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I.  INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Callahan Moriyasu, and my business address is 800 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3 

2000, Seattle, Washington 98104. 4 

Q.  By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 5 

A. I am the Supervising Regulatory Analyst with the Public Counsel Unit of the 6 

Washington State Office of the Attorney General (Public Counsel). 7 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying? 8 

A. I am testifying on behalf of Public Counsel.   9 

Q. Please describe your professional qualifications. 10 

A. I have a Master of Public Policy degree from the University of Southern California, 11 

as well as a Bachelor of Arts in Economics and History from Northwestern 12 

University. In addition to my formal education, I have completed several utility 13 

ratemaking courses, including NARUC’s Fundamentals of Electricity, NARUC’s 14 

Rate School, IPU’s Supply-Side Power Grid School, and NMSU’s Electricity 15 

Basics Course.  16 

  As a Regulatory Analyst for Public Counsel, I have provided analysis and 17 

formal written comments on a variety of cases, including the Washington Utilities 18 

and Transportation Commission’s (UTC or Commission) Policy Dockets on 19 

Credits and Collection (U-210800), Performance-Based Ratemaking (U-210590), 20 

Climate Commitment Act Implementation (U-230161), and Equity Policy (A-21 

230217). I have also been Public Counsel’s lead analyst on cases addressed in Open 22 
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Meetings, including Puget Sound Energy’s (PSE or Company) 2026 Power Cost 1 

Baseline Update and Associated Changes to Schedule 111 (UE-250747 & UE-2 

250901). I have previously provided testimony in front of this Commission as a 3 

witness for Public Counsel, for example, in PSE’s Proposed Revisions to its Power 4 

Cost Adjustment Clause (UE-250537), PacifiCorp’s 2025 Power Cost Only Rate 5 

Case (UE-250224), and CenturyLink’s Service Quality Investigation (UT-240117). 6 

I have also submitted Declarations on behalf of the Washington Attorney General’s 7 

Office in rehearing requests before the Department of Energy on TransAlta Orders 8 

202-25-11 and 202-26-18A. I also supervise and oversee the work of four 9 

Regulatory Analysts. 10 

Q. What exhibits are you sponsoring in this proceeding? 11 

 A. With this testimony I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 12 

• Exhibit CM-2  PSE Historical Electric and Natural Gas Rates  13 
• Exhibit CM-3  PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.  14 

   136 15 
• Exhibit CM-4  PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.  16 

   137 17 
• Exhibit CM-5  PSE Residential Zip Codes  18 
• Exhibit CM-6  PSE LIAC Meeting Presentation, January 13, 2026 19 
• Exhibit CM-7  PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.  20 

   34 21 
• Exhibit CM-8C PSE First Supplemental Response to Public  22 

   Counsel Data Request No. 149, Attachment D (C) 23 
• Exhibit CM-9HC PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.  24 

   214 (HC) 25 
• Exhibit CM-10HC PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.  26 

   (HC) 27 
• Exhibit CM-11HC PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.  28 

   217 (HC) 29 
• Exhibit CM-12 PSE Response to Staff Data Request No. 1 30 
• Exhibit CM-13 PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.  31 

   435 32 
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• Exhibit CM-14 Impact of PCAM Sharing 1 
• Exhibit CM-15C PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.  2 

   41C, with Attachment A (C) 3 
• Exhibit CM-16 PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.  4 
   77, with Attachment A 5 
• Exhibit CM-17 PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.  6 
   281, with Attachment A 

 Q. Please summarize the purpose of your testimony. 7 

 A. My testimony provides an overview of the recommendations of Public Counsel’s  8 

witnesses, presents Public Counsel’s analysis of affordability in PSE’s service 9 

territory which informs our position, and makes specific recommendations 10 

regarding concrete actions to reduce the impact of this rate request.   11 

  Section II provides an introduction to Public Counsel’s witnesses and a 12 

summary of each expert’s main recommendations. 13 

  Section III presents my analysis of affordability, balancing national data on 14 

the diverse sociodemographic population that PSE serves with Company-reported 15 

metrics on energy burden, arrearages, disconnections, and participation in bill 16 

assistance programs.  17 

  Section IV critiques PSE’s proposal to remove the deadbands and sharing 18 

bands from the Power Cost Adjustment Mechanism (PCAM).   19 

 Section V discusses issues with PSE’s request for Construction Work In Progress 20 

(CWIP) treatment for the natural gas turbines.  21 

  Section VI addresses Public Counsel’s concerns with the timing of the 22 

TransAlta Centralia conversion and PSE’s inclusion of the associated Purchased 23 

Power Agreement (PPA) in this rate plan. 24 
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II. OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC COUNSEL’S RESPONSE TO PSE’S RATE 1 
INCREASE REQUEST 2 

 
Q. Please introduce the other witnesses testifying on behalf of Public Counsel in 3 

this case. 4 

 A. Witness Mark Garrett is the President of Garrett Group Consulting, Inc., a firm  5 

specializing in public utility regulation and litigation. His testimony provides a 6 

thorough analysis of PSE's operations and revenue requirement model. Witness M. 7 

Garrett recommends that the Commission approve only a one-year rate plan, 8 

finding that PSE's forecasts for Rate Years 2 and 3 are too uncertain, lack 9 

meaningful reviews of forecasts, and shift unnecessary and unreasonable amounts 10 

of risk from investors to customers. Witness M. Garrett also makes several 11 

adjustments to PSE's revenue requirement, including removing Construction Work 12 

in Progress (CWIP) treatment, industry association dues, and returns on Purchased 13 

Power Agreements (PPAs) from PSE's proposal, among other recommendations.  14 

  Witness Aaron Rothschild is the President of Rothschild Financial 15 

Consulting, with expertise in financial analysis. Witness Rothschild analyzes PSE's 16 

cost of capital testimony and provides return on equity (ROE) modeling that is more 17 

robust and aligned with financial reality, resulting in an ROE recommendation of 18 

8.17 percent.  19 

  Witness David Garrett is the President of Resolve Utility Consulting and 20 

provides testimony about PSE's depreciation rates. Witness D. Garrett recommends 21 

the Commission approve use of the average life group (ALG) method and supports 22 

changes to PSE's proposed Iowa curves to align retirements with historical data.  23 
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  Witness Dr. Robert Earle is the owner of Alea IE, LLC, and has expertise 1 

in power markets and capacity and infrastructure planning. Witness Earle provides 2 

testimony supporting the maintenance of PSE's Power Cost Adjustment 3 

Mechanism (PCAM) deadbands and sharing bands, highlighting uncertainties with 4 

the Lower Baker Dam Crest Improvement Project and PSE's choice in day-ahead 5 

market, and recommending a market-based risk-sharing mechanism for the Climate 6 

Commitment Act (CCA) allowance costs.  7 

 Witness Larry Holloway is a utility consultant with expertise in engineering 8 

and management of electric and gas utilities. Witness Holloway analyzes PSE's 9 

electric delivery system proposed capital expenditures and recommends a reduction 10 

in the plan based on the feasibility of completing the projected capital expenditures 11 

and PSE's historical performance.  12 

 Witness Melissa Whited is a Vice President at Synapse Energy Economics, 13 

Inc., a research and consulting firm specializing in the electricity and gas industry. 14 

Witness Whited provides testimony on PSE's proposed rate spread, rate design, and 15 

time-of-use (TOU) tariff design. She recommends a reduction in PSE's proposed 16 

basic charge increases for electric and gas, that PSE should adopt a revenue 17 

allocation that moves the classes closer to parity, and changes to PSE's TOU tariff 18 

to align it more closely with cost causation principles and to improve TOU's 19 

efficacy.  20 

 Witness Kenji Takahashi is a Principal Associate at Synapse with expertise 21 

in decarbonization planning and technology. Witness Takahashi evaluates PSE's 22 
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Thermal Energy Network (TEN) proposal and recommends that the TEN not be 1 

included in rates until substantially more information is known about the project.  2 

  Witness Andrew Reeves is a Regulatory Analyst for Public Counsel and 3 

provides testimony on the theoretical benefits and realized harms of multiyear rate 4 

plans (MYRP) as implemented in Washington, including the speculative nature of 5 

long-range Company forecasts. Witness Reeves also analyzes the erosion of cost 6 

containment through the proliferation of trackers and the inadequacy of the 7 

portfolio-based provisional capital review process. 8 

Q. Please introduce the other witnesses testifying on behalf of Public Counsel in 9 

this case. 10 

A. Public Counsel recommends that the Commission reject PSE's MYRP and approve  11 

a one-year plan with a revenue requirement increase of $855 million, down 12 

approximately $530 million from PSE’s requested increase ($1.385 billion) in Rate 13 

Year 1.  14 

 Public Counsel's analysis reveals that PSE's forecasts, especially in years 15 

two and three of its MYRP, are speculative, not known and measurable, and in 16 

some cases, not even used and useful. PSE's proposal represents the Company's 17 

continued efforts to move towards dollar-for-dollar recovery, speculative 18 

forecasting, and the transfer of financial risk to ratepayers. PSE's proposal is a 19 

departure from core principles of utility regulation and would benefit shareholders 20 

to the detriment of ratepayers, at a time when the Company's customers are least 21 

able bear any more financial burden. PSE's proposal is not in the public interest, 22 
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and Public Counsel recommends changes in order to provide the Company rate 1 

relief in a fair manner.  2 

III. PSE’S PROPOSED RATES ARE NEITHER JUST, FAIR, NOR 3 
REASONABLE AND WOULD EXACERBATE THE EXISTING 4 
AFFORDABILITY CRISIS IN PSE’s SERVICE TERRITORY 5 

 
Q. How should the Commission view your affordability testimony in relation to 6 

Public Counsel’s other recommendations?  7 

A. In addition to my specific recommendations, this affordability testimony 8 

underscores the urgency of meticulously scrutinizing PSE’s rate plan. It is 9 

imperative that mechanisms mitigating moral hazard and addressing information 10 

asymmetry, such as the PCA deadbands and sharing bands, are upheld. It is critical 11 

that revenue requirement line items, proposed distribution and transmission 12 

investments, and power costs are reviewed for reasonableness and that the known 13 

and measurable and used and useful standards are maintained. Furthermore, it is 14 

crucial that the Commission reevaluate and scrutinize the Company’s request for 15 

an ROE that is unprecedentedly high and, as Public Counsel witness, Aaron 16 

Rothschild shows, is unvalidated by financial analysis.  17 

A. PSE’s Proposal Would Increase Rates Out of Proportion to National 18 
Trends to the Detriment of Ratepayers 19 

 
Q. Please describe the recent trends in PSE’s electric rates. 20 

A. PSE historically had electricity rates below the national average, but above the 21 

Washington State average. However, in recent years, PSE’s rates have increased 22 

significantly and at a faster pace than both the national and state averages. From 23 

2023 to 2024, PSE’s price per kWh rose above the national average for the first 24 
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on their total bill. Under proposed changes to Schedule 7BDR, this same customer 1 

will receive a 40 percent discount on the basic charge and a 10 percent discount on 2 

the Electricity Charge. Currently, customers in this income bracket with an average 3 

monthly usage of 800 kWh pay $145.21 ($161.35 minus 10 percent). Under PSE’s 4 

proposal, this same customer would pay $165.24 per month (60 percent of the 5 

$12.50 basic charge, plus 10 percent off the Electricity charge of $175.27). To put 6 

this into perspective, a family of three earning $40,980 per year that currently pays 7 

four percent of their annual income on electricity bills would now pay five percent 8 

of their annual income on electricity bills.   9 

For unknown low-income11 customers, the impact of the proposed rate 10 

increase would be severe. The same household described above would pay nearly 11 

six percent of their annual income on their electricity bills under PSE’s proposal.  12 

Middle-income12 customers will also be seriously affected. A household of three 13 

earning $118,125 per year is considered to be at 90 percent of the Average Median 14 

Income (AMI) in King County, Washington for 2026 – above the 80 percent AMI 15 

threshold for bill assistance. If that household uses an average of 800 kWh per 16 

month, the current electricity bill accounts for 1.6 percent of their monthly income. 17 

With PSE’s rate increase to an average bill of $187.77 per month, this would jump 18 

to 1.9 percent. By the end of the rate period, without any corresponding increases 19 

 
https://aspe.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/documents/b1bfa16b20ae9b89d525bc35de7c1643/detailed-
guidelines-2026.pdf  
11 Unknown low-income refers to customers whose income would qualify for PSE’s Bill Discount 
Program, but who have not applied for assistance. 
12 Middle-income is generally defined as those with an income from two-thirds to double the U.S. median 
income. For the purposes of this testimony, I refer to middle income as those over the income threshold for 
PSE’s Bil Discount Program, but below 1.5 times the U.S. median income.  
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in income, as has been happening for over a decade,13 such a household’s electric 1 

burden would increase to 2.1 percent of their monthly income. The changes to the 2 

Bill Discount Program are not sufficient to insulate known low-income customers 3 

from the effects of PSE’s proposed rate increases. These customers, along with 4 

unknown low-income and middle-income customers, will be forced to pay a higher 5 

percentage of their incomes on electricity bills during a time when budgets are 6 

already stretched thin, in part due to already-enacted PSE bill increases over the 7 

past few years. 8 

Q. What would be the human consequences of PSE’s proposed rate increases? 9 

A. PSE’s rate increases will almost certainly increase energy insecurity, especially in 10 

the immediate term.14 Households attempt to cope with energy insecurity in a 11 

variety of ways, including acquiring utility debt, forgoing necessary expenditures 12 

like medicine and food, and engaging in alternative methods of heating that are 13 

either less efficient or a major risk to health (ranging from use of space heaters and 14 

fireplaces to using the oven, dryer vents, or burning trash).15 A nationally 15 

representative study of low-income households found that 27 percent accumulated 16 

utility debt, 17 percent forwent other expenditures, and 26 percent engaged in risky 17 

 
13 L. Rachel Ngai & Orhun Sevinc, A Multisector Perspective on Wage Stagnation, 56 Rev. Econ. 
Dynamics 101269 (2025), https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1094202524000589; Drew 
DeSilver, For Most U.S. Workers, Real Wages Have Barely Budged in Decades, Pew Research Ctr. (Aug. 
7, 2018), https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2018/08/07/for-most-us-workers-real-wages-have-
barely-budged-for-decades/. 
14 Wages tend to increase, at best, with inflation, and likely will not increase with the bill increase. 
Therefore, holding all else equal, higher bills without a corresponding increase in income or decrease in 
other charges will increase energy insecurity.  
15 Sanya Carley, Michelle Graff, David M. Konisky & Trevor Memmott, Behavioral and Financial Coping 
Strategies Among Energy-Insecure Households, 119 Proc. Nat’l Acad. Sci. U.S.A. e2205356119 (2022), 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2205356119. 
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temperature behavior, to cope with energy insecurity.16 Financially, utility debt can 1 

threaten a household’s financial security17 and housing stability, with one study 2 

finding a significant association between energy burden and evictions.18  3 

 Energy insecurity has serious health implications as well. A study of five 4 

cities across the U.S. found that young children in households facing material 5 

hardships, including energy insecurity, had significantly worse health, worse 6 

developmental outcomes, and higher rates of hospitalization compared to children 7 

in households not facing the same hardships.19 A national U.S. study also found 8 

that adults facing energy insecurity had significantly higher rates of depression and 9 

anxiety.20 Another study found that states with a higher percentage of household 10 

energy insecurity had a higher prevalence of diabetes.21  11 

 In addition to these health findings being concerning in their own right, 12 

negative health implications have broad economic consequences. National health 13 

expenditures have risen from $3.6 trillion in 2018 to $5.3 trillion in 2024, including 14 

 
16 Id.  
17 Julie Margetta Morgan, Mike Pierce & Eduard Nilaj, Fueling Debt: How Rising Utility Costs Are 
Overwhelming American Families, The Century Found. (Nov. 17, 2025), 
https://tcf.org/content/report/fueling-debt-how-rising-utility-costs-are-overwhelming-american-families/.  
18 Megan E. Hatch & Michelle Graff, Housing Costs Are Not a Monolith: The Association Between 
Neighborhood Energy Burdens and Eviction Filing Rates, 150 Cities 104995 (2024), 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2024.104995.  
19 Richard Sheward, Stephanie Ettinger de Cuba, Diana B. Cutts, Deborah A. Frank, Ana Poblacion, 
Eduardo Ochoa Jr., Félice Lê-Scherban, Maureen M. Black, Sharon M. Coleman, Timothy C. Heeren & 
Megan Sandel, Hardship-Free Households Are Associated With Optimal Caregiver and Child Health, 5 
AJPM Focus 100422 (2025), https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC12557588/. 
20 Michelle Graff & Ther W. Aung, Energy Insecurity and Mental Health Symptoms in U.S. Adults, 8 
JAMA Network Open e2539479 (2025), 
https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jamanetworkopen/fullarticle/2840540. 
21 Ryan Saelee, Kai McKeever Bullard, Jacob T. Wittman, Dayna S. Alexander & Darrell Hudson, State-
Level Household Energy Insecurity and Diabetes Prevalence Among US Adults, 2020, 21 Prev. Chronic 
Dis. 240087 (2024), https://www.cdc.gov/pcd/issues/2024/24_0087.htm. 
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major increases from national and state governments, households, and businesses.22 1 

The effect of these increased expenditures is to put financial strain not just on 2 

individuals, but also on companies and government entities. Health problems have 3 

also been found to reduce macroeconomic productivity.23 The effects of this rate 4 

case and the energy insecurity it would exacerbate will affect not only the 5 

individuals and businesses PSE serves, but also local governments, health care 6 

systems, and the State as a whole.   7 

B. PSE Serves a Diverse Territory that is Already Facing an 8 
Affordability Crisis 9 

 10 
Q. Please describe PSE’s service territory and the sociodemographic 11 

characteristics of its ratepayers. 12 

A. PSE provides electric and natural gas service to 1.2 million electric and 900,000 13 

natural gas customers in 10 counties in Western Washington.24 As shown in Table 14 

1 below, on average, residents of PSE’s service territory have a higher household 15 

income and lower unemployment and poverty rates than Washington State as a 16 

whole. 17 

 
22 Micah Hartman et al., National Health Care Spending Increased 7.2 Percent in 2024 as Utilization 
Remained Elevated, 44 Health Aff. (Millwood) 110–118 (2025), 
https://www.healthaffairs.org/doi/full/10.1377/hlthaff.2025.01683.  
23 Layal Chaker et al., The Global Impact of Non-Communicable Diseases on Macroeconomic 
Productivity: A Systematic Review, 30 Eur. J. Epidemiol. 357–395 (2015), https://doi.org/10.1007/s10654-
015-0026-5.  
24 Direct Testimony of Matt Steuerwalt, Exh. MS-1T at 5:11–13 (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
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Figure 7: Median Household Income by Census Tract 1 

 

Q. How many of PSE’s residential ratepayers qualify as low-income by the 2 

Company’s definition? 3 

A. PSE defines “low-income” in its tariff as a household with income at or below 200 4 

percent of the FPL or 80 percent of AMI, whichever is higher.26 PSE estimates that 5 

approximately 679,000 households (51 percent) in its service territory are low-6 

income. American Community Survey (ACS) data indicate that another 12 percent 7 

 
26 PSE Schedule 7BDR. 
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of households are just above the 80 percent AMI threshold.   1 

Q. Please explain the concept of energy burden. 2 

A. “Energy burden” is measured as the proportion of household income spent on 3 

energy bills, including electricity, gas, and other fuels (such as fuel oil and wood).27 4 

The commonly used benchmark for energy affordability is six percent of income: 5 

if a household spends more than six percent of its income on energy, then it is 6 

considered “energy burdened.” This figure is based on the idea that housing costs 7 

should comprise 30 percent or less of a household’s budget, and energy bills 8 

(including electricity, natural gas, and other heating fuels) should account for 20 9 

percent or less of those recommended housing costs.28 Additional academic 10 

research defines a household with four percent to  percent energy burden as “energy 11 

stressed.”29   12 

  While the six percent energy burden metric is an important indicator of 13 

energy affordability, academic literature supports alternative parameters for 14 

evaluating energy affordability considering all aspects of a household’s finances. 15 

Some research uses a household’s disposable income30 rather than its gross income 16 

to measure energy burden. This is done to reflect the economic realities many 17 

 
27 U.S. Dep't of Energy, Low-Income Energy Affordability Data (LEAD) Tool, 
https://www.energy.gov/cmei/scep/low-income-energy-affordability-data-lead-tool (last visited July 6, 
2026).  
28 Roger D. Colton, Home Energy Affordability in New York: The Affordability Gap (2008–2010) (Ctr. for 
Pub. Pol'y & Econ. Dev., 2011), 
https://www.fsconline.com/downloads/Papers/2011%2006%20NYSERDA%20AffordGap.pdf. 
29 Marilyn A. Brown, Anmol Soni, Melissa V. Lapsa, Katie Southworth & Matt Cox, High Energy Burden 
and Low-Income Energy Affordability: Conclusions from a Literature Review, 2 Prog. Energy 042003 
(2020), https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/2516-1083/abb954/pdf. 
30 Disposable income is defined as total income less taxes, mandatory contributions, and debt payments. 
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households face by accounting for debt servicing and other mandatory payments.31 1 

Other research refers to “energy insecurity,” which is a measure of when a 2 

household may not be able to pay its utility bill and is at risk of disconnection.32  3 

  Additionally, the impact of six percent of income is meaningfully different 4 

for households at either end of the income spectrum. When considering 5 

affordability based on the minimum annual budget needed to adequately support a 6 

household of a certain size,33 spending even three percent of a $50,000 income on 7 

energy bills will be difficult given the impact of other necessary costs, such as food, 8 

transportation, and health. Therefore, six percent energy burden should be 9 

considered a useful measure, not treated as dogma. 10 

Q. How does housing affordability factor into energy burden?  11 

A. As housing costs form the basis for the six percent energy burden metric, it is 12 

worth briefly describing the housing affordability problem in parts of PSE’s 13 

service territory. The most recent King County Housing Needs Assessment 34 14 

determined that for 2023, 80 percent AMI was approximately $100,000 for a 15 

family of four.35 This means to stay below six percent energy burden metric, a 16 

 
31 Octavio M. Aguilar & Cristina Fuentes-Albero, Energy Consumption and Inequality in the U.S.: Who 
Are the Energy Burdened?, Fin. & Econ. Discussion Series No. 2025-026, Bd. of Governors of the Fed. 
Rsrv. Sys. (Apr. 4, 2025), https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/feds/files/2025026pap.pdf. 
32 Marilyn A. Brown, Anmol Soni, Melissa V. Lapsa, Katie Southworth & Matt Cox, High Energy Burden 
and Low-Income Energy Affordability: Conclusions from a Literature Review, 2 Prog. Energy 042003 
(2020), https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/2516-1083/abb954/pdf. 
33 Zane Mokhiber, Elise Gould & Katherine deCourcy, The Economic Policy Institute’s Family Budget 
Calculator: Technical Documentation, Econ. Pol’y Inst. (Jan. 24, 2025), 
https://www.epi.org/publication/family-budget-calculator-documentation/. 
34 ECOnorthwest, 2025 Countywide Housing Needs Assessment (King County DCHS, Sept. 2025), 
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dchs/housing/plans-reports/countywide-housing-
needs-assessment_eco.pdf.  
35 Id. at 116. 
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household of four at 80 percent AMI should spend no more than $30,000 annually 1 

on both housing and utilities, roughly split into $24,000 per year on housing 2 

(about $2,000 per month) and $6,000 per year on utilities (about $500 per month). 3 

However, according to the Housing Needs Assessment, the average two-bedroom 4 

rental in King County ranges from $2,000 per month in South King County, 5 

$2,600 per month in Seattle, and $2,700 in East King County.36 In other words, a 6 

household at 80 percent AMI in Seattle or East King County is spending over 30 7 

percent of its income on rent alone, when the energy burden metric assumes only 8 

24 percent spent on housing. While housing costs are outside the purview of the 9 

Commission, these metrics shed light on the affordability crisis in PSE’s service 10 

territory, indicate the need for meticulous scrutiny of PSE’s rate increase request, 11 

and reveals a flaw in PSE’s proposal to rely on energy burden, rather than 12 

disposable income, in the future to enroll ratepayers into its bill assistance 13 

programs.  14 

Q. Is this problem limited to King County? 15 

A. No, several other areas in PSE’s service territory also have a serious housing 16 

affordability problem. In Thurston County, approximately 32 percent of households 17 

spend over 30 percent of their income on housing costs; nearly half of those 18 

households spend over 50 percent of their income on housing.37 Table 2 shows that 19 

31 percent to 39 percent of households in every county served by PSE spend more 20 

 
36 Id. at 118. 
37 Thurston Reg’l Planning Council, Cost-Burdened Households, https://www.trpc.org/978/Cost-Burdened-
Households (last visited July 6, 2026).  
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Figure 8: Percent of Each Census Tract with Energy Burden Over Six Percent40 1 

 

 
40 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-16, Attach. A, Fig. 2 (PSE Resp. to Public Counsel Data Request No. 077), 
combines data from Hutson, Exh. TAH-10 at 33 to provide a holistic overview of energy burden over six 
percent.  
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Q. Have you analyzed data on PSE’s arrears, disconnections, and other 1 

affordability data? 2 

A. Yes. I used a dataset created by Megan Hatch and Michelle Graff, professors and 3 

academic researchers who have been engaged with Public Counsel as affordability 4 

experts.41 Hatch and Graff collected, cleaned, and reviewed all publicly available 5 

documents filed in Docket U-200281 between 2019 to 2024 to analyze utility-6 

specific metrics.42 My analyses here are limited to the 237 PSE zip codes in 7 

Washington State.43 I also analyzed affordability data reported in PSE’s 8 

Commission Basis Report.44 The data presented in this section represents utility-9 

wide data for PSE, including both electric and natural gas customers.  10 

Q. How many PSE customer households were in arrears? 11 

A. In 2024, about 1,000 households were in arrears in each zip code in each month, 12 

though the mean (1,000) is much higher than the median (660), which indicates that 13 

certain zip codes had a disproportionately high number of households with arrears. 14 

Accounting for that, the data shows that about 233,000 households in PSE’s service 15 

territory had arrears in 2024. 16 

 
41 For details on Graff and Hatch’s backgrounds, see Michelle Hatch & Michelle Graff, Exh. MH-MG-1T, 
Exh. MH-MG-2, and Exh. MH-MG-3, Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Avista Corp. d/b/a Avista Utils.  
Dockets UE-260007 & UG-260008 (filed June 22, 2026).  
42 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n, Docket U-200281, Case Online Docket Document Set (2019–2024), 
https://www.utc.wa.gov/casedocket/2020/200281/docsets. 
43 Analyses include the available residential data from Docket U-200281, which did not have values for all 
variables and all month-years. Values of zero represented an actual zero value, not missing data. 
44 Commission Basis Report of Puget Sound Energy, In the Matter of the Application of the Commission 
Basis Report pursuant to WAC 480-100-257, Docket UE-260334, Appendix A (filed Apr. 30, 2026).  
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Figure 9: Number of Households with Arrears by Zip Code, 2019-2024 1 

 

 Figure 8 also shows that, since 2022, the total number of households in arrears have 2 

remained above pre-2020 levels.  3 

Q. How many PSE customer households received a disconnection notice due to 4 

nonpayment? 5 

A. In 2024, on average, 60 households per zip code received a disconnection notice. 6 

Overall, in 2024, PSE sent roughly 166,056 disconnection notices. In 2025, PSE 7 

sent 175,904 disconnection notices. 8 
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Figure 10: Number of Households Receiving Disconnection Notices, 2019-2025 1 

 

 As shown in Figure 9, this was a significant decrease in the average and 2 

total number of disconnection notices issued in 2019 and 2020. Notices remain 3 

below historical levels, but have trended upward since 2022. This coincides with 4 

PSE’s phased return to historical dunning practices since 2024, including sending 5 

customers to dunning when arrearages are over $250 (previously $1,000) and 90 6 

days overdue, with no exemption for households under 200 percent FPL.45 7 

 
45 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Puget Sound Energy, Dockets UE-220066 & UG-220067, Order 
32/18, ¶¶ 55-58; 79-81 (May 16, 2024); Updated Table 2 to Exh. CLW-31Tr of Puget Sound Energy, 
Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Puget Sound Energy, Dockets UE-220066 & UG-220067 (May 28, 
2024). 
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Figure 11: Disconnection Notices by Census Tract, 2025 1 

 

Q. How many PSE customer households were disconnected due to nonpayment? 2 

A. After 2019, the number of residential customers disconnected for nonpayment 3 

dropped during the Covid-19 disconnection moratorium and stayed low from 2020 4 

through 2022. However, disconnections have trended significantly upward since 5 

then, as shown in Figure 11. 6 
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Figure 12: Number of Households Disconnected, 2019-202546 1 

 

More detailed data from PSE’s 2025 Commission Basis Report (CBR) reveals that the 2 

majority of disconnections are concentrated in certain parts of PSE’s service territory.  3 

 
46 The value for 2025 is sourced from Docket UE-190529, PSE’s Disconnection Reduction Report. (July 8, 
2026).  
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Figure 13: Disconnections by Census Tract, 2025 1 

 

 In particular, as Figure 13 shows (which is a magnification of the Seattle 2 

and Tacoma metropolitan areas), certain census tracts have a much higher rate of 3 

disconnections. These tracts include parts of Bremerton, Seattle, Tacoma, Bellevue, 4 

Kirkland, Kenmore, and Bothell.  5 
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Figure 14: Disconnections by Census Tract, 2025 (Seattle-Tacoma) 1 

 

 As shown in Figure 14, a large percentage of disconnections in certain 2 

census tracts happen in Named Communities. Of those census tracts with any 3 

disconnections, Named Communities accounted for 80 to100 percent of 4 

disconnections in 37 percent of the tracts.  5 
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Figure 15: Percentage of Disconnections in Named Communities, By Census Tract 1 
(2025) 

 

Q. How does PSE’s notice and disconnection data compare to other utilities in the 2 

State and nationally?  3 

A. Using EIA 2024 data, PSE’s notices and disconnections can be compared both with 4 

national data across states and within Washington, including both municipal- and 5 
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investor-owned utilities (IOUs).47  1 

Table 3: Total Electric Disconnections, 2024 2 

Electric, 2024 
(EIA) 

National Washington PSE 

Disconnection 
Notices 

94,870,709 927,136 85,315 

Disconnections  13,447,935 122,752 7,532 
  
 In 2024, PSE sent out 85,315 Final Notices of Disconnection and completed 7,532 3 

disconnections for electric service. In other words, in an average month, PSE sent 4 

out notices for 0.7 percent of its customers and shut off power for 0.1 percent of its 5 

customers. This is roughly on par with Washington State averages. Compared to 6 

other IOUs, PSE sent out fewer notices and disconnected a smaller percentage of 7 

its customers than Avista, and PSE was relatively on par with PacifiCorp.48 8 

Table 4: Total Natural Gas Disconnections, 202449 9 

Natural Gas, 2024 
(EIA) 

National Washington PSE 

Disconnection 
Notices 

27,078,913 116,866 11,398 

Disconnections  1,650,511 9,011 1,159 
 
 Similarly, for natural gas service, PSE sent out Disconnection Notices to 0.1 percent 10 

of its customers, and disconnected natural gas service for 0.01 percent of its 11 

customers, which is a proportionally lower rate than the Washington State average.  12 

Q. Please describe the impact of PSE’s bill assistance programs on affordability 13 

based on your data.  14 

 
47 U.S. Energy Info. Admin., Residential Utility Analysis Requests: Residential Utility Analysis (Apr. 14, 
2026), https://www.eia.gov/analysis/requests/residential/utility/. 
48 In 2024, Avista sent out 63,639 Notices (two percent) and had 11,285 Disconnections (0.4 percent). 
PacifiCorp sent out 11,492 Notices (0.8 percent) and had 1,090 Disconnections (0.1 percent).  
49 Id. 
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A. PSE’s bill assistance programs and payment arrangements have seen significant 1 

growth in the past several years.    2 

Figure 16: Payment arrangements by Zip Code, 2019-2024 3 

 

For example, as shown in Figure 16, the number of payment arrangements 4 

significantly increased from 2020 to 2024.  5 

Figure 17: Participation in a PSE Assistance Program (PSE HELP, Bill Discount 6 
Rate, and Past Due Bill Forgiveness), 2022-202550 

 

 
50 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-6 (PSE LIAC Meeting Presentation, January 13, 2026). 
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 Additionally, as shown in Figure 16, participation in bill assistance 1 

programs increased from 2022 to 2025. PSE made strides in improving the 2 

accessibility of their bill assistance programs, including self-attestation, redesign of 3 

bill tiers, and engagement.51  4 

 Despite the progress, there are still improvements to be made. Currently, 5 

PSE has the lowest saturation rate for bill assistance programs of any Washington 6 

IOU. According to information presented to PSE’s Low-Income Advisory 7 

Committee (LIAC), as of October 2025, PSE served 134,794 customers with their 8 

low-income programs52; the estimated low-income customer count at the same time 9 

was 752,006, resulting in an overall saturation rate of 17.9 percent.53  10 

Q. Please describe PSE’s projected assistance funding and its impact on 11 

customers. 12 

A. PSE’s current Schedule 12954 program budget for gas and electric combined is 13 

$158.09 million.55 With PSE’s report of 134,794 households served, this equates to 14 

$1,172 per household. PSE’s cost per household is approximately double the 15 

benefit per household for Avista ($558 per household in 2024-2025 and $646 per 16 

household in 2025-2026).56  17 

C. PSE’s Proposal to Return to Historical Credit and Collections 18 
Practices Should Be Rejected  19 

 

 
51 Hutson, Exh. TAH-1T at 44:17–45:8 (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
52 Including Home Energy Lifeline (HELP), Bill Discount Rate (BDR), and Past Due Bill Forgiveness.   
53 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-6 (PSE LIAC Meeting Presentation, January 13, 2026). 
54 Schedule 129 is the bill rider used to collect rates to fund the Bill Discount Program in Schedule 7 BDR. 
55 Christopher T. Mickelson, Exh. CTM-4, tab Exh CTM-Income Qualified Funds (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
56 Megan Hatch and Michelle Graff, Exh. MH-MG-1T at 40:11–14, Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. 
Avista Corp. d/b/a Avista Utils., Dockets UE-260007 & UG-260008 (filed June 22, 2026).  
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Q. What does PSE propose regarding credit and collections practices?  1 

A. In the Direct Testimony of August A. August, Exhibit AAA-1T, PSE proposes the 2 

Commission issue the Company a waiver on restrictions in Docket U-210800, 3 

including allowing the Company to charge a security deposit, charge for 4 

disconnections that are not remote capable, charge for reconnections that are not 5 

remote capable, and to asses late payment fees on past due balances.57 PSE claims 6 

that reinstating its historical credit and collections practices is necessary for the 7 

Company’s financial health.  8 

Q. Has PSE provided an adequate record to show that the moratorium on 9 

security deposits, disconnection and reconnection fees, and late fees has caused 10 

the Company significant financial harm? 11 

A. No, it has not. Witness August’s testimony states that the “consequence” of the 12 

moratorium is increased arrearages, implying a causal relationship.58 However, the 13 

data presented to support this claim in Table 3 of August, Exhibit AAA-1T shows 14 

only correlation, not causation.59 The fact that arrearages have risen since 2019 15 

does not show that the moratorium over the same period is the cause. There are any 16 

number of additional factors that could have contributed to arrearages, including 17 

 
57 Direct Testimony of Aaron A. August, Exh. AAA-1T at 81:1–13 (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
58 Id. at 82:15–83:2. 
59 Id., Table 3. 
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the inflationary spike of 2022,60 stagnating wages,61 the housing affordability 1 

crisis,62 and notably, PSE’s rate increases since 2020.  2 

  Witness August states that PSE’s decrease in its security deposit holdings 3 

from $28 million to $500,000 is evidence of the financial impact of the 4 

moratorium.63 Crucially, PSE does not provide any evidence that the security 5 

deposits actually improve customers’ commitment to paying their bills. Since the 6 

deposits were refunded to customer accounts after 12 months, it instead seems that 7 

PSE simply lost a convenient source of temporary funds. Maintaining such a fund 8 

is not in the public interest or a reason to burden ratepayers.  9 

  PSE goes on to claim that failure to collect late payment fees decreased their 10 

revenue by an estimated $62 million over the past six years.64 PSE states that “[h]ad 11 

PSE been able to charge the late payment fees, the costs of financing these 12 

arrearages would have been offset by the one percent late payment fee.”65 PSE 13 

presents “late payment fees not collected for 31 day arrearages in years 2020 14 

through 2025” to estimate the impact of not being able to charge late fees. However, 15 

PSE does not show any evidence that the threat of the fees encourages ratepayers 16 

 
60 Cong. Budget Off., An Update About How Inflation Has Affected Households at Different Income Levels 
Since 2019 (Sept. 2024), https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2024-09/60480-Inflation.pdf.  
61 Aviva Aron-Dine, Wendy Edelberg, Asha Patt & Noadia Steinmetz-Silber, Has Pay Kept Up With 
Inflation?, The Hamilton Project (May 1, 2026), https://www.hamiltonproject.org/data/has-pay-kept-up-
with-inflation/. 
62 Joseph Gyourko, Thinking About the Growing Housing Affordability Problem: A Primer for Sound 
Policy, Brookings Inst. (Mar. 2026), https://www.brookings.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2026/03/20260318_ES_Gyourko_HousingAffordability.pdf. 
63 August, Exh. AAA-1T at 84:11–24 (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
64 Id. at 86:1–9. 
65 Id. 
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to pay on time. PSE also fails to consider that, if the debt is uncollectible, then the 1 

late fee simply increases debt for ratepayers without any benefit to the Company.  2 

D. PSE’s Language Access Plan Does Not Adequately Address the 3 
Language Access Needs of the Region It Serves 4 

 
Q. Please describe PSE’s Language Access Plan.  5 

A. According to the Language Access Plan (LAP) filed in Dockets UE-240004 and 6 

UG-240005 on March 30, 2026, PSE plans to translate “essential communications” 7 

into the top three non-English languages spoken in the service territory: Spanish, 8 

Chinese, and Russian.66 PSE does not justify why 13,017 Russian speakers (10.1 9 

percent rate of whom have limited English proficiency) should be considered in its 10 

Language Access Plan while 12,542 Japanese speakers (9.7 percent Limited 11 

English Proficiency [LEP]) and 10,319 Vietnamese speakers (8 percent LEP) 12 

should not.  13 

Q. Do you think PSE’s LAP does enough to increase accessibility and procedural 14 

justice? 15 

A.  While I appreciate PSE’s work towards improving language access, the Company 16 

does not go far enough. PSE’s own report identifies Japanese and Vietnamese as 17 

additional languages with a high number of speakers in PSE’s service territory and 18 

a high percentage of speakers with limited English proficiency.67 According to the 19 

most recently published publicly available data, the ACS 2024 five-year estimates, 20 

there are more Vietnamese speakers with LEP than Russian/Slavic Language 21 

 
66 Language Access Plan of Puget Sound Energy, Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Puget Sound Energy, 
Dockets UE-240004 & UG-240005 (filed Mar. 30, 2026). 
67 Id. at 6. 
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Table 6: Languages in Counties Served by PSE, 2024 ACS 5-Year69 1 

 
Percent of Non-English 
Speakers Percent LEP 

Spanish 25% 16% 
Chinese 8% 17% 
Vietnamese 6% 30% 
Filipino, Tagalog 6% 8% 
Korean 5% 23% 
Russian 4% 17% 
Hindi 4% 2% 
Mandarin 3% 12% 
Japanese 3% 10% 
Ukrainian, Ruthenian, Little 
Russian 2% 28% 

I am also concerned with the lack of methodical decision-making illustrated in 2 

PSE’s LAP. PSE simply provides data on the top five languages in its service 3 

territory, followed by the top three languages in each county it serves. PSE does 4 

not provide a metric or benchmark for why it chose the top three non-English 5 

languages for focus in the LAP. PSE’s LAP should be framed based on customer 6 

needs, not Company convenience. One example of a structured decision-making 7 

process for language access are the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 8 

Development’s (HUD) four-factor analysis, which identifies the following factors 9 

for language access plan development: 1) the number or proportion of individuals 10 

with LEP in the eligible population, 2) frequency of those with LEP interacting 11 

with the program, 3) the nature and importance of the program, and 4) resource and 12 

costs.70 The King County Housing Authority applied this framework, translating 13 

 
69 IPUMS USA, U.S. Census Data for Social, Economic, and Health Research, https://usa.ipums.org/usa/ 
(last visited July 6, 2026). 
70 Public and Indian Housing, Guidance on Eligible Uses for PIH Program Funds Related to Persons with 
Limited English Proficiency, Paragraph 4.a., U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, (January 31, 
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vital documents in languages with either 1,000 or more beneficiaries or languages 1 

more than five percent of eligible population.71 2 

 Based on the data, the Company should include additional languages in the 3 

LAP. At minimum, these additional languages should include Vietnamese and 4 

Korean based on the high number of speakers and high rate of LEP. PSE should 5 

also consider the inclusion of Tagalog based on prevalence, Japanese based on its 6 

own report of the prevalence and LEP incidence, as well as Ukrainian based on the 7 

high LEP rate shown in ACS data.  8 

E. PSE Should Incorporate Public Counsel’s Recommendations to 9 
Attenuate the Impact of Needed Investments on Vulnerable 10 
Ratepayers 11 

 
Q. What are your recommendations?  12 

A. My recommendations to mitigate affordability are as follows:  13 

 1. I support Public Counsel witness, Melissa Whited’s recommendation to 14 

limit basic charge increases for electric service by a maximum of the percent 15 

increase in base rate revenue, and the recommendation that PSE should keep the 16 

gas basic charge at $14.00.72 PSE’s proposed discount on the fixed customer 17 

monthly charge for known low-income customers does not adequately mitigate the 18 

affordability impact of the increase. Due to the relatively low saturation rate of 17.9 19 

percent of PSE’s programs and the impact of the significant jump in the fixed 20 

 
2024), https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/PIH/documents/PIH%202024-
04%20LEP%20Guidance%20Notice.pdf  
71 King County Housing Authority, Language Access Policy and Language Access Plan, Pg. 3-4,(January, 
2024), 
https://www.kcha.org/Portals/0/PDF/General/Language%20Access%20Plan%20Upated%20April%202024
.pdf? 
72 Direct Testimony of Melissa Whited, Exh. MW-1T at 3:9-5:2 (filed July 28, 2026).  
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charge for middle-income customers who are not eligible for the BDR, Public 1 

Counsel does not support PSE’s proposed increase.  2 

 2. The Commission should not approve PSE’s proposal to limit energy 3 

assistance to only customers who the Company finds to be both low-income and 4 

energy-burdened at some point in the future. PSE frames its proposal as 5 

“prioritize[ing] energy assistance for low-income, energy-burdened customers to 6 

the maximum extent possible.”73 Despite PSE’s positive phrasing, its plan is to 7 

remove assistance from low-income customers who the Company does not find to 8 

be energy burdened, stating that its current offerings are “unsustainable” and that 9 

funding for low-income customers is “inefficient” when the Company has not been 10 

able to reach certain households with significant energy burden.74 PSE has indeed 11 

illustrated a problem in its testimony. PSE’s relatively low saturation rate of its bill 12 

assistance programs, as discussed above, is a problem. The fact that many of those 13 

who most need assistance are not accessing it should also be addressed.  14 

 However, PSE’s plan is underdeveloped and should not be approved by the 15 

Commission at this time. PSE does not show whether available funding is the driver 16 

of the problem, or if the driver is rather an issue with outreach, customer willingness 17 

to accept assistance, or something else. Even more concerning, PSE’s proposal 18 

noticeably lacks concrete actions or a plan to implement this targeted assistance. 19 

PSE states that it will “consult with interested parties” to “explore and assess the 20 

 
73 Hutson, TAH-1T at 49:8–9 (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
74 Id. at 49:10–12.  
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technical feasibility of options and the timing of implementation.”75 PSE does not 1 

describe the redesign options, its workplan for outreach, or what aspects of 2 

technical feasibility are under consideration. In short, there is no plan.  3 

 Public Counsel is also concerned with the fact that PSE’s proposal will 4 

remove customers from enrollment in the Company’s bill assistance program even 5 

if the customer’s circumstances have not changed. As I discussed above, energy 6 

burden is an imperfect metric that does not account for disposable income or a 7 

household’s ability to pay. Therefore, the Company should not disenroll low-8 

income customers from the bill assistance program based on energy burden alone. 9 

The Company’s narrow focus on energy burden obscures the various non-10 

discretionary spending that households have that are not accounted for in the rough 11 

metric of the amount of income spent on bills, nor the housing affordability crisis. 12 

If the Company wants to evaluate measures beyond raw income data, then the 13 

Company should also incorporate disposable income as a metric. Public Counsel 14 

reiterates its recommendation from previous cases that, if changes are made, 15 

disposable income should be included as an additive eligibility criteria for bill 16 

discount, not instead of income. Given PSE’s lack of a defined plan, I recommend 17 

that the Commission not comment on any potential future changes to PSE’s bill 18 

discount program eligibility at this time. 19 

 3. The Commission should reject PSE’s request to reinstate historical credit 20 

and collections practices, including levying security deposits, disconnection and 21 

 
75 Id. at 56:3–9. 
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reconnection fees, and late fees. While Public Counsel supports the expeditious 1 

completion of the policy docket U-210800 to determine Commission policy 2 

moving forward, these issues are best resolved in that docket. PSE does not present 3 

strong enough evidence or valid analysis in this case to show a need for PSE to be 4 

treated differently from other utilities.  5 

 4. PSE should expand its Language Access Plan to include additional 6 

languages, including at minimum Vietnamese and Korean, and potentially Tagalog, 7 

Ukrainian, and Japanese as well.  8 

IV. PSE’S PROPOSAL TO REMOVE DEADBANDS AND SHARING 9 
BANDS FROM ITS POWER COST SHARING MECHANISM IS NOT 10 

ANALYTICALLY SUPPORTED AND UNFAIRLY SHIFTS 11 
FINANCIAL RISK TO RATEPAYERS 12 

 
F. PSE Has Not Met its Burden of Proof Showing that the Deadbands 13 

and Sharing Bands are Inconsistent with Public Interest and Should 14 
be Removed. 15 

 
Q. What is PSE’s request regarding PCAM deadbands and sharing bands? 16 

A. PSE proposes to completely “eliminate the deadbands and sharing bands from 17 

PSE’s PCAM.”76 Under the current PCAM, PSE forecasts a power cost baseline, 18 

which it recovers through Schedule 95. After the conclusion of each year, PSE files 19 

a report on its actual power costs, which go into a balancing account. The balancing 20 

account must reach a $20 million threshold in order for PSE to issue a refund or 21 

surcharge. PSE’s current PCAM Bands include a deadband of $17 million over- or 22 

under-recovery from the baseline. Between $17 million to $40 million over-23 

recovery, PSE retains 35 percent and refunds 65 percent of the over-recovery to 24 

 
76 Jon A. Piliaris, Exh. JAP-1T at 3:1–2 (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
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customers. Between $17 million to $40 million under-recovery, PSE splits the 1 

uncollected costs 50 percent with customers. Above $40 million over- or under-2 

recovery, customers are refunded or pay for 90 percent of costs, while PSE’s share 3 

is 10 percent.77  4 

 Notably, PSE’s testimony in this case does not provide any new insights, 5 

but rather introduces testimony from Docket UE-250537 into the record as an 6 

exhibit to witness Piliaris’ testimony here. 7 

Q. Which party has the burden to prove that the deadbands and sharing bands 8 

should be removed? 9 

A. PSE has the burden of proof.78 PSE witness Piliaris claims that “[n]one of the 10 

Parties [are] able to provide” a “quantification” of the “demonstrable value to 11 

customers of the PCAM.”79 Piliaris also states that “PSE and the Parties are unable 12 

to conclusively identify the tangible customer and societal benefits of the PCAM 13 

Bands against which to compare the utility’s financial incentives.”80 However, the 14 

claim falsely pushes the burden onto non-company parties to prove the benefit of 15 

the PCAM sharing bands. The actual burden of proof here is PSE’s and PSE’s 16 

alone.  17 

Q. Has PSE met its burden in your estimation? 18 

A. No. In response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 34, PSE admitted that it "has 19 

not performed a standalone analysis that comprehensively quantifies the net 20 

 
77 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-3 at 21:1–5 (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
78 RCW 80.04.130(4).  
79 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-8 at 28:20–29:2 (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
80 Id. at 30:13–15. 
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demonstrable value or harm to customers of the PCAM as a whole."81 PSE goes on 1 

to describe some costs and benefits of the PCAM dead and sharing bands without 2 

quantification. PSE states that "other parties have pointed to economic efficiency 3 

and cost-control incentives as additional sources of value, but none have been able 4 

to quantify those benefits."82   5 

Q. Do you agree with PSE’s statement that no party has been able to quantify the 6 

benefits of the PCAM deadbands and sharing bands?  7 

A. Not entirely. PSE does not illustrate the entire picture with this statement. While it 8 

is true that, to my knowledge, no party in Washington related to this proceeding has 9 

conducted an analysis to quantify the benefits associated with economic efficiency 10 

and cost control of the PCAM dead and sharing bands, such an analysis is possible. 11 

It's not the case that no party "has been able"83 to quantify those benefits or that it 12 

is “difficult, if not impossible, to clearly and accurately isolate the impacts of PSE’s 13 

ability to control costs”84; it is simply that no party has done so. 14 

Q. Is such an analysis possible? 15 

A. Yes. I can describe the type of analysis that would quantify the net benefits of the 16 

PCAM deadbands and sharing bands. The issue of the counterfactual is central to 17 

any statistical analysis. There are two main types of statistical analyses: 18 

observational and experimental. Observational studies are limited in what they can 19 

reveal because they describe correlations between two variables, not causation. To 20 

 
81 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-7 (PSE Resp. to Public Counsel Data Request No. 34). 
82 Id.  
83 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-7 (PSE Resp. to Public Counsel Data Request No. 34). 
84 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-8 at 29:14-17 (filed Mar. 20, 2026).  
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establish causation, one must run an experiment.  1 

 The gold standard of a causal experiment in medicine, for example, is a 2 

randomized control trial (RCT). In an RCT, participants are randomly sorted into a 3 

treatment and control group such that the treatment and control groups are identical 4 

on observable characteristics. The treatment is then applied to the treatment group 5 

and a placebo is given to the control group. At the end of the study, any significant 6 

differences between the treatment and control group are causally attributable to the 7 

treatment.  8 

 Returning to PSE's dilemma of analyzing the impact of the PCAM dead and 9 

sharing bands, the primary problem is finding a "control" that is meaningfully 10 

similar to PSE. All the other electric IOUs in Washington have sharing and dead 11 

bands. Washington consumer-owned utilities are quite different in their power cost 12 

operations due to their interactions with the Bonneville Power Administration. 13 

Utilities in other states are subject to different rules, have differential access to 14 

wholesale markets, are subject to different climates, etc.  15 

 However, this is not a new problem. Researchers in the field of 16 

econometrics have been developing methods to produce quasi-experimental results 17 

for almost a century.85 One popular method for addressing these issues is the 18 

difference-in-difference (DiD) quasi-experiment. This type of experiment was 19 

formalized in the 1980s and continues to experience improvements in statistical 20 

 
85 Donald T. Campbell & Julian C. Stanley, Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research 
(Rand McNally College Publ’g Co. 1963), https://www.sfu.ca/~palys/Campbell&Stanley-1959-
Exptl&QuasiExptlDesignsForResearch.pdf.  
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methods.86 DiD is commonly used in public health, educational, and policy 1 

research due to its ability to address the very issues that PSE faces. For example, in 2 

PSE's case, one could treat all utilities with power cost sharing in the West as the 3 

treatment group, and all utilities without power cost sharing in the West as the 4 

control group. A researcher could then observe the average annual power costs for 5 

the treatment group before the implementation of power cost sharing and the 6 

control group at the same period. The researcher would then compare annual power 7 

costs for the treatment and control groups at a point in time after power cost sharing 8 

was implemented.   9 

Figure 18: Illustration of Difference-in-Difference Analysis 87 10 

 

 
86 Columbia Univ. Mailman Sch. of Pub. Health, Difference-in-Difference Estimation, 
https://www.publichealth.columbia.edu/research/population-health-methods/difference-difference-
estimation (last visited July 6, 2026).  
87 Id. 
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In the figure above, PSE would be represented by A in the year 2000, and by C in 1 

the year 2026. A control group utility, let's say Idaho Power, would be represented 2 

in B in the year 2000 and D in the year 2026.  3 

There are several variations on the DiD analysis that can account for 4 

treatment occurring for different entities in different periods, time series data, and 5 

other statistical concerns. I have only represented the basic framework here to 6 

illustrate that an analysis of the counterfactual is possible and in fact, is supported 7 

by decades of research in multiple fields. DiD has been used to analyze a broad 8 

range of policies, including those relevant to utilities, such as the effect of price 9 

regulation on energy imbalances88 and the effect of insulation on gas 10 

consumption.89 Therefore, the issue is not that such an analysis is impossible for 11 

any party to undertake, whether internally or through an external expert, the issue 12 

is that PSE has never bothered to do it.  13 

Since PSE is the one proposing that a mechanism with over twenty years of 14 

history and UTC precedent should be overturned, it is PSE's responsibility to 15 

present convincing evidence for why the UTC should do so. The logical 16 

explanations provided by various parties, and supported in several Orders creating 17 

UTC precedent, state that having sharing bands incentivizes the Company to keep 18 

power costs close to what is included in the baseline. If PSE wants to change this 19 

 
88 Stefano Clò & Elena Fumagalli, The Effect of Price Regulation on Energy Imbalances: A Difference-in-
Differences Design, 81 Energy Econ. 754–764 (2019), 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0140988319301537. 
89 Linde Kattenberg, Piet Eichholtz & Nils Kok, The Efficacy of Energy Efficiency: Measuring the Returns 
to Home Insulation, (2022), https://maastrichtrealestate.com/upload/researches/The-Efficacy-of-Energy-
Efficiency-Measuring-the-Returns-to-Home-Insulation.pdf.  
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and challenge the logical basis of the precedent with quantitative data, it is PSE's 1 

burden to do so. However, they have not done so here. 2 

Q. Is it the responsibility in PSE’s general rate case for the non-company parties3 

to conduct an analysis PSE has chosen not to present to the Commission?4 

A. No.5 

G. PSE’s Deadbands and Sharing Bands Have Not Made a Significant6 
Impact on the Company’s Earnings or Credit Ratings7 

Q. What has been the effect of the PCA deadbands and sharing bands on PSE’s8 

earnings?9 

A. Over the 22-year history of the PCA sharing mechanism, the Company has10 

absorbed approximately $190 million. The Company’s own reports state that they11 

have recovered  percent of power costs since the inception of the PCAM12 

sharing mechanism in 2003.9013 

Q. Has PSE’s own reporting shown a substantial credit rating impact of the PCA14 

deadbands and sharing bands?15 

A. No. According to PSE’s response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 41,16 

Attachment A, from 2016 to 2026, the Company’s credit rating remained the same17 

for all three credit rating agencies:  from S&P Global,  from Moody’s,18 

and  from Fitch. Although S&P Global gave PSE a  outlook from19 

2018 to 2020 and Fitch gave PSE a  outlook in 2020, outlooks were20 

from all three rating agencies for all other years 2016-2026.9121 

90 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-8C at 42 (PSE First Supp. Resp. to Public Counsel Data Request No. 149, with 
Attachment D (C)). 
91 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-15 (PSE Resp. to Public Counsel Data Request No. 41, with Attachment A).  
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Q. How does the current PCAM compare to how PSE historically recovered 1 

power costs? 2 

A. Historically, PSE collected power costs in base rates. Absent an accounting petition 3 

for a deferral,95 this means that any variation from baseline would be in what is 4 

today considered the deadband. PSE would have absorbed both the benefits of 5 

savings and the costs of overages. Additionally, the PCAM removes a significant 6 

portion of regulatory lag, and the associated financial risk, from PSE’s shoulders 7 

by allowing recovery based on a forecast.  8 

Q. Did the Commission recognize the decrease in PSE’s financial risk from the 9 

creation of the PCAM? 10 

A.  Yes. The Commission recognized these benefits in the case in which it first 11 

approved PSE’s PCAM, stating that the interim relief it granted for power costs 12 

“removed” a “degree of uncertainty…from PSE’s financial picture” which would 13 

“strengthen PSE’s financial position.”96 Following the granting of interim relief, 14 

interested parties collaborated to design the PCAM in a way that “properly shares 15 

the risk of power cost variations between customers and shareholders.”97 The 16 

Commission ultimately approved the proposed PCAM sharing mechanism “to 17 

enhance the Company’s financial stability.”98 The Commission affirmed that the 18 

 
95 See Docket UE-011600, which originated the current version of PSE’s PCAM. In the Matter of the 
Petition of Puget Sound Energy, For an Order Authorizing Temporary Deferred Accounting, Docket UE-
011600 (Dec. 3, 2001). 
96 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Puget Sound Energy, Dockets UE-011570 & UG-011571 et al., 9th 
Supp. Order at 12 (Mar. 28, 2002).  
97 Settlement Stipulation and Application for Approval of Settlement, The Public Counsel Section of The 
Off. of the Wash. Atty. Gen. v. Puget Sound Energy, Dockets UE-011411 et al. (Mar. 20, 2022).  
98 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Puget Sound Energy, Dockets UE-011570 and UG-011571 et al., 12th 
Supp. Order at 1 (June 20, 2002).  
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PCAM “should achieve an appropriate balance between risks to customers and risks 1 

to utility shareholders” in its approval.99  2 

  Therefore, PSE historically shouldered more financial risk associated with 3 

power costs than it does now. With its proposal to eliminate the deadbands and 4 

sharing bands, PSE now aims to shift even more risk from shareholders to 5 

ratepayers.   6 

Q. How do you respond to PSE’s claim that the PCAM sharing bands are 7 

inappropriate due to other parties’ incentive to underestimate the baseline? 8 

A. PSE’s claim that other parties have an incentive to underestimate the baseline100 9 

has been rejected by the Commission several times. In 2004, the Commission stated 10 

that the goal of the PCA is to “be fair to both shareholders and ratepayers” and that 11 

the Commission “must strive to determine, with the greatest degree of precision 12 

that forward looking models can produce, an accurate estimate of actual costs that 13 

PSE will experience in the near and intermediate terms.”101 The Commission 14 

affirmed in 2006 in response to PSE’s argument that eliminating the deadband and 15 

changing the sharing structure would align each party’s interest to set the baseline 16 

as close to actual, that it did not “find such an incentive necessary.”102 17 

  From a practical standpoint, PSE’s fears are unfounded. Due to the 18 

information asymmetry, other parties do not have the information necessary to 19 

 
99 Id. at 11.  
100 Piliaris, Exh. JAP-3 at 55:3–56:2 (filed Mar. 20, 2026).  
101 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Puget Sound Energy, Dockets UG-040640 & UE-040641 et al., 
Order 06, ¶¶ 106–107 (Feb. 18, 2005). 
102 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Puget Sound Energy, Dockets UE-060266 & UG-060267 et. al., 
Order 08, ¶ 22 (Jan. 05, 2007). 
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manipulate the power cost baseline. Furthermore, variable rates are not a benefit to 1 

ratepayers. Therefore, in theory it would only be beneficial to underestimate a 2 

forecast just below the deadband threshold. The information needed to create a 3 

forecast with that level of precision is beyond the capabilities of any other interested 4 

party. Additionally, PSE’s recent updates to the power cost baseline have been 5 

approved by the Commission.103  6 

V. PSE’S REQUEST FOR CWIP FOR THE FIRM CAPACITY 7 
TURBINES SHOULD BE DENIED BECAUSE THE INVESTMENTS 8 

NOT KNOWN AND MEASURABLE  9 

Q. What is your position on PSE’s proposal to include CWIP in rates? 10 

A. I support Public Counsel’s position on CWIP in rates generally, which is presented 11 

in the Direct Testimony of Mark E. Garrett, Exhibit MEG-1T. However, I address 12 

here PSE’S request for CWIP treatment of the “firm capacity turbines.” The firm 13 

capacity natural gas turbines are particularly problematic for CWIP treatment. 14 

Q. Why do you oppose the inclusion of the “firm capacity turbines” as CWIP in 15 

particular?  16 

A. Several factors delineate the two tranches of natural gas turbines from other projects 17 

for which the Company requests CWIP treatment. First and foremost, the “firm 18 

capacity turbines” will not be used and useful during the rate plan.104 All of the 19 

other projects proposed for CWIP treatment by PSE are slated to come online 20 

during the rate plan period.  21 

 
103 In the Matter of the Petition of Puget Sound Energy, For an Order Approving Revisions to Schedule 95, 
Power Cost Adjustment Clause, Docket UE-250747, Order 01 (Dec. 24, 2025); Wash. Utils. & Transp. 
Comm’n v. Puget Sound Energy, Docket UE-230805, Order 01 (Dec. 22, 2023). 
104 Direct Testimony of Craig J. Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT at 6:28; 65:1–18 (filed Mar. 20, 2026).  
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Secondly, the end use for the natural gas turbines are not known and 1 

measurable in any sense. The turbines are not currently planned for a specific 2 

location, and PSE  3 

.105 This indicates that, while the 4 

existence of the physical equipment is not at question, whether these turbines  5 

 is unknown. PSE stated in response to Public Counsel Data 6 

Request No. 214 that the Company decided to “de-couple” the machinery from the 7 

project sites due to long manufacturer lead times, capacity deficits, and “ongoing 8 

review of alternative deployment locations.”106 PSE’s documentation identified 9 

“ ” as a key risk for the 10 

projects.107 PSE does not show that relocating the natural gas turbines will solve 11 

this risk. The fact that PSE internally identified  as a key risk even 12 

before receiving any ,108 as well as the fact that the Company 13 

identified  as a key risk at both the  and  14 

,109 indicates to me that  is a serious risk at many locations. 15 

Furthermore, PSE admits that “the extent to which the restudy of the PSEI 16 

Transitional Cluster Study will affects the costs and schedules” for the location-17 

specific natural gas turbines projects “is not known at this time” and “will not likely 18 

be finalized until September 2026.”110 PSE does not know where they will place 19 

105 Id. at 65:1–18. 
106 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-9HC (PSE Resp. to Public Counsel Data Request No. 214 (HC)). 
107 Pospisil, Exh. CJP-23HC at 3 (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
108 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-11HC (PSE Resp. to Public Counsel Data Request No. 217 (HC)). 
109 Pospisil, Exh. CJP-22HC at 4 and 10 (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
110 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-10HC (PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 216 (HC)). 
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the turbines, whether the  will be manageable, how 1 

they will interconnect the turbines, nor whether the turbines will ever come online. 2 

Finally, the long-term usability of the “firm capacity turbines” is further at 3 

question due to the fact that PSE does not currently know the cost and total retrofits 4 

required to enable the turbines to run on  in the 5 

future.111   6 

VI. PSE’S REQUEST FOR A PRUDENCY DETERMINATION FOR7 
THE TRANSALTA CENTRALIA CONVERSION IS PREMATURE8 

BECAUE THE PROJECT IS AT SIGNFICANT RISK AND 9 
SHOULD NOT BE APPROVED AT THIS TIME 10 

Q. Please describe your concerns regarding the TransAlta Centralia conversion.11 

A. Witness Craig Pospisil also describes PSE’s tolling agreement with TransAlta upon12 

conversion of the Centralia Generating Station from coal to gas.112 The conversion13 

and the associated tolling agreement would provide PSE with 700 MW of capacity14 

with an anticipated online date of October 31, 2028.113 PSE proposes to include the15 

Centralia tolling agreement in rates once the plant comes online in Rate Year 3.11416 

PSE fails to mention in its testimony that the Department of Energy has 17 

issued, to date, three emergency orders requiring TransAlta to keep Centralia 18 

available for dispatch as a coal plant on the basis of resource adequacy concerns.115 19 

Therefore, while Centralia was supposed to go offline as a coal plant by January 1, 20 

111 Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT at 65:13–18 (filed Mar. 20, 2026). 
112 Id. at 95:1–22. 
113 Id. at 95:3–12. 
114 Brennan D. Mueller, Exh. BDM-4HC (filed Mar. 20, 2026).  
115 U.S. Dep’t of Energy, Order No. 202-25-11 (Dec. 16, 2025), https://www.energy.gov/documents/order-
number-202-25-11; U.S. Dep’t of Energy, Order No. 202-26-18 (Mar. 16, 2026), 
https://www.energy.gov/documents/centralia-order-no-202-26-18; U.S. Dep’t of Energy, Order No. 202-
26-28 (June 12, 2026), https://www.energy.gov/documents/doe-order-no-202-26-28.
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2026, allowing for the conversion to natural gas to begin, the plant is currently not 1 

available for construction to begin. In response to Staff Data Request No. 1, PSE 2 

stated that TransAlta’s president and CEO “affirmed that the coal-to-gas conversion 3 

plan remained on track.”116 PSE stated in an update on June 23, 2026, in response 4 

to Public Counsel Data Request No. 435 that “representatives of TransAlta have 5 

informed PSE on multiple occasions … that the DOE Orders are not expected to 6 

impact the cost or timeline for the planned conversion.”117 At the time of the filing 7 

of this testimony, the conversion of Centralia will be delayed seven months due to 8 

the DOE orders. Given the proposed in-service date of October 31, 2028, a delay 9 

of this magnitude (over 20 percent of the potential timeline of 34 months), Public 10 

Counsel is concerned about the inclusion of the TransAlta Centralia tolling 11 

agreements in this rate plan as speculative given the high risk for delay.   12 

 Q. Does that conclude your testimony? 13 

 A. Yes, it does.  14 

 
116 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-12 (PSE Resp. to Staff Data Request No. 1). 
117 Moriyasu, Exh. CM-13 (PSE Resp. to Public Counsel Data Request No. 435). 




