BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
STATE OF WASHINGTON

Saswat Padhi,
Complainant,

Puget Sound Energy, Inc.,
Respondent.

FORMAL COMPLAINT

I. COMPLAINANT

1. Complainant Saswat Padhi is a residential electric and gas customer of Puget Sound Energy,
Inc. (PSE) at 19703 NE 167th Ct, Woodinville, Washington 98077. Complainant may be reached
by email at saswat.sourav@gmail.com and by phone at (310) 986-5922.

II. RESPONDENT

2. Respondent is an investor-owned electric utility regulated by this Commission. PSE’s
principal place of business is 10885 NE 4th Street, Suite 1200, Bellevue, Washington 98004.

III. JURISDICTION

3. This Commission has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to RCW 80.04.110, RCW
80.28.010, RCW 80.28.090, and WAC 480-100 et seq., and the Respondent’s applicable
electrical tariffs. PSE is a public service company subject to regulation by this Commission.

IV. SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

4. Complainant alleges that PSE: (a) delivered voltage in violation of WAC 480-100-373 and
PSE Tariff G, Schedule 80; (b) failed to furnish safe and sufficient service in violation of RCW
80.28.010(2) and RCW 80.28.010(11); (c) failed to accurately report investigation results in
violation of WAC 480-100-173(3); (d) engaged in unjust and unreasonable practices in violation
of RCW 80.28.010; and (e) failed to promptly investigate a customer complaint in violation of
WAC 480-100-173(1). The factual record supporting these allegations is derived primarily from
data recorded by PSE’s own equipment and PSE’s own written submissions to Commission staff.

V. STATEMENT OF FACTS

5. Unless otherwise noted, facts regarding communications between PSE and Commission staff
are derived from the official investigation file for informal complaint CAS-50755-C5W8KO,
obtained by Complainant via Washington UTC public records requests R001267-022526 and
R001274-031526. The obtained records include Commission staff’s follow-up requests for



information, PSE’s written responses to Commission staff, Commission staff’s internal
investigation notes (including logs of telephone communications with PSE personnel and
Complainant), and Complainant’s own written correspondence with the Commission.

Initial Symptoms and Diagnosis

6. Complainant purchased the property at 19703 NE 167th Ct, Woodinville, Washington 98077
on October 10, 2025. (Exhibit A)

7. Complainant became the billed customer of record for electric and gas services at this
address effective October 10, 2025. (Exhibit B)

8. Complainant’s household relies on natural gas, provided and billed by PSE, for its primary
loads, specifically backup heat, water heating, clothes drying, and cooking.

9. Since occupying the residence during October 2025, Complainant has experienced repeated
voltage instability at his residence. This instability physically manifested as flickering lights and
the spontaneous restarting of household appliances.

10. Complainant received a continuous electrical monitoring device (Ting sensor) from his
home insurer (State Farm), which has documented repeated voltage anomalies throughout the
period leading up to this filing, including drops to 83V and 66V in December 2025. (Exhibit C)

11. Complainant hired a licensed electrician (Washington Electrical, LLC) and scheduled an
initial diagnosis in November 2025. (Exhibit D)

12. Although the licensed electrician identified no customer-side defects during initial
diagnosis, Complainant proceeded with a full-service replacement of the home’s main electrical
panel (a like-for-like, 200-Amp to 200-Amp swap) in January 2026 to further eliminate any
potential customer-side variables. (Exhibit E)

13. Despite repeated inspections by the licensed electrician, and the complete panel
replacement, the whole-home flickering and voltage instability events at Complainant’s
residence continue to the date of this filing. (Exhibit F)

Equipment Updates and Load Profile

14. In November 2025, Complainant’s licensed HVAC contractor (Better Air NW) replaced a
legacy 4-ton Air Conditioning unit at the residence with a high-efficiency 4-ton heat pump
system paired with a gas furnace backup. (Exhibit G)

15. Complainant’s HVAC contractor secured a total of $1,900 in rebates from PSE—comprising
a $400 midstream rebate and a $1,500 dual-fuel rebate—specifically for the installation of this
high-efficiency heating configuration at Complainant’s address. (Exhibit G, page 2).

16. Later in that same month, Complainant purchased a hardwired 60A EV charger directly
through the PSE online customer marketplace, at a subsidized rate.



17. On November 25, 2025, Complainant’s electrician requested a load calculation from PSE
related to the EV charger installation. The electrician provided Complainant with PSE reference
number E516892516 in relation to this inquiry. (Exhibit H)

18. On December 1, 2025, the electrician informed Complainant that PSE had failed the EV
charger load calculation. (Exhibit H)

19. During a follow-up phone call, the electrician informed Complainant that PSE required
Complainant to pay for a transformer upgrade to proceed with the EV charger installation.
Consequently, Complainant abandoned the installation, and the PSE-subsidized EV charger
remains unopened in its original packaging to the date of this filing.

Reporting and RVM Deployment

20. After more than a month of monitoring and diagnosis, Complainant reported the voltage
issues to PSE. Complainant showed the Ting sensor data to a PSE field representative on
December 1, 2025. The representative verbally confirmed that PSE should install a Recording
Voltage Meter (RVM) to monitor supply voltage at Complainant’s residence.

21. Complainant received no update for weeks, despite repeated requests to PSE to move
forward with the investigation. Prompted by a critical voltage event recorded by the Ting
sensor—a drop to 66V on December 17, 2025—Complainant provided a written notice to PSE
on December 19, 2025, regarding the intent to escalate the matter to this Commission. (Exhibit I)

22. On December 23, 2025, Complainant received a response on the customer care portal from
the Customer Construction Services department at PSE. The response referenced an order
number E12492268 and stated, “I have sent a [sic] email to the PSE hub supervisor to determine
if a [sic] engineer has been assigned to your request.” (Exhibit I, page 2)

23. Complainant filed an informal complaint with this Commission on December 24, 2025.
(Exhibit J, pages 4-5)

24. PSE stated in writing to the Commission staff its plans to contact Complainant by January
2, 2026, to install the RVM by January 5, 2026, to remove the RVM by January 10, 2026, to send
the RVM data for analysis by January 12, 2026 and to share the findings by January 20, 2026.
PSE did not meet any of these stated deadlines. (Exhibit J, pages 13—15)

25. On January 14, 2026, PSE deployed an RVM at Complainant’s residence, without providing
any prior notice to coordinate this installation date with Complainant. The RVM was removed by
PSE on January 22, 2026.

26. PSE controlled the testing variables for this diagnostic, including selecting the specific
RVM equipment, deciding the delayed deployment date, and determining the exact duration of
the monitoring period.

RVM Data and Voltage Standards

27. On January 30, 2026, Complainant requested an update from Commission staff, who
subsequently sent a formal follow-up request to PSE on that same day. (Exhibit J, pages 27,29)



28. On February 3, 2026, PSE Engineer Samuel Cornier contacted Complainant by phone and
described the planned upgrade. Mr. Cornier also stated that the lowest RVM reading was 110.8V.

29. Complainant documented these details in an email to the Commission staff that same day. In
this correspondence, Complainant noted that the stated 110.8V reading fell “below the ANSI
Range A lower limit of 114V” and formally requested the RVM data or a written summary of it.
(Exhibit J, page 31-32)

30. On February 4, 2026, Commission staff informed Complainant that “the RVM data revealed
the trouble to be on PSE’s facilities and that it would be replacing the service line and
transformer at the company’s expense.” (Exhibit K, page 1; Exhibit J, page 33)

31. On that same day, Commission staff requested that PSE provide the RVM data. According
to the Commission staff’s notes, PSE Senior Escalated Complaints Examiner Stacey Halsen
contacted staff by phone later that same day. The notes document that Ms. Halsen verbally
established the regulatory thresholds, asserting that PSE’s adopted voltage standard is 114V for
normal operations, and 108V for emergency or abnormal conditions. (Exhibit J, page 33)

32. Commission staff’s same call notes include a conclusion following the phone call with Ms.
Halsen, recording that “The RVM reflects the customer never went below 110 but PSE will
upgrade at its expense anyway.”

33. On February 6, 2026, PSE submitted its response to Commission staff’s request for RVM
data. This response included a narrative summary and a raw data log. In the narrative portion,
Mr. Cornier provided a written summary of his February 3 phone call with Complainant, stating:
“The RVM data I was able to look at only showed losses down to around 110V on a few
readings.” (Exhibit L, page 1)

34. Later in that same narrative response from February 6, 2026, PSE reiterated this specific
voltage claim under its formal conclusions in bullet 2, stating: “The lowest the data from the
RVM was around 110V.” (Exhibit L, page 2, bullet 2)

35. The Power Quality Monitoring Summary included within that same February 6, 2026
submission summarizes the RVM data as “voltage readings ranging from approximately 108V to
121V.” (Exhibit L, page 3, “Specific Event Details” section)

36. On the first page of the attached “Event Change Table Report,” the very first recorded
voltage event on January 19, 2026, at timestamp 10:32:01:08, explicitly documents the minimum
voltage recorded as 107.9V on both channels. The same page also defines the “Nominal
Threshold Bands” for this report as 120.0V with a +/- 6.0V threshold. (Exhibit M, page 1)

37. The same Event Change Table Report documents total voltage spreads of 108.8V to 121.0V
and 108.6V to 120.5V on January 20, 2026, at timestamp 8:51:55:10. (Exhibit M, page 2)

38. Commission staff reviewed PSE’s raw data log and documented their findings, in a March
2, 2026 communication to PSE, stating that the data reflected “voltage was down to 107.9, 108.6,
108.8, 110.5, 110.7, 111.3, 111.4, 111.5, 113.6 and 114.4.” (Exhibit J, page 52, bullet 4)

39. Inits February 6, 2026, response, PSE provided its internal guidelines titled “Current
Practices for Standard Voltage Disruption Investigation”. Under the “Systematic Investigation



Process” section, PSE documents that its investigators must “[i]dentify frequency and severity of
voltage excursions outside acceptable limits (ANSI C84.1 Range A and B)”. (Exhibit L, page 5)

40. On March 2, 2026, Commission staff explicitly asked PSE to explain how the recorded
readings of 107.9 and others from the RVM data were “in compliance with the not less than 5%
variation of PSE’s 120 standard adopted voltage.” (Exhibit J, page 52, bullet 4)

41. Inits March 5, 2026 response to the Commission staff’s March 2, 2026 request for
information, PSE did not answer whether the readings were in compliance with applicable
voltage standards, nor did it provide any analysis of the voltage readings. PSE’s entire response
to this direct question regarding the compliance of specific voltage readings was a complete
restatement of WAC 480-100-373(4), a regulatory exemption regarding the operation of
customer equipment. PSE did not include any evidence or analysis of any customer equipment in
the response. (Exhibit O)

42. No severe weather conditions were observed during the January 14 through January 22,
2026 RVM monitoring period. NOAA historical weather data for Woodinville, WA confirms
calm, standard winter conditions throughout. (Exhibit N)

Technical Assessment

43. Inits March 5, 2026 response to Commission staff’s question regarding compliance of
voltage readings as low as 107.9V, PSE cited WAC 480-100-343 (titled “Statement of meter test
procedures”) while quoting the language of the voltage exemption tariff (WAC 480-100-373(3)).
(Exhibit O, page 4, bullet 3)

44. Relying on this WAC citation, PSE asserted that the recorded voltage drops were caused
“by the operation of power apparatus on the customer’s premises which necessarily requires
large starting currents.” (Exhibit O, page 4, bullet 3)

45. On March 9, 2026, Commission staff explicitly asked PSE, “has PSE talked with this or any
other customer served by the transformer or inspected customer equipment to determine what
customer-operated equipment is causing the voltage drops?” In its March 13, 2026 response, PSE
addressed only the second half of the inquiry, stating it “did not talk with other customers served
by the transformer.” PSE did not mention any communication with Complainant or any
inspection of Complainant’s equipment. (Exhibit P, page 4, bullet 1)

46. Further, the investigation file contains no record of PSE auditing or inspecting
Complainant’s equipment.

47. The only significant electrical installations during Complainant’s occupancy were a
like-for-like 200-Amp panel replacement, and the replacement of a 4-ton legacy AC unit to a
4-ton high-efficiency dual-fuel heat pump. Both systems were installed by licensed professionals
and passed all required electrical and mechanical inspections. Furthermore, Complainant’s
HVAC contractor secured multiple PSE rebates for the heat pump installation, and PSE
personnel physically performed the service disconnect and reconnect during panel replacement.

48. Inits March 9, 2026 response, PSE stated to Commission staff that “the affected customer’s
usage has increased significantly over the past three months, coinciding with reported voltage
fluctuation issues.” Subsequently, in its March 10, 2026 response, PSE attached a screenshot of



the historical consumption data (HIST_KWH) for Complainant’s residence, highlighting the
specific three months in red. (Exhibit Q, page 3)

49. This historical consumption screenshot submitted by PSE contained two separate billing
cycle entries for the month of October 2025, with distinct billing period start and end dates,
reflecting the transfer of service during October. (Exhibit S, page 3)

50. Real estate listing records confirm the property was listed for sale beginning on August 21,
2025. Furthermore, the certified appraisal report from Complainant’s lender, dated September 19,
2025, establishes that the home was vacant prior to the sale. These vacant, pre-sale periods are
included in the historical consumption data screenshot presented by PSE to Commission staff.
(Exhibit T; Exhibit U, page 1)

51. On March 10, 2026, PSE Engineer Mr. Cornier contacted Complainant by phone, requesting
model numbers for electrical appliances at Complainant’s residence. During this call,
Complainant explicitly requested that communications be kept on the official WUTC
investigation thread. Mr. Cornier stated that the WUTC had directed the utility to gather
Complainant’s household load data. Relying on this representation, Complainant complied with
PSE’s request and documented this phone call in a same-day email to the Commission staff.
(Exhibit J, pages 76-77)

52. Inresponse to Complainant’s written inquiry verifying Mr. Cornier’s claim, Commission
staff replied on March 11, 2026, explicitly denying any such directive. The staff stated in writing:
“Commission staff did not direct PSE to contact you.” (Exhibit J, page 81)

53. On March 13, 2026, PSE responded to four specific questions regarding voltage variation
posed by Commission staff on March 9, 2026:

(a) “I have reviewed WAC 480-100 and don’t see ‘short duration’ defined. Is it PSE’s
assertion that only sustained voltage below 5% of the adopted standard voltage would be
a violation of the rule and tariff?”

(b) “Is there an IEEE, NERC, or other standard for how long those fluctuations can be?”
(c) “What determines what a ‘short duration’ is?” and

(d) “How short can the out-of-bounds fluctuations be before customer equipment is
damaged?”

(Exhibit J, page 61-62)

54. Inits March 13, 2026 response to questions (a) and (b), PSE cited IEEE Std 1453-2015 and
thresholds for “Pst” and “PIt” metrics as defined in that standard. PSE did not provide any “Pst”
or “Plt” data measured at Complainant’s residence. (Exhibit P, page 4, bullet 2)

55. In the same March 13, 2026 communication, in response to Commission staff’s question (c)
from March 9, 2026, PSE did not cite any IEEE, NERC, or WAC standard regarding the
permissible duration of absolute voltage drops. PSE pointed to Complainant’s Ting sensor data,
asserting that “the average voltage has been 120 all through with low voltage spikes being one or
two in a 24-hour day and could be determined as short duration.” (Exhibit P, page 5, bullet 3)



56. While citing Complainant’s Ting sensor data to establish a daily “average” voltage of 120V,
PSE did not include the daily minimum voltage readings from that same Ting dataset, which
recorded drops as low as 66V. Furthermore, PSE’s response did not cite a regulatory provision
authorizing the use of a 24-hour average voltage to assess compliance. Complainant references
Ting sensor data solely to demonstrate the existence of extreme voltage excursions, not as a
substitute for utility-grade measurements, which PSE was obligated to collect and analyze
through its RVM deployment.

57. Inits March 13, 2026 response to question (c), PSE characterized the events as “one or two”
low-voltage spikes per day. PSE’s response did not cite any provision within the Washington
Administrative Code, ANSI C84.1, or its tariffs that defines “short duration” or authorizes these
specific frequencies of spikes.

58. In the same March 13, 2026 communication, in response to Commission staff’s question (d)
from March 9, 2026 regarding equipment damage, PSE stated that tolerance “varies by
equipment type and manufacturer specifications.” PSE cited IEC 61000, the ITIC curve, and the
SEMI F47 curve, and quoted Section 3.3.1 of IEEE Std 1250-2018 as examples of these varying
tolerances. (Exhibit P, page 5, bullet 4)

59. Additionally, in the same March 13, 2026 response, PSE asserted to Commission staff that it
evaluated a “Transformer Loading History (TLH) Report” and concluded that Complainant “is
the one that has highest transformer load consumption in comparison to other customers on the
transformer.” The complete investigation file obtained via public records request contains no
TLH report to substantiate this comparative claim. (Exhibit P, page 4)

Proposed Infrastructure Modifications

60. In its February 3, 2026 response, PSE acknowledged it will need to upgrade the service wire
as well as the transformer. PSE explicitly promised that “the field engineer will be in touch with
the customer by the end of this week to on [sic] next steps to proceed with the upgrades.”
(Exhibit K, page 1)

61. On February 3, 2026, Commission staff explicitly requested PSE to explain why it did not
believe the voltage drops posed a safety hazard, and inquired whether a temporary transformer
could be installed. In its February 6, 2026 response, PSE documented Complainant’s concern,
acknowledging that “he was worried that it meant excessive losses at some spot in the feed
which might result in a fire from all that heat.” PSE dismissed the safety concern, stating that
“there was nothing as far as safety found to be of concern.” (Exhibit L, page 1-2)

62. In that same February 6, 2026 response, PSE acknowledged the risk of infrastructure
failure, stating, “if there were to be a failure it would most likely be underground on that service
run.” PSE did not provide an engineering analysis explaining how a potential thermal failure of
the underground service infrastructure would be isolated from the residential structure to which it
is directly connected. (Exhibit L, page 2)

63. Inits March 9, 2026 response, PSE reversed its commitment to replace the service wire,
stating: “The existing 4/0 underground service at approximately 180 feet meets voltage drop and
flicker requirements per our engineering standards.” PSE reaffirmed this reversal on March 13,



2026, stating it had “evaluated that the service wire is capable of handling this load.” (Exhibit Q,
page 3; Exhibit P, page 4)

64. PSE did not provide engineering calculations, load analysis, or references to their
engineering standards to substantiate this reversal of its prior documented commitment relating
to safety concerns.

65. While PSE submitted a written update to the Commission staff on February 3, 2026 stating
its intent to upgrade the transformer, PSE did not specify the intended replacement capacity in
that communication. (Exhibit K)

66. On February 5, 2026, Complainant called Mr. Cornier to request a timeline for the upgrades
and to inquire about the capacity of the new transformer. Mr. Cornier stated that PSE was
installing a 37.5kVA transformer to replace the existing 25k VA unit, claiming this size was based
on “roughly 2 years of historical load data.” PSE never formally entered the 37.5kVA figure into
the written record.

67. Complainant documented this phone call in an email to Commission staff that same day,
formally disputing the proposed 37.5kVA capacity, and requesting that PSE provide its load
assumptions and diversity factors in writing to justify the transformer capacity. (Exhibit J, page
34)

68. Inits February 6, 2026 written response to the Commission staff, PSE formally entered Mr.
Cornier’s statements regarding Complainant’s February 5 capacity inquiries into the official
record, stating: “I made it clear to him that the upgrades we are making now are intended to
modernize the service and bring our paper calcs for voltage drop and flicker to be safely within
standards for his existing load and that if he continues with his inquiries about a car charger there
may still be further upgrades which he will need to pay for.” (Exhibit L, page 2)

69. On March 9, 2026, in its written response to the Commission staff, PSE formally admitted
that the single 25k VA transformer serving Complainant’s neighborhood was experiencing a
“combined peak demand” of 47.8kW from the five connected homes. In the same response, PSE
also established its own operational threshold for infrastructure failure, stating that “transformers
can operate up to 130% of nameplate capacity before experiencing core saturation and voltage
regulation issues”. (Exhibit Q, page 3)

70. PSE did not provide any analysis correlating the 25kVA, 47.8kW and 130% figures in its
submissions to Commission staff. PSE’s March 9, 2026 written response stated only that the
transformer “approaches” the practical operating limits.

71. In the same March 9, 2026 response, more than three months after Complainant’s initial
report of voltage issues on December 1, 2025, PSE stated that its proposed infrastructure upgrade
“represents proactive system improvement to accommodate growing electrical demands in the
service area.” (Exhibit Q, page 4)

72. Inits March 13, 2026 written response to Commission staff, PSE stated that its capacity
assessment was initiated “[f]ollowing customer’s initial voltage concern,” and that it was “based
on the RVM, TLH and customer provided data” gathered during this specific investigation that



PSE “analyzed the transformer data and determined it is the [sic] undersized.” (Exhibit P, page 4,
bullet 1)

73. At 8:51:30 AM PDT on March 9, 2026, PSE submitted a response to Commission staff, in
which it proposed to upgrade the transformer from 25k VA to 75kVA. (Exhibit Q, page 60)

74. At 11:30:30 AM PDT that same day, Commission staff sent a follow-up request to PSE,
stating: “It’s commission staff’s understanding that the cost-causer has to pay to upgrade PSE’s
facilities when they’re adding load, and that the transformer should be right-sized, not sized for
future load.” Commission staff then asked: “When PSE installs the new 75kVA transformer, will
it allow the customer to install their EV charger, or will the transformer need to be upgraded
again with customer contribution?” (Exhibit J, page 62)

75. At 1:56:28 PM PDT that same day, PSE submitted a corrected formal response
downgrading the proposed transformer capacity from 75kVA to 50kVA, characterizing the
change as a correction of an error in the earlier submission. No engineering documentation was
provided to explain either the original 75kVA figure or the revision to 50kVA. Furthermore, PSE
did not answer Commission staff’s explicit question regarding whether Complainant would be
required to contribute to further upgrades. (Exhibit R; Exhibit J, page 63)

76. PSE responded to Commission staff’s March 9, 2026 question regarding upgrade costs in its
March 13, 2026 response. PSE did not answer whether Complainant would be required to
contribute to further upgrades. PSE requested that “the customer engages an electrician to
evaluate their panel size, their electric wiring, and provide us with the amperage of the loads.”
(Exhibit P, page 5, bullet 5)

77. In the same March 13, 2026 response, same paragraph, PSE established its own baseline for
service, stating “PSE will maintain its facilities to meet the loading of a 200 amp service.”

78. Despite committing to “meet the loading of a 200 amp service,” PSE proposes installing a
50kVA transformer to serve Complainant and four other residences. Based on PSE’s own
submission, the 50k VA transformer will serve a combined peak demand of 47.8kW under the
existing neighborhood load. (Exhibit Q, page 3)

Informal Investigation Closure

79. On March 11, 2026, Commission staff sent a case closure communication to Complainant,
stating that the investigation had been completed and that PSE had not been found in violation of
any law, rule, commission order, or tariff. (Exhibit J, page 79-81)

80. Later that same date, Commission staff communicated the case closure to PSE as well. In
this communication to PSE, Commission staff stated: “I did not find PSE to be in violation of
WAC 480-100-373 due to the short duration of the power fluctuations that exceed 5% of PSE’s
adopted standard voltage and because PSE determined the issue to be a result of increased
cumulative load demand rather than any deficiency in PSE’s system design or maintenance
practices.” Commission staff also noted: “It’s [C]Jommission staff’s opinion that the customer is
unlikely to be satisfied with the outcome of this investigation.” (Exhibit J, page 82)



81. PSE replied to Commission staff, advising that an outstanding request for information
remained open with a response due date of March 12, 2026. Commission staff’s initial reply to
PSE stated: “I didn’t find an outstanding request for information but let me review it and get
right back to you. The file is extremely large now and I may have missed something.” PSE
subsequently provided Commission staff with a copy of the outstanding March 9, 2026 request
for information, noting its March 12, 2026 due date. (Exhibit J, pages 83-85)

82. Upon locating the outstanding request, Commission staff formally reopened the
investigation, advising PSE: “I found it. I’ve reopened the complaint and will await PSE’s
response.” (Exhibit J, page 86)

83. Two days later, on March 13, 2026, PSE submitted its final written response to the
outstanding request for information, after which the Commission staff closed the investigation
for a second time. (Exhibit J, page 91)

84. Complainant was never notified that the investigation had been reopened, was not informed
of PSE’s subsequent March 13 submission, and was not provided an opportunity to review or
respond to it. Complainant learned of these events only upon receipt of the complete
investigation file via public records request.

85. Commission staff’s closing communication on March 11, 2026, referenced consultations
with other Commission staff, but no records of any such consultations appear in the investigation
file obtained via public records request. (Exhibit J, pages 91)

86. Previously, on March 4, 2026, Commission staff had advised Complainant in writing that, to
their knowledge, the Commission did not have an electrical engineer on staff, and that it was
uncertain whether Regulatory Services division staff possessed the requisite expertise to interpret
RVM data. (Exhibit J, pages 54)

87. Because Complainant was not provided notice of, or an opportunity to respond to, PSE’s
final evidentiary submission prior to case closure, and since the investigation file contains no
documented technical review of PSE’s compliance position, Complainant has exhausted all
available informal remedies and now seeks formal adjudication by the Commission.

88. As of the date of this filing, more than four months after the initial report of voltage failure
on December 1, 2025, PSE has not provided a binding schedule for the required infrastructure
upgrades, and undervoltage events at Complainant’s residence continue to occur.

VI. VIOLATIONS ALLEGED

COUNT I: Violation of WAC 480-100-373 and PSE Tariff G, Schedule 80, Section 1 —
Voltage Standards Violation

89. Complainant realleges and incorporates by reference the allegations contained in all
preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

90. WAC 480-100-373(2)(a) prohibits voltage variations more than five percent above or below
the utility’s adopted standard voltage. Subsection (2)(b) further prohibits the total variation from
minimum to maximum voltage from exceeding eight percent of the standard voltage. PSE’s
Tariff G, Schedule 80, Section 19 adopts 120V as the standard nominal voltage for residential



service and, in Section 1, expressly incorporates the Commission’s voltage rules. These
provisions establish a threshold of 114V (5% below 120V) and a maximum allowable spread of
9.6V (8% of 120V). PSE’s own engineering guidelines (9 39) also recognize the ANSI C84.1
Range A normal threshold of 114V and Range B emergency threshold of 110V.

91. PSE’s RVM data recorded a minimum voltage of 107.9V ({ 36). This reading falls below
the 114V normal threshold established by WAC 480-100-373(2)(a) and ANSI C84.1 Range A,
below the 110V threshold associated with ANSI C84.1 Range B, and below the 108V threshold
asserted by PSE’s own examiner ( 31).

92. PSE’s RVM data further reflects multiple additional readings below the 114V threshold,
including 108.6, 108.8, 110.5, 110.7, 111.3, 111.4, 111.5, and 113.6 (Y 38). These repeated
excursions below the 114V standard occurred under normal weather conditions (Y 42), and PSE
has not established that such excursions were attributable to conditions that would justify
departure from the standard voltage requirements. Yet, even if a lower emergency standard of
110V associated with ANSI C84.1 Range B (Y 39) were considered, several RVM readings still
fall below that level.

93. Furthermore, PSE’s RVM recorded voltage spreads of 12.2V and 11.9V (19 35, 37), which
exceed the 9.6V maximum allowable variation under WAC 480-100-373(2)(b).

94. PSE asserted an affirmative defense under WAC 480-100-373(3), attributing the voltage
violations to “the operation of power apparatus on the customer’s premises which necessarily
requires large starting currents.” As the party invoking the regulatory exemption, PSE bears the
burden of proof. However, PSE formally admitted to Commission staff that it did not inspect
Complainant’s equipment, did not measure any actual starting currents, and did not speak with
other customers served by the transformer (Y9 44—46). The only significant electrical installations
during Complainant’s occupancy were a like-for-like panel swap and a licensed, PSE-rebated
dual-fuel heat pump system (1 8, 14, 15, 47). In the absence of any inspection, measurement, or
comparative system analysis, Complainant respectfully submits that applying an exemption
based on theoretical assumptions—particularly given the documented 47.8kW community peak
demand on a 25k VA transformer—Ieaves PSE’s defense unsupported by the factual record.

95. PSE reported a combined peak demand of 47.8kW on the 25k VA transformer serving
Complainant’s neighborhood (Y 69). PSE has not disclosed the power factor assumptions,
diversity factors, coincidence factors, or the underlying Transformer Load History (TLH) data
used to evaluate transformer loading (9 59, 70). Even under a best-case unity power factor
assumption (PF = 1.0), the reported demand would correspond to approximately
47.8kVA—nearly twice the 25k VA nameplate rating. Under more typical residential conditions,
apparent power would be higher. While the precise loading cannot be determined without PSE’s
underlying engineering data, the magnitude of the reported demand relative to the transformer
rating raises a substantial question as to whether the transformer was operating beyond its
intended capacity. Voltage sags occurring under such conditions are consistent with systemic
capacity constraints in utility-owned infrastructure. PSE has not provided the engineering
analysis necessary to demonstrate that the observed voltage excursions were instead “infrequent
and unavoidable fluctuation of short duration due to system operation.”

96. PSE cited WAC 480-100-373(4) in response to Commission staff’s inquiries (19 40, 41).
However, subsection (4) addresses general monitoring obligations and does not relieve PSE of



the responsibility to substantiate the factual basis for invoking an exemption under subsection (3)
in response to a specific voltage complaint under investigation. PSE did not submit any empirical
data, equipment analysis, or system-level evidence to support its reliance on that exemption.

97. Complainant respectfully submits the factual record establishes a violation of WAC
480-100-373(2)(a) and (2)(b) as incorporated into PSE’s tariff, without applicable exemptions.

COUNT II: Violation of RCW 80.28.010(2) & (11) — Failure to Furnish Safe and Sufficient
Service

98. Complainant realleges and incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs of this
Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

99. RCW 80.28.010(2) and (11) require every public service company to furnish and maintain
safe, adequate, and proper service and facilities for the use and convenience of the public.

100. PSE’s delivery of service continues to cause persistent whole-home voltage instability that
physically manifests as simultaneous flickering of lights throughout the residence and
unprompted restarting of household appliances (199, 13, 88).

101. PSE acknowledged Complainant’s documented safety concern that the voltage drops could
indicate excessive losses resulting in a fire from heat in the feed. A PSE engineer stated that any
failure “would most likely be underground on that service run” directly connected to
Complainant’s residence. Yet, PSE dismissed this risk, stating there was “nothing as far as safety
found to be of concern,” while providing no explanation of how a thermal failure on the
underground run would be safely isolated from the residential structure (Y 61, 62).

102. Furthermore, PSE initially committed to upgrading the transformer to 75k VA and
replacing the underground service wire. However, it later reversed its position on
both—downgrading the replacement transformer to 50k VA and asserting that the existing service
wire meets its engineering standards—without providing any engineering calculations, load
analysis, or standard references to substantiate this reversal of a prior safety-related commitment
(19 63, 64).

103. The ongoing delivery of unstable service resulting in whole-home flickering and appliance
failures, coupled with PSE’s assertion that there was “nothing as far as safety found to be of
concern,” without providing any explanation of how a thermal failure on the underground service
run would be isolated from the residential structure, constitutes a failure to furnish safe and
sufficient service.

104. The statutory mandate to provide sufficient service inherently requires a utility to maintain
facilities capable of accommodating standard residential energy needs. PSE’s recorded voltage
drops and documented 47.8kW community peak demand on a 25kVA transformer support the
conclusion that this was a pre-existing infrastructure deficiency (19 36, 69). Consistent with this
pre-existing constraint, PSE rejected Complainant’s application for a standard electric vehicle
(EV) charger installation, citing the need for a transformer upgrade (9 16—19). Complainant
alleges that operating distribution facilities incapable of supporting existing baseline demand,
thereby precluding a customer from adding standard residential loads, constitutes a failure to
provide adequate and sufficient service in a just and reasonable manner.



105. PSE did not detect the 25k VA transformer operating beyond its nameplate capacity, to a
point where it needs an upgrade, until prompted by a customer’s complaint, an RVM installation,
and regulatory escalation (Y 72). Complainant alleges this indicates a deficiency in PSE’s
infrastructure monitoring practices. Relying on customer service disruption to identify
overloaded grid assets indicates a failure to proactively maintain adequate and proper facilities.

106. Complainant respectfully submits the factual record establishes a failure to furnish safe,
adequate, and sufficient service in violation of RCW 80.28.010(2) and (11).

COUNT III: Violation of WAC 480-100-173(3) — Failure to Accurately Report Results

107. Complainant realleges and incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs of this
Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

108. WAC 480-100-173(3) requires that when the Commission refers a complaint to a utility,
the utility must “investigate and report the results” and “keep the commission informed of
progress toward the solution and the final result.” Complainant submits that these obligations
inherently require accurate and complete reporting—a utility that omits material data or fails to
provide engineering justifications from its investigation reports does not satisfy the duty to
“report the results.”

109. PSE verbally stated to Complainant that the lowest voltage reading was 110.8V (19 28, 29,
33), a position that PSE verbally reaffirmed to Commission staff during a February 4, 2026 call,
asserting that the RVM data showed the customer “never went below 110” ( 32). PSE’s formal
conclusion also stated: “The lowest the data from the RVM was around 110V” (9 34). However,
within that exact same evidentiary submission, PSE included a Power Quality Monitoring
Summary explicitly stating voltage readings ranged from approximately 108V to 121V,
alongside an Event Change Table Report documenting a definitive minimum of 107.9V (9 36,
38). This discrepancy is material because 107.9V falls below PSE’s stated 108V threshold for
“emergency or abnormal” conditions, and below the ANSI C84.1 Range B emergency threshold
of 110V also cited by PSE ( 39). Complainant submits that by summarizing the data as
remaining above 110V, PSE obscured a threshold breach from Commission staff’s review, which
contributed to the premature closure of the informal investigation.

110. PSE verbally informed Commission staff that its standard for “emergency or abnormal”
conditions was 108V (] 31). WAC 480-100-373 contains no such 108V threshold, nor do the
ANSI C84.1 ranges explicitly referenced in PSE’s own “Systematic Investigation Process”
guidelines (9 39).

111. PSE characterized its transformer replacement as a “proactive system improvement” (¥
71). However, a PSE engineer stated that the “upgrades we are making now are intended to
modernize the service and bring our paper calcs for voltage drop and flicker to be safely within
standards for his existing load” (Y 68). Additionally, in its March 13, 2026 written response, PSE
stated that its capacity assessment was initiated “[f]ollowing customer’s initial voltage concern,”
and that it was “based on the RVM, TLH and customer provided data” that PSE “determined it is
the [sic] undersized” (4 72). Furthermore, in an email dated February 4, 2026, Commission staff
documented that “PSE advised commission staff that the RVM data revealed the trouble to be on
PSE’s facilities and that it would be replacing the service line and transformer” (4 30). PSE’s



characterization conflicts with PSE’s own written submissions and Commission staff’s
contemporaneous records.

112. PSE referred to “paper calcs,” but did not provide engineering data to substantiate its load
assertions (1 68). PSE asserted that Complainant “is the one that has highest transformer load
consumption in comparison to other customers on the transformer,” but did not produce the
Transformer Load History (TLH) report that it based its assertion on (§ 59). This claim is further
undermined by the fact that Complainant's household relies on natural gas for its primary energy
loads—backup heat, water heating, clothes drying, and cooking—suggesting the residence’s
electric load should be comparatively modest (9 8). PSE did not provide any analysis accounting
for this load composition in its comparative assertion. Nor did PSE disclose any diversity factors,
engineering analysis, or load profiles that it utilized. To the extent PSE intended for a screenshot
of Complainant’s monthly energy consumption (9 48) to serve as this cited TLH report, such a
substitution mischaracterizes cumulative energy usage data (kWh) as instantaneous transformer
power load data (kVA/kW). The absence of the TLH report and associated engineering inputs
prevents independent verification of PSE’s loading analysis and precludes meaningful evaluation
of whether the observed voltage conditions were attributable to system capacity constraints.
Complainant alleges that infrastructure and capacity conclusions cannot be sustained when the
mathematical baseline is omitted from the evidentiary record.

113. PSE contacted Complainant requesting specific model numbers for household appliances
(1151). The PSE representative stated that Commission staff had specifically directed the utility
to gather this load data for Complainant. Commission staff explicitly denied issuing any such
directive in writing the following day ( 52). The record shows that PSE attributed the issue to
Complainant’s equipment before gathering factual knowledge of what that equipment was and
misstated a regulatory directive, resulting in the ratepayer providing post-hoc evidence regarding
PSE’s previously unsupported claims.

114. PSE repeatedly altered its formal infrastructure upgrade commitments without providing
any supporting engineering justification. PSE initially proposed installing an undersized

37.5k VA replacement transformer—a specification Complainant was forced to formally
challenge—before ultimately acknowledging the necessity of a 75kVA or a 50kVA unit upon the
disclosure of the actual 47.8kW community peak demand (4 65-67, 69, 73-75). Additionally,
PSE reversed its documented commitment to Commission staff to upgrade the underground
service line, summarily asserting the existing wire met standards. PSE did not produce any load
analysis, voltage drop calculations, or engineering evidence to substantiate this downgrade in
corrective action (9 63, 64).

115. When asked to identify the permissible duration of absolute voltage drops, PSE did not
provide a regulatory or technical definition. Instead, PSE cited Complainant’s independent
sensor data, asserting that “the average voltage has been 120” and characterizing the drops as
happening “one or two in a 24-hour day,” concluding this “could be determined as short
duration” (9 55, 57). Complainant disputes the technical validity of this substitution. Frequency
(occurrences per day) and daily average voltage are entirely separate metrics from event duration
(the time length of a voltage sag). By substituting alternative metrics rather than defining “short
duration”—and by omitting that this same dataset recorded drops as low as 66V ( 56)—PSE did
not provide a factual and accurate report to the Commission.



116. PSE engaged in a pattern of citing guidelines without supplying the corresponding
engineering data to the investigator. In response to questions about the duration of voltage
fluctuations, PSE invoked “Pst” and “Plt” flicker metrics under IEEE Std 1453-2015, but did not
provide any actual measurement data from Complainant’s residence required to substantiate
compliance with the standard. Furthermore, while Commission staff had specifically asked for
the technical standard governing how long voltage fluctuations can be under the law (Y 53), PSE
cited IEEE 1453-2015—a standard governing visual light flicker perception that does not define
permissible time durations for voltage sags. Additionally, in response to questions regarding
equipment damage thresholds, PSE cited IEC 61000, the SEMI F47 curve, and the ITIC curve
under IEEE Std 1250-2018, explicitly stating to the Commission that “[t]he specific threshold
varies by equipment type and manufacturer specifications” (§ 58). However, PSE concurrently
stated that it did not inspect or identify Complainant’s equipment (Y 45, 46). Citing technical
standards without providing the underlying data to verify compliance, and invoking
equipment-dependent standards to imply safety compliance, while acknowledging a failure to
identify and inspect the equipment in question, represents a failure to accurately report results.

117. PSE invoked the exemption under WAC 480-100-373(3) and (4), attributing the voltage
sags to the “operation of power apparatus” on Complainant’s premises requiring “large starting
currents” (19 43, 44). However, PSE stated that it did not inspect Complainant’s equipment, nor
did it measure the actual starting current of this equipment prior to attributing the voltage sags to
it (19 45, 46). To the extent PSE may argue an inspection was unnecessary because such voltage
drops are “expected behavior” for Complainant’s heat pumps, this position is unsupported by
standard engineering principles. A standard residential heating system—notably one installed by
a licensed contractor, subsidized by PSE’s own energy efficiency programs, and having passed
all electrical and mechanical inspections (Y 47)—does not induce voltage drops of this magnitude
unless the utility’s upstream distribution transformer is already overloaded. Formally citing
customer equipment without gathering empirical diagnostic data to substantiate that assertion
constitutes a failure to accurately report results.

118. Complainant respectfully submits the factual record establishes a pattern of inaccurate and
unsubstantiated reporting, constituting a violation of WAC 480-100-173(3).

COUNT IV: Violation of RCW 80.28.010 and RCW 80.28.090 — Unjust, Unreasonable, and
Discriminatory Practices

119. Complainant realleges and incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs of this
Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

120. RCW 80.28.010 requires that all rules and practices applied by a utility shall be “just, fair,
reasonable and sufficient.” RCW 80.28.090 prohibits a regulated utility from subjecting any
person to “any undue or unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage in any respect whatsoever.”

121. It is an inherently unjust and unreasonable practice for a regulated utility to incorrectly
invoke the authority of its state regulator to solicit information from a ratepayer. By claiming that
Commission staff had directed the collection of Complainant’s personal load data (f 51)—a
claim explicitly denied by the Commission staff in writing (9 52)—PSE utilized improper
investigatory tactics. Misrepresenting directives from the WUTC to obtain customer data
represents a breach of the just, fair, and reasonable standards mandated by RCW 80.28.010.
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122. PSE attributed the voltage drops on Complainant’s “starting currents”, “power apparatus,”
and equipment operation (19 41, 43, 44). Yet, PSE subsequently admitted to Commission staff
that it never inspected, or evaluated, or talked to the customers regarding their power apparatus
(19 45, 46).

123. PSE presented historical consumption data to assert that the “affected customer’s usage
has increased significantly over the past three months” (Y 48). This presentation was technically
invalid and factually inaccurate. From an engineering perspective, aggregate monthly energy
consumption (kWh) is not a valid metric for evaluating transformer capacity, which is strictly a
function of instantaneous peak power demand (kW or kVA). Furthermore, PSE omitted the
material fact that the data included the immediate pre-sale period when the property was listed
on the market and certified as vacant (19 49, 50). PSE compared standard winter energy usage of
an occupied family home against the baseline of an empty, vacant house, resulting in an
inaccurate representation of a “significant increase” in energy usage.

124. PSE asserted that Complainant’s residence represented the maximum load on the shared
25kVA transformer, citing a Transformer Load History (TLH) report ( 59). However, PSE did
not produce this report or substantiate its claims with engineering data.

125. Complainant alleges this pattern of attributing faults to customer property without
inspection, utilizing vacant baselines for comparison, and referencing unproduced reports
constitute unjust and unreasonable practices under RCW 80.28.010.

126. Furthermore, PSE formally admitted that the existing neighborhood peak demand is
47.8kW (1 69). Under a theoretical, best-case unity power factor (1.0), this demand represents an
absolute minimum load of 47.8kVA. This supports the conclusion that the current 25kVA
transformer is operating at no less than 191.2% of its nameplate capacity based exclusively on
existing load, exceeding the 130% capacity mark where PSE acknowledges core saturation and
voltage regulation issues occur (9 69, 70). Despite this underlying infrastructure failure, PSE
cited Complainant’s November 2025 EV charger application as the basis to require Complainant
to privately fund a transformer upgrade (4 17-19).

127. On March 9, 2026, shortly after Commission staff asked if the originally proposed 75kVA
replacement transformer would accommodate Complainant’s EV charger without further
customer contribution ( 74), PSE downgraded the proposed replacement to 50k VA (9 73-75).
As calculated above, the existing neighborhood load requires a minimum of 47.8kVA. A 50kVA
transformer would therefore operate at 95.6% of nameplate capacity, assuming a best-case unity
power factor, upon installation, providing at most 4.4% headroom. PSE has previously required
Complainant to contribute to an upgrade for a standard residential load addition (f 17-19).
Complainant alleges that it is an unjust and unreasonable practice for a utility to conflate a
pre-existing neighborhood capacity failure with a customer’s prospective, separate request for an
EV load addition. By doing so, PSE is improperly using the prospect of future load as a pretext
to avoid adequately right-sizing the neighborhood transformer for currently existing conditions.

128. Complainant respectfully submits the factual record establishes a pattern of unjust,
unreasonable, and discriminatory practices in violation of RCW 80.28.010 and RCW 80.28.090.

COUNT V: Violation of WAC 480-100-173(1) — Failure to Promptly Investigate



129. Complainant realleges and incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs of this
Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

130. WAC 480-100-173(1) requires a utility to “promptly investigate” a customer complaint,
and, crucially, “take corrective action, if warranted, as soon as possible under circumstances.”

131. Despite Complainant’s initial December 1, 2025 report and PSE’s own written timeline
commitments to Commission staff, PSE failed to contact Complainant by January 2, 2026, and
delayed RVM installation from its committed January 5 date until January 14 (1 21-25).

132. Furthermore, as of the date of this filing—more than four months after Complainant’s
initial report (Y 20), and more than two months since PSE’s first written commitment to
Commission staff that it would proceed with infrastructure upgrades (9 28, 60)—PSE has
provided no binding schedule to execute the required upgrades. Consequently, undervoltage
events at Complainant’s residence continue to occur to the date of this filing (49 13, 88).

133. These repeated delays in the investigation phase, combined with PSE’s continued inaction
on a confirmed grid deficiency more than four months after the initial report, constitute a failure
to promptly investigate and take corrective action. Complainant respectfully submits the factual
record establishes a violation of WAC 480-100-173(1).

VII. RELIEF REQUESTED
Wherefore, Complainant respectfully requests that the Commission:

A. Adjudicate PSE in formal violation of WAC 480-100-373 and RCW 80.28.010 for operating
overloaded infrastructure, and failing to supply safe and sufficient voltage.

B. Initiate an enforcement action or refer the matter to Commission enforcement staff to
investigate the assessment of statutory penalties against PSE for repeatedly submitting inaccurate
statements to Commission staff regarding the “proactive” nature of their maintenance, the
inaccurate evaluation of Complainant’s usage, the withholding of engineering data, the
misapplication of engineering standards, and for engaging in undocumented communications
invoking the Commission’s authority.

C. Order PSE to submit a formal engineering justification for its abrupt decision to downgrade
the planned neighborhood transformer replacement from the originally committed 75k VA to
50kVA. Complainant notes this downgrade occurred mere hours after Commission staff inquired
whether the 75k VA unit would accommodate Complainant’s EV charger without customer
contribution. Complainant requests the Commission to compel PSE to produce a load
study—certified by a licensed Professional Engineer—demonstrating whether PSE’s proposal
will safely and reliably handle the peak demand, accommodate reasonable community load
growth, and maintain WAC voltage compliance without exceeding its safe design capacity.

D. Compel PSE to honor its prior commitment to upgrade the service wire at Complainant’s
residence. Alternatively, given that PSE explicitly cited the existing service wire as a potential
safety and capacity concern during the informal investigation, order PSE to produce site-specific
engineering calculations—certified by a licensed Professional Engineer—proving that the
existing wire is physically capable of delivering compliant voltage and safely handling the
ampacity of an upgraded transformer without acting as a secondary bottleneck or fire hazard.



E. Order PSE to provide a written, binding schedule for the infrastructure upgrade.

F. Direct Commission engineering and safety staff to audit PSE’s transformer monitoring
protocols to determine whether PSE maintains adequate monitoring systems for distribution
transformers, and if so, how a critical neighborhood asset was permitted to reach the current
overloaded state without triggering proactive maintenance. Furthermore, order PSE to submit a
concrete, verifiable monitoring plan for the replacement transformer to ensure Complainant’s
neighborhood is not subjected to a repeated, undetected capacity failure in the future.

G. Order PSE to formally re-open and process Complainant’s previously denied EV load
calculation immediately upon the energization of the replacement transformer. Furthermore,
issue a declaratory order that Complainant shall not be classified as the “cost-causer” under
Schedule 85 for any grid capacity required to remedy the pre-existing overload condition. If PSE
attempts to assess line extension fees against Complainant’s EV charger application upon
re-evaluation, order the utility to provide the Commission and Complainant with a transparent,
fully documented engineering justification—including all applied diversity factors and load
assumptions—requiring PSE to base any future denial of connection or assessment of fees on
disclosed, reproducible engineering calculations.

H. Grant such other and further relief as the Commission deems just and equitable.
VIII. VERIFICATION

I, Saswat Padhi, declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that
the foregoing Formal Complaint is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Dated: April 10, 2026

/s/ Saswat Padhi

Saswat Padhi

Complainant (Pro Se)

19703 NE 167th Ct
Woodinville, Washington 98077
saswat.sourav@gmail.com

(310) 986-5922
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