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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.2 

A. My name is Bradley G. Mullins, and my business address is Vihikari 10, Kempele3 

Finland FI-90440.4 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR OCCUPATION AND ON WHOSE BEHALF YOU ARE5 
TESTIFYING.6 

A. I am the Principal Consultant for MW Analytics, a consulting firm that provides7 

professional services to large energy consumers, primarily in the Western United States.8 

I am appearing in this matter on behalf of Alliance of Western Energy Consumers9 

(“AWEC”).  AWEC is a non-profit trade association whose members are energy10 

consumers located throughout the Pacific Northwest, including electric service customers11 

of Puget Sound Energy (“PSE” or “Utility”).12 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATION AND WORK EXPERIENCE.13 

A. I have a Master of Accounting degree from the University of Utah.  I have sponsored14 

testimony in several regulatory jurisdictions in the United States, including before the15 

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (the “Commission”).  A list of16 

recent cases where I have submitted testimony can be found in Mullins, Exh. BGM-2.17 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR RESPONSE TESTIMONY?18 

A. I respond to PSE’s proposal to modify the design elements of the Schedule 95 Power19 

Cost Adjustment Clause as presented in the Direct Testimony of Witness Piliaris.120 

1 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-01T. 
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Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS AND1 
RECOMMENDATIONS.2 

A. I recommend no changes to the current structure of PSE’s PCA.  The Commission has3 

repeatedly reaffirmed the design elements of a power cost mechanism such as the PCA,4 

including recently in Avista Docket UE-240006 and PacifiCorp Docket UE-230172.  PSE5 

presents no valid reason to depart from the Commission’s long-established precedent on6 

those design elements, particularly at this time, rather than in the context of more7 

comprehensive changes to its tariffs through a multi-year rate plan.  Many of the8 

arguments PSE makes in its testimony are policy-related rather than factual; therefore,9 

my testimony does not address every argument PSE makes and AWEC will more10 

comprehensively respond to PSE’s policy arguments in briefing.11 

II. BACKGROUND12 

Q. WHAT CHANGES HAS PSE PROPOSED WITH RESPECT TO THE PCA?13 

A. Witness Piliaris proposes modifying the design elements of its existing PCA by removing14 

both the deadband and sharing bands.2  As justification for this change, PSE discusses15 

changes in the business environment in which electric utilities in the Northwest operate,16 

and asserts that that it is bearing an inequitable level of risk with respect to the PCA.17 

Q. WHEN WAS THE PCA ESTABLISHED?18 

A. Witness Piliaris provides a comprehensive history of PSE’s power cost adjustment19 

mechanisms.3  The PCA with its current deadbands and sharing bands was approved in20 

2 Pillaris, Exh. JAP-1T at 1:19-2:2. 
3 Id. at 8:15-17:5. 
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2015,4 although the inclusion of deadbands and sharing bands was initially approved in 1 

PSE’s 2001 rate case.5  Notably, the PCA with deadbands and sharing bands was adopted 2 

as part of a settlement stipulation that PSE supported.6  In testimony supporting the 3 

stipulation, PSE testified that “the PCA settlement reflects a balancing of policy 4 

considerations and interests, including the following: 5 

• The need to rebuild and maintain the Company’s financial stability through6 

timely recovery of prudently incurred energy supply costs.7 

• The balance between providing customers with certainty and rate stability, as8 

well as price signals when appropriate.9 

• The challenge of maintaining a financially healthy utility in the context of10 

volatile wholesale energy supply markets.11 

• The need for a mechanism that appropriately and equitably shares power cost12 

variances between shareholders and ratepayers.13 

• The need to position the Company to effectively compete in capital markets.14 

• The need for a mechanism that provides proper incentives to the Company to15 

manage its resource portfolio in a way that is efficient, cost effective, and16 

makes appropriate use of power cost risk management techniques.”717 

PSE also testified that, in the long term, the PCA “will provide the Company with a 18 

mechanism that gives the Company some level of protection from extreme variances in 19 

4 Id. at 16:12-13. 
5 Docket Nos. UE-011570/UG-011571 (consolidated), Twelfth Supplemental Order ¶¶ 2-26 (June 20, 2002). 
6 Id., Appendix A, Exhibit A. 
7 Docket Nos. UE-011570/UG-011571 (consolidated), Exh. No. WAG-10T at 2:4-25. 

Exhibit AHS-5
Dockets U-260005-06 & UE-260113 (cons.) 

Page 6 of 23



Response Testimony of Bradley G. Mullins Exhibit BGM-1T 
Docket UE-250537 Page 4 

its energy supply costs.”8  Thus, from the beginning, PSE considered the PCA, even with 1 

its deadbands and sharing bands, to be a risk mitigation mechanism that promoted the 2 

financial stability of a utility exposed to volatile electric markets. 3 

III. RESPONSE4 

Q. WHY DOES PSE BELIEVE IT IS APPROPRIATE TO MODIFY THE PCA IN5 
THIS DOCKET?6 

A. PSE’s testimony offers a sprawling discussion focused on its views that the PCA design7 

elements, including the deadband and sharing bands, are unfair.  Given that the testimony8 

presents similar issues multiple times and in overlapping contexts, I have not attempted to9 

respond to every individual point.  Rather, I have concentrated on summarizing and10 

distilling the testimony into a few core issues.  Foremost, PSE devotes significant11 

portions of its testimony discussing the reality that power costs involve risk.  It then12 

presents an opinion that the PCA should be redesigned in a way to assign 100% of that13 

risk to ratepayers.  It identifies numerous areas of concern that impact this risk, ranging14 

from forecasting methodologies, state environmental policies, its view that its approved15 

ROE is unfair, and even the cost impacts of increasing insurance premiums.16 

Notwithstanding, all of these concerns have been thoroughly examined by the 17 

Commission over the many years in which it has evaluated and retained the PCA design 18 

elements, and the Commission has consistently determined that they do not justify 19 

modification of the mechanism.  PSE’s assertion that the Commission has been wrong 20 

amounts to little more than an expression of dissatisfaction with the PCA itself, which is 21 

8 Id. at 3:17-20. 
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unsurprising given that it is in PSE’s interest to shift its risk exposure to customers.  1 

Fundamentally, however, PSE’s request is misplaced because the PCA was not designed 2 

to accommodate the utility’s preferences alone, but to strike a deliberate balance between 3 

the interests of both customers and shareholders. 4 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF A PCA MECHANISM?5 

A. In Washington, power cost adjustment mechanisms were not designed with the objective6 

of eliminating all power supply risk borne by a utility.  The purpose of the PCA is to7 

protect a utility “from extra-normal power cost variability while giving [the utility]8 

adequate incentive to manage carefully its full power portfolio.”9  The Commission also9 

intentionally implemented the design elements of the PCA to balance power supply risk10 

equitably between utilities and ratepayers.  The Commission has stated “the PCAM is a11 

risk sharing mechanism designed to distribute equitably the risks of fluctuating power12 

costs between the customer and Company.”10  In contrast, PSE’s proposal to shift 100%13 

of that risk to customers eliminates that balance entirely and therefore cannot be14 

considered equitable sharing of risk.  Thus, PSE’s proposal is at odds with the very15 

purpose and reason for having a PCA in the first place.16 

Q. DOES THE PCA IMPOSE RISK ON PSE?17 

A. No.  PSE makes several statements that imply the PCA is imposing risk on the utility.18 

For example, PSE state that it “has been bearing an increasing amount of the financial19 

risk through the application of the PCAM bands.”11  As a general matter, however, the20 

9 See Docket No. UE-230172 (consolidated), at Order 08 ¶ 330. 
10 Id. ¶ 389. 
11 Pillaris, Exh. JAP-1T at 54:7-8. 
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PCA itself does not create power cost risk for PSE.  Rather, it protects the utility from 1 

that risk by providing a mechanism to true up over- or under-collections of power cost.  2 

Power costs have always been volatile, and in the absence of the PCA, PSE would bear 3 

the full financial risk associated with any over- or under-collection of power costs.  In 4 

Avista’s 2024 General Rate Case, the Commission acknowledged this volatility stating 5 

that “AWEC and Public Counsel correctly argue that fuel prices have been volatile since 6 

the ERM was implemented in 2006.”12  Accordingly, it is inaccurate to suggest that the 7 

PCA imposes risk on PSE, as it is specifically designed to mitigate that risk.  The relevant 8 

policy question is not whether risk exists, but how that existing risk should be allocated 9 

between ratepayers and the utility. 10 

Q. ARE PSE’S POWER COST FORECASTS BIASED, AND IF SO, IS THAT11 
RELEVANT TO THE DESIGN OF THE PCA?12 

A. One argument Witness Piliaris makes in favor of eliminating the deadbands and sharing13 

bands in the PCA is his assertion that PSE’s power cost forecasts have been biased14 

against the utility.13  That argument, however, whatever its merits, is irrelevant to15 

determining the proper design of the PCA.  For ratemaking purposes, power costs begin16 

with a forecast.  That forecast is based on projected loads and forward-looking economic17 

variables, including expected power and natural gas prices.  The forecast is typically18 

prepared close in time to the period in which base power supply costs will be19 

incorporated into rates, using the most current load data and economic assumptions20 

available.  It is well understood that all forecasts are imperfect and cannot precisely21 

12 Docket Nos. UE-240006/UG-240007 (consolidated), at Order 08 ¶ 194. 
13 Exh. JAP-01T at 54:16-55:11. 
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predict actual power costs.  Nonetheless, a forecast represents the best available estimate 1 

of expected power costs during the rate period.  Accordingly, when evaluating PCA 2 

design elements, the forecast must be assumed to be unbiased, meaning that actual power 3 

costs are equally likely to be higher or lower than the base level established in a general 4 

rate case.  If a systematic bias were identified in the forecast, that would call for 5 

improvements to the forecasting methodology itself, not changes to the PCA design.  6 

Therefore, an unbiased forecast must be the starting premise for evaluating the 7 

appropriateness of the PCA design elements.  8 

Q. HAS PSE RECENTLY PROPOSED NEW METHODS WITH RESPECT TO ITS9 
FORECAST?10 

A. Yes.  In Docket UE-250747, PSE submitted an updated forecast of net power supply11 

expense for 2026, corresponding to Rate Year 2 of its 2024 multi-year rate plan.  That12 

forecast incorporated several methodological revisions, the most significant of which13 

increased forecast power supply expense by approximately $54 million as a result of14 

renormalizing retail demand to align with updated market price modeling assumptions.15 

The Commission reviewed and ultimately accepted these modeling changes.14  Given the16 

Commission’s acceptance of these significant methodological changes, any implication17 

that the PCA is unfair because of a downwardly biased power cost forecast is not only18 

irrelevant for the reasons discussed above, but also outdated.19 

14 Docket No. UE-250747, Order 01 ¶¶ 24-25 (Dec. 24, 2025). 
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Q. ARE POWER COSTS RISKIER THAN THEY USED TO BE?1 

A. Witness Piliaris also asserts as a justification for eliminating the deadband and sharing2 

bands that managing and controlling power costs is increasingly difficult.15  It is true that3 

power and gas market conditions have changed in the past three to five years.  The spike4 

in natural gas prices in the winter of 2023-2024, for example, was a notable event that5 

caused extremely high market prices.  But markets have since stabilized, and in fact, gas6 

prices over the summer of 2025 declined to the lowest level in nearly 20 years.  This7 

history is detailed in Figure 1 below.8 

Figure 1 

Sumas Monthly Average Daily Gas Price 
Source: Energy Information Administration 

15 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-1T at 30:4-12. 
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Q. DOES THIS EMPHASIZE THE NEED FOR UTILITIES TO PRUDENTLY1 
MANAGE POWER SUPPLY RISK?2 

A. Much of PSE’s testimony centers around an assertion that power costs are uncontrollable.3 

For example, PSE states “there is mounting evidence that power costs risks are4 

increasingly beyond the control of the utility.”16  PSE’s testimony, however, does not5 

actually identify to any new evidence supporting this assertion.  Rather, it cites the same6 

risk factors that have historically underpinned the justification for the PCAM, including7 

“production from weather-dependent renewable resources, retail electric demand, and8 

market prices for electricity and fuel.”17  While it is true that these variables are outside9 

of PSE’s control, the way it responds to the variables, either through its resource10 

procurement decisions, hedging practices, or in day-to-day operations, are entirely within11 

its control.12 

For example, during the 2023–2024 natural gas price spike, utilities and 13 

consumers that lacked robust resource portfolios or failed to prudently hedge their gas 14 

supply exposure experienced extraordinary costs.  While future price spikes may occur 15 

and are not within PSE’s control, it does control the composition of its resource portfolio, 16 

its hedging strategies, as well as its day-to-day power operations, each of which can 17 

materially mitigate exposure to such volatility.  The utility’s decisions regarding resource 18 

portfolio development, hedging strategies, and system dispatch meaningfully influence its 19 

exposure to those risks and the resulting power costs.  As the Commission has stated, a 20 

PCAM is “intended to share risks in good times and in bad, to ensure that the utility 21 

16 Pillaris, Exh. JAP-1T at 6:9-10. 
17 Id. at 30:7-8. 
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retains a certain level of risk even when external pressures increase, because ultimately 1 

the utility has control, or at least some level of control, over the resources it procures and 2 

the contracts it enters for fuel and power.”18 3 

Furthermore, as noted above, PSE’s complaints that many power cost variables 4 

are outside of its control is precisely why the PCA exists.  It mitigates this risk for PSE.  5 

In fact, the control over, and variability of, power costs does not increase or decrease 6 

PSE’s risk.  The only factors associated with the PCA that impact PSE’s risk are the size 7 

of the deadbands and sharing bands because any variability outside of these bands 8 

accrues to customers 9 

Q. WILL PARTICIPATING IN A REGIONAL ORGANIZED MARKET10 
ELIMINATE PSE’S CONTROL OVER POWER COSTS?11 

A. Like PacifiCorp in its 2023 general rate case, PSE asserts that potential participation in an12 

organized market would effectively eliminate its control over power costs.19  Again,13 

PSE’s control over its power costs has no bearing on whether the PCA is properly14 

designed.  Nevertheless, I disagree with this assertion.  Even in an organized market, it15 

will be necessary for PSE to develop a robust portfolio and to implement a hedging16 

policy to mitigate risk exposure.  And from an operational perspective, its decisions and17 

strategies for bidding resources into such markets can have a material impact on the18 

ultimate costs it incurs.  And in any event, the Commission forcefully rejected this19 

assertion when PacifiCorp made it in 2023:20 

We find PacifiCorp’s arguments on this issue unsettling. The Company’s 21 
arguments seem to echo those raised in previous proceedings in which it has 22 

18 Docket No. UE-240006/UG-240007 (consolidated), Order 08 at ¶ 194. 
19 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-1T at 32:6-17. 
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cited to its lack of control over NPC as justification to request a dollar-for-1 
dollar true up mechanism from this Commission. Hearkening back to our 2 
proceeding in Docket UE-130043, we cautioned the Company that these 3 
types of arguments “suggests a loss of perspective on the Company’s 4 
responsibility to manage its power costs using integrated resource planning, 5 
carefully structured hedging practices, conservation initiatives, and other 6 
means available to PacifiCorp and other utilities.” PacifiCorp’s duty and 7 
ability to manage its power costs are not curtailed by entrance into the 8 
EDAM. To that point, Public Counsel witness Earle explained, “whether 9 
units are bid into EDAM or not, there is still optimization for the Company 10 
to perform in terms of scheduling maintenance outages, optimal 11 
maintenance of equipment to maximize capacity factors and minimize 12 
forced outages, and improving heat rates at plants that burn fuel.”20 13 

These findings are just as applicable to PSE’s participation in the Southwest Power Pool’s 14 

Markets+. 15 

Q. HAS PSE PRESENTED ANYTHING NEW THAT THE COMMISSION HAS NOT16 
ALREADY CONSIDERED IN RECENT PCAM CASES?17 

A. No.  While PSE’s testimony provides a long and scattered discussion of the PCA, it does18 

not present any new issues or analysis that the Commission has not already considered in19 

recent PCAM cases.  Rather, it merely reasserts the same tired arguments that the20 

Commission has repeatedly and consistently rejected over approximately two decades of21 

cases litigating the PCAM design elements.  The Commission applies the consistent22 

power cost adjustment mechanism design elements to all three investor-owned electric23 

utilities in Washington State.  Avista and PacifiCorp have both recently advanced similar24 

proposals to eliminate or materially dilute these longstanding design elements premised25 

on substantially the same arguments PSE has raised in this case.  In both of those cases,26 

the Commission rejected those arguments and upheld its policy.21  Thus, not only would27 

20 Docket No. UE-230172 ¶ 402 (internal citations omitted). 
21 Docket No. UE-240006/UG-240007 (consolidated), Corrected Final Order 08 ¶¶ 190-197; Docket No. UE-

230172 (consolidated), Order 08 ¶¶ 381-404. 
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approving PSE’s proposal create inconsistent treatment among utilities, it would run 1 

counter to the precedent established in those proceedings. 2 

Q. DOES PSE’S COST OF CAPITAL REFLECT THE RISK ASSOCIATED THE3 
CURRENT PCA?4 

A. Yes.  PSE devotes a significant amount of testimony discussing the impact of the PCAM5 

on its ability to attract capital, making statements such as “on the surface, it appears that6 

PSE’s cost of capital is not fully reflecting the risks inherent in the PCAM bands.”22  This7 

is an ironic argument for PSE to make given that the Commission originally only8 

considered power cost true-up mechanisms like the PCA if they were accompanied by a9 

corresponding reduction to the utility’s cost of capital, recognizing the fact that these10 

mechanisms reduce, rather than increase, utility risk.2311 

Furthermore, even if the Commission were to credit the premise of PSE’s 12 

argument, it still does not justify the changes PSE proposes to the PCA.  In the 2023 13 

GRC, the Commission materially increased PSE’s return on equity from 9.4% to 9.8% 14 

and 9.9% in Rate Years 1 and 2 respectively.  In that docket, PSE’s cost of capital 15 

witness expressly relied on the design elements of the PCA to support her recommended 16 

cost of capital.24  Although the Commission did not specifically reference the PCA in its 17 

cost of capital decision, it is reasonable to conclude that the Commission evaluated the 18 

full evidentiary record, including testimony addressing the influence of the PCA, when it 19 

decided to increase PSE’s cost of capital.   20 

22 Pillaris, Exh. JAP-1T at 80:6-8. 
23 Docket Nos. U-89-2688-T & U-89-2955-T, 3d Supp. Order at 14 (Jan 17, 1990). 
24 Docket UE-240004/UG-240005 (consolidated), Bulkley, Exh. AEB-1T at 76:13-78:11. 
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If PSE felt that the Commission had not adequately assessed the impact of its 1 

PCA on its cost of capital, the time to raise that issue was in the 2023 GRC, either 2 

through reconsideration of the Commission’s final order or through judicial review.  PSE 3 

took neither action.  Effectively, PSE’s arguments with respect to capital markets and its 4 

cost of capital amount to little more than a collateral attack the Commission’s final order 5 

in the 2023 GRC, and revisiting that decision in this proceeding is neither necessary nor 6 

appropriate. 7 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATION.8 

A. Although PSE’s testimony is extensive, it offers no new substantive evidence or analysis9 

that would justify departing from Commission precedent, which has been repeatedly10 

reaffirmed, most recently just six months before PSE filed its application in this case.  I11 

therefore recommend that the Commission reject PSE’s proposal to reverse Washington’s12 

longstanding PCAM policy and reaffirm that policy once again.13 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR RESPONSE TESTIMONY?14 

A. Yes.15 
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I. INTRODUCTION1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.2 

A. My name is Bradley G. Mullins, and my business address is Vihikari 10, Kempele3 

Finland FI-90440.4 

Q. ARE YOU THE SAME BRADLEY MULLINS WHO FILED RESPONSE5 
TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?6 

A. Yes.7 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR CROSS-ANSWERING TESTIMONY?8 

A. I respond to the Response Testimony of Washington Utilities and Transportation9 

Commission (“Commission”) Staff witness David C. Gomez.10 

II. RESPONSE TO STAFF11 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE COMMISSION STAFF’S CONCLUSIONS REGARDING12 
PUGET SOUND ENERGY’S (“PSE”) POWER COST ADJUSTMENT (“PCA”)13 
MECHANISM.14 

A. Like the other parties to this proceeding, Mr. Gomez concludes that the PCA’s current15 

dead bands and sharing bands “are not the problem.”1  Rather, Mr. Gomez identifies three16 

circumstances that are the primary cause of PSE’s power cost variance: extraordinary17 

events, tightening resource supply, and a failure to timely refresh the power cost18 

baseline.2  Based on these findings, Mr. Gomez recommends that the Commission require19 

PSE in its next multi-year rate plan proceeding to “file a power cost update as part of the20 

compliance filing at the conclusion of the case and just prior to the rate effective date for21 

Year-1 of the rate plan and require updates effective January 1st of each subsequent year22 

1 Gomez, Exh. DCG-1T at 18:8. 
2 Id. at 17:15-18:4. 
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of the rate plan.  The updates of the subsequent year(s) of the plan should be as close to 1 

the rate effective date as possible.”3  Mr. Gomez also recommends that PSE be 2 

“prevented from modifying its methodology for arriving at the PCAM baseline during the 3 

pendency of its rate plan unless it files a PCORC.”4 4 

Q. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MR. GOMEZ’S RECOMMENDATION TO5 
UPDATE THE POWER COST BASELINE JUST PRIOR TO THE RATE6 
EFFECTIVE DATE?7 

A. AWEC believes that the process and procedures for updating base net power costs in a8 

multi-year rate plan are most appropriately addressed within the context of those multi-9 

year rate plan proceedings, rather than in this docket. With limited exceptions, the10 

Commission has historically encouraged updates to base net power costs using11 

information available close in time to when rates become effective.  AWEC does have12 

some concerns regarding this practice, particularly with respect to the limited opportunity13 

for parties to review late-stage updates and the potential for unknown rate impacts.14 

Notwithstanding those concerns, Mr. Gomez is correct that the Commission’s approach15 

mitigates uncertainty associated with power costs in a given rate year.  Accordingly,16 

while AWEC recommends that the Commission avoid imposing requirements on PSE’s17 

multi-year rate plan in this proceeding, the Commission’s established practice reduces18 

power cost risk to PSE and is another reason for denying PSE’s application in this case.19 

3 Id. at 18:13-17. 
4 Id. at 18:17-19. 
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Q. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MR. GOMEZ’S RECOMMENDATION TO1 
UPDATE THE POWER COST BASELINE EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1ST OF2 
EACH YEAR OF THE RATE PLAN?3 

A. As noted above, AWEC believes this is not the appropriate docket to set the conditions of4 

PSE’s net power cost update process.  That process is best evaluated in the multi-year5 

rate plan proceedings, where the underlying power cost forecasts are being evaluated.6 

While the multi-year rate plan statute permits power cost updates between rate years, the7 

process and scope of review for those updates is a concern for AWEC.  In particular,8 

AWEC is concerned with the limited time available to review updated modeling9 

assumptions, as well as any methodological changes that may be proposed.  Additionally,10 

it is often not feasible for AWEC to incur the cost of specialized software licenses11 

necessary to fully evaluate those updates on an annual basis.12 

Q. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MR. GOMEZ’S RECOMMENDATION THAT13 
PSE BE PREVENTED FROM MODIFYING ITS METHODOLOGY FOR14 
ARRIVING AT THE PCA BASELINE DURING A RATE PLAN UNLESS IT15 
FILES A PCORC?16 

A. I agree that PSE should not be permitted to make modeling changes to the PCA during a17 

rate plan.  Modeling changes can be complex and controversial and would effectively18 

constitute a form of single-issue ratemaking.  Allowing PSE to implement modeling19 

changes, particularly if it is filing an update close to the rate-effective date, would also20 

undermine the administrative efficiency intended from multi-year rate plans and would21 

prevent other parties from fully examining the validity of these changes.22 

 However, for similar reasons, I also do not agree with Mr. Gomez’s 23 

recommendation to allow PSE to file a PCORC while it is in the middle of a multi-year 24 

rate plan, unless the rate plan extends for longer than two years, in which case RCW 25 
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80.28.425(3)(e) requires a utility to update its power costs, with that update being subject 1 

to the same standards that apply to other rate filings.  Allowing PSE to file a PCORC 2 

more frequently than allowed by law would again undermine many of the purposes of 3 

multi-year rate plans, including administrative efficiency and rate predictability. 4 

Q. DOES MR. GOMEZ MAKE ANY OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS?5 

A. Yes.  At the end of his testimony, Mr. Gomez notes that PSE’s power costs have more6 

than doubled in size since the current dead bands and sharing bands were established,7 

which could provide a basis for expanding, rather than removing, these bands.5  Mr.8 

Gomez, however, considers this to be an “over simplified approach” and recommends9 

“that the Commission explore a path to examine the issue of the size of the PCAM bands10 

relative to authorized earnings outside of litigation through a binding collaborative ….”6  11 

Mr. Gomez clarifies that a “binding collaborative” would be “one that includes a deadline 12 

to mutually resolve this issue and bring it before the Commission as part of a multi-party 13 

settlement.”7 14 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE TO THIS RECOMMENDATION?15 

A. I agree with Mr. Gomez that, if anything, the evidence for all electric utilities the16 

Commission regulates indicates that the dead bands and sharing bands on their power17 

cost adjustment mechanisms should be expanded rather than removed.  I do not, however,18 

agree with Mr. Gomez’s recommendation to create a “binding collaborative” to try to19 

resolve this issue.20 

5 Exh. DCG-1T at 27:12-16. 
6 Id. at 27:17-19. 
7 Id. at 28:1-2. 
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There has been enough process on this issue already.  Each of the electric utilities 1 

has now tried to eliminate the dead bands and sharing bands on their PCAMs.  The 2 

Commission has soundly rejected these requests from two of the utilities, and the record 3 

in this case is not meaningfully different.  Creating another process to further discuss this 4 

issue is simply not necessary, unless the Commission determines that the PCAM dead 5 

bands and sharing bands should be expanded to reflect the utilities’ growth in power costs 6 

and rate base since these bands were first established.  In that case, a collaborative is not 7 

the best approach because parties’ positions have already become entrenched on this 8 

issue, so consensus on any changes is highly unlikely.  It would be more efficient for the 9 

Commission to simply articulate a consistent rationale for the size of dead bands and 10 

sharing bands on the electric utilities’ PCAMs and set them accordingly.  It could open a 11 

short investigation to receive evidence on this issue, or it could handle the issue 12 

individually in each utility’s next MYRP.   13 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR CROSS-ANSWERING TESTIMONY?14 

A. Yes.15 
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