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RESPONSE TESTIMONY OF JUSTIN BIEBER

I INTRODUCTION
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My name is Justin Bieber. My business address is 111 E Broadway, Suite 1200,
Salt Lake City, Utah, 84111.
BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY?
I am a Principal for Energy Strategies, LLC. Energy Strategies is a private
consulting firm specializing in economic and policy analysis applicable to energy
production, transportation, and consumption.
ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING?
My testimony is being sponsored by The Kroger Co. (“Kroger”) on behalf of its
Fred Meyer Stores and Quality Food Centers divisions. Kroger is one of the
largest retail grocers in the United States and operates approximately 50 facilities
that are served by Puget Sound Energy (“PSE” or the “Company”). These
facilities purchase approximately 130 million kWh annually from PSE, and are
primarily served on Electric Rate Schedules 25, 26, and 31.
PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE AND
QUALIFICATIONS.
My academic background is in business and engineering. I earned a Bachelor of
Science in Mechanical Engineering from Duke University in 2006 and a Master
of Business Administration from the University of Southern California in 2012. I

am also a registered Professional Civil Engineer in the state of California.
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I joined Energy Strategies in 2017, where I provide regulatory and
technical support on a variety of energy issues, including regulatory services,
transmission and renewable development, and financial and economic analyses.
While at Energy Strategies, I have filed and supported the development of
testimony before various state utility regulatory commissions.

Prior to joining Energy Strategies, I held three positions at Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (“PG&E”) as Manager of Transmission Project Development,
Independent System Operator (“ISO”) Relations and Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (“FERC”) Policy Principal, and Supervisor of Electric Generator
Interconnections. During my career at PG&E, 1 supported multiple facets of
utility operations and led efforts in policy, regulatory, and strategic initiatives,
including supporting the development of testimony before and submitting
comments to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the California Independent
System Operator, and the California Public Utilities Commission.

HAVE YOU TESTIFIED PREVIOUSLY BEFORE THIS COMMISSION?
Yes, I testified before this Commission in PSE’s 2022 general rate case, Docket
Nos. UE-220066 and UG-220067, and in PSE’s 2024 general rate case, Docket
Nos. UE-240004 and UG-240005.

HAVE YOU FILED TESTIMONY PREVIOUSLY BEFORE ANY OTHER
STATE UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSIONS?

Yes. I have testified in more than 90 regulatory proceedings on the subjects of
utility rates and regulatory policy before state utility regulators in Arizona,

Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, Montana, Nevada, New
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Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah,

Virginia, West Virginia, and Wisconsin.

II. OVERVIEW AND CONCLUSIONS
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?
My testimony addresses PSE’s proposed electric rate design for Schedule 26 and
PSE's proposal to terminate the Conjunctive Demand Service Option ("CDSO")
pilot. Absence of comment on my part regarding a particular issue does not
signify support (or opposition) toward PSE’s filing with respect to the non-
discussed issue.
PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS.
PSE's proposed Schedule 26 rate design understates the demand charges relative
to the underlying costs while overstating the energy charges. I recommend
moderate changes to the Company's proposed Schedule 26 rate design that would
move the rate design closer to the underlying cost components while recognizing
the principle of gradualism and mitigating the intra-class bill impacts that could
result from a more significant movement toward cost-based rates at this time.

I also recommend that the Commission direct PSE to continue the CDSO
pilot for existing participants at least until the Company completes its evaluation
of the pilot, which PSE currently expects to occur in June 2027. After completing
the evaluation, PSE should assess the results, evaluate the availability and

effectiveness of potential alternative rate structures, and submit an appropriate
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recommendation to the Commission regarding the future of the CDSO npilot,
together with the evidence supporting that recommendation. The Commission can
then consider PSE’s recommendation and the supporting evidence and determine

the appropriate course of action.

III. SCHEDULE 26 ELECTRIC RATE DESIGN
PLEASE EXPLAIN PSE’S ELECTRIC RATE DESIGN PROPOSAL IN
THIS CASE.
According to PSE’s rate design witness Christopher Mickelson, PSE’s electric
rate design proposal represents a strategic approach that is intended to realign
rates over the multiyear rate plan (“MYRP”) periods. For each rate period, the
proposal includes potential for a 35% increase in the basic customer charge and
up to 20% in demand charges to keep these charges within the respective cost-of-
service study results. Mr. Mickelson further states that the energy charge
components will experience flat-rate or percentage increases across the tiers
within each customer class.!
WHAT JUSTIFICATION DOES PSE PROVIDE TO SUPPORT ITS
ELECTRIC RATE DESIGN PROPOSALS?
Mr. Mickelson states that the pricing proposals are driven by a forward-looking
perspective considering evolving industry conditions and state policy direction,
particularly the Clean Energy Transformation Act ("CETA"), enacted by the

Washington State Legislature in 2019.> He states that increasing electrification

! Direct Testimony of Christopher T. Mickelson, p. 41.
21d p. 42.
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across the transportation, building, and industrial sectors is changing how
customers use the electric system and how costs are incurred, making traditional
rate structures less effective.’ According to Mr. Mickelson, PSE seeks to
modernize its rate design by aligning customer charges, demand charges, and
energy charges more closely with the results of its electric cost-of-service
studies.* He further explains that refining these pricing signals is intended to
encourage efficient investment decisions, reduce unintended cross-subsidies,
improve grid utilization, expand customer choice through options such as time-
varying rates, support affordability, and maintain consistency with CETA's clean
energy and electrification objectives.’
DOES MR. MICKELSON PROVIDE ADDITIONAL JUSTIFICATION
FOR THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED CHANGES TO DEMAND
CHARGES?
Yes. Mr. Mickelson explains that increasing demand charges provides stronger
price signals that encourage customers to use electricity more efficiently by
reducing or shifting demand during peak periods.® He states that higher demand
charges promote more efficient use of existing generation, transmission, and
distribution infrastructure by optimizing grid load, reducing strain on the system
during periods of high demand, and freeing up available capacity.’

Mr. Mickelson further explains that higher demand charges encourage the

adoption of energy storage technologies by creating an economic incentive for

SId. p.42-43.
6 Id. p. 49.
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customers to store energy during periods of lower demand and use that energy
during peak periods. According to Mr. Mickelson, this also better aligns
electricity consumption with periods of greater renewable energy availability,
thereby supporting Washington's transition to 100% clean energy by 2045.8
Finally, he states that higher demand charges are consistent with the principle of
cost causation because customers who impose higher peak demands on the
electric system should bear a proportionately greater share of the costs incurred to
serve those demands, thereby reducing interclass cost inequities.’

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED SCHEDULE 26
SECONDARY RATE DESIGN.

Mr. Mickelson explains that the Company proposes to increase the basic customer
charge by 35% in each year of the MYRP. He also explains that the Company
proposes to increase the demand charges by 20% in Rate Years 1 and 2 with the
remaining increase or decrease incorporated in the energy charge to achieve the
target revenue requirement. He further states that the Company proposes to
increase the demand charge by up to 20% in Rate Year 3.!° However, an
examination of the detailed rate design demonstrates that, while PSE proposes to
increase the summer demand charge by 20% in Rate Year 3, it proposes to
increase the winter demand charge by only 4.5%.!

Table JB-1 summarizes the Company’s proposed Schedule 26 rates.

$1d.

9 Id. p. 49-50.
1074, p.93.
1 See 260005-06-PSE-Exh-CTM-4-2-27-26 x1sx, ‘Exh CTM-Rate Design’ tab, line 164-170.
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Table JB-1
PSE Proposed Schedule 26 Rates

Units MYRP 2027 MYRP2028 MYRP 2029

Basic Charge Bills $589.03 $795.19 $1,073.51
Energy Charge KWh  $0.12054 $0.11341 $0.12066
Winter Demand kW $25.96 $31.15 $32.56
Summer Demand kW $17.30 $20.76 $24.92

WHAT IS YOUR ASSESSMENT OF PSE’S PROPOSED SCHEDULE 26
RATE DESIGN?

Although PSE’s rate design proposal does make movement to better align rates
with cost causation, reduce cross subsidies, and send more accurate price signals,
the proposed Schedule 26 rate design would still continue to understate the
demand-related charges relative to the underlying costs while overstating the
energy charges. Table JB-2 below compares PSE’s proposed Schedule 26
revenues relative to total cost by classification compared to the underlying cost by

classification in PSE’s proposed electric cost of service study.

Table JB-2
PSE’s Proposed Schedule 26
Proportion of Costs and Revenues by Classification

Cost of Service MYRP 2027 MYRP 2028 MYRP 2029

Customer 5.3% 1.8% 2.3% 2.8%

Energy 52.2% 67.7% 62.1% 60.7%
Demand 42.6% 30.5% 35.6% 36.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

As can be seen in Table JB-2 above, the proposed customer and demand
revenues are below PSE’s underlying cost of service while the energy charges are

greater than cost. Notwithstanding PSE’s proposal to increase the customer and
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demand charges, the proposed demand charges remain well below the underlying
demand-related cost of service in all three years of the MYRP.

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW YOU CALCULATED THE SCHEDULE 26
PROPORTION OF COSTS BY CLASSIFICATION FROM PSE’S
ELECTRIC COST OF SERVICE STUDY?

The proportion of costs and revenues by classification in Table JB-2 above were
derived from PSE’s electric cost of service study with one adjustment to remove
the non-firm energy sales from the energy-related cost. Specifically, I started
with PSE’s proposed costs by classification'? and subtracted the non-firm sales

from the energy-related cost of service.!?

This adjustment was necessary to
account for the fact that the Company receives revenues for these non-firm sales
that offset the necessary revenue requirement to be recovered through base rates.
I then calculated the relative proportion of customer, energy, and demand related
costs relative to the total cost of service. These calculations are also provided in
the workpapers to my response testimony.

FROM A CUSTOMER’S PERSPECTIVE, WHY SHOULD IT MATTER IF
PSE PROPOSES DEMAND CHARGES THAT DO NOT FULLY
RECOVER ITS DEMAND-RELATED COSTS?

If a utility proposes demand charges that are below the cost of service, it is going
to seek to recover its class revenue requirement by over-recovering its costs in

another area, most typically through levying an energy charge that is above the

variable energy cost, which is the case with PSE’s proposed rate design. For a

12 See 260005-06-PSE-WP-CTM-3-E-COS-MODEL-26GRC-02-2026.x1sx, ‘UnitCost’ tab, lines 45-47.
13 See 260005-06-PSE-WP-CTM-3-E-COS-MODEL-26GRC-02-2026.x1sx, ‘Summary’ tab, line 9.
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given rate schedule such as Schedule 26, when demand charges are set below
cost, and energy charges are set above cost, those customers with relatively higher
load factors are required to subsidize the lower load factor customers within the
class.

WHY IS IT IMPORTANT FOR RATE DESIGN TO BE
REPRESENTATIVE OF UNDERLYING COST CAUSATION?

Aligning rate design with underlying cost causation improves efficiency because
it sends proper price signals. For example, setting a demand charge below the cost
of demand understates the economic cost of demand-related assets, which in turn
distorts consumption decisions, and calls forth a greater level of investment in
fixed assets than is economically desirable.

At the same time, aligning rate design with cost causation is important for
ensuring equity among customers, because properly aligning charges with costs
minimizes cross-subsidies among customers. As I stated above, if demand costs
are understated in utility rates, the costs are made up elsewhere — typically in
energy rates. When demand charges are understated, higher-load-factor customers
(who use fixed assets relatively efficiently through relatively constant energy
usage) are forced to pay the demand-related costs of lower-load-factor customers.
This results in cross-subsidies that are fundamentally inequitable.

DOES THE COMPANY RECOGNIZE THE IMPORTANCE OF

ALIGNING RATE DESIGN WITH THE UNDERLYING COSTS?
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Yes. As I explained above, aligning rates with the actual cost of service, adhering
to the principle of cost causation, reducing cross-subsidies, and providing accurate
price signals are important rate design objectives for the Company.

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION WITH RESPECT TO THE
SCHEDULE 26 RATE DESIGN?

Ideally, the demand related charges, energy related charges, and customer charges
would be aligned with the respective underlying cost components. However, in
some circumstances, full movement towards cost-based rates in a single step
should be tempered in order to mitigate potential intra-class rate impacts and take
into consideration the well-accepted ratemaking principle of gradualism.
Therefore, I am proposing moderate changes to PSE’s proposed Schedule 26 rate
design that will make progress towards aligning the rate design with the
underlying costs while also employing gradualism and mitigating the intra-class
rate impacts that would result from a more significant movement toward cost-
based rates at this time.

Given the circumstances of this case, I recommend that the Commission

approve PSE’s proposed rate design for Schedule 26 with two modifications:

1. The Rate Year 1 demand charges should be increased by 27%, rather
than the 20% proposed by PSE, based on the Company’s proposed
revenue requirement.

2. The winter demand charge should be increased by 20% in Rate Year
3, consistent with PSE’s proposed 20% increase to the summer

demand charge. This limited modification would maintain the
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differential between the summer and winter demand charges
established in Rate Years 1 and 2. It would also modestly increase the
proportion of Schedule 26 revenues recovered through demand
charges, resulting in greater alignment with cost causation.
I recommend adjusting the Schedule 26 energy charges as necessary to
make these modifications revenue-neutral relative to PSE’s proposed Schedule 26
rate design. Accordingly, my recommendation would not affect the revenues
allocated to any other rate schedule. I am not proposing any changes to PSE’s
proposed customer charges or any other elements of the Schedule 26 rate
design.'* Thus, except for the two limited modifications described above, my
recommendation adopts PSE’s proposed rate design.
My recommended rate design is summarized in Table JB-3 below. The

revenue verification for this rate design is presented in Exhibit JB-2.'

Table JB-3
Kroger Proposed Schedule 26 Rate Design
At PSE’s Proposed Revenue Requirement and Revenue Allocation

Units MYRP 2027 MYRP 2028 MYRP 2029

Basic Charge Bills $589.03 $795.19 $1,073.51
Energy Charge kWh  $0.11731 $0.10948 $0.10987
Winter Demand kW $27.47 $32.96 $39.56
Summer Demand kW $18.31 $21.98 $26.37

Q. HOW DOES YOUR RECOMMENDED RATE DESIGN IMPROVE THE

ALIGNMENT BETWEEN CHARGES AND THE UNDERLYING COST?

14 My recommended reactive demand charges have increased by the same percentage increase as the
proposed demand charges, maintain the Company’s proposed rate design relationship. See 260005-06-PSE-
Exh-CTM-4-2-27-26.x1sx, ‘Exh CTM-Rate Design’ tab, lines 173 and 220.

15 My recommended rate design reflects the Company’s proposal to allow the Conjunctive Demand Service
Option pilot to expire. If the Commission adopts my recommendation to extend the pilot, the Schedule 26
rate design should be updated accordingly.
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My proposed rate design would improve the alignment between charges and the
underlying cost components by increasing the recovery of demand related costs
through the demand charges while decreasing revenue recovery through variable
energy charges.

To be clear, my recommended improvements to the Schedule 26 rate
design would not result in fully cost-based rates. They would, however, make
measured progress toward better aligning the charges with the underlying costs.
This measured approach is intentional and reflects the principle of gradualism by
mitigating the intraclass rate impacts that could result from a more significant
movement toward cost-based rates at this time.

Table JB-4 below compares the Schedule 26 revenues recovered by cost
classification under my recommended rate design with the corresponding costs
and the revenues that would be recovered under PSE’s proposed rates, based on

PSE’s proposed revenue requirement.
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Table JB-4
PSE & Kroger Proposed Schedule 26
Proportion of Costs and Revenues by Classification

| PSE |
Cost of Service MYRP 2027 MYRP2028 MYRP 2029
Customer 5.3% 1.8% 2.3% 2.8%
Energy 52.2% 67.4% 61.7% 60.4%
Demand 42.6% 30.9% 36.0% 36.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
| Kroger |
Cost of Service MYRP 2027 MYRP2028 MYRP 2029
Customer 5.3% 1.8% 2.3% 2.8%
Energy 52.2% 65.6% 59.6% 55.0%
Demand 42.6% 32.7% 38.1% 42.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

HAVE YOU PREPARED A BILL IMPACT ANALYSIS OF YOUR
RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE SCHEDULE 26 RATE DESIGN?
Yes. My bill impact analysis is presented in Exhibit JB-3 and illustrates the total
bill impacts to customers that would result from my recommended Schedule 26
rate design at the Company’s proposed revenue requirement.

HAVE YOU MADE ANY MODIFICATIONS TO THE BILL IMPACT
ANALYSIS RELATIVE TO THE WAY IT HAS BEEN PRESENTED IN
PSE’S FILING?

Yes. I have made two modifications. First, I excluded customers with load factors
below 20% and above 80% to provide a more representative depiction of
customers taking service under Schedule 26. Second, I adjusted the formula to
calculate a customer’s bill at proposed rates to apply the demand and energy
charges directly to the customer’s load profile usage. The resulting bill impact

analysis is presented in Exhibit JB-3.
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YOUR PROPOSED RATE DESIGN RESULTS IN SLIGHTLY
DIFFERENT BILL IMPACTS FOR CUSTOMERS WITH DIFFERENT
LOAD PROFILES. IS THIS A REASONABLE RESULT?

Yes, it is a reasonable result. My proposed rate design reflects a cost-based
difference while providing gradual movement towards cost-based rates. As I
explain above, I am not proposing full movement towards cost-based rates in this
case. Instead, my proposed rate design makes gradual movement towards
aligning rates with cost causation and reduces, but does not eliminate, the existing
intra-class subsidy. This is a reasonable result because it strikes a balance
between two important rate-making principles — improving the alignment between
rates and the underlying cost components while employing gradualism.

YOUR PROPOSED SCHEDULE 26 RATE DESIGN WAS CALCULATED
USING PSE’S PROPOSED REVENUE REQUIREMENT. HOW SHOULD
YOUR PROPOSED RATE DESIGN BE IMPLEMENTED IF THE
COMMISSION ADOPTS A REVENUE REQUIREMENT THAT IS LESS
THAN PSE’S REQUEST?

To the extent that the Commission approves a lower revenue target, I recommend
that each of my recommended base rate charges contained in Exhibit JB-2, and
summarized in Table JB-3, should be reduced by an equal percentage amount in

order to recover the approved revenue target.

IV.  CONJUNCTIVE DEMAND SERVICE OPTION

PLEASE EXPLAIN THE CDSO?
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The CDSO allows eligible customers with multiple service locations to aggregate
their demands for purposes of production and transmission billing. The billing
demand is measured as the highest hourly demand occurring simultaneously
across each of a participating customer’s participating locations, thereby
measuring billing demand for the totality of the customer’s participating sites as if
it were a single load for billing purposes. This conjunctive demand billing only
applies to a customer’s generation and transmission service. A participating
customers distribution portion of the bill is still calculated using demand billing
determinants established separately at each location.
WHY IS IT APPROPRIATE TO APPLY A CONJUNCTIVE DEMAND
RATE TO FIXED GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION COSTS AS
DISTINCT FROM DISTRIBUTION COSTS?
Each facility owned by a multi-site customer causes unique distribution costs and
therefore it is appropriate to recover those costs based on the peak demand of each
individual facility. But that is not the case for fixed production and transmission
costs. At the power supply and transmission level, it makes no difference whether
5 MW in a given hour is going to a single-site customer with a 5 MW load or to a
multi-site customer with five facilities taking 1 MW each. The cost to produce
and transmit the 5 MW in that hour is not materially different.

For a multi-site customer, it would not be unusual for each of its sites to be
peaking at a different hour each month. Outside of a conjunctive demand rate
structure, this means that the customer’s cumulative billing demand for fixed

production costs would exceed the customer’s actual aggregated peak demand
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measured on an hour-by-hour basis (as if it were a single-site customer). In other
words, the multi-site customer might be billed for 5.5 MW of fixed production
demand based on the sum of the individual peaks of each of its sites (occurring at
different hours), whereas in fact, the customer’s actual aggregate demand for
fixed production demand in any hour might be no greater than 5 MW. A
conjunctive demand rate can correct for this upward bias in the billing demand
that would otherwise be charged to a multi-site customer by aggregating the
customer’s billing demands for peak demand measurement purposes. With the
proper metering in place, this correction simply charges multi-site customers for
the fixed production service that they actually use and places them on an equal
footing with single-site customers. Under the Company’s CDSO pilot demand
rate, a multi-site customer that has the same aggregate demand for power supply
as a single-site customer pays the same rate and dollar amount for power supply
as that single-site customer.

WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF CONJUNCTIVE DEMAND BILLING?
This type of aggregation allows a multi-site customer to capture the diversity
within its loads for billing purposes, specifically in the determination of billing
demand. By treating the multiple loads of a single customer as a single entity for
the purpose of measuring the amount of power and transmission service provided
to the customer, the customer’s load is treated in a manner that is comparable to
the treatment of a single-site customer with the same aggregate load shape. It is
also comparable to the way the customer’s load would be viewed in a competitive

market.
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WHAT IS PSE PROPOSING WITH RESPECT TO THE CDSO PILOT IN
THIS PROCEEDING?

Mr. Mickelson explains that PSE is not proposing to continue or extend the pilot
beyond its scheduled expiration date of December 31, 2026.! He further explains
that consistent with standard ratemaking practice for expiring pilots, existing
customers currently enrolled in the CDSO pilot will be returned to their respective
underlying tariff schedules.!”

WHAT WAS THE INTENDED PURPOSE OF THE CDSO PILOT?
According to Mr. Mickelson, the CDSO pilot was intended to evaluate whether
differentiated pricing under a conjunctive demand structure could encourage
participating customers to reduce demand during system peak periods, while also
assessing how increasing electric vehicle adoption could be integrated into
demand management strategies.'®

HAS PSE COMPLETED ITS EVALUATION OF THE CDSO PILOT?

No, not yet. Mr. Mickelson explains that PSE plans to issue a comprehensive
evaluation study by June 2027 to assess whether the pilot achieved its intended
objectives.!” According to Mr. Mickelson, the study will evaluate whether
participating customers reduced or shifted demand during system peak periods,
whether customer savings were proportionate to system benefits, whether the pilot

resulted in cost shifting to non-participating customers, the administrative

15 Id. p.
71d. p.
8 1d. p.
Y1d. p.

110.
108.
109.
110.
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feasibility and scalability for broader application, and whether alternative rate
designs could better achieve the same demand management objectives.?

DOES PSE HAVE ANY PRELIMINARY INSIGHTS REGARDING THE
OUTCOMES OF THE CDSO PILOT?

Mr. Mickelson asserts that, although PSE recognizes that the comprehensive
evaluation will provide the definitive findings regarding the pilot's overall
effectiveness, PSE has identified early operational lessons suggesting that
comparable price signals and similar demand-management outcomes may be
achievable through alternative rate designs that are simpler to administer and less
resource-intensive than the CDSO pilot.?!

WHAT IS YOUR ASSESSMENT OF PSE'S PROPOSAL TO ALLOW THE
CDSO PILOT TO EXPIRE PRIOR TO THE COMPLETION OF ITS
EVALUATION?

I believe it is premature to discontinue the CDSO pilot before PSE completes its
comprehensive evaluation and provides evidence regarding whether alternative
rate structures can achieve similar demand-management objectives more
effectively or efficiently.

Although Mr. Mickelson suggests that alternative rate designs may
provide comparable price signals and demand-management outcomes with a
lower administrative burden, he does not identify or evaluate any specific
alternative that would serve existing CDSO participants. Indeed, PSE

acknowledges that its comprehensive evaluation, which it expects to complete in

20 7d. p. 110-111.
20 1d. p. 111.
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June 2027, will provide the definitive findings regarding the pilot’s effectiveness
and identify alternative rate-design approaches that may better achieve its
demand-management objectives.

Accordingly, I recommend that the Commission direct PSE to continue
the CDSO pilot for existing participants at least until the evaluation is complete.
After completing the evaluation, PSE should assess the results, evaluate the
availability and effectiveness of potential alternative rate structures, and submit an
appropriate recommendation to the Commission regarding the future of the CDSO
pilot, together with the evidence supporting that recommendation. The
Commission can then consider PSE’s recommendation and the supporting
evidence and determine the appropriate course of action.

If PSE does not submit such a filing before its next general rate case, |
recommend that the CDSO pilot remain available to existing participants through
the end of the MYRP proposed in this proceeding.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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