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PERMANENT RULES
UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION

COMMISSION

[Docket U-240281, General Order R-609—Filed September 26, 2025, 1:19 p.m., effective September 26, 2025,
1:19 p.m.]

In the matter of amending rules in chapter 480-96 WAC relating to
integrated system planning.

I. Introduction

1. STATUTORY OR OTHER AUTHORITY: The Washington utilities and transpor-
tation commission (commission) takes this action under Notice No. WSR
25-14-054, filed with the code reviser on June 26, 2025. The commis-
sion has authority to take this action pursuant to RCW 19.280.030,
19.280.040, 19.285.040, 19.285.080, 19.405.060, 19.405.100, 80.28.130,
80.01.040, 80.04.160, 80.28.365, 80.28,380, 80.28.425, chapter 80.86
RCW, and chapter 351, Laws of 2024.

2. STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE: This proceeding complies with the Adminis-
trative Procedure Act (chapter 34.05 RCW), the State Register Act
(chapter 34.08 RCW), the State Environmental Policy Act of 1971 (chap-
ter 43.21C RCW), and the Regulatory Fairness Act (chapter 19.85 RCW).

3. DATE OF ADOPTION: The commission adopts these rules on the date
this order is entered.

4. CONCISE STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND EFFECT OF THE RULE: RCW 34.05.325(6)
requires the commission to prepare and publish a concise explanatory
statement about an adopted rule. The statement must identify the com-
mission's reasons for adopting the rule, describe the differences be-
tween the version of the proposed rules published in the register and

the rules adopted (other than editing changes),! summarize the com-
ments received regarding the proposed rule changes, and state the com-
mission's responses to the comments reflecting the commission's con-
sideration of them.

I RCW 34.05.325 (6)(a)(ii).

5. To avoid unnecessary duplication in the record of this docket,
the commission designates the discussion in this order, including ap-
pendices, as its concise explanatory statement. This order provides a
complete but concise explanation of the commission's actions and its
reasons for taking those actions.

6. REFERENCE TO AFFECTED RULES: This order adopts WAC 480-96-010 Pur-
pose, 480-96-015 Exemptions, 480-96-018 Severability, 480-96-020 Defi-
nitions, 480-96-030 Integrated assessment and planning requirements,
480-96-040 Assessment of resources and delivery system, distributed
energy resources and electrification, 480-96-050 Content of an inte-
grated system plan—Long-term planning, 480-96-060 Content of an inte-
grated system plan—Implementation, 480-96-070 Reporting and compli-
ance, 480-96-080 Procedures; and amends WAC 480-107-009 Required all-
source RFPs and conditions for targeted RFPs.

IT. Procedural History

7. PREPROPOSAL STATEMENT OF INQUIRY: The commission filed a preproposal
statement of inquiry (CR-101) on May 24, 2024, as WSR 24-11-050. The
statement advised interested persons that the commission was initiat-
ing a rule making to implement consolidated planning requirements, al-
so known as an integrated system plan (ISP), for large combination
electric and natural gas utilities (LCU), to comply with state energy
and climate policies. The statement advised the commission was ini-
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tiating a rule making to implement ESHB 1589 (chapter 351, Laws of
2024), the Decarbonization Act for Large Combination Utilities (Decar-
bonization Act). The commission informed persons of this inquiry by
providing notice of the subject and the CR-101 to everyone on the com-
mission's list of persons requesting such information pursuant to RCW
34.05.320(3), as well as all regulated electric and natural gas compa-
nies and the commission's list of utility attorneys.

8. STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION: Pursuant to the initial notice, the com-
mission received comments on the CR-101 and responses to a list of
questions enumerated in the notice on June 24, 2024. The commission
received additional written comments on or about October 8, 2024, Oc-
tober 21, 2024, January 14, 2025, February 20, 2025, May 8, 2025, May
21, 2025, and August 4, 2025. The commission conducted an adoption
hearing on August 6, 2025, and workshops and/or technical conferences
on June 28, 2024, October 25, 2024, November 22, 2024, December 13,
2024, and January 9, 2025.

9. SMALL BUSINESS ECONOMIC IMPACT: The proposed rules apply only to the
large investor-owned utility companies and thus will have no direct
effect on small businesses. The commission nevertheless issued a small
business economic impact statement questionnaire, soliciting comments
and information on the financial impact of the proposed rules. The
commission received no comments in response to the questionnaire.

10. NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULE MAKING: The commission filed a notice of
proposed rule making (CR-102) on June 26, 2025, at WSR 25-14-054
(notice). The commission scheduled this matter for telephonic and vir-
tual oral comment and adoption notice under WSR 25-14-054 at 9:00 a.m.
on Wednesday, August 6, 2025. The notice provided interested persons
the opportunity to submit written comments to the commission by August
4, 2025.

11. NOTICE OF 90-DAY EXTENSION OF RULE MAKING: The commission filed a no-
tice of 90-day extension of rule making on December 13, 2024. The com-
mission used the 90 days of flexibility granted by the legislature in
order to communicate the potential changes to the rule based on I-2066
to the public. This extension also allowed the commission to gain in-
put on the rule despite a significant power outage that delayed the
series of technical conferences.

12. WRITTEN COMMENTS: The commission received written comments in
response to the CR-102 notice from Puget Sound Energy (PSE or the com-
pany), Renewable Northwest (RNW), NW Energy Coalition (NWEC), Climate
Solutions (CS) and Rewiring America (RA), filing jointly, Building In-
dustry Association of Washington (BIAW), Alliance of Western Energy
Consumers (AWEC), Third Act Washington (Third Act) and the Washington
Clean Energy Coalition (WCEC), filing jointly, and Donna Albert. The
commission received a number of written comments from these and other
interested persons during the course of the rule making. A summary of
all written comments and commission staff's responses are contained in
Appendix A, attached to, and made part of, this order.

13. RULE-MAKING HEARING: The commission considered the proposed rules
for adoption at a rule-making hearing on Wednesday, August 6, 2025,
before Chair Brian J. Rybarik, commissioner Ann E. Rendahl, and com-
missioner Milton H. Doumit. The commission heard a presentation by
commission staff (staff) and oral comments from representatives of
PSE, Third Act, WCEC, BIAW, AWEC, RNW, NWEC, CS, and RA, all of whom
expanded upon the written comments they previously provided.

14. ADDITIONAL WRITTEN COMMENTS: On August 11, 2025, Third Act filed
additional comments noting its position that the Decarbonization Act
sets forth requirements for decarbonization that include specific re-
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duction targets from both the gas and electric component of an LCU.
Specifically, Third Act urges that the decarbonization requirements
not be traded for lower costs to achieve balance. Third Act points to
RCW 80.86.020(11) and 80.86.010 (13)-(14) for support. Third Act
states it appreciates concerns regarding impacts to ratepayers, but
restates its belief that the Decarbonization Act commits to emissions
reductions as a requirement for any ISP.

15. SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGES: Written and oral comments suggested
changes to the proposed rules. The suggested changes and staff's rec-
ommended responses are summarized in Appendix A. The commission adopts
staff's responses and recommendations as its own and revises the pro-
posed rules further, as described in paragraph 148 below. We provide
further analysis below of the suggested changes the commission does
not accept.

IIT. Discussion

16. This rule making presented several unique challenges for the
commission, both substantive and procedural. Due to the inherent com-
plexity of these rules, the commission clarifies some key aspects of
the decisions made below and explains terms used throughout this or-
der.

17. First, as with other recently enacted clean energy laws, im-
plementing the Decarbonization Act will require the commission and all
interested parties to engage in a brand new process and analyze the
energy system in new ways. The commission expects this to be an itera-
tive process that will require adjustment and improvement as all par-
ties learn through experience. The commission finds it likely that
over time refinements to this process may require modifications to
these rules in the form of exemptions to rule or added conditions
through the commission's order approving an ISP. The commission views
the rules adopted today as an important first step in achieving the
legislature's policy goals.

18. Combining multiple complex planning documents into one filing
will be challenging. In adopting these rules today, the commission
must balance competing policy objectives. Throughout this rule making,
we considered the need to balance the efficiency and clarity of these
rules with the need to meet all statutory requirements of the consoli-
dated plans. The commission has also considered the desirability of
maintaining consistent requirements between an LCU and other utilities
complying with similar statutes. For example, to maintain a consistent
policy position, the commission is hesitant to adopt differing re-
quirements for an LCU and other investor-owned electric utilities to

comply with the Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA)? unless specif-
ically dictated by statute or other good cause exists that has con-
vinced us a deviation is appropriate. Many of the comments we received
in this rule making addressed the need to find the right balance among
these considerations. Although these overarching policy goals are not
discussed in every subsection of this order, these considerations were
pervasive and relevant to nearly all aspects of these rules. The com-
mission considered these competing objectives as part of our decision
making for every individual part of the rule, especially those dis-
cussed below.

2 Chapter 19.405 RCW.

19. Second, due to the ongoing I-2066 litigation, the commission
is adopting rules that are compliant with the Decarbonization Act as
it was originally passed. Therefore, the statutory citations in this
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order are likewise to the RCW as they were originally codified. For
example, the requirement to "[p]ropose an action plan outlining the
specific actions to be taken by the large combination utility in im-
plementing the integrated system plan following submission" in the ISP
was initially codified as RCW 80.86.020 (4) (z). However, due to the

passage of I-2066, the current publicly available online code?® lists
this subsection as RCW 80.86.020 (4) (w). Because these rules and this
order must be consistent with the Decarbonization Act as initially
passed, all citations in this order are based on the initial RCW codi-
fication.

3 See https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=80.86.020.

20. Third, throughout this order, the commission will refer to
the rules adopted today by simply listing the WAC. However, where the
commission discusses prior versions of the draft rules, it will refer
to those as "proposed WAC" to distinguish them from the final rules
adopted today.

A. The Purpose of the Decarbonization Act

21. The commission finds it appropriate to begin this order with
a discussion of the overall purpose of the Decarbonization Act. Fur-
ther, we assume for the purposes of this discussion that the superior
court's order holding I-2066 unconstitutional will not be overturned
on appeal. We address the possibility of the supreme court overturning
that ruling, and the commission's plan of action in that event, in
section M, below. None of the commission's statements related to those
proceedings are a criticism or endorsement of either I-2066 or the De-
carbonization Act. The commission is tasked with enforcing the law and
implementing state policy fairly and impartially.

22 . When passing the Decarbonization Act, the legislature found
that the Climate Commitment Act (CCA)4 and the CETA® "require [gas and
electric] companies to find innovative and creative solutions to equi-
tably serve their customers, provide clean energy, reduce emissions,

and keep rates fair, just, reasonable, and sufficient."® With respect
to an LCU specifically, the legislature found that such utilities
"play an important role .. in leading the implementation of state cli-

mate policies."7 The legislature concluded that "[i]n order to meet

the statewide greenhouse gas (GHG) limits in the energy sectors of the
economy, more resources must be directed toward achieving decarboniza-
tion of residential and commercial heating loads and other loads that

are served with fossil fuels .."® The legislature announced its intent
that an LCU achieve decarbonization of their systems by, among other
things, "[plrioritizing efficient and cost-effective measures to tran-
sition customers off of the direct use of fossil fuels at the lowest

reasonable cost to customers .."?

Chapter 70A.65 RCW.
Chapter 19.405 RCW.
ESHB 1589 § 1(1).
ESHB 1589 § 1(2).
ESHB 1589 § 1(3).
ESHB 1589 § 1(2).

© NN W A

23. To summarize, existing laws require (or strongly incentivize)
decarbonization on both the electric side and the gas side of an LCU's
system. Under current planning regulations, both the gas side and the
electric side must optimize their portfolios, accounting for the
state's clean energy laws. But that optimization is currently siloed,
considering only the options and regulations applying to the gas and
electric systems separately. The Decarbonization Act requires an LCU
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to combine the planning of these systems with the explicit goal of al-
lowing and encouraging pursuit of the most cost effective decarboniza-
tion measures across both systems. In many cases, this is likely to
result in an ISP that proposes a different set of specific actions
compared to what siloed analyses would recommend separately for the
gas system and electric system. Therefore, the commission expects an
LCU to develop ISPs that recommend a portfolio of specific actions
that prioritizes the most cost effective decarbonization measures
across both systems. That is the legislature's stated purpose in re-
quiring combined planning of the two systems for an LCU. An ISP that
simply optimizes the preferred portfolios and decarbonization measures
on the gas and electric systems separately fails to achieve the legis-

lature's intended outcome.?10

10 The commission notes here that even in the absence of Decarbonization Act requirements, utilities providing both gas and electric services are
expected to account for the interaction between the systems.

24. Effectively, the Decarbonization Act incorporates the com-
bined system decarbonization measures into the lowest reasonable cost
analysis for both the gas and electric systems. There is no conflict,
for example, between CETA's requirement to achieve interim targets at
the lowest reasonable cost and the Decarbonization Act's directive to
pursue the most cost effective decarbonization measures across both
systems. Plans developed under these two standards would lead to dif-
ferent recommended targets and specific actions for the electric sys-
tem. But for an LCU, the Decarbonization Act's requirement to plan for
and pursue combined system decarbonization is incorporated and consid-
ered as a constraint when assessing whether an LCU has met the statu-
tory requirements, such as CETA, that apply individually to gas and
electric systems. Any other conclusion would put an LCU in the impos-
sible position of being required to both optimize across the combined
system while also being required to optimize each system separately, a
contradictory set of statutory requirements. The commission includes
this interpretation in this adoption order to avoid any unnecessary
confusion on this subject in the future.

25. This leads into another clarification that is important to
make regarding the statutorily required action plan. The ISP is a plan
involving both an LCU's gas system and electric system. Thus, the ac-

tion plan requirement in RCW 80.86.020 (4) (z)!! includes specific ac-
tions the LCU must take related to both the electric side and the gas
side of its system. The legislative findings and intent section clear-
ly specify that the specific action requirements were meant to apply
to the gas side. Section 1(6) of the Decarbonization Act states: "It
is the intent of the legislature to support this transition by adopt-
ing requirements for large combination utilities to conduct integrated
system planning to develop specific actions supporting gas system de-
carbonization and electrification, and reduction in the gas rate
base."

11 RCW 80.86.020 (4)(w) if 1-2066 is reinstated.
26. The commission has previously found in the context of CETA

and Clean Energy Implementation Plans (CEIP) that specific actions are
not mere hypotheticals or planning exercises, but specific steps that

the utility plans to take over the implementation period.!? CETA does
not define specific actions in statute, and neither does the Decarbon-

ization Act.!3 Given that CETA and the Decarbonization Act relate to
the same or similar subject, the canons of statutory construction

guide the commission toward harmonizing the statutes.l?
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12 See Docket UE-210795, Order 08, page 58 §221 - p. 66 § 246.
13 RCW 19.405.020; RCW 80.86.010.

14 Hallauer v. Spectrum Props., Inc., 143 Wn.2d 126, 146, 18 P.3d 540 (2001), see also Bainbridge Island Police Guild v. City of Puyallup, 172
Wn.2d 398, 423, 259 P.3d 190 (2011) ("Statutes in pari material should be harmonized so as to give force and effect to each and this rule
applies with peculiar force to statutes passed at the same session of the Legislature."). Am. Legion Post No. 149 v. Dep't of Health, 164 Wn.2d
570, 588, 192 P.3d 306 (2008) ("This court assumes the legislature does not intend to create inconsistent statutes. Statutes are to be read
together, whenever possible, to achieve a harmonious total statutory scheme which maintains the integrity of the respective statutes.").

B. Exemptions

27. RCW 80.86.020(2) vested the commission with the authority to
determine, through rule making, which planning requirements should be
consolidated into a single ISP for an LCU. The statute specifies that
an LCU that files an ISP is no longer required to file separate plans
for those planning requirements that the commission has determined

should be consolidated into the ISP.!° However, the statutorily re-
gquired contents of any plan that has been consolidated into an ISP

must still be met by the ISP.1® Under this statutory language, once
the commission consolidates a planning requirement, for example, a
CEIP, an LCU no longer needs to file a separate CEIP in addition to
the ISP. It follows then that the LCU would not need to file a sepa-
rate CEIP that complies with the commission's existing administrative
rules for CEIPs.
15 RCW 80.86.020 (2)(a).
15 RCW 80.86.020 (2)(a).

28. However, PSE submitted comments regarding drafts of the ISP
rules in which the company stated that the ISP rules "must contain
clear exemptions from existing rules that large combination utilities

are no longer expected to follow. "7 According to PSE, the draft ISP
rules would subject it "to a convoluted set of legacy and new rules
that will be cumbersome, administratively burdensome, and potentially

impossible to manage."!® PSE suggested that in failing to include ex-
emptions to a number of existing rules, the draft ISP rules subject
the company to ISP rules that are "both substantively similar or iden-
tical to some, and in potential conflict with other, existing rules

applicable to electrical and gas companies."!?

17 PSE comments, page 2, May 8, 2025.
18 PSE comments, page 2, May 5, 2025.
19 PSE comments, page 2, May 5, 2025.

29. PSE filed comments that included the following suggested lan-
guage to address exemptions:

Due to the requirements listed in this chapter, large combination
utilities are exempt from the following sections: WAC 480-100-620 Con-
tent of an integrated resource plan, 480-100-625 Integrated resource
plan development and timing, 480-100-630 Integrated resource planning
advisory groups, 480-100-640(11) Biennial CEIP update, 480-100-645
Process for review of CEIP and updates, 480-100-655 Public participa-

tion in a CEIP, and 480-90-238 Gas integrated resource planning.??
20 PSE attachment 2, page 1, May 8, 2025.

30. In response to PSE's concerns, WAC 480-96-015(1) explicitly
exempts an LCU from a list of rules that is consistent with PSE's re-
quest. These exemptions were included to clarify that the commission
does not intend to require the filing of separate plans that have been
consolidated into an ISP.

31. WAC 480-96-015(1) establishes exemptions from a set of rules
because the LCU is required to meet the content requirements through
this newly established ISP process. To further clarify how the ISP
rules will interact with existing rules, WAC 480-96-015(1) specifies
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that where the ISP rules refer to other administrative rules, the pro-
visions of the cited rule referenced in the ISP rules must be met
within the ISP or as part of the ISP process. This includes rules from
which an LCU is exempt under WAC 480-96-015. This language clarifies
that if the ISP rules incorporate that rule or elements of that rule
by reference, the ISP must still comply with that rule or element of
the rule.

32. For example, under WAC 480-96-015, an LCU is exempt from fil-
ing a separate CEIP that complies with WAC 480-100-655 Public partici-
pation in CEIP. However, where a rule such as WAC 480-96-080 (1) re-
quires that public participation in the development of an ISP meet the
requirements for public participation under WAC 480-100-655, the LCU
must comply with those terms in the ISP. Thus, while an LCU need not
file a separate CEIP complying with WAC 480-100-655, it must file an
ISP that is developed with public participation requirements that sat-
isfy WAC 480-100-655 because that rule is incorporated by reference
into WAC 480-96-080.

C. Emission Reduction Targets

33. PSE and AWEC argue that provisions in the Decarbonization Act
referring to emissions reduction targets are not enforceable and are
only planning requirements, while Third Act argues that such targets
are specific targets required in any ISP, suggesting the targets are

enforceable.?! The commission finds that the statutory language re-
garding emission reduction targets in the Decarbonization Act is am-
biguous. However, for the reasons outlined below, the commission in-
terprets the statutory language to indicate that the emission reduc-
tion targets are not enforceable and modifies the language in the pro-

posed rules accordingly.??
21 AWEC comments, page 7, August 4, 2025. PSE comments, page 9, August 4, 2025. Third Act comments, page 1-2, August 11.

22 To be precise, "enforceable" here means subject to a penalty from the commission if the combination utility does not meet the target.

34, The Decarbonization Act includes several references to emis-
sion reduction targets, including a definition (RCW 80.86.010(14)), in
sections describing what should be included in an ISP (RCW 80.86.020
(4) (c¢) and (d)), and in describing how an LCU should calculate the
targets (RCW 80.86.050). The definition of "emissions reduction tar-
get" states that the commission approves the target, but does not pro-
vide further clarification about whether such a target in the LCU's

ISP is enforceable,??® nor does the dictionary definition of "target"

provide such clarification.?? Further, the Decarbonization Act re-
quires that an LCU include in their ISPs:

23 RCW 80.86.010(14). ""Emissions reduction target' means a targeted reduction of projected cumulative greenhouse gas emissions of a large
combination utility approved by the commission for an emissions reduction period that is at least as stringent as the limits established in RCW
70A.45.020."

24 "Target" is defined as: "a goal to be achieved" https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/target; "a level or situation that you intend to
achieve" https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/target; "a result that you are trying to achieve." https://www.collinsdictionary.com/
dictionary/english/target.

(c) .. [S]cenarios that achieve emissions reductions for both gas
and electric operations equal to at least their proportional share of
emissions reductions required under RCW 70A.45.020;

(d) .. [S]cenarios with emissions reduction targets for both gas
and electric operations for each emissions reduction period that ac-
count for the interactions between gas and electric systems; ..2°
25 RCW 80.86.020 (4)(c), (d).

35. The statute does not explicitly contain any penalties or en-
forcement mechanisms for emission reduction targets, nor does it state
clearly that these targets are purely voluntary, aspirational, or just
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a planning exercise.?® Finally, a review of the legislative history of
the law does not reveal anything conclusive about legislative intent

on this question.27 Therefore, the commission needs to interpret this
ambiguous aspect of the statute and determine whether the legislature
intended to make the emissions reduction targets enforceable.

26 While RCW 80.86.100 does state that "[t]he commission may adopt rules to ensure the proper implementation and enforcement" of the statute,
this does not answer the question of whether only the planning requirements are enforceable, or if targets/results are as well.

27 Legislative history available at: https://app.leg.wa.gov/billsummary?
BillNumber=1589& Year=2023#:~:text=Supporting%20Washington%27s%20clean%20energy%20economy%20and%20transitioning%20to,C
ommittee%200n%20Environment%20%26%20Energy%20at%201%3 A30%20PM.

36. Nothing in the plain language of chapter 80.86 RCW explicitly
requires compliance with or achievement of emissions reduction tar-
gets. RCW 80.86.050(2) states that an LCU's cumulative GHG emissions
reductions are projected to "make progress toward the achievement of
the emissions reduction targets[,]" but this is a requirement related
to what must be demonstrated within the ISP, and does not answer the
question of enforceability. RCW 80.86.020 (4) (c) and (d) require only
that the ISP "include scenarios" with proportional emissions reduc-
tions and emissions reduction targets. While the commission does not
believe, as PSE does, that the language in RCW [80.86].020 (4) (c) and
(d) definitively answers the question of enforceability, this language
does strongly indicate that the legislature did not view the achieve-
ment of emission reduction targets included in an ISP as mandatory. If
achieving these targets was mandatory, then all scenarios would need
to consider them, and similar to other language in the same section,
the legislature would have directed an LCU to "achieve" emissions re-

duction targets, as we discuss below.?® Additionally, compared with
the Energy Independence Act (EIA) and CETA, the Decarbonization Act

does not have any specific enforcement provisions.?? The legislature
is aware of how to draft enforceable targets with specific penalties
and could have done so in this instance were that the intent. The com-

mission finds that recent legislation3? with penalties explicitly in-
cluded for missing relevant targets makes it less probable that the
intent here was to make emission reduction targets implicitly enforce-
able through commission order.

28 See RCW 80.86.020 (4)(e) and (g).

29 Chapter 19.285 RCW. The Energy Independence Act (EIA or I-937) requires electric utilities serving at least 25,000 retail customers to use
renewable energy and energy conservation.

30 See RCW 19.405.090 (CETA penalties), 19.285.060 (EIA penalties), 70A.65.200 (CCA penalties).

37. Further, the emissions reduction target language in the De-
carbonization Act is distinguishable from pre-2030 interim targets un-
der CETA. In the commission's 2020 rule-making order establishing
rules implementing CETA, we concluded that interim targets prior to

2030 were enforceable through commission order.3! The difference be-
tween the structure of these two laws is crucial in explaining the
different conclusion we reach today. Under CETA, there are specific,

outlined penalties for failure to meet interim targets after 2030.32
Emission reduction targets under the Decarbonization Act, on the other
hand, do not have a future date at which point a specific penalty for
missing the target is outlined in statute. This makes it much less
likely that the legislative intent was to make emission reduction tar-
gets implicitly enforceable through commission order.
31 Dockets UE-191023 and UE-190698, at page 34, 9 91.
32 RCW 19.405.090.

38. The commission also recognizes requiring compliance with
emission reduction targets under the Decarbonization Act would be du-
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plicative with existing state statutes that regulate emission reduc-
tions. Notably, CETA requires emission reductions for electric utilit-
ies while the CCA encourages emission reductions through a market-
based strategy. In the case of cost-effective emission reductions for
natural gas utilities, the commission primarily tasked with enforcing
the CCA is the department of ecology. If emissions reduction targets
were enforceable under the Decarbonization Act, the commission is con-
cerned that this would create unnecessary potential for conflict be-
tween the decisions and actions of the different agencies. While the
commission coordinates with other agencies on many matters related to
the clean energy transition, overlapping compliance targets could be
confusing and inefficient, not the likely outcome the legislature in-
tended.

39. Lastly, it is important to view this decision within the
greater context of the commission's overall enforcement authority and
the current state of clean energy regulations in Washington. The ISP
will include CETA interim targets, as well as energy efficiency/
conservation and demand response specific targets under the Decarboni-

zation Act, both of which are enforceable.?33

33 See below for a discussion of the timing of the enforceability of these targets.

Statutory Interpretation of Energy Efficiency/Conservation and
Demand Response Targets:

40. In comments on the proposed rule AWEC points out that "WAC
380-96-030 (4) and (5) contained language that PSE "shall achieve" the
statutory planning standards set forth in RCW 80.86.020 (4) (e) and
(g) ." AWEC continues to argue that these requirements are for planning

and not enforcement and should instead read "plan to achieve."34
34 AWEC comments, page 2, August 4, 2025.

41. In contrast with the emission reduction targets, we find that
the targets for energy efficiency/conservation (EEC) and demand re-
sponse (DR) under RCW 80.86.020(4) are enforceable through commission
order. Given the statutory language in RCW 80.86.020 (4) (e) and (9g)
for an LCU to achieve these targets, the commission may enforce the
targets once the emissions reduction periods begin in 2030. The com-
mission will still require an LCU to include these targets in an ISP
prior to 2030 consistent with RCW 80.28.020 (12) (g) (1ii); however, tar-
gets set prior to the first emissions reduction period will not be en-
forceable through commission order. In addition, as these requirements
require a finding of technical or commercial feasibility, the commis-
sion will make this determination when it approves the ISP and these
targets.

(a) EEC and DR targets are enforceable through commission order.

42. The statutory language indicates that the EEC and DR targets
must be met and are enforceable through commission order. The statute
requires that "[b]y January 1, 2027, and on a timeline set by the com-
mission thereafter, large combination utilities shall file an integra-
ted system plan demonstrating how the large combination utilities'’
plans are consistent with the requirements of this chapter and any

rules and guidance adopted by the commission, and which: .. [a]chieve
"two percent of electric load annually with conservation and energy
efficiency resources .." and ".. annual demand response and demand flex-

ibility equal to or greater than 10 percent of winter and summer peak

electric demand."3® By requiring that the ISP demonstrate both how it
is consistent with the statute and commission rules, and "which .. ach-
ieve" these targets, the statutory language of RCW 80.86.020 (4) (e)
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and (g) is distinguishable from the language on emission reduction
targets, discussed above. Common dictionary definitions of "achieve"
clearly indicate that the utility is meant to reach the targets men-
tioned in subsections [(4)] (e) and (g), and not just plan to reach

them in the ISP.3% Definitions of "achievement" are equally if not

more convincing.3” This plain language indicates that the LCU is ex-

pected to accomplish these specific targets set in the plan. Both sub-

sections begin with the word "achieve" and later use the phrase "level
of achievement" with respect to the targets that are being set. In
context, this specific language means that the utility is expected to
achieve these targets, not just plan to meet them.

35 RCW 80.86.020 (4)(e) and (g).

36 "Achieve" is defined as: "to succeed at reaching or accomplishing (a goal, result, etc.) especially through effort" https://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/achieve; "to succeed in finishing something or reaching an aim, especially after a lot of work or effort" https://
dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/achieve#google vignette "If you achieve a particular aim or effect, you succeed in doing it or
causing it to happen, usually after a lot of effort." https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/achieve#google vignette.

37 "Achievement" is defined as: "the act of achieving something," "a result gained by effort: accomplishment" https://www.merriam-webster.com/
dictionary/achievement "something very good and difficult that you have succeeded in doing" https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/

english/achievement. "An achievement is something that someone has succeeded in doing, especially after a lot of effort." https://
www.collinsdictionary.com/us/dictionary/english/achievement.

(b) These targets are enforceable beginning in 2030, but proposed
targets must be included prior to 2030.

43. Both subsections RCW 80.86.020 (4) (e) and (g) have exceptions
to the requirement of achieving these targets. These exceptions are
triggered if the commission finds that meeting these targets is "nei-
ther technically nor commercially feasible during the applicable emis-
sions reduction period." The commission interprets this to mean that
the targets themselves are enforceable starting in 2030, when the

emission reduction periods begin.3® Otherwise, this language would
mean that the technical and commercial feasibility exception is avail-
able after 2030, but not before. This would be an odd result that
would serve no discernible policy objective, and therefore the commis-
sion believes that this reading is an incorrect interpretation of the
statute. While these targets are not enforceable through commission
order prior to 2030, we find that proposed targets must be included in
the ISP. RCW 80.28.020 (12) (g) (ii) requires the commission to consider
whether the ISP "[w]ould achieve the energy efficiency and demand re-
sponse targets in subsections (4) (e) and (g) of this section" when de-
ciding whether or not to approve the plan. In contrast to the subsec-
tions (4) (e) and (g), and subsection (12) (g) (i), this requirement is
not limited to "during the applicable emissions reduction period." The
commission therefore concludes that the first ISP must include pro-
posed targets and that the agency must approve, reject, or approve
with conditions those targets. However, as noted above, the enforcea-
bility of these targets begins after 2030.

38 "Emission reduction period" is defined in the Decarbonization Act as "one of five periods of five calendar years each, with the five periods
beginning on January st of calendar years 2030, 2035, 2040, 2045, and 2050, respectively." (RCW 80.86.010(13)) Thus, any determination of
compliance for EEC and DR targets would not apply until after 2030.

(c) The commission will determine commercial and technical feasi-
bility when considering the ISP.

44, In this order, we make clear that the commission will deter-
mine commercial and technical feasibility under RCW 80.86.020 (4) (e)
and (g) in the order approving, rejecting, or approving the ISP with
conditions. This is both administratively efficient and provides an
LCU fair notice regarding the expected achievement level for energy
efficiency, conservation, and demand response over the course of the
implementation period. Should technical and commercial feasibility
differ significantly from the assumptions of the ISP, the commission
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expects the utility to make prudent decisions in light of changed cir-
cumstances.

D. Cost Test

45. The Decarbonization Act provides that the commission shall
establish by rule:

[A] cost test for emissions reduction measures achieved by large
combination utilities to comply with state clean energy and climate
policies. The cost test must be used by large combination utilities
under this chapter for the purpose of determining the lowest reasona-
ble cost of decarbonization and electrification measures in integrated
system plans, at the portfolio level, and for any other purpose deter-

mined by the commission by rule.?3?
39 RCW 80.86.020(10).

46. Several rules that we adopt in this order provide guidance on
implementation of the cost test. WAC 480-96-030(8) describes how each
large combination utility must use the cost test as a key input in the
selection of its preferred portfolio under WAC 480-96-050(5), and as
an input to the commission's determination on whether the ISP is in
the public interest pursuant to WAC 480-96-050(8). In addition, WAC
480-96-060(8) details how the societal and rate impact components are
to be accounted for within the cost test.

47. Further, WAC 480-96-050(8) outlines how each LCU must de-
scribe its selection of the preferred portfolio considering the lowest
reasonable cost required by RCW 80.86.010(22) and public interest ele-
ments required by RCW 80.86.020(11). The rules also require each LCU
to include a narrative description of how the cost test was used as a
key input and contributed to its selection of the preferred portfolio.

48. Throughout the rule-making process, the commission received
several comments concerning how the cost test would inform the commis-
sion's public interest consideration, which impacts should or should
not be included in the cost test, and how specific impacts should or
should not be accounted for. The commission responds to these comments
and overlapping themes in turn, below.

E. Input to the Commission's Public Interest Determination

49. During the CR-101 process, Donna Albert, RNW, CS, NWEC, RA
(joint commenters), and PSE all agreed that the cost test should be
used as a tool to support the commission's public interest determina-
tion and provided varying comments outlining concerns regarding how
the cost test should align with this determination.

50. PSE disagreed that the cost test was intended to be used by
the commission to evaluate whether the entire ISP was in the public
interest and argued that the cost test should "narrowly focus on those
elements that are readily quantifiable in evaluating the cost of emis-
sion reduction measures," and should be "limited to providing societal

costs and rate impacts."4o PSE also argued that the evaluation of all
the commission's review criteria should occur within the decision

framework of making the public interest determination.?!

40 PSE comments, page 14, May 8, 2025.
41 PSE comments, page 14, May 8, 2025.

51. During the CR-102 comment period, PSE reiterated this point,
asserting that "the goal of integrated resource/system planning is to
serve load at the lowest reasonable cost, with benefits such as avoid-

ing greenhouse gases being reflected in the cost figure."4?
42 PSE comments, page 14, August 4, 2025.
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52. The joint commenters agreed that the cost test should be used
as a tool to determine a lowest reasonable cost portfolio and support

the commission's public interest determination.?3 However, they com-
mented that key requirements from RCW 80.86.010(22) and 80.86.020(12)

were missing from the list of impacts in the cost test.*? RCW
80.86.010(22) includes "long-term costs and benefits" and "public pol-
icies regarding resource preference adopted by Washington state or the
federal government, the cost of risks associated with environmental
effects including potential spills and emissions of carbon dioxide."
RCW 80.86.020(12) includes the "equitable distribution and prioritiza-
tion of energy benefits and reduction of burdens to vulnerable popula-
tions, highly impacted communities, and overburdened communities,"
"long-term and short-term public health, economic, and environmental
benefits and the reduction of costs and risks," and "energy security
and resiliency." The joint commenters recommended that the commission
"ensure these statutory requirements are all included as societal
and/or rate and bill impacts evaluated in the cost test, or alterna-
tively, specify where these statutory requirements will be evaluated

elsewhere in the ISP."4°

43 Joint Commenter comments, page 2, May 8, 2025.
44 Joint Commenter comments, page 2-3, May 8, 2025.
45 Joint Commenter comments, page 3, May 8, 2025.

53. Donna Albert commented that RCW 80.86.020(12) "is not a list
of what belongs in the cost test" and that "selection and approval of
a preferred portfolio for the ISP should be done within a larger deci-
sion framework that includes considerations that should not be mone-

tized in the cost test."4®
46 Donna Albert comments, page 3, May 5, 2025.

54. Third Act and WCEC commented that the cost test determines
the lowest reasonable cost, at the portfolio level, pursuant to RCW
80.86.20(9), and "is not an overriding factor that determines which

portfolio is selected as the preferred portfolio."*’ They go on to ar-
gue that "the draft rule forces the decision framework to be within
the cost test" and that "the "reasonable cost" of each portfolio as
determined by the cost test should be but one factor in the decision

framework."48

47 Third Act and WCEC comments, page 1, May 6, 2025.
48 Third Act and WCEC comments, page 1, May 6, 2025.

55. AWEC recommended in comments filed throughout the CR-101 and
CR-102 processes that the commission should "exercise its discretion
to adopt a cost test that will serve to insulate customers from unrea-
sonable costs that could result from implementation of ISP portfolios"
and that "to evaluate whether this is the case, the rules should also
require PSE to provide more granular rate impact and bill impact anal-

ysis."4? AWEC recommended the commission achieve this goal by adopting
a two part cost test. Part one would be a "Planning Cost Test," which
AWEC asserted is consistent with the commission's proposed WAC
480-96-030(8) . Part two would be a "Customer Cost Test," which would
"function to ensure that customers do not experience unfair cost bur-
dens and to moderate cross-subsidization between electric and gas
service as PSE decarbonizes its system, even from a lowest reasonable

cost portfolio."5O Under AWEC's proposed "Customer Cost Test[,]" each
LCU must "identify in its ISP options that would allow the commission
to approve an ISP with an amended preferred portfolio that results in
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forecast rate impacts to each customer class that are no more than
four percent greater than the base case scenario over the plan peri-

od nbl

49 AWEC comments, page 2, May 8, 2025.
50 AWEC comments, page 2, May 8, 2025.
51 AWEC comments, page 2, May 8, 2025.

56. During the CR-102 process, BIAW commented that the cost test
"relies too heavily upon qualitative data," arguing that while "this
information may be helpful when setting policy goals in the legisla-
ture, it's inappropriate for regulatory bodies such as the UTC" and

that "financial decisions should be backed by financial evidence."??
52 BIAW comments, page 1, August 4, 2025.

57. The commission agrees with commenters that the cost test is
one input in the larger ISP public interest determination and adopts
language in WAC 480-96-030(8) that reflects this. We recognize that
some impacts cannot or should not be accounted for as monetized im-
pacts in the cost test. While we address specific concerns on the
treatment of impacts in the following section, the commission affirms
here that the cost test and the impacts included within it must be ac-
counted for under a comprehensive decision framework, within proposed
WAC 480-96-050(8). This means that some impacts are likely most appro-
priately assessed independently from and not factored directly into
the portfolio optimization model but under the rule would still need
to be considered within the decision framework. We elaborate on this
more in the following section. However, insofar as the cost test in-
corporates impacts necessary to align with both lowest reasonable cost
and public interest components, the cost test will represent a signif-
icant input of the overall decision framework. Between WAC
480-96-030(8) and 480-96-050(8), adopted in this order, each LCU will
be required to provide to the commission a full record that adequately
demonstrates how its preferred portfolio, and the overall ISP, does or
does not align with statutory requirements.

58. The commission declines to include the specific language from
RCW 80.86.010(22) and 80.86.020(12) outlined by joint commenters. The
proposed cost test rules include a broad set of impacts that encompass
the statutory requirement to include "long-term costs and benefits"
and "public policies regarding resource preference adopted by Washing-
ton state or the federal government." Likewise, proposed WAC
480-96-030 (8) (a) (1i) (C) provides "other environmental impacts[,]"
which is intended to encompass "the statutory requirement to include
the cost of risks associated with environmental effects including po-
tential spills and emissions of carbon dioxide." The proposed cost
test rules strike a balance in providing flexibility on what impacts
to account for without being ambiguous or vague. That said, we under-
stand that the statutory definition of "lowest reasonable cost" is
broad, and these rules do not preclude an LCU from considering, or in-
terested groups from recommending, other impacts that are not explic-
itly listed but would be appropriate for consideration in future ISPs.

59. Regarding the specific components of RCW 80.86.020(12) not
explicitly outlined in the proposed cost test rules, the decision
framework rules adopted in this order include the provision that each
LCU include a narrative description that explains "how the preferred
portfolio aligns with the public interest components pursuant to RCW

80.86.020(12)."°3 The commission expects that each LCU will meet its
statutory obligation and show how the ISP is in the public interest,
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pursuant to RCW 80.86.020(12), by demonstrating how the decision
framework was used to analyze and select its preferred portfolio.

53 WAC 480-96-050 (8)(c).

60. In response to concerns raised by PSE, BIAW, Donna Albert,
and joint commenters, the commission declines to limit the cost test
based on whether impacts are accounted for using monetary versus non-
monetary values and addresses specific methodology concerns in the
next section of this order. Proposed WAC 480-96-030(8) includes the
impacts necessary to align with the definition of lowest reasonable
cost under RCW 80.86.010(22) and the public interest components under
RCW 80.86.020(12). The cost test must therefore include a broad set of
impacts to meet these statutory requirements.

61. The commission declines to accept PSE's recommendation for
the cost test to "narrowly focus on those elements that are readily
quantifiable in evaluating the cost of emission reduction measures,"
and should be "limited to providing societal costs and rate impacts."
PSE's proposal would limit the cost test to only utility system reve-
nue requirements and the social cost of GHGs. It would exclude from
the cost test, for example, other environmental impacts, health and
safety impacts, and equity impacts. The commission recognizes that un-
der PSE's proposal, the company would demonstrate compliance with the
other impacts outside the cost test. However, the commission is not
convinced this version of the cost test would provide sufficient anal-
ysis to determine whether the ISP is in the public interest. This pro-
posal would tend to produce a lowest cost portfolio but would not cap-
ture impacts necessary to determine whether it is lowest reasonable
cost or whether it accounts for the statutorily required public inter-

est considerations.”? Under this proposal, considering these impacts
outside the cost test might unduly diminish the weight that they re-
ceive in the analysis. The commission acknowledges that the monetary
values of the LCU's revenue requirement and the social cost of GHGs
can be readily analyzed through optimization models, and that the non-
monetary impacts need to be accounted for outside of the models. While
the cost test as defined in the rules allows for this approach, it
would be inconsistent with the statute to define the scope of the cost
test on the basis of how the impacts are modeled.

54 ESHB 1589, section 3(10).

62. The commission declines to accept AWEC's recommendation to
adopt a two-part cost test composed of a "Customer Cost Test" and a
"Planning Cost Test." Instead, the rate impacts provided as part of
the cost test can be used to identify the customer cost impacts of
each portfolio and therefore can be used to ensure that customer cost
impacts are reasonable in light of the other impacts of the preferred
portfolio. Further, the commission declines to introduce a specific
percent value of rate increases for which to limit ISP approval. While
the commission i1s mindful of affordability impacts, the commission
does not find enough evidence in the record to justify four percent or
any other number as a cap or limit to rate impacts. In the context of
a specific ISP, an LCU, and any interested party, such as AWEC, can
propose a customer cost impact cap or benchmark for limiting customer
impacts considering the specific conditions and information at that
time. The commission expects each LCU to provide a full record of in-
formation necessary for the commission, commission staff, the public
counsel unit of the Washington office of the attorney general (public
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counsel), and all interested parties to assess and evaluate the rela-
tive affordability of each portfolio analyzed.

63. Finally, the commission declines BIAW's proposal to limit the
cost test based only on "financial evidence." Not only does the statu-
tory definition of lowest reasonable cost encompass "public policies
regarding resource preference adopted by Washington state or the fed-
eral government[,]" but it also includes "long-term costs and bene-
fits." In implementing the Decarbonization Act, the commission must
consider statutory direction to consider qualitative impacts within
the cost test and their limiting the test to financial impacts would

exclude certain impacts required by statute.?>?
55 ESHB 1589, section 2(22); section 3(10).

F. Treatment of Impacts, Including Expectations Concerning Mone-
tization

64. Several commenters raised concerns regarding whether the cost
test rules provide sufficient flexibility to include both monetized
and nonmonetized impacts in the cost test.

65. During the CR-101 process, PSE argued that "not all impacts
can or should be monetized or quantified" and commented "that the re-
quirement to monetize impacts would bog the ISP down in extended de-
bates about appropriate dollar-per-unit values or if a monetization

value 1is appropriate at all."%% PSE further argued that specific im-
pacts, including host customer impacts, other fuels, and equity,
should be removed from the cost test for specific reasons regarding
methodology. PSE reiterated its concern during the CR-102 process that
to monetize all "nonutility system impacts" would be inappropriate.>’
56 PSE comments, page 16, May 8, 2025.

57 PSE comments, page 14, August 4, 2025.

66. PSE also expressed concern that the term "monetizable" is
problematic because it implies that anything is in theory monetizable
and recommended that the rules use the term "monetized" instead to
narrow the requirement down to impacts that it has been able to mone-

tize at the time of each ISP.°8
58 PSE comments, page 16, May 8, 2025.

67. Joint commenters expressed support for earlier drafts of the
rules, stating they offer flexibility for accounting for both mone-
tized and nonmonetized impacts in the cost test, but expressed concern
that without explicitly directing each LCU in the rules to incremen-
tally improve over time, "the default will be to stick to whichever
methodology is used in the inaugural integrated system plan even as
best practices evolve.">? They recommended that "the ISP rules should
require the utility to seek interested party feedback on the monetiza-
tion and quantification of hard-to-quantify impacts."®0
59 Joint commenter comments, page 4, May 8, 2025.

60 Joint commenter comments, page 4, May 8, 2025.

68. Donna Albert raised concerns that "overarching policy direc-
tives such as customer health, customer safety, and customer equity"
should not be included as monetized values in the cost test.®! Donna
Albert goes on to argue that dollar values should not be assigned to
policy directives for this purpose as "such an analysis can give a
false sense of confidence in a precise numerical result which has no
meaning in the real world."®? Donna Albert reiterated this concern
during the CR-102 process, arguing that "no matter how health, equity,
and environmental impacts are monetized in a computer model, the phys-
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ical effects of health, equity, and environmental impacts will re-
main."63

61 Donna Albert comments, page 3, May 5, 2025.
62 Donna Albert comments, page 3, May 5, 2025.
63 Donna Albert comments, page 1, July 30, 2025.

69. Third Act and WCEC argued that "many cost test factors should

not be evaluated solely on monetized values."®4 They argue that the

"lowest reasonable cost of a portfolio is only one factor in evaluat-
ing potentially alternative portfolios" and that "the decision frame-
work should be larger than the cost test, not the other way around as

it is currently framed in the draft rules."65
64 Tom Kraemer, Third Act and WCEC comments, page 1, May 6, 2025.
65 Tom Kraemer, Third Act and WCEC comments, page 2, May 6, 2025.

70. AWEC raised a concern that the "economic development”" impact
within the cost test should be revised to say, "Washington State eco-
nomic development net of Washington State economic losses associated
with the impact of increased utility rates on consumer spending and

business investment."©®
66 AWEC comments, page 2, May 8, 2025.

71. AWEC also raised a concern on "the lack of granularity speci-

fied by rule for required rate and bill impact projections,"®’ arguing
that the commission cannot meet the public interest requirements under
RCW 80.86.020(11) "without understanding, in the very least, impacts
on residential, commercial and industrial classes for both gas and

electric service."®® AWEC proposed that each LCU "be required to pro-
vide forecast[ed] rate impact information, by rate schedule, for each
year of the anticipated implementation period (as defined in rule)"
and for the remainder of the 20-year ISP planning period "to provide

Residential, Commercial and Industrial overall rate impacts."®?

67  AWEC comments, page 2, May 8, 2025.
68 AWEC comments, page 2, May 8, 2025.
69 AWEC comments, page 3, May 8, 2025.

72. The commission declines to limit the impacts in the cost test
based on whether or not they can, or should, be monetized at the time
an ISP is conducted. As noted in the public interest section above,
the cost test includes the impacts necessary for alignment with the
lowest reasonable cost, pursuant to RCW 80.86.010(22), and the public
interest components, pursuant to RCW 80.86.020(12).

73. The commission recognizes that an LCU will use computer mod-
eling simulations to optimize portfolios of resources, and that these
simulations require the use of monetary values. The commission does
not expect that all impacts will be monetized at the time an LCU con-
ducts its portfolio optimization or will otherwise be appropriate to
monetize.

74. Inclusion of nonmonetized impacts means that each LCU will
need to take three steps in determining the portfolio with the lowest
reasonable cost. The first step will include the computer modeling
simulations that will account for all the monetized impacts. The sec-
ond step will include consideration of all the impacts that are not
monetized. The nonmonetized impacts will include those that are pre-
sented quantitatively, those that are presented qualitatively, and
those that are presented in "complementary analyses."7o The third step
will be to assess the results of the monetary and nonmonetary impacts
to determine which portfolio is likely to have the lowest reasonable
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cost and best serve the public interest. The commission expects that
each LCU will present all the monetary and nonmonetary results trans-
parently and provide a narrative description of how all results were

considered in selecting the preferred portfolio.’!

70 The commission provides additional detail on potential complementary analyses, including the rate impacts, distributional equity impacts, and
potentially job and economic development impacts in the following section.
71 WAC 480-96-050 (8)(c)(i)-(iii)

75. The commission recognizes the concerns raised by PSE, Donna
Albert, Third Act and WCEC that many impacts should not be accounted
for strictly using monetized wvalues, specifically impacts such as
health, safety, and equity. The proposed cost test rules do not pre-
scribe a specific methodology for accounting for specific impacts. As
noted above, the cost test rules we adopt in this order allow for non-
monetized impacts to be addressed quantitatively, qualitatively,
and/or through complementary analysis. For example, if an LCU does not
have monetary or quantitative values for safety impacts, then any sig-
nificant differences in safety impacts between portfolios can be de-
scribed qualitatively. Those portfolios with lower safety concerns
will be viewed more favorably than those with higher concerns. Fur-
ther, during a specific ISP process intervenors are free to propose
nonmonetary safety or public health standards or thresholds that all
resource portfolios must include, as long as those standards or
thresholds are reasonable in the context of the ISP and are fully jus-
tified based on evidence provided by the proponent.

76. Likewise, several impacts are better accounted for using com-
plementary analyses, where the impacts are evaluated separately from
monetized impacts. For example, complementary analyses may be used to
examine the following impacts:

1. Economic Development and Job Impacts: While economic de-
velopment impacts can be put into monetary terms, there are rea-
sons for not adding them into the monetary impacts included in
the cost test. Economic development impacts are fundamentally
different from the other costs and benefits and adding them to-
gether can lead to a double counting of impacts. Instead, any es-
timates of economic development or jobs associated with the re-
source portfolios should be presented separately from the mone-
tized results.

2. Equity Impacts: Equity impacts can be complex and multi-
faceted, and it may be difficult to fully capture all relevant
impacts with one or more streams of monetized values. Since CETA
was enacted, electric utilities in Washington have made progress
developing techniques for considering equity in utility resource
planning, including customer benefit indicators and other techni-
ques. While these techniques are still new and developing, and
will likely continue to change over time, the commission expects
that these types of approaches will be used in ISPs to indicate
the equity impacts of portfolios analyzed under the cost test.

3. Rate and Bill Impacts: While rate and bill impacts can be
put into monetary terms, adding them together makes it difficult
to assess either lowest reasonable cost or the effect on rates.
77. The cost test rules provide flexibility to account for im-

pacts using these methods. The commission expects each LCU to consider
industry practice and consult commission staff, advisory groups, and
the public in determining the most appropriate method of accounting
for these impacts. As many interested parties in this rule making, in-
cluding public counsel, participate in utility advisory groups, an LCU
should ensure it is engaging with all interested persons. The commis-
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sion expects that in describing how its preferred portfolio aligns
with the public interest components under WAC 480-96-050(8) and repre-
sents the lowest reasonable cost, an LCU will demonstrate the process
and methodology it used to account for each impact.

78. To clarify our expectation that not all impacts must be mone-
tized at the time the cost test is conducted, the commission accepts
and incorporates PSE's recommendation to change the term "monetizable"
to "monetized" and to include the phrase "to the extent practical"
within WAC 480-96-030(8) adopted by this order.

79. The commission agrees with the concern raised by joint com-
menters and affirms our expectation that each LCU iteratively improve
on its methodology for accounting for each impact during the ISP de-
velopment process and from one ISP to the next. While the commission
recognizes PSE's concern that strict regquirements to monetize impact
could "bog the ISP down in extended debates about appropriate dollar-

per-unit values or if a monetization value is appropriate at all,"’?
we believe that a robust and collaborative process is necessary to en-

sure all material and relevant impacts are adequately valued.’? Pro-
posed WAC 480-96-050 (8) (c) (i) includes language providing that "im-
pacts that will be accounted for using monetized wvalues should be
identified through engagement and consultation with the commission,
its advisory groups, and the public." Likewise, proposed WAC
480-96-050 (8) (c) (1ii) provides language directing each LCU to deter-
mine "through engagement and consultation with the commission, its ad-
visory groups, and the public" how to account for, at minimum, rate
impacts, bill impacts, economic development impacts, and equity im-
pacts. Through the collaborative process, each LCU and interested par-
ties should prioritize those impacts that require improved estimation
practices versus those that can wait, to ensure that the ISPs are con-
ducted in a timely fashion.

72 PSE comments, page 16, May 8, 2025.

73 The commission recognizes that certain impacts are hard-to-quantify but maintains that recognition and inclusion of those impacts is necessary
to ensure they are not ignored or deprioritized. Including impacts now with the expectation that interested groups work towards appropriate
valuation in the future is preferable to removing those impacts, which may signal they are not relevant or have no value.

80. The commission rejects PSE's proposal to exclude "host cus-
tomer impacts" in the cost test. Host customer impacts apply when
utility customer participation is integral to a company acquiring a
resource, such as distributed energy resources (DERs), including ener-
gy efficiency and demand response. Commission standard practice has
been to include both host customer impacts and other fuel impacts in
evaluating DERs and we see no reason to alter that practice now. Fur-
ther, the commission believes it is important that DERs in the ISP are
evaluated using the same assumptions and methods that are applied in
other processes where they are evaluated. Most resources evaluated for
an ISP will not have applicable "host customer impacts" or "other
fuel” impacts but, when these impacts exist, they should be included
in the analysis. As the cost test requires an LCU to determine the
lowest reasonable cost of decarbonization and electrification measures
in ISPs at the portfolio level, host customer impacts are necessary to
appropriately assess DERs. The commission recognizes that including
host customer impacts will create challenges for each LCU but expects
that these can be addressed using simplified assumptions worked out in
collaboration with commission staff and other interested parties.

81. The commission also rejects PSE's proposal to exclude "other

fuels" in the cost test.’? One of the key innovative aspects of an ISP
is to integrate the impacts of electricity and gas utilities into a
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single planning paradigm. Including "other fuels" in the analysis is
completely consistent with this paradigm.

74 PSE comments, page 15, May 8, 2025.

82. The commission rejects AWEC's proposal to expand the rules on
"economic development" impacts to say, "Washington State economic de-
velopment net of Washington State economic losses associated with the
impact of increased utility rates on consumer spending and business

investment." This impact is already included within the public consid-
eration component under RCW 80.86.020(12), which includes "economic
development[.]" The commission expects that an LCU will use industry

best practice when conducting studies of economic development. Best
practice requires that economic development estimates include both
economic gains and economic losses. It also requires that all economic
impacts of utility investments be accounted for, including impacts
from increases and decreases in customer costs. The commission also
expects that interested parties will have opportunities to provide in-
put on such best practices during future ISP processes.

83. The commission also rejects AWEC's proposal to require an LCU
"to provide forecast[ed] rate impact information, by rate schedule,
for each year of the anticipated implementation period (as defined in
rule)" and for the remainder of the 20-year ISP planning period "to
provide Residential, Commercial and Industrial overall rate impacts."
Under proposed WAC 480-96-030 (8) (b), adopted in this order, the com-
mission is requiring that an LCU "indicate the extent to which each
portfolio increases or decreases forecasted rates on average for each
applicable year of the study period" across the combined gas and elec-
tric system. That information should be sufficient for the purpose of
mitigating customer rate impacts. The additional detail requested by
AWEC would not provide much additional information for this purpose
and would be overly burdensome to each LCU conducting an ISP.

G. Public Participation Rules

84. In order to develop an effective ISP, an LCU must consult
with staff and advisory groups, and facilitate public participation in
the resource planning process. In adopting WAC 480-96-080(1), we reaf-
firm our determination in the CETA rule making that the utility should
conduct a public participation process that is accessible, clear, re-

sponsive, and transparent.75 This part of the rule makes clear that a
utility must be in compliance with the public participation rules out-
lined in the CEIP. This is consistent with the legislative intent to
consolidate plans like the CEIP into the ISP. Given that WAC
480-100-655 already outlines public participation rules that are ap-
plicable to the ISP process, we find no need to adopt a novel set of
rules for the ISP. However, since the CEIP rules would only apply to
the electric planning process, we believe it is necessary to specify
that natural gas customers are entitled to the same level of partici-
pation as electric customers. This is consistent with the exemption
criteria in WAC 480-96-015. Further, it avoids duplication of rules
that already exist. Additionally, applying WAC 480-100-655 to an LCU
maintains the same minimum standards that apply to all other electric
utilities.

75 Docket U-191023, Order 601, page 46-60

85. During the CR-101 process, Third Act and WCEC asked the com-
mission to codify the public participation framework developed by the
International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) in rule. The
IAP2 framework defines three pillars for effective public participa-
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tion. The 1lst pillar "Spectrum of Public Participation" helps define
the public's role in any engagement process. The 2nd pillar "IAP2 Core
Values" identifies seven core values that define the expectations and
participation process. The 3rd pillar "IAP2 Code of Ethics" is a set
of principles that guide the actions of public participation practi-

tioners.’® The commission previously considered the IAP2 framework
during the development of the CEIP rules, and consistent with our pre-
vious decision, we decline to adopt the IAP2 framework as a part of
our mandatory ISP rules; however, we view this framework as providing
important guidance for the LCU to consider during its public partici-

pation process.77 During the CR-101 phase, Donna Albert suggested that
the commission conduct the public participation process for the utili-
ty. Third Act and WCEC suggested that the commission be involved in
picking advisory group members. We decline to assume responsibility
for the public participation process from a utility as extending the
commission's authority to conducting a utility's advisory group would
put the commission in a position beyond its scope or expertise. Howev-—
er, the commission encourages anyone with an interest in a matter that
is not selected to participate in an advisory group to file public
comments, speak in front of the commission at an open meeting, or
schedule a meeting with commission staff. As we discuss below in Sec-
tion L, the commission will schedule regular public meetings with an
LCU to engage in the process of putting together an ISP and will en-
courage public comments at these meetings.

76 TAP2 website available at: www.iap2.org/page/pillars.
77 Docket U-191023, Order 601, page 50 9 142.

86. During the CR-101 process, the commission also received com-
ments from Donna Albert, Third Act, joint commenters, and WCEC, which
all expressed some concerns about the level of public participation in
the resource planning advisory group. Each suggested a different meth-
od of achieving greater participation and transparency. Prior drafts
of proposed WAC 480-96-080(1) made reference to advisory group member-
ship, but we have elected not to include that language in the rules or
adopt the language in this order. However, we expect each LCU to peri-
odically consider the membership of its advisory groups given the
scope of the ISP and make changes to its public participation plan to
reflect such needs and changes.

87. Third Act and WCEC request that PSE be more collaborative in
its public engagement and that proposed WAC 480-96-080 (2) (c) and (d)
address meaningful public participation and how comments from members
of the public should be handled. WAC 480-96-0802(d) contains some de-
tail about the level of public participation and quality of feedback,
and it requires an LCU to convey "how the input was considered or
used." Furthermore, each LCU remains responsible for compliance with
WAC 480-100-655, which requires consideration of public input.

88. During the CR-101 process, joint commenters filed comments
requesting that the commission require by rule that an LCU release ISP
materials to the public at least seven days prior to an advisory group
meeting, instead of three days as required in WAC 480-100-655 (1) (g).
PSE comments that the commission should include the public participa-
tion rules found in WAC 480-100-655 for ISPs to keep in place legacy

integrated resource plan requirements.’®
78 PSE comments, page 10, August 4, 2025.

89. To maintain consistency with public engagement rules applica-
ble to other electric utilities, we continue to find that the commis-
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sion's decision in the CETA adoption order is appropriate,’? and that
three business days is sufficient time to share information prior to a
meeting. However, an LCU should strive for more time if it is possible
in the schedule.

79 Docket U-191023, Order 601, page 51, 9 145.

90. PSE and joint commenters have suggested merging the public
participation plan and ISP workplan into one filing. The commission
finds merit in merging the public participation plan and work plan re-
quirements consistent with the need to streamline regulatory require-
ments and reflects this change in the adopted rules.

91. PSE requests that the commission clarify which exemptions ap-

ply to proposed WAC 480-96-080(1) .89 As we have clarified any exemp-
tions to the ISP rules in proposed WAC 480-96-015 discussed above, we
decline to make specific changes to proposed WAC 480-96-080(1).

80 PSE comments, page 10, August 4, 2025.

92. Finally, previous commission orders included conditions that
assumed that the ISP process would include the filing of a draft

I1SP.8! However, because these rules do not require PSE to file a draft
ISP, the commission will, pursuant to WAC 480-07-875, propose to re-
move condition 17 of order 13 in Docket UE-210795 for consistency with
the decisions made in this order.

81 Docket UE-210795, Order 13, Appendix A, Condition 17 ("For the 2025 CEIP 2027 ISP PSE must file a draft CEIP ISP on a timeline the
company determines sufficient to incorporate comments on the draft CEIP ISP into the final CEIP 2027 ISP. PSE must also file a detailed
narrative explaining why specific comments were not incorporated into the final CEIP 2027 ISP"). Strikeouts omitted.

H. Requests for Proposals (RFPs)

93. PSE requested during the CR-101 phase that the commission
consider amending current rules concerning RFPs to allow for flexibil-
ity in acquiring resources based on approved ISPs. Specifically, PSE
provided suggested amendments that propose a standard exemption for

small or short-term procurements under certain thresholds.®? The cur-
rent rules in WAC 480-107-009(1) governing all-source RFPs was devel-
oped after the passage of CETA and applies to all investor-owned elec-

tric companies in the state.®3 The commission declined to open such a

rule making as adopting new RFP rules for an LCU on the time frame of

conducting this rule making would be an additional burden on resources
during a time when resources are already constrained, and the commis-

sion finds it appropriate to maintain consistent RFP requirements for

electric utilities.

82 PSE Redlines (attachment 2), May 8, 2025.

83 Docket U-190837, Order 602.

94. However, we note that PSE and all other utilities may request
an exemption from current rules under WAC 480-07-110. Should PSE de-
sire more flexibility as the ISP process goes forward, the company may
request an exemption from the RFP rules. Further, given the need for
resources to meet capacity needs and CETA requirements, as well as re-
cent changes in federal rules and programs, the commission finds it
appropriate to open a rule making to consider amendments to chapter
480-107 WAC generally, not limited to changes due to the development
of ISPs. Recognizing that the commission's calendar and workload con-
tinues to be heavy, we will determine the appropriate time to initiate
the rule making at a later date.

I. Modeling Licenses for Intervenors

95. The Decarbonization Act in RCW 80.86.020 (9) (a) provides:

To maximize transparency, the commission may require a large com-
bination utility to make the utility's data input files available in a
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native format. Each large combination utility shall publish its final
plan either as part of an annual report or as a separate document
available to the public. The report may be in an electronic form.

96. In keeping with this statutory requirement, WAC
480-96-080(3), as adopted by this order, requires a utility to dis-
close the data it has used in its modeling. To further maximize trans-
parency within the rules, WAC 480-96-080 (3) (d) requires that an LCU
must grant a license to intervenors if the LCU uses software that re-
quires a license. Providing software inputs without the means for oth-
ers to access them diminishes meaningful participation and is contrary
to the statutory requirement of maximizing transparency. Thus, in
adopting rules in this order, we require LCU's to provide software 1li-
censes if the model the LCU uses requires such licenses.

97. During the CR-101 and CR-102 processes, parties suggested a
variety of options surrounding this proposal. PSE suggested that in-
tervenor funds be used to purchase modeling software licenses as the
company does not have the budget to purchase such licenses. AWEC also
supported the use of intervenor funds to purchase software licenses
but suggested as an alternative that if the LCU was to provide the 1i-
censes to interested parties that it be allowed to recover the cost of
the licenses through rates. Third Act and WCEC did not oppose an LCU
recovering the cost of licenses for interested parties through rates.
Joint commenters support giving licenses to intervenors, and through
their comments, gave examples where commissions from across the coun-
try made this policy work.

98. The commission continues to find that making modeling licen-
ses available would enhance transparency and the level of participa-
tion for intervenors. Based on the comments received, we find that al-
lowing recovery of the cost of licenses through utility rates is the
most appropriate way to facilitate this process.

99. The proposal that intervenor funds be used for licenses may
create barriers to participation for interested parties and could de-
tract from an intervenor's ability to engage in analyzing other as-
pects of an ISP. There are limited funds available to intervenors un-

der the recently approved funding agreement.84 Given the likely com-
plexity of ISPs, it is appropriate that intervenors are not required
to choose between using these limited funds to pick between modeling
the ISP or engaging in other parts of the ISP that would benefit from
expert analysis.

84 Docket U-210595, Order 03.

100. A previous draft of WAC 480-96-080 (3) (d) identified a spe-
cific number of licenses to be distributed. Upon further considera-
tion, limiting the distribution of licenses would not meet the statu-
tory direction to maximize transparency. Thus, we decline to provide
guidance within the rules on how many licenses should be distributed
and the manner in which they are distributed.

101. We also acknowledge that allowing all intervenors to obtain
a license to modeling software and requiring the LCU to provide licen-
ses at any cost could significantly increase customer costs, as the
costs of the licenses would be included in rates.

102. Therefore, we provide guidance in this order that an LCU
should establish a process to vet the ability of those to whom it pro-
vides licenses both to limit the rate impact to customers and ensure
proper scrutiny of the LCU's preferred portfolio. We request that an
LCU establish a process to verify that modeling licenses are provided
to intervenors that will be able to use them effectively and to admin-
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ister this process in good faith.®> If the LCU determines that an in-
tervenor is not an appropriate candidate for a license, the LCU should
petition the commission for an exemption from WAC 480-96-080 (3) (d).
Likewise, intervenors denied a license under WAC 480-96-080 (3) (d)
should have the ability to request the commission order a utility to
provide them a license, explaining their capabilities for using the
license. This creates a fair process that allows the LCU and affected
intervenors to discuss the merits of intervenor access to software 1i-
censes recoverable in rates. Further, such a process will allow inter-
venors to either develop modeling expertise or hire consultants to
test their assumptions in the LCU's model.

85 The commission encourages parties to make efforts to make arrangements to combine litigation efforts where possible to reduce the number of
licenses needed in a given proceeding.

103. Establishing this process by order allows the utility to de-
velop a process with interested parties that is iterative and allows
for some regulatory flexibility. The commission expects the utility to
outline its proposed process for granting licenses in the public par-
ticipation plans. This approach gives the commission flexibility to
offer further guidance in future orders.

J. Timing of the ISP

104. RCW 80.86.020(4) directs an LCU to file its first ISP by
January 1, 2027, and allows the commission to establish the timeline
for subsequent ISPs. WAC 480-96-080(4) establishes a filing timeline
under which the first ISP would be filed with the commission by April
1, 2027; the second ISP filed on January 1, 2030; a third filed on
January 1, 2033; and a new ISP every four years thereafter. The rules
extend the date of the initial ISP filing because the commission opted
to extend the rule-making deadline by 90 days due to the approval of
I-2066, and the winter storms that caused extended power outages for
many PSE customers and delayed consideration of cost test proposals in
this rule making. For the ease of regulatory compliance with CETA, the
commission adopts the timeline for filing the ISP in WAC 480-96-080 (4)
to ensure that ISP implementation periods would ultimately align with
the filing deadlines outlined in CETA. RCW 80.86.020(l) aims to con-
solidate plans into one filing to reduce regulatory barriers, and the
rule adopted in this order aligns the ISP with CETA regulatory time-
lines consistent with that intent.

105. During the CR-101 and CR-102 process, interested parties
submitted various approaches to the timing of filing ISPs. In the
CR-102 process, PSE suggested submitting its second and third ISPs by
April 1, 2030, and April 1, 2033, respectively. For the reasons dis-
cussed below, we find this to be a viable approach, although it will
compress the timeline for an LCU. However, in order to sync the imple-
mentation periods of these filings with CETA's statutory timeline, we
modify PSE's proposed filing deadlines for the second and third ISPs
to January 1, 2030, and January 1, 2033, respectively. While we under-
stand PSE's concerns related to the compressed timeline of the first
set of ISPs, the commission believes that concern has been addressed
adequately through clarifying the implementation period and the remov-
al of the midway update requirement, discussed below. Further, we must
balance the need for additional time to develop the ISP with the in-
terest in shorter intervals between ISPs in the first few cycles.

106. In addition, PSE and AWEC suggested the commission alter the
definition of "implementation period" to account for the period where
the utility will have a filed ISP but not yet an approved ISP. The
main thrust of AWEC's argument is that without commission approval,
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the commission is asking an LCU to implement a plan without a determi-
nation that it's in the public interest. Asking an LCU to act upon its
filed ISP would create regulatory uncertainty, as there is potential
that the commission might reject or condition an action the LCU takes
as part of the implementation of the ISP during the 12-month approval
window. PSE commented that the proposed definition of implementation
period, coupled with the timing of when ISPs are proposed to be filed,
does not represent a realistic path to achievement for the company.
107. The definition of implementation period in proposed WAC
480-96-020(31) and prior draft rules was modelled after the CEIP
rules, in particular WAC 480-100-605. That CETA rule designates an im-
plementation period beginning at the date of filing, as required by
statute. The commission is interested in keeping regulatory consisten-
cy between electric utilities, given that an ISP will contain a CEIP.
However, we appreciate the concerns PSE and AWEC have raised and agree
that a change is appropriate. Unlike in the CETA context, under the
Decarbonization Act, the commission has the authority to set the time-

line in which ISPs are filed.8® In the CEIP context, the commission

has experienced the complications that arise when an implementation

period begins as soon as a plan is filed, even if that plan could be
adjudicated for a year or longer.

86 RCW 80.86.020(4).

108. Accordingly, we find it appropriate to adjust the definition
of "implementation period" in WAC 480-96-020(31) to begin after the
ISP is approved by the commission. For the first ISP, this will mean
that the first implementation period will start April 1, 2028, and
last until December 31, 2030. Subsequently, as we have determined in
this order, the second ISP will be filed January 1, 2030, with an im-
plementation period beginning on January 1, 2031, lasting until Decem-—
ber 31, 2033. The third ISP will be filed on January 1, 2033, with its
implementation period beginning on January 1, 2034, and ending on De-
cember 31, 2037. After this time, the ISP implementation periods will
be aligned with the CETA implementation periods and last four years
from the time of approval.

109. Though the utility has from the time the first ISP is filed
to the time it is approved where it will not be subject to any en-
forceable interim or specific targets, we still expect the utility to
make progress towards the proposed targets to the extent it is reason-
able to do so. The commission will review the prudence of decisions
made during this time in light of all relevant statutory requirements,
and as always, expects utilities to adaptively manage their systems.

K. ISP Midway Update

110. After reviewing the comments in this docket, the commission
has decided to remove the midway update requirement from the rule. In-
stead, the commission requires an LCU to file reports with the commis-
sion every six months after the beginning of an implementation period.
These informational reports are to be filed in the same docket as the
ISP and describe the utility's progress in implementing the require-
ments of an ISP, any updated forecasts, and any adaptive management
the utility has undertaken in response to unforeseen events. These re-
ports should outline the progress made with respect to each specific
action that was included as part of the approved preferred portfolio
in an ISP, summarize all actions taken to improve equity over the past
six months, and provide an update on the LCU's public engagement proc-—
ess. These reports are related to the company's progress in implement-
ing the approved ISP and do not require the LCU to include updated
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forecasts or estimates as part of the report. The commission will in-
clude the report as an item on an open meeting agenda to publicly dis-
cuss these reports and provide feedback to the utility. The commis-
sion's decision to remove the midway update as part of these rules
does not preclude parties from proposing specific updates to an ISP as
a condition of approval.

111. WAC 480-96-080(5), as proposed in the CR-102, required that
an LCU prepare a midway update during the implementation period, with
some caveats. In the proposed rule, an LCU must file a midway update
with the commission in the middle of each implementation period that
spans four or more years.

112. Through the CR-101 and CR-102 phases, commenters were split
on whether to eliminate or require the midway update in rule. PSE ex-
pressed concern with having enough time to complete a midway update
and during the CR-101 process recommended removing the midway up-

date.®’ The company stated: "PSE recommends revisiting this require-
ment during the approval process for the first ISP or at some other

time in the future."S8® During the CR-102 phase, PSE offered additional
ideas for consideration, including having the midway updates encompass
the electric system only, having a midway update on limited elements
of the electric and gas system, or having midway updates only be re-

quired once the ISP is filed on a four-year timeline.®? Joint comment-
ers request requiring the utility to file during each implementation
period either requesting an ISP update or to forgo the update. The
joint commenters continue to state that bringing the filing to an open
meeting would provide a "clear and known process to all parties and
afford the utility and intervenors and opportunity to demonstrate why

a midway update is either necessary or not."29

87 PSE comments, page 19, May 8, 2025.

88 PSE comments, page 19, May 8, 2025.

89 PSE comments, page 2, Aug 4, 2025.

90 Joint commenter comments, page 7, August 4, 2025.

113. After reviewing the comments on the proposed rule, we modify
the rule to no longer require the midway update. We considered the
proposal to limit the midway update to the electric system only, but
find this contrary to the purpose of the ISP. However, removing the
midway updates without adding any substitute review process would give
the commission a four-year period in which it would have a limited
view of how the ISP is performing over its implementation period.

114. While we will not require midway updates, we do believe that
given the novel nature of the type of planning that the ISP requires,
the company should file progress reports with the commission every six
months from the date the ISP is filed. A twice-yearly filing with an
opportunity for discussion at an open meeting will give the commission
and the public a chance to hear from the utility on the advancement of
the ISP. These reports and subsequent meetings will allow the opportu-
nity for public comments and review. The commission finds that this
process strikes the appropriate balance between administrative effi-
ciency and the need for public transparency and oversight.

L. Alternative Rules

115. In May of 2024, the commission began the rule-making process
in this docket with the filing of the CR-101 notice along with a no-
tice of opportunity to file comments. After one round of comments and
a workshop, commission staff released discussion draft rules in Sep-
tember of 2024, along with a notice of opportunity to comment.
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116. In November of 2024, the people of the state of Washington

voted to approve I-2066.21 I-2066 significantly altered, but did not
fully repeal, the Decarbonization Act, the legislation that required

the rule making in this docket.?? I-2066 did not repeal the require-
ment that the commission adopt rules implementing the Decarbonization
Act or that an LCU prepare and submit an ISP with the commission, but
repealed specific provisions to be included in an ISP. Given these
changes as a result of the passage of I-2066, commission staff made
changes to the discussion draft rules in order to comply with the new
law. Staff released the second draft rules and notice of opportunity
to file written comments in February 2025.

91 Initiative 2066 available at: https://www2.sos.wa.gov/_assets/elections/initiatives/finaltext 3177.pdf.

92 Initiative 2066 repealed ISP requirements related to achieving all cost-effective electrification, providing for electrification readiness, assessing
potential for geographically targeted electrification, assessing pipeline alternatives, and applying a risk reduction premium accounting for CCA
allowance price when evaluating the lowest reasonable cost of decarbonization measures. The initiative also added a requirement prohibiting
the commission from approving an ISP that requires or incentivizes an LCU to terminate natural gas service or authorizes an LCU to require
involuntary fuel switching. In addition, I-2066 repealed the following whole sections of the Decarbonization Act: 2024 ¢ 351 s 1 (reciting
legislative intent); 2024 ¢ 351 s 7 (concerning accelerated depreciation and merger of gas and electric rate bases); 2024 ¢ 351 s 8 (concerning
rebates or other inducements for purchase of appliances and equipment); 2024 ¢ 351 s 10 (requiring outreach to consumer-owned utilities); and
2024 ¢ 351 s 21 (concerning severability).

117. The constitutionality of I-2066 was challenged in court, and
in March of 2025, the initiative was ruled unconstitutional by the

King County superior court.?3 The superior court's ruling enjoined the

state of Washington from implementing or enforcing I-2066.%% Because
no party sought to stay the effectiveness of the decision, the commis-
sion revised its discussion draft rules once again, to comply with the
law as it stood before passage of I-2066. Staff released the third
version of discussion draft rules and a notice of opportunity to com-
ment in April of 2025. This third set of draft rules included revi-
sions to bring the draft rules into alignment with the original law.

93 Climate Solutions et al., v. State of Washington and Building Industry Association of Washington, cause # 24-2-28630-6 SEA, Order granting
plaintiffs' motion for summary judgment and denying defendants' motion for summary judgment (issued May 9, 2025). The court ruled orally
at a hearing held on March 21, 2025.

94 [d. at 17 ("Defendant State of Washington, its officials, employees, agents, and all persons in active concert or participation with Defendant
State of Washington, are enjoined from implementing or enforcing 1-2066.").

118. After the release of the third discussion draft rules, PSE
observed in filed comments that the draft rules added back content
that was removed due to the passage of I-2066. Because the litigation
relating to I-2066 was still pending, PSE suggested that the commis-
sion pursue two sets of rules to prepare for the outcome of the liti-

gation.?®
95 PSE comments, page 1, May 8, 2025.
AWEC commented in support of PSE's proposal that the commission

draft two sets of rules to prepare for either outcome. 2°
96 AWEC comments, page 1, August 4, 2025.

119. The superior court's ruling has been appealed, and that ap-
peal is pending as of the date of this order. The commission does not
expect a final Washington state supreme court decision determining the
constitutionality of I-2066 to have been issued prior to the statutory
deadline for adoption of these rules. The commission agrees with PSE
that it is reasonable to prepare for either outcome of the litigation,
although under the superior court's order, the commission is prohibi-
ted from adopting rules that would enforce I-2066's amendments to the
Decarbonization Act. Therefore, the commission now adopts rules that
comply with the law as it stands currently. However, the commission
takes two steps to address the possibility that the Washington supreme
court overturns the superior court's ruling. First, the commission
adopts a severability section in WAC 480-96-018, which provides that
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"[i]f any provision of this chapter or its application to any person
or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the chapter or the
application of the provision to other persons or circumstances is not
affected." Adopting this severability language would allow the commis-
sion to address in a subsequent rule making those provisions of the
rules that are no longer valid without all of the rules becoming inva-
lid. Second, the commission presents amendments to the rules we adopt
in this order as an alternative set of draft rules in Appendix C that
the commission will consider adopting should the Washington supreme
court overturn the superior court's ruling.

120. If the supreme court overturns the superior court's ruling
and reinstates I-2066, the commission will be required to institute an
expedited rule making to bring the ISP rules we adopt by this order
into compliance with the law. The commission offers the discussion
draft in Appendix C to provide the public with advanced notice of the
possible amendments to these rules. The alternative rules remove re-
quirements related to cost-effective electrification, electrification
readiness, geographically targeted electrification, nonpipeline alter-
natives, risk reduction premium, and electrification potential assess-
ment.

121. As previously noted, nothing in this discussion should be
interpreted as an endorsement or criticism of either I-2066 or the De-
carbonization Act. The commission is tasked with implementing the law
fairly and impartially. The commission's goal in implementing statutes
is to enact the legislature's intent and pursue the achievement of
state policy goals. Our purpose in making this alternative set of
rules available is to give the public and interested parties as much
time to review the amendments to the rules we adopt in this order that
would be necessary in the event that the supreme court does overturn
the superior court's decision. To accomplish these amendments, the
commission will initiate an expedited rule making under RCW 34.05.353
to ensure that the rules are in place prior to the first ISP filing
deadline.

M. Low-income Electrification Customer Consent

122. WAC 480-95-060 (4) (b) (ii), adopted by this order, requires
an LCU to demonstrate benefit to low-income customers participating in
low-income electrification. The commission recognizes the importance
of reducing the energy burden of low-income customers, while also rec-
ognizing that short-term bill impacts may not fully reflect the cost
and benefits impacting the customer. The rule therefore provides pro-
tection against energy burden increases generally, as opposed to pro-
tecting customers against only short-term bill impacts.

123. Further, WAC 480-96-060 (4) (b) (v) requires an LCU to obtain
consent from low-income customers who may face increased energy burden
based on program participation. The commission recognizes low-income
customers should have the choice to make decisions that benefit them
holistically even if that means a higher energy burden in the short
term. However, customers must be fully informed about their choices.

124. PSE comments it would be a "regulatory barrier for imple-
menting low-income electrification programs" to conduct rate and bill

impact analysis at a more granular level.?’ Third Act and WCEC comment
that participation in low-income electrification programs should al-

ways lower individual customer's energy burden.?®

97  PSE comments, page 13, August 4, 2025.
98 Third Act and WCEC comments, page 8, May 6, 2025.
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125. The environmental advocates support leaving the question of
how to inform and obtain consent from low-income customers to discus-
sions with workgroups, and eventually, specific tariff filings that

outline program proposals.99

99 Joint commenter comments, page 2, May 8, 2025.

126. The commission sees the importance of balancing program nim-
bleness with low-income customer price protections. To support greater
flexibility, the commission is not adopting rules to require low-in-
come customer consent before electrifying; however, the commission ex-
pects PSE to work with interested parties through the low-income advi-
sory committee to work to protect low-income customers in a way that
is not unduly administratively burdensome.

N. Geographically Targeted Electrification—Balanced Considera-
tion of Service Territories

127. WAC 480-96-060 (4) (d), adopted by this order, contains the
following language relating to geographically targeted electrification
proposals:

When a large combination utility proposes geographically targeted
electrification in an integrated system plan, it has the burden of
clearly demonstrating that it exercised impartial treatment toward the
electrification of gas customers that are within the large combination
utility's combined electric and gas service territory, and the custom-
ers in its gas-only service territory.

128. The Decarbonization Act contains several provisions concern-—
ing geographically targeted electrification. RCW 80.86.020 (4) (k) re-
quires that an LCU file an ISP that assesses the potential for geo-
graphically targeted electrification. RCW 80.86.020 (4) (h) requires
the ISP to achieve all cost-effective electrification of end uses that
are identified through an assessment of alternatives to gas infra-
structure projects, including geographically targeted electrifica-

tion.1%0 The ISP must also assess nonpipeline alternatives, including
geographically targeted electrification, as an alternative to replac-

ing aging gas infrastructure or expanded gas capacity.!%l The commis-
sion adopts WAC 480-96-060 (4) (d) in furtherance of these statutory
provisions.

100 RCW 80.86.020 (4)(m).

101 RCW 80.86.020 (4)(m).

129. This rule requiring balanced consideration of both gas-only
and combined service territories in electrification planning has
evolved throughout this rule making. The first draft discussion rules
contained the following language related to geographically targeted
electrification proposals:

When a large combination utility proposes geographically targeted
electrification in an integrated system plan, it has the burden of
clearly demonstrating that it treated the electrification of gas cus-
tomers that are within the large combination utility's combined elec-
tric and gas service territory and the customers in its gas only serv-
ice territory impartially. Geographically targeted electrification
proposals that target areas where the large combination utility's gas
and electric service territories overlap will be rejected unless: (a)
The utility provides evidence that the costs and benefits of electri-
fication in the proposed area are materially different than the costs
and benefits of geographically targeted electrification in the large
combination utility's gas only service territory; or (b) the large
combination utility proposes geographically targeted electrification
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of areas in its gas only service territory that is approximately the
same magnitude as the geographically targeted electrification proposed
in its combination service territory within the same integrated system

plan.lo2
102 Proposed Draft Rules for Integrated System Plan, Proposed WAC 480-95-050(3), September 20, 2004.

130. Two parties offered comments on this initial language.
Sightline Institute expressed support for promoting parity in electri-
fication between an LCU's gas-only and dual fuel service territories,
but cautioned that the proposed rule could unintentionally stymie de-

carbonization progress.!%3 As an alternative to the proposed rule lan-
guage, Sightline Institute suggested that the commission use inputs
from nonpipeline alternative ranking and cost effectiveness, and con-
sideration for low-income communities to develop electrification tar-
gets for the LCU's dual fuel and gas-only service territories.

103 Sightline Institute comments, page 3, October 21, 2024.

131. PSE commented that nothing in the Decarbonization Act sup-
ported the draft rule language. Further, PSE asserted that the provi-
sion would have the practical effect of discouraging or rendering im-
possible the first instances of geographically targeted electrifica-
tion due to "challenges associated with the question of customer allo-
cation of costs associated with such investments when the customers

are in different utility service territories."104
104 PSE comments, page 8, October 21, 2024.

132. The commission released the second draft discussion ISP
rules in January 2025, removing requirements relating to geographical-
ly targeted electrification due to the passage of I-2066, which re-
pealed those requirements. The third draft discussion ISP rules were
released after I-2066 was reinstated by the superior court and rein-
corporated the language in the same form as the first draft discussion

ISP rules.l0°
105 Third set of draft rules - proposed WAC 480-95-060 (4)(d) - released April 8, 2025.

133. With the release of third draft discussion ISP rules, the
commission asked interested parties to provide comment on the follow-
ing:

Balanced consideration of targeted electrification geography. The
current draft ISP rules require a large combination utility to demon-
strate that targeted electrification actions consider electrification
of gas loads not served by the large combination utility (not only du-
al-fuel customers). Is this requirement overly burdensome? Is this a
concern that needs to be addressed in rule?106
106 Notice of Opportunity to File Written Comments, page 4, April 8, 2025.

134. The commission received multiple responsive comments. Donna
Albert commented that the LCU must be ready to provide electrical ca-
pacity for electrifying heat and transportation, and this requires ad-
vance planning and coordination with whatever entity is providing

electricity in the LCU's gas-only territory.l9%” Third Act commented
that the requirements would not be overly burdensome, arguing that the
utility should be required to plan for electrification of gas loads

regardless of the supplier of the abandoned gas load.1%® PSE reiterated

its October 2024 comments on this topic.109
107 Donna Albert comments, page 6, May 5, 2025.

108 Third Act comments, page 8, May 6, 2025.

109 PSE comments, page 9, May 8, 2025.
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135. The commission considered the comments received and proposed
WAC 480-96-060 (4) (d) in the CR-102 filing. The commission received
comments on WAC 480-96-060 (4) (d) from BIAW and PSE.

136. BIAW stated that the provision undermines fuel neutrality by
encouraging an LCU to pursue targeted electrification in areas they
serve with gas, even when consumer-owned utilities provide electric

service. 10
110 BIAW comments, page 3-4, August 4, 2025.

137. PSE objected to the requirement to demonstrate impartial
treatment toward customers and stated it is unsure how to comply with
the requirement. PSE also stated that because it does not want to vio-
late a commission rule, the rule could dissuade it from pursuing "dif-

ferent electrification programs."!!!
11 PSE comments, page 13, August 4, 2025.

138. Under the rules adopted in this order, only cost effective
geographically targeted electrification would be approved as part of
the ISP. Far from undermining fuel neutrality, these rules encourage
fuel neutrality through a comparison between gas and electric system
costs. The analysis required under these rules determines the most
cost-effective portfolio of specific actions to address customer needs
and thus do not bias utility decision making toward any particular
course of action.

139. The commission adopts WAC 480-96-060 (4) (d), which is sup-
ported by provisions in the Decarbonization Act. We understand PSE's
concern, but as previously noted, an ISP must assess the potential for
geographically targeted electrification. The ISP must also achieve all
cost-effective electrification of end uses identified through an as-
sessment of alternatives to gas infrastructure projects, including
geographically targeted electrification. Geographic electrification
must also be considered in the ISP's analysis of nonpipeline alterna-
tives. Taken together, all of these currently existing statutory re-
quirements mean that the ISP should be able to explain why the LCU is
proposing geographically targeted electrification in specific parts of
its service territory and not others. We therefore respectfully disa-
gree with PSE that WAC 480-96-060 (4) (d) would be difficult to comply
with or would dissuade it from pursuing geographically targeted elec-
trification. WAC 480-96-060 (4) (d) furthers statutory requirements by
ensuring that the LCU will thoughtfully evaluate potential for elec-
trification in areas where it is not the provider of electric service
rather than concentrating solely on customers in its combined gas and
electric service territory. In this manner, the potential for electri-
fication will be comprehensively assessed.

140. The rule also furthers the statutory objectives by requiring
equal consideration of all customers across the LCU's service territo-
ries, ensuring that the LCU's gas-only customers, who will be served
by another utility after electrification, are not arbitrarily exclu-
ded. In keeping with its traditional authority,!!? the commission seeks
to protect these consumers from any discrimination that may result
from assumptions regarding the cost-effectiveness of electrification
in these areas. The commission expects the LCU to demonstrate that it
has fully analyzed potential for electrification in all areas, and not
just where they will retain the customers after electrification.

112 See RCW 80.28.020, 80.28.100, 80.04.110 (1)(c) (Prohibiting rate discrimination between similarly situated customers).

141. This final version of the rule streamlines the earlier ver-
sion by eliminating the portions that would have mandated rejection of
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geographically targeted electrification proposals that failed to meet
specified criteria. The commission eliminated these requirements to
reduce the burden on the LCU and alleviate concerns that the rules
would have the effect of discouraging geographically targeted electri-
fication.

142. The commission declines to implement Sightline Institute's
suggestion that the commission use various inputs to develop geograph-
ic electrification targets for the LCU. The commission finds that this
would be more administratively burdensome for the LCU than generally
requiring the LCU to demonstrate impartial treatment.

143. The commission does not believe the final rule is overly
burdensome. Because the LCU is already required by the Decarbonization
Act to assess potential for geographically targeted electrification,
consider all cost-effective electrification, and analyze nonpipeline
alternatives, including geographically targeted electrification, the
commission believes that the LCU will already possess the inputs nee-
ded to articulate how the data supports, or does not support, electri-
fication in its service territory.

144. Finally, the commission points to the earlier version of
this rule for guidance regarding how an LCU may demonstrate that it
has exercised impartial treatment toward customers when proposing geo-
graphically targeted electrification. Although the final rule does not
require this showing, the LCU may compare the costs and benefits of
electrification in the proposed area with other areas. For example, if
the LCU proposes targeted electrification in its combined electric and
gas service territory, it should be able to explain how the costs and
benefits in the proposed area are different from what they would be in
its gas-only service territory. In this manner, the LCU can show that
it has fully considered all customers. Similarly, the LCU may demon-
strate impartial treatment by proposing geographically targeted elec-
trification of approximately the same magnitude in both combined and
gas-only service territories, though this is not required by the rule.

O. Clarification of the Intent of WAC 480-96-050 (5) (a)

145. The commission received comments critical of this subsec-
tion. Regarding proposed WAC 480-95-050 (5) (a), an earlier version of
the rule, PSE commented that it was uncertain which policies are being
referenced in the directive to "comply with applicable state laws and

policies."!13 PSE further commented that it was not reasonable to re-
quire compliance with the "full body of extremely complex CCA rules"
in the context of ISP portfolio analysis.!!'? Finally, PSE noted that
WAC 480-96-050(5) continues to include elements that are not related
to CETA.!D>

113 PSE, Attachment 2 to Comments, page 11, May 8, 2025.
114 PSE, Attachment 2 to Comments, page 11, May 8, 2025.
115 PSE comments, page 12, August 4, 2025.

146. WAC 480-96-050 (5) (a) provides that an ISP must show that
the long-term preferred portfolio expects to: "Comply with applicable
state laws and policies affecting energy planning including, but not
limited to, the clean energy transformation standards in WAC
480-100-610 (1) through (3) and the Climate Commitment Act in chapter
173-446 WAC, at the lowest reasonable cost." This subsection is not a
request to describe the procedural steps that the LCU will take to
comply with the laws listed, it is a requirement that the utility ac-
count for the large-scale impacts that these laws will likely have on
the electric and gas system when the LCU is choosing its preferred
portfolio. For example, under the CCA and chapter 173-446 WAC, the
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rules implementing the CCA, this rule is not concerned with a descrip-
tion of when or how the utility will submit compliance instruments un-
der WAC 173-446-600. It is, however, concerned with the LCU demon-
strating how the preferred portfolio will realistically (and cost ef-
fectively) comply with the CCA in light of the restriction of availa-
ble allowances within the CCA's cap and trade program, per RCW
70A.65.070(2) and 70A.45.020, and WAC 173-446-250(2). In short, the
preferred portfolio must account for the relevant projected economic
impacts of compliance with relevant state laws and policies. Thus,
while we recognize the concerns from commenters, we find the rule lan-
guage appropriate in implementing the Decarbonization Act.

147. COMMISSION ACTION: After considering all of the information re-
garding this proposal, the commission finds and concludes that it
should amend and adopt the rules as proposed in the CR-102 at WSR
25-14-054 with the changes described in paragraph 148 below.

148. CHANGES FROM PROPOSAL: The commission adopts the proposal with
the following changes from the text noticed at WSR 25-14-054:

480-96-010
480-96-010

480-96-010

480-96-015(2)

480-96-020(31)

480-96-030(4)
480-96-030(5)
480-96-030 (8)(K)
480-96-030 (8)(K)(b)

480-96-030 (8)(K)(c)
480-96-030 (8)(K)(c)(iii)

480-96-030(9)
480-96-040(2)

480-96-040(3)

480-96-050(3)
480-96-050 (5)(c)
480-96-050 (5)(d)
480-96-060 (4)(d)

Certified on 11/13/2025

Delete "electrification of transportation plans,"

Substitute "the large combination utility" for "interested
parties, or the commission on its own motion" before "may
petition"

Insert "Unless otherwise ordered by the Commission, a
large combination utility may choose to file an
electrification of transportation plan as part of the ISP or
separately”

Delete "(2) Until the timing of an integrated system plan is
consistent with the four-year filing period of a clean energy
implementation plan under RCW 19.405.060,
electrification transportation plans are not required to be
included in an integrated system plan."

Substitute "filing" for "approval"; insert "two" before
"integrated system"; substitute "plan" for "plans";
substitute "December 31, 2029" for "December 31, 2030";
and substitute "2030" with "2031" after "January 1" in the
definition of "Implementation period"

Insert "Beginning in 2030," before a large combination
utility shall

Insert "Beginning in 2030," before a large combination
utility shall

Substitute "to account for the application risk of
greenhouse gas allowance ceiling prices" for "that must
account for the applicable allowance ceiling prices"

Delete "in" after "electric utility"
Delete "s" in the word "decisions"

Substitute "matric of cost test results" for "Decision
Framework"

Substitute "XXX" for "675"

Insert "the utility's proportional share of" before "the state's
greenhouse has [gas] emissions"

Insert "the utility's proportional share of" before "the state's
greenhouse has [gas] emissions"

Substitute "and risks" and" for "; and"

Insert "Beginning in 2030," before "achieve"
Insert "Beginning in 2030," before "achieve"
Substitute "reliance" for "reliability"
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480-96-060 (5)(e)(ii) Insert "consistent with the" before "energy
transformation"; insert "in" before "RCW 19.405.050"; and
delete "consistent with" before "RCW 19.405.050"

480-96-080 (3)(d) Insert "The commission will address cost recovery for
license fees within 60 days of any petition to defer such
amounts that may be made by a large combination utility."
at the end of the subsection.

480-96-080 (4)(a) Insert ", second, and third" after "first," substitute "plan or
ISP" for "plans," substitute "A final" for "The first," insert
"the second ISP by January 1, 2030, and the third ISP by
January 1, 2023." after "2027";

480-96-080 (4)(b) Insert "Unless otherwise ordered by the commission, a" at
the beginning of the subsection

480-96-080 (4)(b) Delete "and ISP midway updates"

480-96-080 (4)(b) Delete ", unless ordered by the commission" before ":"

480-96-080 (4)(b)(i) Delete "A final ISP by October 1, 2029";

480-96-080 (4)(b)(ii) Delete the subsection "(ii) If required under subsection (5)

of this section, a midway update must be filed no more
than 21 months after filing an ISP";

480-96-080 (4)(c) Delete "and expectation for the subsequent midway
update"
480-96-080(5) Delete entire section "ISP midway update" including "On

the timeline described in subsection (4) of this section, a
large combination utility must file a midway update if any
of the following conditions are true ..."

480-96-080(6) Substitute "(6)" for "(5)," delete "and midway update,"
"and midway update,” "or midway update," and "or
midway update"

STATEMENT OF ACTION; STATEMENT OF EFFECTIVE DATE:

After reviewing the entire record, the commission determines that
WAC 480-96-015, 480-96-018, 480-96-020, 480-96-030, 480-96-040,
480-96-050, 480-96-060, 480-96-070, and 480-96-080 should be adopted,
and WAC 480-107-009 should be amended to read as set forth in Appendi-
ces B, as rules of the commission, to take effect immediately pursuant
to RCW 34.05.380 (3) (a).

Number of Sections Adopted in Order to Comply with Federal Stat-
ute: New 0, amended 0, repealed 0; Federal Rules or Standards: New O,
amended 0, repealed 0; or Recently Enacted State Statutes: New 9,
amended 1, repealed 0.

Number of Sections Adopted at Request of a Nongovernmental Enti-
ty: New 0, amended 0, repealed O.

Number of Sections Adopted on the Agency's own Initiative: New 9,
amended 1, repealed 0.

Number of Sections Adopted in Order to Clarify, Streamline, or
Reform Agency Procedures: New 9, amended 1, repealed 0.

Number of Sections Adopted using Negotiated Rule Making: New O,
amended 0, repealed 0; Pilot Rule Making: New 0, amended 0, repealed
0; or Other Alternative Rule Making: New 0, amended 0, repealed O.

IV. ORDER

THE COMMISSION ORDERS:

149. The commission adopts WAC 480-96-015, 480-96-018,
480-96-020, 480-96-030, 480-96-040, 480-96-050, 480-96-060,
480-96-070, and 480-96-080, and amends WAC 480-107-009 to read as set
forth in Appendix B, as rules of the commission, to take effect imme-
diately pursuant to RCW 34.05.380 (3) (a).
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150. This order and the rule set out below, after being recorded
in the register of the commission, shall be forwarded to the code re-
viser for filing pursuant to chapters 80.01 and 34.05 RCW and 1-21
WAC.

DATED at Olympia, Washington, September 26, 2025.

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission

Brian J. Rybarik, Chair
Ann E. Rendahl, Commissioner
Milton H. Doumit, Commissioner

Appendix B
Chapter 480-96 WAC - RULES

RDS-6464.2

Chapter 480-96 WAC
INTEGRATED SYSTEM PLAN RULES

NEW SECTION

WAC 480-96-010 Purpose. The purpose of these rules is to ensure
that a large combination utility meets the clean energy transformation
standards summarized in WAC 480-100-610 and the requirements of chap-
ter 80.86 RCW in a timely manner and at the lowest reasonable cost.
Pursuant to RCW 80.86.020 (2) (a), the commission consolidates the fol-
lowing planning and reporting requirements into an integrated system
plan: Renewable portfolio standard reports, electric integrated re-
source plans, gas integrated resource plans, and clean energy imple-
mentation plans. Other plans listed in RCW 80.86.020 (2) (a) are not
required to be consolidated into an integrated system plan, but inter-
ested parties, or the commission on its own motion may petition the
commission to consolidate these plans with the ISP. Unless otherwise
ordered by the commission, a large combination utility may choose to
file an electrification of transportation plan as part of the ISP or
separately. The statutorily required contents of any plan consolidated
into an integrated system plan must be met by the integrated system
plan.

NEW SECTION

WAC 480-96-015 Exemptions. Large combination utilities are ex-
empt from the following sections of the Washington Administrative
Code: WAC 480-100-620, Content of an integrated resource plan, WAC 480-
100-625, Integrated resource plan development and timing, WAC 480-100-
630, Integrated resource planning advisory groups, WAC 480-100-640(11),
biennial CEIP update, WAC 480-100-645, Process for review of CEIP and
updates, WAC 480-100-655, Public participation in a clean energy imple-
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mentation plan (CEIP), WAC 480-109-210, Renewable portfolio standard
reporting, and WAC 480-90-238, gas integrated resource planning. Where
the rules in this chapter refer to other rules in Title 480 WAC of the
Washington Administrative Code, including the rules listed above, the
provisions of the specific rule must be met within the ISP or as part
of the ISP process.

NEW SECTION

WAC 480-96-018 Severability. If any provision of this chapter
or its application to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the
remainder of the chapter or the application of the provision to other
persons or circumstances is not affected.

NEW SECTION

WAC 480-96-020 Definitions. The definitions below apply to all
of this chapter.

(1) "Alternative lowest reasonable cost and reasonably available
portfolio" means, for purposes of calculating the incremental cost of
compliance in RCW 19.405.060(3), the portfolio of investments the
large combination utility would have made and the expenses the large
combination utility would have incurred, if not for the requirement to
comply with RCW 19.405.040 and 19.405.050. The alternative lowest rea-
sonable cost and reasonably available portfolio must include the so-
cial cost of greenhouse gas emissions in the resource acquisition de-
cision in accordance with RCW 19.280.030 (3) (a).

(2) "Carbon dioxide equivalent”™ or "CO,e" means a measure used to
compare the emissions from various greenhouse gases based upon their
global warming potential.

(3) "Clean energy action plan” or "CEAP" means the plan identi-
fied in RCW 19.280.030(2) and 80.86.020(6) .

(4) "Clean energy implementation plan" or "CEIP" means the plan
identified in RCW 19.405.060(1).

(5) "Commercially available" means that a resource is currently
available for purchase, procurement, or installation, or is reasonably
anticipated to be available within the integrated system plan's study
period.

(6) "Commercially feasible™ has the following meaning when ap-
plied to the conservation, energy efficiency, and demand response tar-—
gets in RCW 80.86.020(4) :

(a) The amount of conservation and energy efficiency resources
and demand response that can be acquired by a large combination utili-
ty for a reasonable cost.

(b) At the conclusion of an emissions reduction period, a utility
may demonstrate the requirements in RCW 80.86.020 (4) (e) and (g) were
not technically or commercially feasible based on information gathered
by the utility from sources such as pilots, evaluated program results,
and vendors in requests for information and requests for proposal pro-
cesses designed to identify all conservation and efficiency resources,
demand response, and demand flexibility.
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(c) For the purpose of long-term planning, a utility may substi-
tute the technically achievable potential calculated in a conservation
or demand response potential assessment for the percentage require-
ments of load and peak in RCW 80.86.020 (4) (e) and (g) .

(7) "Commission" means the Washington utilities and transporta-
tion commission.
(8) "Conservation and efficiency resources" means any reduction

in electric or natural gas consumption that results from increases in
the efficiency of energy use, production, transmission, transporta-
tion, or distribution.

(9) "Cost-effective" means that a project or resource is, or is
forecast to:

(a) Be reliable and available within the time it is needed; and

(b) Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and meet or reduce the energy
demand or supply an equivalent level of energy service, to the inten-
ded customers at an estimated long-term incremental system, cost no
greater than that of the least-cost similarly reliable and available
alternative project or resource, or any combination thereof, including
the cost of compliance with chapter 70A.65 RCW, based on the forward
allowance ceiling price of allowances approved by the department of
ecology under RCW 70A.65.160.

(10) "Customer benefit indicator" means an attribute, either
quantitative or qualitative, of resources or related distribution in-
vestments associated with customer benefits described in RCW
19.405.040(8) .

(11) "Delivery system" includes any power line, pipe, equipment,
apparatus, mechanism, machinery, instrument, or ancillary facility
used by a large combination utility to deliver electricity or gas for
ultimate consumption by a customer of the large combination utility.

(12) "Demand flexibility" means the capacity of demand-side loads
to change their consumption patterns hourly or on another timescale.
(13) "Demand response" means changes in electric or natural gas

usage by demand-side resources from their normal consumption patterns
in response to changes in the price of electricity or natural gas
service, or to incentive payments designed to induce lower electricity
or natural gas use, at times of high wholesale market prices or when
system reliability is jeopardized. Demand response may include meas-
ures to increase or decrease electricity production on the customer's
side of the meter in response to incentive payments or messaging.

(14) "Distributed energy resource" or "DER" means a nonemitting
electric generation or renewable resource or program that reduces
electric demand, manages the level or timing of electricity consump-
tion, or provides storage, electric energy, capacity, or ancillary
services to a large combination utility and that is located on the
distribution system, any subsystem of the distribution system, or be-
hind the customer meter, including conservation and energy efficiency.

(15) "Electrical company" has the same meaning as provided in RCW
80.04.010.
(16) "Electrification" means the installation of energy efficient

electric end-use equipment. Electrification programs may include
weatherization and conservation and efficiency measures.

(17) "Electrification readiness" means the upgrades or changes
required before the installation of energy efficient electric end-use
equipment to prevent heat loss from homes including, but not limited
to: Structural repairs, such as roof repairs, preweatherization,
weatherization, and electrical panel and wiring upgrades.
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(18) "Emissions baseline" means the actual cumulative greenhouse
gas emissions of a large combination utility, calculated pursuant to
chapter 70A.65 RCW, for the five-year period beginning January 1,
2015, and ending December 31, 20109.

(19) "Emissions reduction period" means one of five periods of
five calendar years each, with the five periods beginning on January
1st of calendar years 2030, 2035, 2040, 2045, and 2050, respectively.

(20) "Emissions reduction target" means a targeted reduction of
projected cumulative greenhouse gas emissions of a large combination
utility approved by the commission for an emissions reduction period
that is at least as stringent as the limits established in RCW
70A.45.020.

(21) "Energy assistance”" means a program undertaken by a large
combination utility to reduce the household energy burden of its cus-
tomers.

(a) Energy assistance includes, but is not limited to, weatheri-
zation, conservation and efficiency services, and monetary assistance,
such as a grant program or discounts for lower income households, in-
tended to lower a household's energy burden.

(b) Energy assistance may include direct customer ownership in
distributed energy resources or other strategies if such strategies
achieve a reduction in energy burden for the customer above other
available conservation and demand-side measures.

(22) "Energy assistance need" means the amount of assistance nec-
essary to achieve an energy burden equal to six percent for large com-
bination utility customers.

(23) "Energy burden" means the share of annual household income
used to pay annual home energy bills.
(24) "Equitable distribution" means a fair and just, but not nec-

essarily equal, allocation of benefits and burdens from the large com-
bination utility's transition to clean energy. Equitable distribution
is based on disparities in current conditions. Current conditions are
informed by, among other things, the assessment described in RCW
19.280.030 (1) (k) from the most recent integrated resource plan or the
equivalent assessment included in the integrated system plan.

(25) "Gas company" has the same meaning as provided in RCW
80.04.010.
(26) "Geographically targeted electrification" means the geo-

graphically targeted transition of a portion of gas customers of the
large combination utility with an intent to electrify loads of such
customers and, in conjunction, to reduce capital and operational costs
of gas operations of the large combination utility serving such cus-
tomers.

(27) "Greenhouse gas" has the same meaning as provided in RCW
70A.45.010.

(28) "Highly impacted community" has the same meaning as provided
in RCW 19.405.020.

(29) "Integrated resource plan" or "IRP" means an analysis de-

scribing the mix of generating resources, conservation, methods, tech-
nologies, and resources to integrate renewable resources and, where
applicable, address overgeneration events, and efficiency resources
that will meet current and projected needs at the lowest reasonable
cost to the utility and its ratepayers and that complies with the re-
quirements specified in RCW 19.280.030(1).

(30) "Integrated system plan" or "ISP" means a plan that the com-
mission may approve, reject, or approve with conditions pursuant to
RCW 80.86.020.
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(31) "Implementation period" means the four years after the ap-
proval of each integrated system plan, except for the first two inte-
grated system plans. The implementation period for the first integra-
ted system plan will be April 1, 2027, through December 31, 2030. The
implementation period for the second integrated system plan will be
January 1, 2031, through December 31, 2033.

(32) "Large combination utility" means a public service company
that is both an electrical company and a gas company that serves more
than 800,000 retail electric customers and 500,000 retail gas custom-
ers in the state of Washington as of June 30, 2024.

(33) "Low-income" has the same meaning as provided in WAC
480-109-060(22) .
(34) "Lowest reasonable cost" means the lowest cost mix of demand

side and supply side resources and decarbonization measures determined
through a detailed and consistent analysis of a wide range of commer-
cially available resources and measures. At a minimum, this analysis
must consider long-term costs and benefits, market-volatility risks,
resource uncertainties, resource dispatchability, resource effect on
system operation, the risks imposed on the large combination utility
and its ratepayers, public policies regarding resource preference
adopted by Washington state or the federal government, the cost of
risks associated with environmental effects including potential spills
and emissions of carbon dioxide, and the need for security of supply.

(35) "Named communities" means all communities identified as a
highly impacted community, wvulnerable population, or an overburdened
community.

(36) "Natural gas" has the same meaning as provided in RCW
19.405.020.

(37) "Nonemitting electric generation”" has the same meaning as
provided in RCW 19.405.020.

(38) "Nonpipeline alternative" means activities or investments
that delay, reduce, or avoid the need to build, upgrade, or repair gas
plant, such as pipelines or service lines.

(39) "Nonwires solutions" means activities or investments that
delay, reduce, or avoid the need to build or upgrade components of an
electric distribution system, transmission system, or both.

(40) "Nonpower attributes" means all environmentally related
characteristics, exclusive of energy, capacity reliability, and other
electrical power service attributes, that are associated with the gen-
eration of electricity including, but not limited to, the facility's
fuel type, geographic location, vintage, qualification as a renewable
resource, and avoided emissions of pollutants to the air, soil, or wa-
ter, and avoided emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse
gases. Nonpower attributes does not include any aspects, claims, char-
acteristics, and benefits associated with the on-site capture and de-
struction of methane or other greenhouse gases at a facility through a
digester system, landfill gas collection system, or other mechanism,
which may be separately marketable as greenhouse gas emission reduc-
tion credits, offsets, or similar tradable commodities. However, these
separate avoided emissions may not result in or otherwise have the ef-
fect of attributing greenhouse gas emissions to the electricity.

(41) "Overburdened community" has the same meaning as provided in
RCW 70A.65.010.

(42) "Overgeneration event" has the same meaning as provided in
RCW 19.280.020.

(43) "Renewable energy credit" or "REC" means a tradable certifi-
cate of proof of one megawatt-hour of a renewable resource. The cer-
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tificate includes all of the nonpower attributes associated with that
one megawatt-hour of electricity and the certificate is verified by a
renewable energy credit tracking system selected by the Washington de-
partment of commerce.

(44) "Renewable resource" has the same meaning as provided in RCW
19.405.020.

(45) "Resource" includes, but is not limited to, generation, con-
servation, distributed generation, demand response, efficiency, stor-
age. "Resource" also includes natural gas and renewable natural gas
supplied to natural gas customers.

(46) "Resource need" means any current or projected deficit to

reliably meet energy demands created by changes in demand, changes to
system resources, or their operation to comply with state or federal
requirements. Such demands or requirements may include, but are not
limited to, capacity and associated energy, capacity needed to meet
peak demand in any season, fossil-fuel generation retirements, equi-
table distribution of benefits or reduction of burdens, cost-effective
conservation and efficiency resources, demand response, and renewable
and nonemitting resources.

(47) "Social cost of greenhouse gas emissions" or "SCGHG" is the
inflation-adjusted costs of greenhouse gas emissions as required by
RCW 80.28.395 and 80.28.405, the updated calculation of which is pub-
lished on the commission's website.

(48) "Supply side resource" means, as applicable:

(a) Any resource that can provide capacity, electricity, or an-
cillary services to the large combination utility's electric delivery
system; or

(b) Any resource that can provide conventional or nonconventional
gas supplies to the large combination utility's gas delivery system.

(49) "System cost" means actual direct costs or an estimate of
all direct costs of a project or resource over its effective life in-
cluding, if applicable: The costs of transmission and distribution to
the customers; waste disposal costs; permitting, siting, mitigation,
and end-of-cycle decommissioning and remediation costs; fuel costs,
including projected increases; resource integration and balancing
costs; and such gquantifiable environmental costs and benefits and oth-
er energy and nonenergy benefits as are directly attributable to the
project or resource, including flexibility, resilience, reliability,
greenhouse gas emissions reductions, and air quality.

(50) "Vulnerable populations" has the same meaning as provided in
RCW 19.405.020(39) .

NEW SECTION

WAC 480-96-030 Integrated assessment and planning requirements.
(1) This section outlines key planning assumptions, inputs, con-
straints, and process elements that will guide the development of, and
apply to all sections of the ISP, unless specified otherwise. Plan el-
ements that cross between long-term planning and implementation plan-
ning as well as plan elements that cross between the gas system and
the electric system are captured under integrated assessment and plan-
ning requirements.

(2) Requirement to use iterative analysis. The large combination
utility will utilize an iterative modeling framework and ISP develop-
ment process that leads to an integrated plan in which the gas and
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electric systems are considered in conjunction with one another to
achieve the ISP objectives. The large combination utility will clearly
describe the modeling framework and steps in the modeling process it
will use to develop the ISP and resulting action plans. The descrip-
tion will indicate how the framework effectuates integration across
gas and electric systems, including identifying feedback loops between
steps in the framework and where there are opportunities for itera-
tion, adjustments, and optimization across gas and electric systems
throughout the modeling process.

(3) Using social cost of greenhouse gas emissions. A large combi-
nation utility shall consider the social cost of greenhouse gas emis-
sions, as determined by the commission pursuant to RCW 80.28.395 and
80.28.405, when developing integrated system plans and clean energy
action plans. A large combination utility must incorporate the social
cost of greenhouse gas emissions as a cost adder when:

(a) Evaluating and selecting conservation policies, programs, and
targets;

(b) Developing integrated system plans and clean energy action
plans; and

(c) Evaluating and selecting intermediate term and long-term re-
source options.

(4) Conservation and energy efficiency planning requirements. Be-
ginning in 2030, a large combination utility shall achieve two percent
of electric load annually with conservation and energy efficiency re-
sources, unless the commission finds that a higher target is cost-ef-
fective. However, the commission may accept a lower level of achieve-
ment if it determines that the requirement in this subsection is nei-
ther technically nor commercially feasible during the applicable emis-
sions reduction period.

(5) Demand response and demand flexibility planning requirements.
Beginning in 2030, a large combination utility shall achieve annual
demand response and demand flexibility equal to or greater than 10
percent of winter and summer peak electric demand, unless the commis-
sion finds that a higher target is cost-effective. However, the com-
mission may accept a lower level of achievement if it determines that
the requirement in this subsection is neither technically nor commer-
cially feasible during the applicable emissions reduction period.

(6) Emission reduction planning requirements. In developing the
ISP, a large combination utility shall include analysis of how differ-
ent portfolios and actions contribute to achievement of emissions re-
ductions for both gas and electric operations equal to at least their
proportional share of emissions reductions required under RCW
70A.45.020.

(7) Resource adequacy requirement and metric(s). The integrated
system plan must identify a resource adequacy requirement and measure-
ment metrics consistent with RCW 19.405.030 through 19.405.050. The
resource adequacy requirement and measurement metrics shall be used
for prospectively assessing whether the large combination utility has
adequate resources to meet energy system demand.

(8) Cost test. Pursuant to RCW 80.86.020(9), each large combina-
tion utility must use the cost test for the purpose of determining the
lowest reasonable cost of decarbonization and electrification measures
in integrated system plans, at the portfolio level. Each large combi-
nation utility must use the cost test as a key input in the selection
of its preferred portfolio per WAC 480-96-050(7), and as an input to
the commission's determination on whether the ISP is in the public in-
terest pursuant to WAC 480-96-080(6). The cost test must account for
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societal cost and rate impact components consistent with the require-
ments below:

(a) The societal cost component must, to the extent practicable,
account for societal impacts for each applicable year of the study pe-
riod, including the following:

(1) Utility system impacts:

(A) Forecasted planning-level large combination utility electric
revenue requirements that account for all material impacts on the
electric utility system.

(B) Forecasted planning-level large combination utility gas reve-
nue requirements that account for all material impacts on the gas
utility system.

(C) Forecasted planning-level utility system revenue requirements
shall account for, at a minimum, market volatility risk, resource un-
certainties, resource dispatchability, resource effect on system oper-
ation, and the risks imposed on the utility and its ratepayers.

i) Nonutility system societal impacts:

) Host customer impacts, where applicable;

) Greenhouse gas emission externality costs;
) Other environmental impacts;

) Health and safety impacts;

) Reliability impacts;

) Resilience impacts;

) Security of supply;

) Economic development;

) Equity impacts as required in WAC 480-96-050 (5) (j) and
(7) (d) (i1i);

(J) Other fuels. Other fuels shall include all fuels sold by the
large combination utility including, but not limited to, propane,
wood, gasoline, and diesel;

(K) A risk reduction premium that must account for the applicable
allowance ceiling prices approved by the department of ecology pur-
suant to the Climate Commitment Act, chapter 70A.65 RCW.

(b) The rate impact component must indicate the extent to which
each portfolio increases or decreases forecasted rates on average for
each applicable year of the study period. Forecasted average rate im-
pacts must be presented separately for the electric utility system in
dollars per kilowatt-hour and the gas utility system in dollars per
therm.

(c) Treatment of impacts. To the extent practicable, each large
combination utility should present the following in the decision
framework, pursuant to WAC 480-96-050(8) :

(1) Any costs and benefits that are monetized should be presented
in terms of present value dollars and will be used to estimate net
costs. Impacts that will be accounted for using monetized values
should be identified through engagement and consultation with the com-
mission, its advisory groups, and the public.

(ii) Impacts that are not monetized at the time an ISP is conduc-
ted should be presented in either quantitative or qualitative terms to
the extent practicable. The large combination utility shall document
and justify why these impacts are presented either quantitatively or
qualitatively.

(iii) Impacts that each large combination utility determines
should not be monetized and added to the monetized impacts must be
presented separately in the decision framework. These include, but are
not limited to, rate impacts, bill impacts, economic development im-
pacts, and equity impacts. Each large combination utility shall deter-
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mine, through engagement and consultation with the commission, its ad-
visory groups, and the public, how to account for the above-listed im-
pacts.

(9) The ISP must meet the requirements of WAC 480-100-675.

NEW SECTION

WAC 480-96-040 Assessment of resources and delivery system. (1)
Distributed energy resources and electrification.

(a) The integrated system plan must include assessments of a va-
riety of distributed energy resources. These assessments must incorpo-
rate nonenergy costs and benefits not fully valued elsewhere within
the integrated system plan model. Utilities must assess the effect of
distributed energy resources on the large combination utility's load
and operations under RCW 19.280.030 (1) (h). These assessments must
follow the steps outlined in RCW 19.280.100. While the following as-
sessments must be included, a large combination utility may combine
multiple distributed energy resource types into a single assessment,
provided that each distributed energy resource type is assessed con-
sistently pursuant to this section:

(1) Conservation and demand response potential assessments - The
integrated system plan must include an assessment of the commercially
available conservation and efficiency resources, including demand re-
sponse and load management, to achieve the conservation and energy ef-
ficiency requirements in RCW 80.86.020 (4) (e) and demand response re-
quirements of RCW 80.86.020 (4) (g), as informed by the assessment for
conservation potential under RCW 19.285.040 for the planning horizon
consistent with subsection (2) of this section. Such an assessment may
include, as appropriate, opportunities for the development of combined
heat and power as an energy and capacity resource, currently employed
and potential demand response and load management policies and pro-
grams, and currently employed and new policies and programs needed to
obtain the conservation and efficiency resources. The value of recov-
erable waste heat resulting from combined heat and power must be re-
flected in analyses of cost effectiveness under this subsection. The
results of this assessment must include the 10-year conservation po-
tential used in calculating a biennial conservation target under chap-
ter 480-109 WAC;

(ii) Energy assistance potential assessment - The integrated sys-
tem plan must include distributed energy programs and mechanisms iden-
tified pursuant to RCW 19.405.120, which pertains to energy assistance
and progress toward meeting energy assistance needs; and

(iii) Other distributed energy resource potential assessments -
The integrated system plan must assess other distributed energy re-
sources that may be installed by the large combination utility or its
customers including, but not limited to, energy storage, electric ve-
hicles, and photovoltaics. Any such assessment must include the effect
of distributed energy resources on the large combination utility's
load and operations.

(b) Electrification potential assessment - The integrated system
plan must include an assessment of cost-effective electrification that
encompasses the potential for geographically targeted electrification
including, but not limited to, in overburdened communities, on the gas
plant that is fully depreciated, or the gas plant that requires accel-
erating depreciation pursuant to RCW 80.86.060(1) for the gas plant
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subject to such electrification proposal. As part of the electrifica-
tion potential assessment, geographically targeted electrification may
be delineated by customer class.

(2) Supply side resources. In addition to the requirements for
assessing commercially available supply side resources, the integrated
system plan must provide an assessment and 20-year forecast of the
availability of and requirements for regional supply-side resources to
provide electricity and gas to the large combination utility's custom-
ers and to meet, as applicable, the requirements of chapter 19.405 RCW
and the utility's proportional share of the state's greenhouse gas
emissions reduction limits in RCW 70A.45.020.

The regional supply-side resource assessment and forecast must:

(a) Include a wide range of commercially available generating and
nonconventional resources, including nonconventional gas supplies and
ancillary service technologies; and

(b) Assess commercially available supply-side resources, includ-
ing a comparison of the benefits and risks of purchasing electricity
or gas or building new resources.

(3) Delivery system assessment. The integrated system plan must
provide an assessment and 20-year forecast of the availability of and
requirements for delivery system capacity to provide and deliver elec-
tricity and gas to the large combination utility's customers and to
meet, as applicable, the requirements of chapter 19.405 RCW and the
utility's proportional share of the state's greenhouse gas emissions
reduction limits in RCW 70A.45.020.

(a) The delivery system assessment must:

(1) Identify the large combination utility's expected needs to
acquire new electric and gas transmission rights, develop new, or ex-—
pand or upgrade existing, delivery system facilities consistent with
the requirements of RCW 80.60.020 and reliability standards;

(ii) Take into account opportunities to make more effective use
of existing delivery facility capacity through improved delivery sys-
tem operating practices, conservation and efficiency resources, dis-
tributed energy resources, demand response, grid modernization, non-
wires solutions and nonpipeline alternatives, and other programs if
applicable;

(iii) Include the large combination utility's existing gas and
electric transmission capabilities and reliability, and future re-
source needs during the planning horizon, including identification of
facilities necessary to meet future gas and electric transmission
needs;

(iv) include an assessment of the capability and reliability of
the gas transmission and distribution pipelines within or supplying
the large combination utility's gas delivery system, and identify any
necessary major categories of related investments including, but not
limited to, replacements or upgrades that are included within the
large combination utility's most recent pipeline replacement plan; and

(v) Identify the general location and extent of transfer capabil-
ity limitations on its transmission network that may affect the future
siting of resources.

(b) Nonpipeline alternatives. The integrated system plan must as-
sess nonpipeline alternatives, including geographically targeted elec-
trification and gas demand response, as an alternative to replacing
aging gas infrastructure or expanded gas capacity.

(1) Assessments that include geographically targeted electrifica-
tion may include delineation by customer class, and all assessments
must involve, at a minimum:
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(A) Identifying all known and planned gas infrastructure
projects, including those without a fully defined scope or cost esti-
mate, for at least the 20 years following the filing;

(B) Estimating programmatic expenses of maintaining that portion
of the gas system for at least the 10 years following the filing; and

(C) Ranking all gas pipeline segments for their suitability for
nonpipeline alternatives.

(ii) A large combination utility must include in its integrated
system plan the location and costs of planned pipeline replacements
and repairs in its assessment and treatment of geographically targeted
electrification. These costs must be presented with sufficient infor-
mation about their timing, location, and impetus for the commission
and interested parties to understand how they fit into the larger con-
text of the integrated system plan and its proposed resource and de-
livery system investments.

(4) Renewable resource integration. An assessment of methods,
commercially available technologies, or facilities for integrating re-
newable resources including, but not limited to, battery storage and
pumped storage, and addressing overgeneration events, if applicable to
the large combination utility's resource portfolio. The assessment may
address ancillary services.

NEW SECTION

WAC 480-96-050 Content of an integrated system plan—Long-term
planning. (1) Range of forecasts. The integrated system plan must
provide forecasts, for at least the next 20 years, of projected cus-
tomer electricity and natural gas demand that take into account econo-
metric data and addresses changes in the number, type, and efficiency
of customer usage. In addition, the range of forecasts should include,
on a consistent timeline:

(a) A forecast of DERs that may be installed by the large combi-
nation utility's customers, separately presenting those implemented
through the large combination utility's programs and initiatives, and
an assessment of their effect on the large combination utility's net
electric load, natural gas demand, and operations.

(b) Load forecast scenarios that consider the anticipated levels
of zero emissions vehicle use in the large combination utility's serv-
ice area, including as provided in RCW 47.01.520, if feasible.

(2) Resource evaluation. The integrated system plan must include
a comparative evaluation of all gas and electric resources including,
but not limited to, supply side resources, delivery system resources,
and conservation and efficiency resources using lowest reasonable cost
as a criterion.

(3) Economic, health, and environmental burdens and benefits. The
integrated system plan must include an assessment of energy and none-
nergy benefits and reductions of burdens to named communities; long-
term and short-term public health and environmental benefits, costs,
energy security, and risk. The assessment should be informed by the
cumulative impact analysis conducted by the department of health.

(4) Scenarios and sensitivities. The integrated system plan long-
term analysis must include a range of possible future scenarios and
input sensitivities for the purpose of testing the robustness of the
large combination utility's resource portfolio under various parame-
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ters. The ISP must also provide a narrative description of scenarios
and sensitivities the large combination utility used, including those
informed by the advisory group process. The narrative description must
identify the purpose for each scenario and sensitivity.

(a) At least one scenario must describe the alternative lowest
reasonable cost and reasonably available portfolio that the large com-
bination utility would have implemented if not for the regquirement to
comply with RCW 19.405.040 and 19.405.050, as described in WAC
480-100-660(1). This scenario's conditions and sensitivity inputs
should be the same as the preferred portfolio except for those condi-
tions and inputs that must change to account for the impact of RCW
19.405.040 and 19.405.050.

(b) All scenarios must incorporate the best science available to
analyze impacts resulting from climate change such as, changes in
snowpack, streamflow, rainfall, heating and cooling degree days, and
load changes.

(c) At least one sensitivity must be a maximum customer benefit
scenario. This sensitivity should model the maximum amount of customer
benefits described in RCW 19.405.040(8) prior to balancing against
other goals.

(d) The large combination utility must include scenarios that
achieve emissions reductions for both gas and electric operations
equal to at least their proportional share of emissions reductions re-
quired under RCW 70A.45.020.

(e) The large combination utility must include scenarios with
emissions reductions targets for both gas and electric operations for
each emissions reduction period that account for the interactions be-
tween gas and electric systems.

(5) Portfolio analysis and preferred portfolio. The large combi-
nation utility must integrate the demand forecasts, resource evalua-
tions, and delivery system assessment into a long-range integrated
system plan preferred portfolio describing the mix of resources that
are projected to meet current and future resource needs. The large
combination utility's long-range integrated system plan preferred
portfolio will demonstrate how it represents a portfolio approach to
system optimization across the gas and electric system and expects to:

(a) Comply with applicable state laws and policies affecting en-
ergy planning including, but not limited to, the clean energy trans-
formation standards in WAC 480-100-610 (1) through (3) and the Climate
Commitment Act in chapter 173-446 WAC, at the lowest reasonable cost;

(b) Serve large combination utility load, based on hourly elec-
tric system data and daily peak load gas system data, with the output
of the large combination utility's owned resources, market purchases,
and power purchase agreements, net of any off-system sales of such re-
sources;

(c) Beginning in 2030, achieve two percent of electric load annu-
ally with conservation and energy efficiency resources, or provide an
analysis that demonstrates that this is neither technically nor com-
mercially feasible during the applicable emissions reduction period;

(d) Beginning in 2030, achieve annual demand response and demand
flexibility equal to or greater than 10 percent of winter and summer
peak electric demand, or provide an analysis that demonstrates that
this is neither technically nor commercially feasible during the ap-
plicable emissions reduction period;

(e) Include all cost-effective, reliable, and feasible conserva-
tion and efficiency resources, using the methodology established in
RCW 19.285.040, and demand response;
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(f) Achieve all cost-effective electrification of end uses cur-
rently served by natural gas identified through an assessment of al-
ternatives to known and planned gas infrastructure projects, including
nonpipeline alternatives, rebates and incentives, and geographically
targeted electrification;

(g) Consider acquisition of existing renewable resources;

(h) In the acquisition of new resources constructed after May 7,
2019, rely on renewable resources and energy storage, insofar as doing
so is at the lowest reasonable cost;

(i) Maintain and protect the safety, reliable operation, and bal-
ancing of the large combination utility's energy system, including
mitigating over-generation events and achieving the identified re-
source adequacy requirement;

(j) Achieve the requirements in WAC 480-100-610 (4) (c); the de-
scription should include, but is not limited to:

(1) The long-term strategy and interim steps the large combina-
tion utility will take to equitably distribute benefits and reduce
burdens for named communities; and

(ii) The estimated degree to which benefits will be equitably
distributed and burdens reduced over the planning horizon.

(k) Assess the environmental health impacts to named communities;

(1) Analyze and consider combinations of distributed energy re-
source costs, benefits, and operational characteristics including an-
cillary services, to meet system needs; and

(m) Incorporate the social cost of greenhouse gas emissions as a
cost adder as specified in RCW 19.280.030(3) and 80.28.395 and when
evaluating and selecting long-term resource options.

(6) Electrification of transportation plan. If a large combina-
tion utility chooses to file an electrification of transportation plan
as described in RCW 80.28.365, it may be filed as part of an integra-
ted system plan. If a large combination utility files an electrifica-
tion of transportation plan as part of an integrated system plan, it
must incorporate any associated costs, revenues, and other impacts of
the electrification of transportation plan into the integrated system
plan.

(7) Clean energy action plan (CEAP). The large combination utili-
ty must develop a 10-year clean energy action plan for implementing
RCW 19.405.030 through 19.405.050. The CEAP must:

(a) Be at the lowest reasonable cost;

(b) Identify and be informed by the large combination utility's
10-year cost-effective conservation potential assessment as determined
under RCW 19.285.040, if applicable;

(c) Identify potential programs to achieve the requirements of
RCW 80.86.020 (4) (e);

(d) Identify how the large combination utility will meet the re-
gquirements in WAC 480-100-610 (4) (c¢) including, but not limited to:

(1) Describing the specific actions the large combination utility
will take to equitably distribute benefits and reduce burdens for
named communities;

(ii) Estimating the degree to which such benefits will be equi-
tably distributed and burdens reduced over the CEAP's 10-year horizon;
and

(iii) Describing how the specific actions are consistent with the
long-term strategy described in subsection (5) (j) of this section.

(e) Establish a resource adequacy requirement;
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(f) Identify the potential demand response and load management
programs that may be acquired including those needed to achieve the
requirements of RCW 80.86.020 (4) (g);

(g) Identify the potential cost-effective electrification pro-
grams that may be implemented to achieve the requirements of RCW
80.86.020 (4) (h);

(h) Identify renewable resources, nonemitting electric genera-
tion, and distributed energy resources that may be acquired and evalu-
ate how each identified resource may be expected to contribute to
meeting the large combination utility's resource adequacy requirement;

(1) Identify any need to develop new, or to expand or upgrade ex-—
isting, bulk transmission and distribution facilities and document ex-
isting and planned efforts by the large combination utility to make
more effective use of existing transmission capacity and secure addi-
tional transmission capacity consistent with the requirements of the
ISP's delivery system assessment;

(j) Detail the large combination utility's planned capital in-
vestments in gas plant including:

(1) Proposed capital expenditures and investments by category;
and

(ii) The location and costs of planned pipeline replacement and
repairs, presented with sufficient information about their timing, lo-
cation, and impetus for the commission and interested parties to un-
derstand how the investments fit into the larger context of the ISP
and its proposed resource and delivery system investments;

(k) Identify the nature and possible extent to which the large
combination utility may need to rely on alternative compliance options
under RCW 19.405.040 (1) (b), if appropriate; and

(1) Incorporate the social cost of greenhouse gas emissions as a
cost adder as specified in RCW 19.280.030(3) and 80.28.395.

(8) Decision framework. The large combination utility must de-
scribe its selection of the preferred portfolio considering the lowest
reasonable cost required by RCW 80.86.010(22) and public interest ele-
ments required by RCW 80.86.020(12). The large combination utility
will narratively describe how the cost test is a key input and con-
tributed to its selection of the preferred portfolio within the deci-
sion framework.

(a) The decision framework must include all impacts of the cost
test.

(1) Impacts that are monetized must, at minimum, be presented in
cumulative present value dollars.

(ii) Impacts that are not monetized but are quantified must be
presented in quantitative terms.

(iii) Impacts that are not monetized or quantified shall be de-
scribed qualitatively. Any qualitative analysis used to account for
impacts as defined in WAC 480-96-030 (8) (a) (1ii) should be presented.

(b) The decision framework must include other relevant impacts
applicable to the criteria considered in the commission's review of an
ISP as required by RCW 80.86.020(12) for each of the resource portfo-
lios analyzed.

(c) The ISP shall include a narrative description of how the de-
cision framework was used to analyze and select the preferred portfo-
lio. The narrative description shall include an explanation of how the
preferred portfolio aligns with the public interest components pur-
suant to RCW 80.86.020(12).

(9) Information relating to purchases of electricity from quali-
fying facilities. A large combination utility is exempt from WAC 480-
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106-040 (1) (b). Each large combination utility must provide information
and analysis that it will use to inform its annual filings required
under chapter 480-106 WAC. The detailed analysis must include, but is
not limited to, the following components:

(a) A description of the methodology used to calculate estimates
of the avoided cost of energy, capacity, transmission, distribution,
and emissions averaged across the large combination utility; and

(b) Resource assumptions and market forecasts used in the large
combination utility's schedule of estimated avoided cost required in
WAC 480-106-040 including, but not limited to, cost assumptions, pro-
duction estimates, peak capacity contribution estimates and annual ca-
pacity factor estimates.

(10) Report of substantive changes. Each ISP must include a sum-
mary of substantive changes to modeling methodologies or inputs that
result in changes to the large combination utility's resource need, as
compared to the large combination utility's previous applicable plans.

(11) Use of recommendations. The integrated system plan must in-
clude a report on the large combination utility's progress towards im-
plementing the recommendations contained in its previously filed inte-
grated system plan, or previous applicable plans.

(12) Summary of public comments. A large combination utility must
provide a summary of public comments received during the development
of its integrated system plan and the large combination utility's re-
sponses, including whether issues raised in the comments were ad-
dressed and incorporated into the final integrated system plan as well
as documentation of the reasons for rejecting any public input. The
large combination utility may include the summary as an appendix to
the final integrated system plan. Comments with similar content or in-
put may be consolidated with a single large combination utility re-
sponse.

NEW SECTION

WAC 480-96-060 Content of an integrated system plan—Implementa-
tion. (1) Interim targets.

(a) Each utility must propose a series of interim targets that:

(i) Demonstrate how the utility will make reasonable progress to-
ward meeting the standards identified in WAC 480-100-610 (2) and (3);

(1i) Are consistent with WAC 480-100-610(4); and

(iii) Demonstrate compliance with state laws and policies.

(b) Each utility must propose interim targets in the form of the
percent of forecasted retail sales of electricity supplied by nonemit-
ting and renewable resources prior to 2030 and from 2030 through 2045.

(c) Each interim target must be informed by the utility's histor-
ic performance under median water conditions and the specific targets
under subsection (2) of this section.

(2) Specific targets.

(a) Each large combination utility must propose specific targets
for energy efficiency, demand response, renewable energy, and emis-
sions reduction.

(1) Energy efficiency. The large combination utility's energy ef-
ficiency target must represent achieving two percent of electric load
annually with conservation and energy efficiency resources, unless the
commission finds that a higher target is cost effective. The energy
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efficiency target must encompass all other energy efficiency and con-
servation targets and goals the commission requires the utility to
meet. The specific energy efficiency target must be described in the
utility's biennial conservation plan required in chapter 480-109 WAC.
The utility must provide forecasted distribution of energy and none-
nergy costs and benefits.

(ii) Demand response. The large combination utility's demand re-
sponse target must represent annual demand response and demand flexi-
bility achieving at least 10 percent of winter and summer peak elec-
tric demand, unless the commission finds that a higher target is cost
effective. The large combination utility must provide proposed program
details, program budgets, measurement and verification protocols, tar-
get calculations, and forecasted distribution of energy and nonenergy
costs and benefits for the utility's demand response target.

(iii) Renewable energy. The large combination utility must pro-
pose the renewable energy target as the percent of retail sales of
electricity supplied by renewable resources and must provide details
of renewable energy projects or programs, program budgets as applica-
ble, and forecasted distribution of energy and nonenergy costs and
benefits.

(iv) Cost-effective electrification. The large combination utili-
ty's electrification target must represent achieving all cost-effec-
tive electrification of end uses currently served by natural gas iden-
tified through an assessment of alternatives to known and planned gas
infrastructure projects, including nonpipeline alternatives, rebates
and incentives, and geographically targeted electrification.

(b) The large combination utility must provide a description of
the technologies, data collection, processes, procedures, and assump-—
tions the utility used to develop the targets in this subsection. The
utility must make data input files that are used to determine relevant
targets available in native format and in an easily accessible format
as an appendix.

(3) Customer benefit data. Each integrated system plan implemen-
tation section must:

(a) Identify highly impacted communities using the cumulative im-
pact analysis pursuant to RCW 19.405.140 combined with census tracts
at least partially in Indian country;

(b) Identify wvulnerable populations based on adverse socioeconom-
ic factors and sensitivity factors developed through the advisory
group process and public participation plan described in WAC
480-96-080, describing and explaining any changes from the utility's
most recently approved CEIP or integrated system plan as applicable;

(c) Identify overburdened communities in accordance with RCW
70A.65.010;

(d) Include all customer benefit indicators, whether existing,
proposed, or updated, and associated weighting factors related to WAC
480-100-610 (4) (c¢) including, at a minimum, one or more customer bene-
fit indicators associated with energy benefits, nonenergy benefits,
reduction of burdens, public health, environment, reduction in cost,
reduction in risk, energy security, and resiliency. Customer benefit
indicators and weighting factors must be developed consistent with the
advisory group process and public participation plan described in WAC
480-96-080. The utility should describe and explain any proposed
changes in customer benefit indicators or weighting factors from its
most recently approved CEIP or ISP; and

(e) Include an assessment, informed by the cumulative impact
analysis conducted under RCW 19.405.140, of: Energy and nonenergy ben-
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efits and the avoidance and reductions of burdens to named communi-
ties; long-term and short-term public health and environmental bene-
fits, costs, and risks; and energy security and risk.

(4) Specific actions. Each integrated system plan implementation
section must include the specific gas and electric system actions the
utility will take over the implementation period. The specific actions
must meet and be consistent with the clean energy transformation
standards and other state laws and regulations affecting energy plan-
ning. Taken together, the specific actions must represent a portfolio
approach to investment plan optimization.

(a) Each integrated system plan implementation section must
present the specific actions in a tabular format that provides the
following information for each specific action:

(1) The general location, if applicable, proposed timing, and es-
timated cost of each specific action or remaining resource need, in-
cluding whether the resource will be located in highly impacted com-
munities, will be governed by, serve, or otherwise benefit named com-
munities in part or in whole;

(ii) Metrics related to resource adequacy including contributions
to capacity or energy needs; and

(iii) Customer benefit indicator wvalues for every customer bene-
fit indicator described in subsection (3) (d) of this section. If a
customer benefit indicator value is not applicable to a specific ac-
tion, the utility shall indicate that instead.

(b) The specific actions of an integrated system plan must in-
clude low-income electrification programs that:

(1) Include rebates and incentives to low-income customers and
customers experiencing high energy burden for the deployment of high-
efficiency electric-only heat pumps in homes and buildings currently
heating with wood, oil, propane, electric resistance, or gas;

(ii) Provide demonstrated material benefits to low-income partic-
ipants including, but not limited to, decreased energy burden, the ad-
dition of air conditioning and backup heat sources or energy storage
systems, if necessary to protect health and safety in areas with fre-
quent outages, or improved indoor air quality;

(iii) Enroll customers in energy assistance programs or provide
bill assistance;

(iv) Provide dedicated funding for electrification readiness;

(v) Evaluate if participation will increase the household's ener-
gy burden, and if so, obtain explicit customer consent on a simple
form with easy reading comprehension;

(vi) Include low-income customer protections to mitigate energy
burden, if electrification measures will increase a low-income partic-—
ipant's energy burden; and

(vii) Coordinate with community-based organizations in the gas or
electrical company's service territory including, but not limited to,
grantees of the department of commerce, community action agencies, and
community-based nonprofit organizations, to remove barriers and effec-
tively serve low-income customers.

(c) If a large combination utility files an electrification of
transportation plan as part of the integrated system plan, the pro-
grams described in RCW 80.28.365 must be included as specific actions.

(d) When an integrated system plan of a large combination utility
proposes geographically targeted electrification of all or a portion
of a service area in which the large combination utility provides gas
service and one or more consumer-owned utilities provide electric
service to such a service area, the integrated system plan of the
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large combination utility must include a process for outreach by the
large combination utility to all consumer-owned utilities providing
electric service to such a service area. The large combination utility
shall provide gas delivery data of sufficient granularity for the con-
sumer-owned electric company to assess the sufficiency of the capacity
of the electric distribution system to accommodate the additional load
from electrification at the circuit level. This data must be provided
at least as part of the ISP filing prior to the ISP in which the util-
ity intends to take the proposed electrification actions. This will
allow affected consumer-owned electric companies sufficient time to
upgrade electrical distribution equipment and materials as needed to
preserve system reliability. When a large combination utility proposes
geographically targeted electrification in an integrated system plan,
it has the burden of clearly demonstrating that it exercised impartial
treatment toward the electrification of gas customers that are within
the large combination utility's combined electric and gas service ter-
ritory, and the customers in its gas-only service territory.

(5) Narrative description of specific actions. Each integrated
system plan implementation section must describe how the specific ac-
tions:

(a) Demonstrate progress toward meeting the standards identified
in WAC 480-100-610 (2) and (3) and other state laws and regulations
affecting energy planning.

(b) Demonstrate consistency with the standards identified in WAC
480-100-610(4) including, but not limited to:

(1) An assessment of current benefits and burdens on customers,
by location and population, and the projected impact of specific ac-
tions on the distribution of customer benefits and burdens during the
implementation period.

(ii) A description of how the specific actions in the ISP imple-
mentation section mitigate risks to named communities and are consis-
tent with the longer-term strategies and actions described in the
utility's most recently filed IRP or ISP long term section and CEAP as
required by either WAC 480-100-620 (11) (g) and (12) (c) or WAC
480-96-050 (3) and (7) (d).

(c) Are consistent with the proposed interim and specific tar-
gets.

(d) Are consistent with the utility's resource adequacy require-
ments, including a narrative description of how the resources identi-
fied in the most recent resource adequacy assessment conducted or
adopted by the utility demonstrates that the utility will meet its re-
source adequacy standard.

(e) Demonstrate how the utility is planning to meet the clean en-
ergy transformation standards and other state laws and regulations af-
fecting energy planning at the lowest reasonable cost including, but
not limited to:

(1) A description of the utility's approach to identifying the
lowest reasonable cost portfolio of specific actions that meet the re-
quirements of (a) through (e) of this subsection, including a descrip-
tion of its methodology for weighing considerations in WAC
480-100-610(4) ;

(ii) A description of the utility's methodology for selecting the
investments and expenses it plans to make over the next implementation
period consistent with the energy transformation standards in RCW
19.405.050 (3) (a), and a demonstration that its planned investments
represent a portfolio approach to investment plan optimization; and
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(iii) Supporting documentation justifying each specific action
identified in the integrated system plan implementation section.

(6) Projected incremental cost. Each integrated system plan im-
plementation section must include a projected incremental cost as out-
lined in WAC 480-100-660(4).

(7) Use of recommendations. Each integrated system plan implemen-
tation section must include a report on the large combination utili-
ty's progress towards implementing the recommendations contained in
its previously filed integrated system plan.

(8) Alternative compliance. The large combination utility must
describe any plans it has to rely on alternative compliance mechanisms
as described in RCW 19.405.040 (1) (b).

NEW SECTION

WAC 480-96-070 Reporting and compliance. (1) Clean energy com-
pliance report. A large combination utility must file with the commis-
sion a clean energy compliance report as described in WAC 480-100-650
(1) (a) through (1) within six months of the end of each implementation
period. As part of this report, a large combination utility must also:

(a) Include a summary of the steps taken to adaptively manage the
large combination utility's portfolio and programs throughout the im-
plementation period.

(b) Report electrification achievements using metrics consistent
with subsection (3) of this section.

(c) Include a report of its work to comply with the requirements
of RCW 80.86.030 during the last compliance period.

(2) Clean energy compliance report review process. The process
for written comments, review, and determination of compliance will be
conducted pursuant to the requirements in WAC 480-100-650(2).

(3) Annual clean energy progress reports. By July lst of each
calendar year, a large combination utility must file with the commis-
sion, in the same docket as its most recently filed ISP, an informa-
tional annual clean energy progress report regarding its progress in
meeting targets during the preceding year. A large combination utility
must make annual clean energy progress reports available on its web-
site. These reports must include all of the requirements of WAC
480-100-650 (3) and (4), as well as the following information:

(a) Planned and claimed electrification achievement expressed as
both the reductions in peak dekatherms per day, first year dekatherms,
and lifetime dekatherms, and the associated increase in peak MW, and
first-year MWh;

(b) A summary of the steps taken to adaptively manage the large
combination utility's portfolio and programs throughout the preceding
year;

(c) A summary of the large combination utility's efforts to com-
ply with RCW 80.86.030;

(d) The renewable portfolio standard annual reporting require-
ments as described in RCW 19.285.070. To the extent these reporting
requirements would be duplicative of requirements of the annual clean
energy progress report, a large combination utility may provide a ta-
ble that cites the specific place(s) within its annual clean energy
progress report where renewable portfolio standard annual reporting
requirements are met;
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(e) Metrics used to track progress towards implementing the large
combination utility's electrification of transportation plan, if ap-
plicable; and

(f) Metrics used to track customer benefit indicators.

NEW SECTION

WAC 480-96-080 Procedures. (1) Public participation. Public
participation in the development of an integrated system plan must
meet the requirements for public participation in a CEIP under WAC
480-100-655, and a large combination utility must:

(a) Provide to its gas customers the same level of participation
and notice provided to its electric customers; and

(b) File the required participation plan at the same time as an
ISP work plan as described in subsection (4) (c) of this section.

(2) Publicly available information. The large combination utility
must make the following information publicly available on its website:

(a) Meeting summaries and materials for advisory group meetings,
including materials for future meetings;

(b) A current schedule of advisory group meetings and significant
topics to be covered, regqularly updated by the company and changes
highlighted;

(c) Information on how members of the public may participate in
advisory group meetings; and

(d) Advisory group comments about the ISP and its development re-
ceived to date, including responses communicating how the subject of
the input was considered or used. Comments with similar content or in-
put may be consolidated with a single large combination utility re-
sponse.

(3) Data disclosure.

(a) The large combination utility must file its modeling data in-
puts with the commission in native format per RCW 19.280.030 (10) (a)
and (b) and in an easily accessible format as soon as the inputs are
reasonably available during the integrated system plan development
process.

(b) The large combination utility must file the outputs, and any
associated modeling files with the commission in native format per RCW
19.280.030 (10) (a) and (b) and in an easily accessible format as an
appendix to the integrated system plan.

(c) The large combination utility must provide any confidential
inputs, outputs, and any associated modeling files in native format
and in an easily accessible format to commission staff and interested
parties who have signed a confidentiality agreement or nondisclosure
agreement.

(d) If the large combination utility's integrated system plan
analysis relies on software that is subject to a license fee, the
utility must provide licenses for commission staff within three months
of filing the work plan. Interested parties may request that the com-
mission order the utility to provide them licenses as part of that
party's petition to intervene in the ISP. The commission will address
cost recovery for license fees within 60 days of any petition to defer
such amounts that may be made by a large combination utility.

(4) Timing.

(a) Unless otherwise ordered by the commission, a large combina-
tion utility must file its first, second, and third integrated system
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plans with the commission on the following timeline: The first ISP by
April 1, 2027; the second ISP by January 1, 2030; and the third ISP by
January 1, 2033.

(b) Unless otherwise ordered by the commission, a large combina-
tion utility must file subsequent ISPs with the commission every four
years thereafter.

(c) ISP work plan. No later than 15 months prior to the due date
of its integrated system plan or six months before the large combina-
tion utility anticipates it will need to finalize any key ISP inputs,
whichever is earlier, the large combination utility must file a work
plan that includes advisory group input and outlines the content of
the ISP. The large combination utility must include the following in
its work plan:

(1) The methods for assessing potential resources;

(ii) A proposed schedule of meetings for the large combination
utility's advisory groups, and the public, for the ISP;

(iii) A list of significant topics, consistent with WAC
480-100-620, that will be discussed at each advisory group meeting for
the ISP;

(iv) The date the ISP will be filed;

(v) A link to the large combination utility's website, updated in
a timely manner, to which the utility posts and makes publicly availa-
ble information related to the ISP, including information outlined in
subsection (3) of this section;

(vi) If the large combination utility makes significant changes
to the work plan, it must file an updated work plan.

(5) Final ISP approval process. The utility's ISP filing will be
set for an open public meeting. On the commission's own motion or at
the request of any person who has a substantial interest in the sub-
ject matter of the filing, the commission may initiate an adjudica-
tion, or if appropriate a brief adjudicative proceeding, to consider
the filing. The commission will enter an order approving, rejecting,
or approving with conditions the utility's ISP at the conclusion of
its review within 12 months of the filing. The commission may, in its
order, recommend or require more stringent targets than those the
utility proposes.

(a) The commission may adjust or expedite interim and specific
target timelines when issuing a decision on an ISP.

(b) Any party requesting the commission make existing targets
more stringent or adjust existing timelines has the burden of demon-
strating the utility can achieve the targets or timelines in a manner
consistent with the regquirements of RCW 19.405.060 (1) (c) (i) through
(iv) .

RDS-6471.1

AMENDATORY SECTION (Amending WSR 21-02-023, filed 12/28/20, effective
12/31/20)

WAC 480-107-009 Required all-source RFPs and conditions for tar-
geted RFPs. (1) All-source RFP requirements. All-source RFPs must al-
low bids from different types of resources that may fill all or part
of the characteristics or attributes of the resource need. Such re-
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source types include, but are not limited to, unbundled renewable en-
ergy credits, conservation and efficiency resources, demand response
or other distributed energy resources, energy storage, electricity
from qualifying facilities, electricity from independent power produc-
ers, or other resources identified to contribute to an equitable dis-
tribution of energy and nonenergy benefits to vulnerable populations
and highly impacted communities.

(2) Required RFP. A utility must issue an all-source RFP if the
IRP or Integrated System Plan demonstrates that the utility has a re-
source need within four years. A utility may supplement its all-source
RFP with one or more targeted RFPs issued at the same time. The re-
quired RFP and any supplemental RFPs are subject to commission appro-
val.

(3) Voluntary RFP. Whenever a utility chooses to issue an RFP to
meet resource needs outside of the timing of its required RFP, it may
issue an all-source RFP or a targeted RFP. Voluntary RFPs are not sub-
ject to commission approval.

(4) Targeted RFP requirements. If the utility issues a targeted
RFP in conjunction with an all-source RFP, it must fairly compare all
resource options in its combined analysis.
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