up canvas-partitioned areas of her 420 square-foot studio apartment.107  2 

 It is unreasonable and inequitable for PSE to make it even more difficult for low-3 

income households like Donna’s to reduce their bills when those households must already 4 

resort to heating their homes (or only a portion of their homes) using their kitchen stove 5 

or oven, or to keeping their homes at unsafe temperatures because they cannot afford to 6 

pay their bills. PSE’s proposal to increase the monthly customer charge makes a higher 7 

proportion of energy bills unavoidable, resulting in less flexibility for low-income 8 

customers who already take drastic measures to cut costs. The somber reality is that these 9 

low-income customers’ experiences illustrate that they cannot afford not to take these 10 

measures. Thus, increasing the customer charge will likely incentivize more intense 11 

usage reduction measures, increasing risks to the most vulnerable customers in PSE’s 12 

service territory. 13 

B. PSE’s arguments in favor of increasing the customer charges are 14 
 unconvincing.  15 

Q. How does PSE justify the proposal to increase the electric and gas residential 16 

customer charges? 17 

A. PSE claims that increasing the electric charge “addresses the growing gap between actual 18 

customer-related costs and the customer charge, which has remained largely unchanged 19 

for nearly fifteen years despite significant investments in reliability and 20 

modernization.”108  21 

 
106 Customer Insights Brief at 6. 
107 Customer Insights Brief at 6, 
108 Mickelson, Exh. CTM-1T at 59:17-20.  
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Q. How do you respond to these arguments? 1 

A. I do not find them persuasive. PSE ignores that the customer charge was a fully litigated 2 

issue in the Company’s last rate case, where the Commission rejected PSE’s proposal to 3 

increase the charge to $12.66 over the course of the MYRP.109 As the Commission 4 

explained in that case, customer charges “should include only direct costs such as 5 

metering and billing.”110 The Commission cited Staff witness Watkins’s analysis 6 

showing that PSE’s sought to recover “a multitude of general and overhead expenses that 7 

are not required to connect nor maintain a customer’s account,” including plant, 8 

depreciation, and administrative and general expenses.111 To the Commission, these 9 

indirect costs made PSE’s proposed customer charge “overinflated.”112  10 

  In short, just because the customer charge has not changed in 15 years does not 11 

mean that the Commission must increase it now. In January 2025, the Commission 12 

determined that PSE’s existing charge of $7.49 was cost-based, reasonable, and in the 13 

public interest. Given the Commission’s recent conclusions and my testimony concerning 14 

the impacts on low-income customers, it is unreasonable to approve PSE’s request to 15 

increase the electric customer charge to $20. 16 

Q. Do you have anything else to highlight about PSE’s electric customer charge?     17 

A. Yes. Since the last time PSE increased the electric customer charge, nearly all of PSE’s 18 

costs have expanded dramatically. For example, an electric customer using 900 kWh has 19 

seen their monthly bill nearly double in just the last five years. The customer charge is a 20 

 
109 PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 ¶¶ 307, 315-16. 
110 PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 at ¶¶ 315-16. 
111 PSE 2024 Rate Case, Watkins, Exh. GAW-1T at 21-22:5 (Aug. 6, 2024).  
112 PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 at ¶ 316. 
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notable and welcome exception to PSE’s trend of consistent cost increases. Indeed, the 1 

Commission should commend PSE for keeping fixed direct costs low and providing 2 

customers the benefit of a relatively low monthly charge over the past 15 years. The 3 

Commission should not dilute that benefit just because PSE’s fixed costs have been 4 

stable, rather than increasing, over time.  5 

Q. What is your overall recommendation to the Commission?  6 

A. The Commission should adopt PSE’s proposal to provide BDR customers a discounted 7 

monthly charge. Once again, PSE deserves praise for incorporating TEP’s feedback and 8 

taking a meaningful step in the direction of energy equity. However, the Commission 9 

should not allow the Company to increase the charges. PSE’s proposal will 10 

disproportionately harm low-income customers, particularly those not enrolled in the 11 

BDR. Increasing fixed costs will make it more difficult for low-income customers to 12 

reduce their energy bills and will encourage them to engage in even more intense and 13 

risky usage reduction measures. The Commission should not allow that inequitable result.  14 

V. Regulatory accountability is the only way to ensure PSE’s commitment to equity.  15 

Q. Please summarize PSE’s general equity argument in this case. 16 

A. The Company claims it “has transformed equity from a compliance requirement into a 17 

fundamental operating principle” and has made “affordability the central equity 18 

focus.”113  19 

Q. How do you respond to PSE’s claim? 20 

A. It is difficult to reconcile PSE’s rhetorical emphasis on affordability with the dramatic 21 

rate increases that have plagued low-income and vulnerable populations in the past 22 

 
113 Hutson, Exh. TAH-1T at 5:18-22. 
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several years. As I showed above, PSE’s electric rates have increased by 87.4% and gas 1 

rates by 49.6% since 2021.  2 

  Even worse, the Company now proposes another significant increase that will 3 

only add to the burdens on ratepayers. Under PSE’s proposal, an electric customer using 4 

900 kWh per month would see their bill increase another 31%, from $179.91 to $235.65, 5 

over the MYRP.114 The Company also warns that it will ask customers to pay for 6 

additional resource procurement in the future.115 A gas customer using 64 therms per 7 

month would see their bill increase another 21%, from $105.37 to $127.33.116 In light of 8 

the proposed rate increases, I find PSE’s affordability rhetoric hollow. I urge the 9 

Commission to carefully scrutinize PSE’s proposals in this case. 10 

Q. Despite these dramatic rate increases, does PSE highlight any equity achievements? 11 

A. Yes. PSE claims numerous equity achievements, including expanded energy assistance 12 

programs like the BDR, Past Due Bill Forgiveness, HeadStart benefit programs, and a 13 

categorical eligibility partnership with the Seattle Housing Authority.117 PSE also touts 14 

its “progress” toward directing 30% of clean energy benefits to named communities.118  15 

Q. To what do you attribute PSE’s progress on these programs?  16 

A. In my view, PSE’s enhanced energy assistance programs have primarily resulted from 17 

regulatory oversight by the Commission. For example, PSE developed the BDR and Past 18 

Due Bill Forgiveness programs in response to legislative requirements and the settlement 19 

 
114 Mickelson, Exh. CTM-4, Residential Bill Impacts. 
115 Steuerwalt, Exh. MS-1T at 3:5-6. 
116 Taylor, Exh. JDT-4, Residential Bill Impacts. 
117 Hutson, Exh. TAH-1T at 5:23-26. 
118 Hutson, Exh. TAH-1T at 5:27-6:1. 
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in the Company’s 2022 rate case.119 PSE also developed the categorical eligibility 1 

partnership with the Seattle Housing Authority in response to the Commission’s order 2 

that the Company increase enrollment in low-income energy assistance programs to set 3 

number by a date certain.120 Moreover, any progress PSE has made toward providing 4 

named communities 30% of clean energy benefits has resulted from the Commission’s 5 

addition of Condition 20 to PSE’s Clean Energy Implementation Plan.121    6 

 While PSE deserves credit for creating and implementing the one-time HeadStart 7 

programs and for proposing the 40% customer charge discount without direction from the 8 

Commission, all of the Company’s ongoing energy assistance programs were created in 9 

response to regulatory requirements.  10 

Q. What do you conclude about PSE’s commitment to equity?  11 

A. PSE’s equity progress is the result of strong regulatory oversight, not corporate 12 

benevolence. The Company is better positioned to deliver on the equitable outcomes 13 

promised by Washington law because the Commission has ordered it to take equity 14 

seriously. Since neither the law nor equity principles are self-executing, the Commission 15 

should continue to have high expectations of the largest utility in the state, and require 16 

PSE to continue to expand equity-focused programs, and reduce burdens on low-income 17 

and vulnerable customers.  18 

 
119 PSE 2022 Rate Case Final Order 24/10 at ¶ 263 (approving settlement agreement). 
120 See Dkt. UG-230470, Order 01 Allowing Tariff Revisions to Become Effective Subject to 
Conditions (Aug. 3, 2023). 
121 Dkt. UE-210795, Order 08, ¶ 274-276 (June 6, 2023) (describing Condition 20 as requiring a 
greater portion of benefits to named communities than what PSE proposed).   
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VI. The Commission should order PSE should engage with the LIAC at the 1 
“Collaborate” level of the IAP2 Spectrum before proposing any changes to energy 2 
assistance programs. 3 

Q. Please describe PSE’s assessment of current energy assistance programs?  4 

A. PSE plans to redesign its current energy assistance programs to make them targeted at 5 

alleviating energy burdens. According to PSE, only one third of low-income customers 6 

with energy burdens receive assistance, and a portion of current energy assistance funds 7 

are spent on low-income customers who are not energy burdened per annualized data.122  8 

Q. Does PSE propose any concrete changes to energy assistance programs in this case? 9 

A. No. At this time, PSE has indicated only that it plans to “work with interested entities,” 10 

including the advisory groups, when redesigning the programs.123 The Commission need 11 

not take any action until that process produces a concrete proposal. 12 

Q. How do you evaluate PSE’s plan?  13 

A. TEP supports growth mindset and continuous improvement principles within program 14 

development. As such, we expect balanced analysis and refinement of PSE’s income-15 

qualified programs. In particular, TEP welcomes PSE’s intent to work with the advisory 16 

groups and notes that the LIAC will be a crucial interlocutor in the process of redesigning 17 

energy assistance programs. In PSE’s last rate case, TEP provided extensive testimony 18 

about the importance of giving the LIAC a meaningful voice in PSE’s decisions affecting 19 

low-income customers. The Commission responded by ordering PSE to “conduct 20 

 
122 See Hutson, Exh. THT-1T at 51:8-55:17.  
123 Hutson, Exh. THT-1T at 56:3-9. 
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meaningful and equitable engagement with LIAC and all the other advisory committees 1 

with which it works.”124     2 

   Here, PSE must do more than seek input from the LIAC when redesigning 3 

energy assistance programs. These programs are essential to the LIAC’s purposes, which 4 

include increasing energy assistance to and reducing energy burdens on low-income 5 

customers.125 To ensure that the redesigned programs reflect these purposes, PSE should 6 

engage with the LIAC on the “Collaborate” level of the IAP2 Spectrum. To “collaborate” 7 

means “to partner with the public in each aspect of the decision including the 8 

development of alternatives and the identification of the preferred solution.”126 9 

Q. Is there precedent for PSE to “collaborate” with the LIAC? 10 

A. Yes. In TEP’s view, PSE’s work with the LIAC when first designing the BDR rose to the 11 

level of “Collaborate.” For the eight months prior to filing the BDR tariff in 2023, PSE 12 

convened weekly and bi-weekly LIAC meetings at which members gathered 13 

requirements, aligned on purpose, presented ideas, and shared expertise on the design and 14 

delivery of energy assistance programs. PSE’s final tariff reflected LIAC members’ 15 

expertise and detailed recommendations, which allowed PSE to expand effective and 16 

equitable energy assistance programs with significant community buy-in and 17 

 
124 PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 at ¶ 160. 
125 The LIAC has four objectives: “(i) to keep customers connected to their energy service; (ii) to 
provide assistance to more customers than are currently served; (iii) to lower the energy burden 
of PSE’s HELP participants; and (iv) to collect data necessary to assess program effectiveness 
and inform ongoing policy discussion.” WUTC. v. PSE, Dkts. UE-170033 & UG-170034, 
Multiparty Settlement Stipulation and Agreement, at ¶ 107 (Sept. 15, 2017). 
126 See International Association for Public Participation, IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation 
(2018) https://iap2.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/2018_IAP2_Spectrum.pdf.  

https://iap2.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/2018_IAP2_Spectrum.pdf
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partnership.127 That collaboration set a precedent for how the Company should engage 1 

with the LIAC on energy assistance programs in the future.  2 

Q. How has PSE engaged with the LIAC since the Company’s last rate case?  3 

A. PSE has failed to engage with the LIAC at the “Collaborate” level since the last rate case. 4 

In fact, in the meetings held between March 2025 and April 2026 (the months for which 5 

PSE has provided data to TEP), PSE never engaged with the LIAC above the “Involve” 6 

level of the IAP2 Spectrum.128  7 

Q. Why is “collaboration” with the LIAC so essential?  8 

A. As TEP explained in testimony in PSE’s 2024 rate case, LIAC members have unique 9 

expertise in serving low-income customers. Meaningful engagement with the LIAC will 10 

ensure that PSE best serves those low-income customers without the need for time- and 11 

labor-intensive direction from the Commission.129 However, when TEP asked PSE to 12 

commit to “collaborating” with the LIAC on redesigning low-income programs, the 13 

Company refused.130 PSE’s refusal to partner with the LIAC belies the Company’s claim 14 

that it has “transformed” equity into a “fundamental operating principle.”131 PSE should 15 

change course and demonstrate to the Commission that it is serious about equity and 16 

procedural justice.  17 

Q. Did PSE hire a facilitator for the LIAC?  18 

 
127 See Dkts. UE-230560 & UG-230561, Comments of The Energy Project on Enhancements to 
Avista and Puget Sound Energy’s Low-Income Assistance Programs, at 4-5 (Aug. 18, 2023).  
128 Exh. SNS-12 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 012). 
129 PSE 2024 Rate Case, Stokes, Exh. SNS-1T at 12, 16 (Aug. 6, 2024).  
130 Exh. SNS-12 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 045). 
131 Hutson, Exh. TAH-1T at 5:18-22.  
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A. Yes, though TEP has been discouraged by the delay in hiring process. In rebuttal 1 

testimony in the 2024 rate case, PSE accepted TEP’s recommendation to hire a 2 

facilitator.132 But even though PSE filed that testimony in September 2024 and the 3 

Commission formalized the order to hire a facilitator in January 2025, the LIAC meetings 4 

were not professionally facilitated until March 2026, nearly 18 months after PSE agreed 5 

to hire a facilitator.133 TEP appreciates that the facilitator was selected with LIAC input 6 

and is now in place, but TEP maintains that PSE should not have allowed that much time 7 

to pass given the Commission’s order and continued emphasis on equity and procedural 8 

justice. The delay in hiring a facilitator shows that the Commission’s orders need to set 9 

specific standards for PSE’s engagement with the LIAC, even when PSE voluntarily 10 

agrees to complete a task. 11 

Q. What do you recommend to the Commission? 12 

A. The Commission should require PSE to engage with the LIAC at the “Collaborate” level 13 

of the IAP2 Spectrum when redesigning energy assistance programs. By imposing 14 

regulatory accountability, the Commission will ensure that PSE advances the goals of 15 

equity and procedural justice. 16 

VII. Within one year, PSE should translate bills, collection and disconnection notices, 17 
energy assistance applications, outage information, and service visit information 18 
into the top five non-English languages in its service territory.    19 

Q. How many PSE customers are not proficient in English?  20 

 
132 PSE 2024 Rate Case, Wallace, Exh. CLW-10T at 5:13-14 (Sept. 18, 2024). 
133 See Exh. SNS-12 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 012). 
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A. PSE estimates that approximately 275,000 residents, or 8.2% percent of the residents of 1 

the Company’s service territory, have limited English proficiency.134 PSE claims that it 2 

does not maintain the data necessary to estimate what percentage of these customers have 3 

low incomes,135 but researchers have found that individuals with limited English 4 

proficiency are more likely than native English speakers to live in poverty.136 5 

  To ensure that PSE serves non-English-speaking customers effectively, TEP 6 

asked PSE to use its customer relationship management system to track its customers’ 7 

language preference. PSE declined TEP’s initial request in advisory group meetings, so in 8 

my 2024 rate case testimony I asked the Commission to order PSE to track customers’ 9 

language preferences, provide customers information and communications in their 10 

preferred language (when available), and create a language access plan.137 PSE responded 11 

that a formal language access plan was “unnecessary” because the Company planned to 12 

“target in-language marketing communications and engagement with customers stated 13 

preferred language.”138 The Commission disagreed and ordered PSE to develop a 14 

 
134 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Responses to TEP Data Requests 042, 047). 
135 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 047). 
136 For example, the Migration Policy Institute found that 25% of individuals with limited 
English proficiency lived in households below the federal poverty line, as opposed to 14% of 
English-proficient individuals. See Jeanne Batalova & Jie Zong, Migration Policy Institute, The 
Limited English Proficient Population in the United States in 2013, 
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/journal/spotlight/limited-english-proficient-population-united-
states-2013#Poverty. 
137 See PSE 2024 Rate Case, Stokes, Exh. SNS-1T at 34-39 (Aug. 6, 2024). 
138 PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 at ¶ 183 (quoting PSE rebuttal testimony).  

https://www.migrationpolicy.org/journal/spotlight/limited-english-proficient-population-united-states-2013#Poverty
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/journal/spotlight/limited-english-proficient-population-united-states-2013#Poverty
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language access plan in consultation with the LIAC and other advisory groups.139 PSE 1 

published its Language Access Plan (“LAP”) on March 30, 2026.140  2 

Q. How does PSE track and use customer language preferences?   3 

A. As a result of TEP’s advocacy in PSE’s 2024 rate case, PSE now tracks customers that 4 

inform the Company they prefer to communicate in a language other than English.141 5 

PSE has identified the ways it collects these stated preferences: (i) requests for telephonic 6 

interpreter services, (ii) engagement with PSE’s customer outreach team, and (iii) 7 

language selection (English or Spanish) in the bill assistance applications.142 Despite 8 

PSE’s progress in collecting language preferences, I am concerned that that the Company 9 

has not undertaken sufficient efforts to reach customers who speak non-English 10 

languages on a reasonable timeline.  11 

Q. Please explain your concerns. 12 

A. TEP issued a series of data requests to better understand how PSE uses customers’ 13 

language preferences. I was encouraged that PSE’s application for service is available in 14 

seven languages through the Company’s website.143 TEP also appreciates that PSE has 15 

translated and transcreated a limited number of documents into non-English languages. 16 

For example, customers may now complete the BDR application in Spanish.144   17 

 
139 PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 at ¶¶ 183-85. 
140 Dkts. UE-240004 & UG-240005, Puget Sound Energy Language Access Plan (Mar. 30, 2026) 
(“Language Access Plan”). 
141 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 013). 
142 PSE Response to TEP Data Request 048. PSE also tracks language preferences through 
website visits, but PSE notes that this data “has limitations.” Language Access Plan at 7. 
143 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 041). 
144 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 041). 
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  But PSE has not made the BDR application available in any other language, even 1 

as the Company estimates that Spanish speakers account for only 32.6% of non-English-2 

speakers in its service territory.145 PSE has created BDR-related outreach and education 3 

materials in other languages,146 and the Company provided copies of such translated and 4 

transcreated materials to TEP.147 However, PSE confirmed that it does not mail or email 5 

these materials to non-English speaking customers in their own languages.148 In fact, 6 

PSE’s systems cannot generate or distribute translated written communications to non-7 

English-speaking customers.149 8 

  I was also discouraged to learn that the Company does not currently send bills or 9 

collection notices in any non-English language. Nor does the Company have plans to. At 10 

most, PSE indicated to TEP that it would send collection notices in Spanish at some 11 

undefined point “in the future.”150 PSE made no mention of translating bills or collection 12 

notices into any other languages.151 13 

Q. Do you have concerns about PSE’s Language Access Plan? 14 

Yes. TEP appreciates PSE’s efforts developing the LAP using input from me and other 15 

members of the LIAC. The LAP describes how the translation process works and 16 

 
145 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 042). 
146 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 041). 
147 PSE Response to TEP Data Request 023 (attaching copies of marketing materials). 
148 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 044).  
149 Dkt. U-210800, Comments of Puget Sound Energy Related to Staff’s Investigation to 
Consider Possible Changes to Customer Notice, Credit and Collection Rules, Late Fees, 
Disconnection Fees, Reconnection Fees, and Deposits, at 3 (Apr. 17, 2026). 
150 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 013). 
151 See Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Requests 005, 013). 
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provides general guidance on what documents PSE will translate. However, I am 1 

concerned that despite these positive steps forward, the LAP does not specify what 2 

documents will be translated, provide timelines for when those translation will be 3 

complete, or include a plan for PSE to modify its systems to send documents in 4 

customers’ preferred language. For these reasons, I am concerned about PSE’s ability to 5 

genuinely reach non-English-speaking customers in a timely and efficient manner.  6 

 First, I should note that the March 2026 version of the LAP significantly 7 

undercounts the number of non-English speakers in PSE’s service territory. PSE now 8 

acknowledges that approximately 275,000 residents are not proficient in English, more 9 

than twice the 129,033 non-English speakers estimated in the LAP.152 PSE explained to 10 

TEP that the significant undercount in the LAP was the result of not including customers 11 

in PSE’s gas service territory.153  12 

 PSE has not provided sufficient detail on the “essential communications” that it 13 

intends to translate and transcreate for non-English-speaking customers. The LAP 14 

indicates that PSE “aims to translate essential communications in the top three languages 15 

spoken in our service territory.”154 According to the Company, “communications are 16 

considered essential if they relate to basic services, including applications for service, 17 

program eligibility disclosures related to basic service, and PSE’s brochure outlining 18 

 
152 Compare Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 042) with Language Access Plan 
at 6-7. 
153 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 042)  
154 Language Access Plan at 10. The LAP indicates that the top three non-English languages in 
PSE’s service territory are Spanish, Chinese, and Russian. But the LAP failed to count residents 
of PSE’s gas territory. Once these residents are counted, the top three languages are Spanish, 
Chinese, and Vietnamese. Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 042).  
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customers’ rights and responsibilities.”155 PSE’s description of essential communications 1 

does not include any further detail on the documents PSE intends to provide, or when it 2 

intends to provide them. In response to TEP’s request for clarification, PSE indicated that 3 

it would not even identify essential communications until the Company conducts an 4 

assessment at some undefined point in 2026.156 PSE has not provided a date certain by 5 

which it would provide or mail any additional translations to customers with a stated 6 

language preference.  7 

Q. Has the Commission provided guidance on what documents constitute essential 8 

communications?  9 

A. Yes. The Commission has provided an open-ended definition: essential communications 10 

(which the Commission has described as “vital documents”) include but are not limited to 11 

“applications for service, informational correspondence once taking new service, and any 12 

brochure for Limited English Proficiency customers within the utility’s service territory 13 

outlining customers’ rights and responsibilities.”157 The Commission has indicated that 14 

utilities should provide publicly available translations of these documents in at least the 15 

top three non-English languages in their service territories.158     16 

Q. How should PSE determine what documents are considered essential 17 

communications? 18 

 
155 Language Access Plan at 11. 
156 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 005). 
157 Dkt. A-230217, Interim Policy Statement Regarding Procedural Justice, at ¶ 50 (May 12, 
2025) (“Interim Policy Statement Regarding Procedural Justice”). 
158 Interim Policy Statement Regarding Procedural Justice at ¶ 50. 
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A. PSE should take a broad approach to this question. As noted above, the Commission has 1 

provided an open-ended definition of essential communications, and PSE has 2 

acknowledged that documents related to “basic services” should be translated and 3 

transcreated. In TEP’s view, the term “basic services” covers more than applications for 4 

service and program eligibility disclosure. In reaching that conclusion, I remind the 5 

Commission that non-English-speaking customers are more likely to be low-income and 6 

thus more likely to need access to energy assistance programs. PSE has acknowledged as 7 

much by translating the BDR application into Spanish.  8 

 Energy assistance applications are not the only materials that non-English-9 

speakers need access to. In TEP’s experience, customers cannot make meaningful 10 

decisions about their energy use without being able to read their bills in a language they 11 

understand. Dr. Henderson’s research demonstrates that bill complexity presents a 12 

significant barrier to low-income customers, even for English speakers. At the very least, 13 

PSE should ensure that language barriers do not provide an additional, unnecessary 14 

obstacle for the approximately 275,000 PSE customers who do not speak English. In 15 

addition to bills, collection and disconnection notices, outage information, and service 16 

visit information are also inseparable from the concept of “basic services.” Without 17 

access to these materials in languages they understand, customers who do not speak 18 

English cannot take the necessary steps to ensure they remain safely connected to PSE’s 19 

energy. For example, a low-income customer should not be disconnected merely because 20 

PSE did not honor the customer’s language preference stored in the Company’s system of 21 

record when sending collection notices. Here again, PSE must take concrete action to 22 

show that its commitment to equity is more than rhetorical. 23 
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Q. What is the Commission’s role in this process? 1 

A. The Commission should provide the regulatory accountability needed to ensure PSE 2 

takes language access seriously. Without TEP’s request in PSE’s 2024 rate case, PSE 3 

would not be storing customers’ language preferences, and without the Commission’s 4 

order in that case, PSE would not have prepared the LAP.159 The LAP is a step in the 5 

right direction, despite its emerging flaws. But as explained above, much work remains 6 

before PSE can claim to be meeting the LAP’s objective of “providing non-English 7 

language services [that] ensure [PSE’s] customers can access utility information and 8 

services.”160       9 

Q. How should the Commission proceed? 10 

A. PSE needs a plan for action with deadlines. The Commission should require PSE to 11 

create translated or transcreated versions of bills, energy assistance applications, 12 

collection and disconnection notices, outage information, and service visit information in 13 

the top five non-English languages in PSE’s service territory: Spanish, Chinese, Russian, 14 

Vietnamese, and Japanese. The Commission should also require PSE to complete these 15 

translated documents by a date certain. TEP suggests one year from the date of the final 16 

order in this proceeding, which would balance the time required to translate materials 17 

with the urgency of providing over 275,000 non-English speakers with crucial 18 

information in their native languages. As I noted when discussing the hiring of a LIAC 19 

facilitator and filing of the LAP, PSE often delays in completing key equity tasks when 20 

the Commission does not provide deadlines.  21 

 
159 See PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 at ¶¶ 183-85. 
160 Language Access Plan at 3. 
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Q. How should PSE be required to provide translated essential communications to 1 

customers? 2 

A. After PSE translates or transcreates essential communications into a customer’s preferred 3 

language, the Company should mail or otherwise provide the non-English version of the 4 

bill or notice at the same time the Company mails or provides the English version. The 5 

Commission should establish a date certain by which PSE must modify its systems to 6 

mail or provide essential communications when available. 7 

Q. Is it enough for PSE to translate essential communications into the top five non-8 

English languages? 9 

A. No. Though the data on non-English speakers that PSE provided was not complete, it 10 

allowed me to conclude that approximately 75,000 PSE customers speak languages 11 

outside the top five.161 These customers need access to essential communications and 12 

services in their own languages no less than speakers of Spanish, Chinese, Russian, 13 

Japanese, and Vietnamese. In fact, TEP has learned from Community Action Agencies of 14 

large, regional significant communities of low-income customers in PSE’s service 15 

territory that speak Tagalog, Persian, Punjabi, and Somali. Translated materials and 16 

communications are essential to ensuring these customers can access basic services, 17 

particularly energy assistance programs.  18 

  TEP understands that at this time it may not be feasible for PSE to translate and 19 

transcreate all essential communications for each of these languages. But PSE should set 20 

 
161 Exh. SNS-13 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 042). I reached this figure adding up the 
total number of speakers of (i) Korean, (ii) “other Indo-European languages,” (iii) “other and 
unspecified languages,” (iv) Tagalog, (v) Arabic, (vi) French, Haitian, or Cajun, and (vii) 
“Germanic or other West Germanic languages.” 
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aside resources to work with community-based organizations to provide information 1 

about energy assistance programs in locally significant languages. In light of the dramatic 2 

increase in PSE’s rates and the low saturation rate of PSE’s energy assistance programs 3 

compared to other investor-owned utilities (“IOUs”) in the state, low-income customers 4 

not proficient in English need the same access to energy assistance programs as English 5 

speakers. The Commission should provide the regulatory accountability needed to 6 

produce this equitable outcome. 7 

VIII. The Commission should require PSE’s residential Time-of-Use program to include 8 
bill protection and provide low-income customers with the enabling technology 9 
necessary.  10 

Q. Please describe PSE’s TOU pilot and proposal. 11 

A. PSE developed a TOU pilot in accordance with the settlement in the Company’s 2022 12 

rate case. The Company now proposes to implement a permanent residential TOU rate 13 

that will prioritize income-eligible customers because these customers “demonstrated 14 

stronger conservation behaviors” in the pilot.162  15 

Q. How do you assess PSE’s proposal? 16 

A. TEP supports PSE’s efforts to deliver savings to low-income customers but has concerns 17 

about PSE’s management of the pilot and proposal for the full-scale program. These 18 

concerns center on two issues: PSE’s refusal to include bill protection for low-income 19 

customers in the full-scale program and PSE’s inadequate provision of the enabling 20 

technologies to low-income customers. Without bill protection and the adequate 21 

provision of enabling technologies, the TOU program cannot advance equity for low-22 

income customers.  23 

 
162 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 60:17-19. 
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A. PSE should be required to include bill protection for low-income customers. 1 

Q. How does PSE justify not including bill protection in the full-scale TOU program? 2 

A. During the pilot, PSE implemented a bill protection program that gave BDR customers a 3 

bill credit if their TOU charges exceeded 110% what they would have paid under 4 

standard Schedule 7 rate.163 PSE now makes several arguments in support of removing 5 

bill protection: (i) the 2022 rate case settlement only required bill protection in the pilot 6 

phase; (ii) bill protection did “not have any notable impact” on customer behavior, 7 

satisfaction, or customer bills (apart from the impact of the bill protection credit itself) 8 

during the pilot; (iii) the cost of administering bill protection through shadow billing 9 

exceeded the benefits of that protection; (iv) and low-income customers in the full-scale 10 

program will still receive bill support, including the BDR.164  11 

Q. Do you find these arguments persuasive? 12 

No, for several reasons. First, it does not matter whether 2022 rate case settlement 13 

required bill protection beyond the pilot phase. The question before the Commission is 14 

whether continuing bill protection would provide valuable protection for low-income 15 

customers against sudden, unexpected, and unreasonable bill increases if they are unable 16 

to contain their energy use during peak periods. As PSE notes, “most residential 17 

customers would pay more with TOU rates than standard rates if they did not change 18 

their behavior after joining TOU (i.e., reduce overall usage and/or shift energy usage to 19 

off-peak 10 periods).”165 In the pilot, 11% of low-income customers with bill protection 20 

 
163 August, Exh. AAA-15 at 23 (Cadmus Group report on TOU pilot). 
164 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 68:3-69:9. 
165 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 63:8-11. 
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qualified for a bill credit in the first year and 17% qualified for a credit in the second 1 

year, meaning their TOU charges exceeded 110% of what they would have paid under 2 

standard residential rates. 166 Low-income customers are the least able to withstand such 3 

bill increases, even if they receive other support from programs like the BDR. And here 4 

again, it is crucial to emphasize that 85% of  low-income customers are not enrolled in 5 

the BDR and will not have access to that support.  6 

  I also draw a different conclusion than PSE from the fact that bill protection did 7 

not have “a notable impact” on low-income customer behavior during the pilot.167 The 8 

Cadmus Group report indicates that on average, the differences in annual kilowatt-hours 9 

used and annual bill savings between customers enrolled in bill protection and customers 10 

not enrolled in bill protection were small.168 If bill protection “did not discourage 11 

participants from changing their behavior to align with peak periods,” we should expect 12 

the same in the permanent program.169 That is a reason to maintain bill protection, not 13 

remove it—it means bill protection served its purpose of protecting the subset of low-14 

income customers who ended up not being a good fit for TOU without subverting the 15 

overall success of behavioral load shifting. Therefore, removing bill protection will 16 

needlessly expose vulnerable or mismatched TOU customers to increased energy burdens 17 

if they are unable to reduce their electricity use during peak periods. 18 

Q. What are PSE’s concerns with extending bill protection from the pilot to the full-19 

scale program? 20 

 
166 August, Exh. AAA-15 at 23. 
167 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 68:16-19. 
168 August, Exh. AAA-15 at 84-85. 
169 August Exh. AAA-15 at 17. 
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A. As discussed above, PSE has argued that the costs of the pilot’s bill protection program 1 

exceeded the benefits. PSE further argues against bill protection by noting that TOU is 2 

optional and customers who are not saving money can revert to standard Schedule 7 3 

service with next-day rate changes.170 But TEP has concerns about that proposed process, 4 

which requires an affirmative step on the customer’s part and may come after the 5 

customer has already accumulated a significant bill increase or energy-related crisis. As 6 

Dr. Henderson describes, customers under financial stress often experience reduced 7 

capacity to process information and act on it.171  8 

Q. Has PSE developed more efficient ways to provide low-income customers bill 9 

protection?  10 

A. No. PSE asserts that bill protection should not continue because the first method it tried 11 

was an expensive manual process. In light of PSE’s commitment to equity, it is surprising 12 

that the Company did not brainstorm other ways to provide bill protection that address 13 

that both its concern about cost and the needs of low-income customers, and then present 14 

those ideas to TEP or the LIAC for consideration.  15 

Q. What form of bill protection do you recommend? 16 

A. Given PSE’s concerns about the administrative cost of the process used in the TOU pilot, 17 

TEP is open to different ways to achieve bill protection. For example, PSE could track 18 

customers’ consumption, and if it appeared that a customer’s bills were higher under the 19 

full-scale program that they otherwise might be, PSE could notify the customer and/or 20 

automatically disenroll them before they accumulated higher bills.  21 

 
170 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 68:20-25. 
171 See Henderson, Exh. CEH-1T at 4, 29-30.  
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 Dr. Henderson’s interviews with PSE customers reinforce TEP’s bill protection 1 

priorities. On the whole, PSE’s income-constrained customers seem very open-minded 2 

about TOU but express a near universal need for PSE to provide them with up-front and 3 

ongoing support to ensure they are saving money instead of losing it.172 4 

Q. How should the Commission proceed? 5 

A. The Commission should require PSE to proactively identify customers at risk of higher 6 

bills from TOU and act to mitigate or eliminate that risk. If necessary, the details of that 7 

protection can be decided after further collaboration with the LIAC and other TOU 8 

stakeholders. 9 

B. To allow low-income customers to realize the full benefits of the TOU 10 
program, the  Commission should require PSE to provide them enabling 11 
technologies. 12 

Q. Please describe PSE’s provision of enabling technologies during the TOU pilot? 13 

The settlement establishing the TOU pilot required PSE to “provide enabling technology 14 

to half of the low-income program participants at no cost to the low-income 15 

participant.”173 PSE claims that it met that requirement by offering smart thermostats to 16 

customers, but the Company only provided thermostats to a tiny fraction of low-income 17 

participants. PSE did not live up to the letter or the spirit of the settlement.  18 

 2,643 low-income customers participated in the TOU pilot.174 PSE only offered 19 

enabling technologies to 136 of these customers175 and only shipped smart thermostats to 20 

 
172 See Customer Insights Brief at 42-46. 
173 PSE 2022 Rate Case Final Order 24/10, App. A at ¶ 41 (emphasis added). 
174 Exh. SNS-14 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 014). 
175 Exh. SNS-14 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 026). 
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77 of those 136.176 In short, PSE offered enabling technology to only 5.1% of low-1 

income pilot participants and provided that technology to only 2.9%. I was very 2 

discouraged by that data, which shows that PSE failed to adaptively manage the program 3 

to maximize the value of the pilot to low-income customers. This is another area where 4 

PSE’s actions portray a different story than the lofty rhetoric in the Company’s testimony 5 

concerning equity.  6 

Q. How does PSE defend its failure to meet the requirement of the settlement that 7 

established the TOU pilot? 8 

A. PSE claims that it did not offer smart thermostats to the vast majority of customers 9 

because those customers did not meet PSE’s eligibility criteria.177 To receive smart 10 

thermostats, low-income customers needed to (i) have wi-fi internet, (ii) express 11 

confidence in their ability to install the thermostats, and (iii) have either central electric 12 

forced air furnaces or ducted heat pumps.178  13 

Q. Did PSE engage with the other settling parties or advisory groups in developing 14 

these screening criteria? 15 

A. No. PSE developed these criteria alone179 and when PSE learned that the criteria 16 

precluded the vast majority most low-income participants from obtaining smart 17 

thermostats, PSE did not re-evaluate them.180 Only during this case, after being prompted 18 

by TEP’s data request, did PSE explain why it only offered smart thermostats to 19 

 
176 Exh. SNS-14 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 014). 
177 Exh. SNS-14 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 014). 
178 Exh. SNS-14 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 014). 
179 Exh. SNS-14 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 025). 
180 Exh. SNS-14 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 025).  
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customers with forced air furnaces or ducted heat pumps. The Company now cites 1 

“significant practical barriers,” including the need for professional installation and 2 

manual configuration of each individual thermostat.181  3 

Q. Did PSE attempt to help low-income customers overcome the barriers that the 4 

Company identified? 5 

A. No. PSE claims that it designed the smart thermostat offering as a “DIY” measure that 6 

would not require any professional involvement.182 PSE’s approach stands in contrast to 7 

other utilities that help low-income customers install smart thermostats for similar 8 

programs at reasonable cost. For example, Sonoma Clean Power has an effort to install 9 

1,000 smart thermostats for income-eligible customers at a total cost of $400 per 10 

customer, including equipment and installation labor.183 Similarly, Avista’s TOU pilot 11 

offered professional installation services to all low-income participants.184 TEP’s earlier 12 

comments also encouraged PSE to experiment with different approaches to maximize use 13 

of enabling technologies, including hiring contractors to install the smart thermostats for 14 

low-income customers.185  15 

  PSE’s refusal to consider professional installation is even more glaring in light of 16 

the fact that two of the most commonly cited reasons customers gave for not installing 17 

 
181 PSE Response to TEP Data Request 030. 
182 PSE Response to TEP Data Request 030.  
183 Brian Martucci, Utility Dive, Sonoma Clean Power aims for 1,000 no-cost smart thermostats 
amid VPP push (June 10, 2026), https://www.utilitydive.com/news/sonoma-clean-power-aims-
for-1000-no-cost-smart-thermostats-amid-vpp-push/822515/ 
184 Dkt. UE-230212, Avista Time-of-Use Pilot Program Progress Report, at 11 (Dec. 31, 2025). 
185 Dkt. UE-250725, TEP Comments on PSE’s Time-of-Use Tariff, at 3 (Nov. 17, 2025). Despite 
ample opportunity between November 2025 and the filing of this case, PSE did not propose 
changes to the program. 

https://www.utilitydive.com/news/sonoma-clean-power-aims-for-1000-no-cost-smart-thermostats-amid-vpp-push/822515/
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/sonoma-clean-power-aims-for-1000-no-cost-smart-thermostats-amid-vpp-push/822515/
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smart thermostats were “lack of familiarity with installation” and “unsuccessful 1 

installation attempts.”186 When faced with the fact that low-income customers were not 2 

receiving enabling technologies as the settlement required, PSE should have adaptively 3 

managed the program and considered other options to help low-income customers. In 4 

fact, PSE’s failure to adaptively manage the pilot contravened the text and intent of the 5 

Clean Energy Transformation Act (“CETA”). 6 

Q. Please explain how PSE failed to comply with CETA? 7 

A. The Legislature has prioritized the “equitable distribution of energy benefits,” including 8 

to “vulnerable populations and highly impacted communities.”187 Under CETA, utilities 9 

“must . . . ensure that all customers are benefiting from the transition to clean energy.”188 10 

The settlement establishing the TOU pilot was designed to ensure this equitable 11 

distribution of benefits. The settlement recognized that even as low-income customers 12 

have fewer resources to invest in enabling technologies and installation, they need these 13 

technologies to manage electricity use during peak periods because they might not have 14 

the flexibility to manually reduce use. When PSE failed to comply with the requirement 15 

to provide enabling technologies to half of low-income participants, the Company 16 

prevented these customers from obtaining the same TOU benefits as customers who 17 

could afford to purchase and install their own enabling technologies.    18 

Q. How should the Commission address PSE’s violation of the settlement? 19 

 
186 Exh. SNS-14 (PSE Response to TEP Data Request 026).  
187 RCW 19.405.010(6). 
188 RCW 19.405.040(8). 
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A. It would be appropriate for the Commission to impose financial penalties for PSE’s 1 

violations of a settlement term adopted by Commission order. Penalties are particularly 2 

appropriate when, as is the case here, the Company failed to adaptatively manage the 3 

program to make any progress on complying with the settlement. The settlement required  4 

50% of low-income customers to receive enabling technologies and PSE did not take  5 

action to adaptatively manage the program after providing them to only 2.9%. However, 6 

instead of arguing about the appropriate level of financial penalty, I prefer to focus my 7 

efforts on ensuring better outcomes for low-income customers moving forward. 8 

Q. How should the Commission address this issue going forward? 9 

To ensure that low-income customers can obtain maximum benefit from the permanent 10 

TOU program, the Commission should require PSE to offer professional or contractor-11 

assisted installation to all low-income participants. Further, PSE should report on 12 

enabling-technology installation rates to its energy efficiency advisory group on a regular 13 

interval, allowing a forum for feedback and a place to discuss adaptative management. 14 

IX. The Commission should not allow recovery for construction work in progress. 15 

Q. What is CWIP and how is it relevant to this case?   16 

A. CWIP is an accounting method that allows utilities to include construction costs in the 17 

rate base before the property in question enters service. PSE proposes to include CWIP in 18 

the rate base for four clean energy projects (Beaver Creek 2 Wind, Lower Snake River 2 19 

Wind, Battle Butte Solar, and Schnebly Coulee Solar) and two gas-fired turbines. 20 

According to PSE, these projects collectively represent an estimated capital investment of 21 
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approximately $1.2 billion over the rate plan period.189 PSE argues that CWIP is needed 1 

to improve cash flow and reduce credit risk during the construction period.190  2 

Q. How does CWIP differ from the method the Commission typically uses?  3 

A. The Commission ordinarily uses allowance for funds used during construction 4 

(“AFUDC”) to compensate utilities for capital investments. With AFUDC, PSE would 5 

recover financing and construction costs only once the above projects entered service. 6 

Q. Please describe PSE’s CWIP proposal. 7 

A. As compared with AFUDC, PSE’s CWIP proposal would result in the Company 8 

recovering nearly $200 million more from customers over the course of the rate plan 9 

period. PSE claims that CWIP would result in lower ratepayer spending over the service 10 

lives of these projects because construction financing costs would not be capitalized.191  11 

Q. What is TEP’s position on CWIP? 12 

A. CWIP remains an untested remedy that often permits investors to collect excessive short-13 

term profits and transfers investment risks from shareholders to ratepayers. In a recent 14 

policy paper, researchers from the University of West Virginia and University of Tulsa 15 

critiqued CWIP for weakening utility cost discipline and encouraging utilities to extend 16 

construction timelines. Comparing CWIP to AFUDC, the researchers noted that the 17 

“difference in timing of cash flows creates opposite incentives: CWIP encourages 18 

spending and delays, and AFUDC rewards efficiency and speed.”192 For example, the 19 

 
189 Martin, Exh. JLM-1CT at 42:14-15. 
190 Martin, Exh. JLM-1CT at 42:14-43:14. 
191 Martin, Exh. JMT-1T at 42:8-9. 
192 Exh. SNS-15 at 4 (Jack Dorminey, et al., Manhattan Institute, The Hidden Tax on Your Power 
Bill: Construction Work in Progress (Dec. 2025)). These concerns are not partisan; the 
academics’ policy paper was published by the conservative Manhattan Institute.  
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Georgia Public Service Commission’s decision to allow CWIP for Georgia Power’s 1 

Vogtle nuclear power plant ultimately resulted in ratepayers paying $23 billion more than 2 

estimated for a project that was only completed after extensive delay.193 The Commission 3 

should not accept PSE’s arguments about CWIP’s benefits to ratepayers at face value. 4 

Q. Does TEP have equity concerns about CWIP?  5 

A. Yes. Even if CWIP would result in lower spending over the services of lives of the 6 

projects, there is no dispute that CWIP would shift the financial burden of construction 7 

from PSE’s shareholders to ratepayers, creating immediate rate increases as compared to 8 

AFUDC. For the reasons explained above, ratepayers simply cannot afford yet another 9 

increase on top of the 87% increase in electric rates in just the last five years. 10 

  Even worse, accelerating cost recovery through CWIP will be most harmful to 11 

PSE’s low-income customers. As Staff Witness McGuire observed in PSE’s last rate 12 

case, the economic literature shows that low-income customers have a lower opportunity 13 

cost of capital than other customers.194 This means that low-income customers place 14 

greater value on having an additional dollar today (as would occur under AFUDC), as 15 

opposed to perhaps having an additional dollar at some point in the future (as would 16 

occur under PSE’s optimistic CWIP projections). To see why current dollars are more 17 

valuable to low-income customers, consider that a dollar paid to PSE today is not drawn 18 

from savings, but a dollar that would otherwise be used to pay for food and medicine, pay 19 

down debt, avoid a late fee, or keep the heat on. In effect, CWIP requires low-income 20 

customers to give PSE an involuntary loan. These customers sacrifice immediate 21 

 
193 Exh. SNS-15 at 6 (The Hidden Tax on Your Power Bill: Construction Work in Progress). 
194 See PSE 2024 Rate Case, McGuire, Exh.CRM-1T at 86-94.  
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necessities in exchange for uncertain future benefits they may not reap since they may not 1 

be PSE customers by the time the CWIP projects enter service. 2 

Q. How has the Commission ruled on CWIP proposals in the past?  3 

A. The Commission allowed utilities to recover for CWIP in the 1970s and 1980s, until the 4 

Washington Supreme Court outlawed the practice as inconsistent with the “used and 5 

useful” standard. The Legislature has since amended the definition of “used and 6 

useful,”195 but Commission has not allowed recovery for CWIP in decades. In PSE’s last 7 

rate case, the Commission rejected the Company’s CWIP proposal and clarified that it 8 

will only consider CWIP in limited cases: “For guidance, we may consider projects that 9 

are (1) commercially feasible and that therefore entail less relative risk and (2) are of 10 

shorter relative duration, i.e., within the timeline of an MYRP or CEIP.”196   11 

Q. Has the Commission guaranteed that such projects will receive CWIP treatment?   12 

A. No. The Commission only ruled that they may be eligible for CWIP. Moreover, CWIP 13 

remains an unproven remedy in Washington. As the Commission noted in 2012, 14 

regulatory texts “provide little in the way of detailed guidance about how [CWIP] should 15 

be calculated or implemented.”197  16 

Q. How does PSE’s CWIP proposal address the Commission’s guidance from the 17 

Company’s last rate case?  18 

 
195 See RCW 80.04.250(2); see also Dkt. U-190531, In the Matter of the Commission Inquiry 
into the Valuation of Public Service Company Property that Becomes Used and Useful after Rate 
Effective Date, at ¶ 8 (Jan. 31, 2020) (clarifying that property is “used and useful” when placed 
into service during the rate effective period).  
196 PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 at ¶¶ 250-56. 
197 Dkts. UE-111048 & UG-111049 , Order Rejecting Tariff Sheets; Authorizing and Requiring 
Compliance Filing, at ¶ 491 (May 7, 2012).  



Exh. SNS-1T 
Response Testimony of Shaylee Stokes 

70 
 

A. PSE claims “each of the [CWIP] projects meets the Commission’s case-by-case criteria 1 

of being commercially feasible (thereby with less relative risk) and . . . of a shorter 2 

relative duration.”198 PSE notes that each of the clean energy projects for which it seeks 3 

CWIP recovery have low commercial risks and have projected commercial operation 4 

dates in 2028 and 2029.199 But even if that is the case, PSE’s testimony on this issue has 5 

not given the Commission sufficient reason to depart from the longstanding precedent of 6 

allowing recovery of costs only after projects enter service. PSE claims that CWIP is 7 

necessary to increase cash flow, but the Legislature has already provided PSE sufficient 8 

other means to achieve that objective, including MYRPs, power-cost updates, and 9 

deferred accounting.200  10 

 If PSE’s proposal for the renewable energy projects is questionable, the request to 11 

recover CWIP for the gas turbines is indefensible. PSE witness Pospisil indicates that 12 

these projects meet the timing requirement from the Commission’s 2024 guidance 13 

because they will be “fully acquired by November 2028.”201 But Pospisil elsewhere 14 

confirms that these turbines are “no longer assigned to any specific location” on PSE’s 15 

system.202 In fact, PSE has provided no confirmation of when and where the turbines will 16 

be assigned and has told Public Counsel that the turbines will likely not be completed by 17 

 
198 Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT at 115:10-12.   
199 See Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT at 115:10-116.   
200 See RCW 80.28.425, 80.28.410. 
201 Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT at 116-17. 
202 Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT at 65:5-6. 
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the end of the rate plan period.203 The Commission should not approve projects that may 1 

not enter service, let alone give those projects CWIP treatment.  2 

Q. What do you recommend to the Commission?  3 

A. The Commission should reject PSE’s proposal to recover CWIP for the projects 4 

described above. Low-income households are already suffering the effects of electric 5 

rates that have nearly doubled over the past five years. Rather than transfer additional risk 6 

to and impose higher immediate costs on these overburdened households, the 7 

Commission should heed the lessons of the Vogtle boondoggle and wait to compensate 8 

PSE until the Company’s projects are used and useful to customers. 9 

X. The Commission should reject PSE’s request for a rate of return on power purchase 10 
agreements. 11 

Q. Does PSE seek a rate of return on its power purchase agreements in this case? 12 

A. Yes, and the Commission should deny that request. PSE seeks a rate of return on $211 13 

million, $371 million, and $463 million of power purchase agreements (“PPAs”) across 14 

the three rate years, which adds $17 million in Rate Year 1, $30 million in Rate Year 2, 15 

and $38 million in Rate Year 3 to the revenue requirement at PSE’s requested rate of 16 

return.204 The qualifying PPA base grows each year, and PSE states that it may include 17 

additional PPAs “as circumstances change throughout the proceeding,” so the amounts at 18 

issue may rise further.205  19 

Q. Does PSE’s request have any precedent in terms of magnitude or rationale? 20 

 
203 PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request 289. 
204 Free, Exh. SEF-13HC (R). 
205 Free, Exh. SEF-1T at 62. 
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A. No. The Commission has never approved a PPA return of this magnitude or on the theory 1 

PSE now advances. In 2024, the Commission granted PSE a return at the cost of debt on 2 

approximately $1 million per year for three demand-response PPAs, a demand-side 3 

resource which PSE historically refused to invest in.206 The current request is roughly 4 

seventeen to thirty-eight times the annual value of that prior award, spread across dozens 5 

of contracts that include standard utility-scale solar, wind, and battery projects. The 6 

Commission expressly stated then that “such returns as authorized [t]here are not 7 

guaranteed,”207 and now PSE seeks a return magnitudes greater than its prior request. 8 

 The Commission also did not endorse the theory of return primarily advocated by 9 

PSE in this case. The Commission’s stated rationale for the prior award was to “alleviate 10 

the financial disincentive” to procure through PPAs—a reference to the purported self-11 

build bias—and to enable decarbonization.208 In this case, PSE presents the return 12 

primarily as a preventative cash-flow and credit-metrics measure.209 The Commission has 13 

never endorsed PPA returns as a credit-support tool, nor has it signaled that utilities are 14 

warranted any rate of return for procuring renewable resources on a portfolio of this 15 

magnitude. 16 

 
206 PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 at ¶¶ 200-202. 
207 PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 at ¶ 202. 
208 PSE 2024 Rate Case Final Order 09/07 at ¶¶ 200, 202. While the Commission noted PSE’s 
discussion of credit metrics in support of the Company’s request for a return, the Commission 
did not cite credit health as a grounds for approving the request. See id. at ¶ 196. 
209 Martin, Exh. JLM-1CT at 2, 40, 51-53. While witness Free’s testimony briefly explains other 
factors, like the resource type and contract length, that the Company applies to choose the PPAs 
on which it will profit, the testimony supporting this request largely rests on the Company’s 
desire to improve cash flow. See Free, Exh. SEF-1T at 61-62; Martin, Exh. JML-1CT at 49-53. 
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Q. Has the Commission received further briefing on the purported self-build bias since 1 

the previous rate case? 2 

A. Yes, the Commission has received significantly more briefing on the concept of the self-3 

build bias since the 2024 rate case, and currently has an opportunity to reevaluate the 4 

hypothetical bias as a basis for charging customers a rate of return on PPAs.  5 

The fundamental issue with relying on the self-build bias is that such a bias has no 6 

evidentiary support in this docket or others. PSE does not quantify any bias a return on 7 

PPAs will overcome. In the performance-based ratemaking docket, PSE joined Avista 8 

and PacifiCorp in citing a blanket desire to “prevent[] financial bias between ownership 9 

and contracting”, but provided no actual data or evidence to substantiate such a bias.210 10 

As NWEC witness William Gehrke explained in Avista’s 2024 rate case, IOUs have 11 

sought PPA cost recovery on self-build bias grounds despite “no showing that a bias 12 

exists” nor “any attempt to quantify that bias.”211  13 

The lack of any evidentiary support before the UTC in this docket reflects the 14 

same result reached by the Oregon Public Utilities Commission after a five-year 15 

investigation on whether PPAs ameliorate the purported self-build bias.212 The Oregon 16 

Commission concluded that it was “unable to determine” whether PPA returns  17 

would mitigate the bias without improperly rewarding the utilities 18 
and unfairly harming customers. [The] proposal[] address the self-19 
build bias by providing utilities with monetary incentives to enter 20 
into PPAs. Because we have not quantified the impact of the bias on 21 

 
210 Dkt. U-210590, Joint Utility Comments, at 2 (Mar. 31, 2026). 
211 WUTC v. Avista Corp., Dkts. UG-240006/UE-240007, Gehrke, Exh. WG-1T at 5 (July 3, 
2024) (“Gehrke 2024 Avista Rate Case Testimony”). 
212 See SNS-16 at 5 (Or. Pub. Util. Com., Dkt. UM 1276, Investigation Re Performance-Based 
Ratemaking Mechanisms to Address Potential Build-vs.-Buy Bias, Order No. 11-001 (Jan. 3, 
2011) (“Oregon PUC Order No. 11-001”). 
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rates, however, the cost of the proposed incentives might greatly 1 
exceed whatever harm might otherwise be inflicted on customers.213   2 

  Nothing in this case, earlier briefing before this Commission, or the five-year 3 

Oregon investigation demonstrates the existence of a self-build bias at all, let alone a bias 4 

worth charging customers to prevent. The Commission should decline to rely on a self-5 

build bias to support a return on PPA based on the record in this case. 6 

Q. What is the central issue with awarding any rate of return on PSE’s PPA portfolio? 7 

A. Awarding a rate of return on PSE’s PPA portfolio compensates PSE shareholders for a 8 

phantom cost. A rate of return compensates an investor for capital placed at risk. Under a 9 

PPA, the third-party project owner invests the capital, bears the risk, and earns its return 10 

through the contract price—a price PSE’s customers already pay in full through power-11 

cost recovery.214 PSE invests nothing and risks nothing on these resources, so awarding 12 

its shareholders the same return authorized for capital actually deployed in rate base 13 

compensates PSE for a cost that does not exist. PSE requests a return on an expense 14 

rather than on an investment, which also creates upward rate pressure: the more PSE 15 

spends on purchased power, the more its shareholders earn, dulling PSE’s incentive to 16 

negotiate contract prices down.  17 

Q. Under PSE’s proposal, how many times do customers pay the Company for the 18 

same cost? 19 

A. The customer pays for the same capital two and potentially three times. First, the 20 

customer pays the project owner’s cost of capital, embedded in the contract price. 21 

 
213 See SNS-16 at 5 (Oregon PUC Order No. 11-001)  
214 Dkt. U-210590, Comments of The Energy Project on the Return on Power Purchase 
Agreements, at 4 (Mar. 31, 2026); Gehrke 2024 Avista Rate Case Testimony at 4-5. 
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Second, the customer pays PSE a rate of return despite PSE placing no capital at stake. 1 

Third, to the extent PSE’s proposed ratemaking capital structure already reflects any true 2 

PPA leverage risk, customers pay for that risk again through the rate of return. As Public 3 

Counsel has explained, customers “already pay the cost of a rate of return reflecting a 4 

ratemaking capital structure that balances leverage risk including PPA debt 5 

equivalents.”215 Customers already under serious financial strain are paying up to three 6 

times under PSE’s proposal.  7 

Q. PSE’s primary rationale is that a PPA return will strengthen its cash flow and credit 8 

metrics. Does that rationale support any rate of return? 9 

A. No. PSE’s primary rationale is that awarding a rate of return on its PPA portfolio will 10 

“strengthen its cash flow and credit metrics.”216 The question the Commission must 11 

answer is therefore whether customers should pay a guaranteed double- or triple-charge 12 

in rates today on an asset the utility deploys zero capital to develop in order to influence 13 

how third-party analysts may or may not describe PSE’s balance sheet in the future. The 14 

Commission should deny any return within the statutory range for three reasons.  15 

Q. What is the first reason the Commission should deny a return? 16 

A. PSE has not shown that PPA treatment is a significant cause of current or future credit 17 

challenges. PSE witness Martin argues that tax policy changes, power and gas market 18 

volatility, and cap-and-invest programs have had significant and quantifiable credit 19 

consequences for PSE.217 Compared to that argument, Witness Martin’s testimony on 20 

 
215 PSE 2024 Rate Case, Gorman, Exh. MPG-1CT, at 26 (Aug. 6, 2024). 
216 Martin, Exh. JLM-1CT at 40 (Mar. 13, 2026). 
217 Martin, Exh. JLM-1CT at 20-26 (Mar. 13, 2026). 
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PPA-related credit effects is speculative. As witness Martin acknowledges, the three 1 

major rating agencies treat PPA obligations differently. S&P currently imputes a portion 2 

of long-term PPA costs as depreciation and debt, but Moody’s treats PPAs as debt only 3 

where costs are not fully recoverable and Fitch similarly does not automatically treat 4 

PPAs as debt.218 Despite these varied approaches, witness Martin then projects future 5 

credit consequences attributable to PPAs based solely off S&P’s current methodology.219  6 

 Comparing witness Martin’s account of the history and present rationale reveals 7 

that PSE has not established a convincing factual foundation showing that a PPA return is 8 

the proper solution to its purported problem. Witness Martin’s case for a PPA rate of 9 

return ultimately rests on projections from a single rating agency methodology subject to 10 

change and evidently a minority among its peers. Overburdened customers, conversely, 11 

will be forced to pay PSE shareholders a cost certain if the Commission approves the 12 

present request. 13 

Q. What is the second reason the Commission should deny a return? 14 

A. PSE’s request violates basic cost-of-service principles and attempts to address debt costs 15 

through the wrong method. Rates recover costs prudently incurred to serve customers, 16 

plus a return on capital prudently invested to serve customers. The requested PPA return 17 

fits neither category, because PSE incurs no direct cost beyond the contract price, which 18 

is fully recovered.220 Imputed debt may, under some circumstances, raise the cost of debt 19 

in the future. But ratemaking already addresses debt costs through open, transparent 20 

channels when those costs actually rise: if PSE’s embedded cost of debt increases, that 21 

 
218 Martin, Exh. JLM-1CT at 51-52 (Mar. 13, 2026). 
219 Martin, Exh. JLM-1CT at 51-52 (Mar. 13, 2026). 
220 Gehrke 2024 Avista Rate Case Testimony at 5-6. 
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actual cost is reflected in the rate of return in the next proceeding, and if PSE concludes 1 

its balance sheet requires more equity, its owners can contribute additional equity capital.  2 

 PSE’s proposal inverts this process; rather than demonstrate and then recover an 3 

actual cost, PSE would charge customers now to ward off a hypothetical future credit 4 

event that has not driven its credit circumstances to date and may still not result in higher 5 

credit scores in the future.  6 

 Turning cost-of-service ratemaking principles upside down also reverses the 7 

incentives that such a ratemaking structure is designed to create. As the Oregon Public 8 

Utilities Commission has stated, PPA returns “could provide utilities financial rewards 9 

for those PPAs that they would have entered into without the incentive.” 221  Approving 10 

PSE’s request will signal that PPAs are a profit opportunity without any associated risk, 11 

which is contrary to the Commission’s mandate to ensure just and reasonable rates. 12 

Q. What is the third reason the Commission should deny a return? 13 

A. PSE’s request does not conform to the limited credit-supportive ratemaking models the 14 

Commission sometimes approves. A rate of return on PPAs is, in effect, a cash prize for 15 

signing a contract. It is unacceptable to require low- and moderate-income ratepayers to 16 

pay PSE an annual profit to ward off credit consequences that have not occurred, for 17 

work the utility has not performed, on capital the utility did not risk.  18 

Q. PSE also cites various policy attributes of the PPAs. Do those attributes justify a 19 

rate of return? 20 

A. No. PSE created its list based in part on the attributes of the PPAs, and the criteria PSE 21 

cites track the questions the Commission posed in its performance-based ratemaking 22 

 
221 SNS-16 at 5 (Oregon PUC Order No. 11-001). 
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docket.222 Because a rate of return is not justifiable on cost-of-service grounds, rewarding 1 

one on this basis effectively creates a performance-incentive mechanism, which should 2 

not be established here.  3 

 First, PSE is already required to procure resources to comply with CETA’s clean-4 

generation mandates, so rewarding PSE for that procurement simply forces ratepayers to 5 

enrich shareholders for complying with the law. In fact, rewarding PSE for that 6 

procurement has the perverse effect of raising the cost of clean generation for customers 7 

just as PSE must procure it at higher levels. This threatens to create accelerating upward 8 

rate pressure and negate the decades-long effort to make clean resources the lowest-cost 9 

generation resources available, all to enrich utility shareholders with no involvement in 10 

developing or deploying those generation assets. 11 

 Likewise, PSE may recover costs only on prudently procured resources, which is 12 

why it runs a competitive procurement process; paying shareholders a profit for contracts 13 

signed through that process rewards mere legal compliance. The Commission has 14 

existing regulatory authority to disallow imprudent investments and investigate the 15 

strength of a utility procurement process if the Commission believes competitive 16 

procurement processes and prudency review are not currently acting as sufficient 17 

bulwarks.223 The worst-case result for low-income customers is forcing them to 18 

compensate utility shareholders for making choices those shareholders are already legally 19 

required to make.  20 

 
222 Dkt. U-210590, Notice of Opportunity to Comment, at 2 (March 10, 2026); Free, Exh. SEF-
1T at 61-62 (Feb. 27, 2026). 
223 Dkt. U-210590, Comments of The Energy Project on the Return on Power Purchase 
Agreements, at 7, 13 (Mar. 31, 2026). 
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Q. What is your recommendation on PSE’s request for a PPA return? 1 

A. TEP strongly opposes any rate of return on PSE’s PPA portfolio. Customers, not PSE, are 2 

most in need of financial relief after the last few years of skyrocketing rate increases. If 3 

the Commission believes that PSE requires additional cash flow, it should not address 4 

that problem using a mechanism that creates a profit incentive to sign the highest-priced 5 

PPA available.    6 

XI. The Commission should reject PSE’s request to reinstate residential deposits and 7 
fees for disconnection, reconnection, and late payment and PSE’s request to 8 
increase the billing initiation fee. 9 

A. PSE’s proposal to reinstate residential fees for disconnection, reconnection, 10 
and late payment would impose inequitable burdens on low-income 11 
customers.  12 

Q. Does PSE request that the Commission allow it to resume charging residential 13 

deposits and fees for disconnection, reconnection, and late payment? 14 

A. Yes. PSE requests the Commission waive the restrictions on charging residential fees and 15 

deposits that were imposed in response to the COVID-19 pandemic.224 Specifically, PSE 16 

requests the Commission allow it to: (1) charge a security deposit, (2) charge for 17 

disconnections that require a field visit, (3) charge for reconnections that require a field 18 

visit, and (4) assess late payment fees on past due balances, as authorized under the 19 

current rules: WAC 480-90 (gas) and WAC 480-100 (electric).225 20 

Q. Do you support PSE’s proposal? 21 
 22 
A. No. TEP opposes PSE’s proposal for two reasons. First, the Commission should address 23 

 residential deposits and fees in the Credit & Collection Rulemaking, in which the 24 

 
224 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 80:6-81:13. 
225 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 80:6-81:13.  
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 Commission is currently considering draft rules proposed in March 2026. Second, the 1 

 Commission should reject PSE’s proposal because residential deposits and fees are an 2 

 inequitable tool that penalize and further destabilize customers simply because they are 3 

 facing financial hardship. 4 

Q.  Please explain the recent developments in the Credit & Collection Rulemaking. 5 
 6 
A. Approximately two weeks after PSE filed its direct testimony in this case, the 7 

 Commission filed draft rules in the Credit & Collection Rulemaking that revise WAC 8 

 480-90 and WAC 480-100, which included proposing changes to the rules that govern 9 

 utilities’ right to charge residential deposits and fees.226 TEP, PSE, and numerous other 10 

 parties submitted comments in response to those draft rules, advocating for additional or 11 

 different revisions.227 The Commission should continue considering parties’ comments 12 

 and ultimately issue new rules that govern all utilities, rather than adjudicate PSE’s 13 

 specific request in this General Rate Case. 14 

Q. What do you mean when you say residential deposits and fees are inequitable? 15 
 16 
A. Residential deposits and fees for disconnection, reconnection, and late payment penalize 17 

 customers simply because they are facing financial hardship, which is counterproductive, 18 

 ineffective, and inequitable. The National Consumer Law Center (“NCLC”) has noted 19 

 that such “punitive charges compound the problem by increasing the amount struggling 20 

 
226 Dkt. U-210800, Notice of Opportunity to Provide Comments, Att. A & B, (Mar. 13, 2026).   
227 Dkt. U-210800, Comments of The Energy Project on Possible Changes to Customer Notice, 
Credit and Collection Rules, Late Fees, Disconnection Fees, Reconnection Fees, and Deposits 
(Apr. 17, 2026); Dkt. U-210800, Comments of Puget Sound Energy Related to Staff’s 
Investigation to Consider Possible Changes to Customer Notice, Credit and Collection Rules, 
Late Fees, Disconnection Fees, Reconnection Fees, and Deposits (Apr. 17, 2026). 
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 households must pay to access or maintain service.”228 The NCLC has further observed 1 

 that these charges, “which often far exceed the utility’s cost of short-term borrowing, 2 

 disproportionately penalize low-income households.”229 3 

 TEP is not aware of data demonstrating that households in financial distress are 4 

 more likely to make a utility payment if threatened with potential late fees. Consequently, 5 

 many states established prohibitions or restrictions on late fees for utility service. Several 6 

 states do not allow late fees for certain customer classes. For example, New Jersey 7 

 prohibits energy utilities from charging late fees to residential customers and no IOU in 8 

 Massachusetts charges late fees to residential customers—a protection the Commission 9 

 proposed to adopt in the draft rules in the Credit & Collection Rulemaking.230 Texas 10 

 prohibits certain retail electric service providers from charging residential and small 11 

 commercial customers late fees.231 Regardless of state rules, TEP found utilities in Rhode 12 

 Island, Vermont, and New Mexico that do not assess late fees to residential customers.232 13 

 
228 National Consumer Law Center, Implementing a Roadmap to Utility Service as a Human 
Right, at 1 (April 2021), https://www.nclc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2022/09/IB_Utility_Bill_of_Rights.pdf (Utility Service as a Human Right). 
229 Utility Service as a Human Right at 4. 
230 N.J. Admin. Code § 14:3-7.1(e) (New Jersey prohibits late charges for residential customers);  
MA Dept. Pub. Utils., Dkt. 20-58, Inquiry of the Dept. of Pub. Util. Into Establishing Policies 
and Practices for Electric and Gas Companies Regarding Customer Assistance and Ratemaking 
Measures in Connection to the State of Emergency Regarding the Novel Coronavirus (COVID-
19), Joint Comments of the Massachusetts Distribution Companies, at 27 (April 17, 2020) 
(“Late-payment charges are not assessed on residential accounts.”), 
https://fileservice.eea.comacloud.net/FileService.Api/file/FileRoom/12145587. 
231 16 Tex. Admin. Code § 25.480(c). The Provider of Last Resort is Texas’ backstop to ensure 
customers in retail competition zones have access to electricity if their chosen retail service 
provider is unable to continue doing so. See Pub. Util. Comm. of TX, Provider of Last Resort, 
https://www.puc.texas.gov/consumer/electricity/polr.aspx. 
232 See Narragansett Electric Co., Terms and Conditions for Distribution Service, p. 4 (October 
16, 2020), https://www.rienergy.com/media/pdfs/billing-payments/tariffs/ri/neco-tcs-dist-
(footnote continued on next page) 

https://www.nclc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/IB_Utility_Bill_of_Rights.pdf
https://www.nclc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/IB_Utility_Bill_of_Rights.pdf
https://fileservice.eea.comacloud.net/FileService.Api/file/FileRoom/12145587
https://www.puc.texas.gov/consumer/electricity/polr.aspx
https://www.rienergy.com/media/pdfs/billing-payments/tariffs/ri/neco-tcs-dist-svc_ripuc_2243.pdf
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 Other states, including Illinois, do not allow late fees for low-income customers.233 And 1 

 TEP found that some individual utilities have policies against charging late fees to low-2 

 income customers.234 The Commission should follow the practice of these states, and its 3 

 own proposal, and reject PSE’s request to reinstate late fees for residential customers. 4 

 Deposits, disconnection fees, and reconnection fees are similarly burdensome and 5 

 have not been shown to meaningfully increase or improve customer payment activity. 6 

 PSE witness August testified that it currently holds $500,000 in deposits, down from $28 7 

 million before the moratorium was imposed.235 TEP does not dispute that utilities hold 8 

 more money in deposits when they are allowed to charge deposits. However, this does 9 

 not establish that deposits actually increase the overall amount that customers pay. PSE 10 

 has not demonstrated that diverting a customer’s limited resources into a deposit actually 11 

 results in that customer paying more overall to the utility than it otherwise would have 12 

 without being required to pay a deposit. Similarly, PSE witness August testified that the 13 

 
svc_ripuc_2243.pdf (terms and conditions permit late fees for customers “other than individually 
metered residential customers”); Pascoag Utility District, Terms and Conditions for Electric 
Service, pp. 3-4 (March 19, 2021), https://www.pud-ri.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/PUD-
Terms-and-Conditions-RIPUC-706.pdf (similar); Green Mountain Power Corp., Terms and 
Conditions for Electric Service, p. 5 (January 3, 2019), https://greenmountainpower.com/wp-
content/uploads/2019/01/Terms-and-Conditions-1-3-19.pdf (late fees “not applicable to 
residential accounts”); Southwestern Public Service Co., Rules and Regulations, Rule 18 (April 
5, 2014), 
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Regulatory/Regulatory%20PDFs/rates/NM/nm_rules-
and-regs.pdf (billing rule for Xcel’s New Mexico subsidiary does not include an allowance for 
assessing late fees on residential customers for delinquent bills.). 
233 Ill. Admin. Code, tit. 83, § 280.65.  
234 See, e.g., Montana-Dakota Utilities Co., Electric Rate Schedule, General Provisions, pp. 5-6 
(September 28, 2018), https://www.montana-dakota.com/wp-content/uploads/PDFs/Rates-
Tariffs/Montana/Electric/MTElectric100.pdf. Montana-Dakota Utilities charges late fees for all 
customer classes but does not assess late fees against residential customers with a payment plan 
in place or where the customer is using Low Income Energy Assistance Program funds. 
235 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 84:11-24. 

https://www.rienergy.com/media/pdfs/billing-payments/tariffs/ri/neco-tcs-dist-svc_ripuc_2243.pdf
https://www.pud-ri.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/PUD-Terms-and-Conditions-RIPUC-706.pdf
https://www.pud-ri.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/PUD-Terms-and-Conditions-RIPUC-706.pdf
https://greenmountainpower.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Terms-and-Conditions-1-3-19.pdf
https://greenmountainpower.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Terms-and-Conditions-1-3-19.pdf
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Regulatory/Regulatory%20PDFs/rates/NM/nm_rules-and-regs.pdf
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe/Regulatory/Regulatory%20PDFs/rates/NM/nm_rules-and-regs.pdf
https://www.montana-dakota.com/wp-content/uploads/PDFs/Rates-Tariffs/Montana/Electric/MTElectric100.pdf
https://www.montana-dakota.com/wp-content/uploads/PDFs/Rates-Tariffs/Montana/Electric/MTElectric100.pdf
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 Company lost only approximately $230,000 in 2025 due to the restrictions on 1 

 reconnection and disconnection fees.236 While this amount is marginal for PSE, a 2 

 disconnection fee of $13 and a reconnection fee of $37 are not marginal for the customers 3 

 who are subject to these charges, who have experienced such acute financial hardship that 4 

 it resulted in their disconnection from utility service.  5 

Q. What do you propose? 6 

A. The Commission should reject PSE’s request to reinstate these punitive charges and 7 

 continue working to issue revised rules in the Credit & Collection Rulemaking. 8 

B. PSE’s proposal to increase the billing initiation fee would disproportionately 9 
 harm low-income customers. 10 

Q. Please describe PSE’s billing initiation fee proposal.  11 

A. Billing initiation fees are “one-time charges assessed when establishing billing for new 12 

customer accounts and reflect[ ] the incremental administrative and operational costs 13 

required to begin service.”237 PSE proposes to increase the billing initiation fee from 14 

$6.10 to $28.70 for electric-only service, from $6.10 to $17.85 for gas-only service, and 15 

from $7.50 to $39.70 for combined electric and gas service.238 According to PSE, these 16 

proposed changes will raise an additional $2.84 million from the customers paying the 17 

increased fees.239  18 

Q. How do you evaluate PSE’s proposal? 19 

A. PSE’s proposal will impose undue and inequitable burdens on low-income customers. To 20 

 
236 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 9. 
237 Mickelson, Exh. CTM-1T at 101:3-5. 
238 Mickelson, Exh. CTM-1T at 101:13-15. 
239 Mickelson, Exh. CTM-1T at 101:16-17. 
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see why, first consider that low-income customers are more likely than other customers to 1 

be renters. The most recent Census Bureau data illustrates that in the Seattle-Tacoma-2 

Bellevue Metropolitan Statistical Area (“Seattle MSA”), 49% of owner-occupied 3 

households have incomes over $150,000, as compared to only 22% of renter-occupied 4 

households. Conversely, 31% of renter-occupied households have incomes below 5 

$50,000, as compared to just 12.4% of owner-occupied households.240 6 

  In addition to having lower incomes, renters are more likely than homeowners to 7 

move, and thus more likely to incur PSE’s billing initiation fees. The most recent Census 8 

Bureau data confirms that in the Seattle MSA, 6.9% of households who owned their own 9 

homes moved at some point in the past year, as compared to 26.9% of households who 10 

rented. In short, renters are more than three times as likely to move as homeowners.241 11 

  Because PSE’s low-income customers are more likely than other customers to 12 

move, they are more likely to pay the increased billing initiation fees. In effect, PSE’s 13 

proposal will transfer costs from low-income customers to other customers, even as low-14 

income customers are less able to pay the increased costs. Even worse, the proposal 15 

further concentrates the increased costs among the small subset of low-income customers 16 

who move in a given year. Here again, it is difficult to square PSE’s proposal with its 17 

ostensible commitment to equity. 18 

Q. How should the Commission proceed? 19 

 
240 American Community Survey (2024) (1-year data), Table B25118, 
https://data.census.gov/table?q=B25118&g=310XX00US42660. I used the raw numbers in the 
American Community Survey data to make the above calculations. 
241 American Community Survey (2024) (1-year data), Table B07013, 
https://data.census.gov/table?q=B07013:+Geographical+Mobility+in+the+Past+Year+by+Tenur
e+for+Current+Residence+in+the+United+States&g=310XX00US42660. I used the raw 
numbers in the American Community Survey data to make the above calculations.   

https://data.census.gov/table?q=B25118&g=310XX00US42660
https://data.census.gov/table?q=B07013:+Geographical+Mobility+in+the+Past+Year+by+Tenure+for+Current+Residence+in+the+United+States&g=310XX00US42660
https://data.census.gov/table?q=B07013:+Geographical+Mobility+in+the+Past+Year+by+Tenure+for+Current+Residence+in+the+United+States&g=310XX00US42660
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A. The Commission should reject PSE’s proposal to increase the billing initiation fee. 1 

Considering its inequitable impacts, I question the need for a billing initiation fee in the 2 

first place. Just because a fee is cost-based does not mean PSE should impose it. For 3 

example, it would be inequitable for PSE to impose a higher customer charge on rural 4 

customers, even as utilities generally incur higher fixed costs to serve these customers. 5 

But to my knowledge, the Company has never analyzed whether the billing initiation fee 6 

aligns with the Commission’s equity principles. Before the Commission authorizes any 7 

increase in the fee, it should require PSE to perform, in consultation with its Equity 8 

Advisory Group and LIAC, an equity analysis of the need for this fee and PSE’s 9 

proposed changes. The equity analysis should also evaluate removing the fee and 10 

recovering the necessary costs from all customers via base rates. Within one year of the 11 

final order in this proceeding, PSE should submit a subsequent filing pursuant to WAC 12 

480-07-885 with the result of its analysis and input from its advisory groups.  13 

XII. TEP appreciates PSE’s commitment to electrification programs and does not oppose 14 
using Climate Commitment Act dollars to fund them, provided PSE would return to 15 
the ratepayer-funded model if Climate Commitment Act funds prove insufficient.  16 

Q. Please summarize PSE’s plan for funding electrification programs. 17 

A. Going forward, PSE plans to consolidate electrification programs for low-income and 18 

named communities and fund those programs using Climate Commitment Act (“CCA”) 19 

dollars.242 The Company states that the consolidation and switch to CCA funding will not 20 

result in the elimination of any services provided through the Company’s Phase 2 21 

electrification pilots.243  22 

 
242 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 78:6-79:5. 
243 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 79:4-5. 
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Q. How do you respond to PSE’s proposal? 1 

A. TEP appreciates PSE’s commitment to electrification programs for low-income and 2 

named communities and seeks to ensure that these programs will not suffer any funding 3 

cuts. When TEP asked PSE to confirm that CCA funds would be sufficient to cover 4 

electrification programs even under a worst-case CCA funding scenario, PSE would not 5 

make that guarantee.244 TEP expects that PSE will continue to prioritize funding for low-6 

income electrification programs, and if CCA dollars prove to be insufficient in future 7 

years, the Commission should require PSE to return the programs to ratepayer funding. 8 

XIII. The Commission should deny PSE’s proposal to eliminate deadbands and sharing 9 
bands from the Company’s power cost adjustment mechanism, and order the 10 
parties to submit proposals to add sharing bands to the purchase gas adjustment 11 
mechanism within 6 months  12 

Q. Please summarize witness Piliaris’s testimony in this case. 13 

A. Witness Piliaris revives testimony that he provided in connection with Docket UE-14 

250537. In this case, PSE has submitted both Witness Piliaris’s testimony and response 15 

testimony submitted by other parties, including TEP, in Docket UE-250537.245 In Docket 16 

UE-250537, PSE proposed to eliminate the deadbands and sharing bands from its power 17 

cost adjustment mechanism (“PCAM”).246 Witness Piliaris makes the same 18 

recommendation in this case, concluding that “the environment in which utilities operate 19 

has changed greatly” since the PCAM bands were first established, and that they are “no 20 

longer consistent with the public interest.”247 21 

 
244 PSE Response to TEP Data Request 009. 
245 See Piliaris, Exhs. JAP-3–JAP-8. 
246 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-1T at 2:18-3:6; Exhs. JAP-3, JAP-8. 
247 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-1T at 3:14-4:2. 
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Q. How do you respond that recommendation?  1 

A. I stand by my earlier testimony, provided as exhibit JAP-7, which represents TEP’s 2 

argument in this case as well. I strongly disagree with PSE’s proposal to eliminate the 3 

deadbands and sharing bands (“PCAM bands”) from its PCAM.248 The foundational 4 

purpose of the PCAM bands—“promot[ing] rate stability even in the face of fluctuating 5 

power costs”249—remains relevant today. The PCAM bands continue to serve the public 6 

good by incentivizing cost containment while also protecting the Company from 7 

excessive risk resulting from large power cost deviations. If anything, increased volatility 8 

in power costs emphasizes the need for mechanisms that protect customers from 9 

shouldering all of that risk. As I underscored in my prior testimony, the Commission has 10 

repeatedly declined other utilities’ attempts to eliminate similar cost containment 11 

mechanisms.250 Witness Piliaris criticizes this authority as “outdated” without offering 12 

any credible, adequate alternative to the PCAM bands.251  13 

Q. How should the Commission address PSE’s proposal? 14 

A. I urge the Commission to again decline PSE’s invitation to remove one of the few 15 

mechanisms for incentivizing utilities to control power costs while at the same time 16 

protecting shareholders from large power cost fluctuations. 17 

Q. Should the Commission take any other actions with respect to PSE’s adjustment 18 

mechanisms? 19 

 
248 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-7 (Response Testimony of Shaylee Stokes in Docket UE-250537). 
249 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-7 at 3:9-16. 
250 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-7 at 6:18-12:15. 
251 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-1T at 5:14. 
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A. Yes. The Regulatory Assessment recently explained that purchased gas adjustment 1 

mechanisms (“PGA”) should include a sharing mechanism. As the Assessment states, 2 

while utilities do not have total control over commodity costs, “commodity costs are 100 3 

percent outside the control of [the utility’s] customers.”252  TEP has previously offered 4 

the same view when proposing a risk-sharing mechanism for PGAs: “when 100 percent 5 

of purchased gas costs are passed through to customers, the utility’s incentive is to 6 

minimize its own risks rather than mitigate customer cost and risk exposure.”253 The 7 

basic principles surrounding the need for risk sharing in the PCAM apply equally to the 8 

PGA. The Assessment recommends a 90/10 sharing mechanism without a deadband to 9 

account for the imbalance of control and risk.254 TEP concurs with the recommendation 10 

to adopt sharing bands. For example, Maryland’s approach shares the risk of gas costs 11 

fluctuations equally between the customers and shareholders.255 Recognizing the benefit 12 

of further process to determine the exact sharing band details most appropriate to apply 13 

for PSE, TEP recommends that the Commission order parties to file proposals to add a 14 

PGA sharing band within 6 months of the final order in this case.   15 

XIV. The Commission should approve PSE’s participatory funding proposal. 16 

Q. Please describe PSE’s participatory funding proposal? 17 

 
252 Dkt. U-210590, Washington Regulatory Assessment, Policy Staff Analysis and Straw 
Proposal, Appendix A at 14 (June 30, 2026). 
253 Dkt. U-210590, Twelfth Comments of The Energy Project on Performance-Based Regulation 
in Washington, at 18-19 (Nov. 12, 2025). 
254 Dkt. U-210590, Washington Regulatory Assessment, Policy Staff Analysis and Straw 
Proposal, Appendix A at 14 (June 30, 2026). 
255 Pub. Serv. Com. of Maryland, Case No. 9707, Phase II, Prepared Direct Testimony of Brian 
M.W. Scheerer, at 19-20 (Feb. 9, 2026). 
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A. PSE proposes to discontinue use of the 141PFG Participatory Funding Agreement Rate 1 

Adjustment and incorporate participatory funding costs into base rates. Under PSE’s 2 

proposal, Commission will “approve recovery of the full $500,000 annually through base 3 

rates and allow PSE to establish a balancing account for any over- or under-collection 4 

based on the amount set in rates.”256 5 

Q. How do you respond to that proposal?  6 

A. I support allowing PSE dollar-for-dollar recovery of participatory funding grants, which 7 

provides parties representing broad customer interests funding to intervene in 8 

proceedings. I do not have a preference concerning the specific mechanism that the 9 

Commission uses to allow PSE to recover these costs.  10 

XV. Summary of Recommendations 11 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations in this case. 12 

A: Dr. Henderson’s recommendations for TEP are not included in this list. My testimony 13 

recommends that the Commission: 14 

• Adopt an externally-indexed revenue cap; if the Commission believes that an 15 
externally-indexed revenue cap cannot be designed during this case, only approve 16 
a single year rate increase and establish a process for PSE’s next rate case that 17 
allows other parties to make their own proposals for MYRP cost containment 18 
mechanisms within eight weeks of PSE’s initial filing. 19 

• Reduce PSE’s ROE. 20 
• Approve PSE’s proposal to discount the basic charge for known low-income 21 

customers and reject the proposal to raise the basic charge for all customers. 22 
• Require PSE to engage with the LIAC at the “Collaborate” level of the IAP2 23 

Spectrum when redesigning energy assistance programs.  24 
• Require PSE to, within one year, translate bills, collection and disconnection 25 

notices, energy assistance applications, outage information, and service visit 26 
information into the top five non-English languages in its service territory. By a 27 
date certain, PSE should mail or otherwise provide essential communications in 28 

 
256 Free, Exh. SEF-1T at 58:12-15. 
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customers’ preferred languages at the same time the Company mails or provides 1 
the English versions of those communications. 2 

• Require PSE to set aside resources to work with community-based organizations 3 
to provide information about energy assistance programs in locally significant 4 
languages.  5 

• Require the residential TOU program to include bill protection and offer 6 
professional or contractor-assisted installation to all low-income participants.  7 

• Reject CWIP. 8 
• Reject a return on PPAs. 9 
• Reject PSE’s request to reinstate residential deposits, and fees for disconnection, 10 

reconnection, and late payment. 11 
• Reject PSE’s proposal to increase the billing initiation fee and require PSE to 12 

perform, in consultation with its Equity Advisory Group and LIAC, an equity 13 
analysis of the need for this fee and any proposed changes. Within one year, make 14 
a subsequent filing pursuant to WAC 480-07-885 with the result of its analysis 15 
and input from its advisory groups. 16 

• Deny PSE’s proposal to eliminate deadbands and sharing bands from the 17 
Company’s PCAM, and order the parties to submit proposals to add sharing bands 18 
to the PGA mechanism within 6 months. 19 

• Approve PSE’s participatory funding proposal. 20 
Q: Does this conclude your testimony? 21 

A: Yes. 22 
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