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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 038

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUESTANO. 038:

Please provide economic analysis which demonstrates that the acduisition of LSR
Phase 1 before it is required to meet EIA RPS targets produces benefits that offset the .
cost of early acquisition.

Second Revised Response:

- Puget Sound Energy, Inc. ("PSE") hereby revises its First Revised Response to Public
Counsel Data Request No. 038 to correct a reference to workpapers supporting the Re-
run of the 2009 Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) Models. In lieu of the workpapers on’
Aliza Seelig’s Disk #1, please use the workpapers supplied in Attachment A to PSE’s
Response to Public Counsel’'s Data Request No. 288.

Accordingly, please find the following Second Revised Response to Public Counsel .
Data Request No. 038, which corrects the reference to these workpapers:

Pages 19 through 28 of the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms. Seelig, Exhibit No. _ (AS-
1HCT), discusses the following analyses related to the benefits of early acquisition.

1)  the 2009 IRP

2) Discounted Cash Flow Analysns

3) Re-run of the 2009 IRP models

4) Comparative Analysis of Renewable Resources as Part of its 2010
Request for Proposals (“RFP”) Process.

As discussed below, PSE has provided vthe supporting economic analyses either
through an exhibit or workpapers in this proceeding.

1) Please see the Second Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Roger Garratt,
- Exhibit No. ___ (RG-3), for a copy of PSE's 2009 IRP. Analyses addressing least
cost portfolio options — including options for wind resources — is provided in

- Chapter 8 of the IRP. See pages 236-239 of Exhibit No. ___(RG-3) and
Attachment A to PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 204,

PSE s Second Revised Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 038 Page 1
, Date of Second Revised Response: October 26, 2011

Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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which is Appendix | to the 2009 IRP. Although the 2009 IRP does not specifically
address Lower Snake River (“LSR”) Phase 1 Wind Project, the 2009 IRP

analysis demonstrated that it would be cost effective for PSE to acquire a total of
300 megaWatts (“MW”) of wind resources by 2012 (100 MW in 2011, an 4
additional 200 MW in 2012).

2) The Discounted Cash Flow analysis completed after the 2009 IRP compared the
original LSR schedule of 500 MW by 2013 with the 2009 IRP schedule and other
schedules for wind development. The economic analysis for this study is found
in Disc 1 of the workpapers supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms.

- Seelig. Speciﬁcally, please refer to the following folder and file structure:

AS-WP (C)
"AS-WP (C) LSR Dev Plan
(C) Exhibit M to BOD Book
(C) Exhibit M Table 3.xls

3) PSE’s re-run of the 2009 IRP models compared the original LSR schedule of
500 MW by 2013 with several other wind schedules, including a “just-in-time”
schedule of building renewable projects in 2016 and 2020. This approach also
indicated that PSE could cost-effectively-add 600 MW of renewable resources by
the end of 2012. The source model for this analysis was Portfolio Screening
Model Il (PSMIIA). These PSMIIA models are provided as confidential
Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 288.

The MS Excel model compiling this analysis is found in Disc 1 of the workpapers:
supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms. Seelig. Specifically, please refer
to the following folder and file structure:

AS-WP (C)
AS-WP (C) LSR Dev Plan
(C) Exhibit M to BOD Book
(C) Exhibit M Table 5 PSM Il.xls

4) Comparative Analysis. This comparative analysis modeling approach differs
"~ from those above because the projects tested are real proposals from the .

2010 RFP. LSR Phase 1 was selected in 4 out of 5 scenarios using the Portifolio
Optimization Model version 13.6 (PSM Il v. 13.6). The summary economic
analysis and individual scenario models for these studies have been provided in
the workpapers supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig. For
the summary, please see Disc 4 of the workpapers supporting the Prefiled Direct
Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig. Specmca]ly, please refer to the followmg folder
and file structure: :

AS-WP (HC)

PSE’s Second Revised Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 038 : Page 2
. Date of Second Revised Response: October 26, 2011 '
~ Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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AS-WP (HC) Renewable Phase Il
PSM Il Models
, . -~ PSM Il Version 13.6\
: Results Summary
PSM HI RFP Resource Opt
- Summary.xls

For the source models for each scenario, please see Disc 4 of the workpapers
supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms. Seelig. Specifically, please refer
to the followmg folder and ﬂle structure:

AS-WP (HC)
AS-WP (HC)
AS-WP: (HC) Renewable Phase Il
PSM Hll Models
PSM Il Version 13.6

PSE’s Second Revised Response to Pubhc Counsel Data Request No..038 Page 3

Date of Second Revised Response: October 26, 2011 .
Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 045

- PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 045:

Please provide the carbon price ($/ton) forecast used .in the Phase | economic
screening analysis of LSR Phase 1 and other renewable alternatives for each year of
the evaluation period. ‘ ‘ ’

Response:

- Please find below the carbon dioxide price forecast in nominal-$/ton used in the Phase |
renewable evaluation of Lower Snake River Phase 1 and all other renewable
alternatives for each year modeled.

Year  CO,($/Ton)

2010 0

S 2011 0
2012 12
2013 13
2014 14
2015 15 .
2016 . 186

2017 17
2018 18
2019 20
2020 21
2021 24
2022 27
2023 30
2024 34
2025 39
2026 48
2027 60
2028 75
2029 54

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 045 ) - : Page 1

Date of Response: July 8, 2011 -
Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig



Dockets UE-111048 UG-111049

Exhibit No. A5//
Page ; of |

- BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s

2011 General Rate Case

" PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 046

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 046:

Please provide the carbon price ($/ton) forecast used for each of the scenarios

evaluated in the Phase |l economic screening analysis of LSR Phase 1 and other

renewable alternatives for each year of the evaluation period.

Response:

Please find below the carbon price forecast in nominal $/ton used in the Phase Il

renewable evaluation of Lower Snake River Phase. 1 and all other renewable .
alternatives for each year modeled. The Business As Usual, Low. Growth, and Low

Growth with Base Ca'pitall Costs scenarios did not include a carbon price forecast.

Year
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

2010 Trends
CO, ($/Ton)
.0
0
12
43
14
15
16
17
18
20

Green World
CO, ($/Ton)
' 0

0
37
40
43
46
50
54
58
62

‘Year

2020
2021
2022

- 2023

2024
2025
2026

2027

2028
2029

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 046

Date of Response: July 8, 2011
Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig

2010 Trends
CO; ($/Ton)
21
24
27
30
34
39
48
60
75
94

Green World
CO; ($/Ton)

67
72
78
84
80
97
104
112
121
130
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC C‘OUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 047

ISUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 047:

Please provide the generic resource capital and operating cost forecasts for wind and
each other resource evaluated in the Phase | economic screening analysis of LSR
. Phase 1 and other renewable alternatives for each year of the evaluation period.

Response:

Capital costs and operating cosfs for generic resources used in Phase | of the
renewable analysis can be seen in the following file located on Disc 2 of the workpapers
suppor’ung the Prefiled Direct Testlmony of Ms. Aliza Seelig:

AS-WP (HC)
AS-WP (HC) RFP Model Dev (2 of 3)
(HC) Generic Resource Development
Generic Resource Costs RFP2010_Renewable Eval.xls

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 047 Page 1
Date of Response: July 8, 2011 ' :

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Wiiness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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‘BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 048

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 048:

Please prowde the generic resource capital and operating cost forecasts for wind and
.each other resource evaluated in each of the scenarios evaluated in the Phase ||
economic screening analysis of LSR Phase 1 and other renewable alternatives for each
-year of the evaluation period.

Response:

Capital costs and operating costs for generic resources used in the Phase | renewable
evaluation did not change in the Phase |l renewable. Please see Puget Sound Energy,
Inc.’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 047 for generic resource capltal
and operating costs.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 048 Page 1
Date of Response: July 8, 2011

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: -Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 192

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 192:

Re: PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 45.

Please provide the source documents supporting the provided carbon dioxide price
forecast and explain the significant increase in prices beginning in 2025.

Response:

The carbon price forecast used in the 2010 Request for Proposals (“RFP”) Phase |
economic screening of Lower Snake River Phase 1 (“LSR”) was based on Table 4
(page 17) of the Environmental Protection Agency's (‘EPA”) report, Economic Impacts
of S. 1733: The Clean Energy Jobs and American Power Act of 2009, dated Oct. 23,
2009. This report is publicly available on EPA's web site at
hitp://www.epa.gov/climatechange/economics/pdfs/EPA S1733 Analysis.pdf.

Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s (“PSE") staff selected this carbon price forecast for the 2010
RFP's Trends 2010 scenario because it was lower than the 2009 Integrated Resource
Plan’s (“IRP”) base carbon price and more reflective of the then-current political climate
for carbon regulation. When transferring data from the EPA's report, PSE staff
inadvertently accelerated the increase in the forecast carbon price starting in 2021,
resulting in a larger increase than reflected in the EPA report. The review team adopted
these carbon price inputs as a reasonable mid point within the range of prices used in
the analysis. The modeling result of using these higher carbon price forecasts led to an
increase in electric market prices starting in 2021 in the Trends 2010 scenario, but met
the test of a lower carbon price forecast. Pages 164-165 of the Third Exhibit to the
Prefiled Direct Testimony of Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. _ (AS-3HC), compares the
electric power prices, gas prices, and carbon prices of PSE's 2009 IRP and 2010 RFP.

During the review process PSE determined that carbon prices were not a key factor
driving the selection of wind in PSE's models. This is demonstrated by looking at the
combined results of three scenarios: Green World, which contains a high carbon price;
Trends 2010, which contains a medium carbon price; and Business as Usual ("BAU"),
which contains no carbon price. In all three scenarios PSE’s optimization model

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 192 ) Page 1
Date of Response: September 9, 2011 '

Person who Prepared the Response:  Zac Yanez and Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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selected LSR Phase | and the other two top wind proposals shown in Table 12 on page
36 of Ms. Seelig's Prefiled Direct Testimony, Exhibit No. ___ (AS-1HCT). Instead, PSE
staff found that the selection of wind resources is driven by RCW 19.285, referred to as
Washington's renewable portfolio standard (“RPS”). When PSE's obligation to meet the
RPS is considered, the benefit of tax incentives, primarily the Treasury Grant or
Production Tax Credit (‘PTC”), make it attractive to add renewable resources in
advance of the 2016 renewable need, as described on pages 19-28 of Exhibit
No. _ (AS-1HCT) and in PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 038.

It is important to highlight that for the 2010 RFP, PSE included the BAU scenario as an
alternative to the Trends 2010 scenario to specifically isolate carbon price. The BAU
and Trends 2010 scenarios share similar input assumptions; the only differences are
that the BAU scenario assumes carbon costs of $0/ton and lower electric market prices
resulting from the absence of carbon prices. A comparison of the input assumptions for
these scenarios is shown on page 17 of Exhibit No. ____(AS-1HCT). Despite the lower

- market value of renewable energy, the BAU scenario continues to select the top three

ranked wind alternatives: Wind Power Purchase Agreement (“PPA”)
(unsolicited), LSR Phase | Ownership, and Wind Ownership (#10075), as
well as the top ranked biomass alternative PPA (#10009). The rankings
by benefit ratio are shown in Table 12 on page 34 of Exhibit No. __ (AS-1HCT). It can
be concluded that the results of the Trends 2010 scenario were reasonable when
compared to those of the BAU scenario, and that the top ranked projects from the
screening would remain the top ranked projects even if the accelerated carbon forecast

had not been introduced.

REDACTED VERSION

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 192 : Page 2
Date of Response: September 9, 2011

Person who Prepared the Response: Zac Yanez and Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 193

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 193:

. Re: PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 46.

Price forecast for the 2010 Trends scenario and explain the significant increase in
prices beginning in 2025.

Response:

Power price forecasts used in the 2010 Request for Proposals (“RFP”) were developed

using the AuroraXMP model. For more detail on the AuroraXMP model, please see

page 153 of the Second Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Aliza Seelig, Exhibit
0. ___(AS-3HC).

The significant increase in power prices beginning in 2025 can be attributed to the
increase in carbon prices. Please see Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s Response to Public
Council Data Request No. 192 for an explanation on the source of the carbon price
forecast used in PSE's 2010 Request for Proposals. '

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No 193 Page 1
Date of Response: September 9, 2011 ‘

Person who Prepared the Response: Zac Yanez:

Witnese Knowledaeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
* 2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 287

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 287:

RE: PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.38.

. Please clarify whether the "Discounted Cash Flow Analysis" provided in Part (2) of this.
- response reflects the impact of new wind resources on PSE's total system energy costs
in each year, including costs of non-wind resources. If so, please identify the specific

" sections of the files provided which show this impact. If not, please explain why not,
and explain how these analyses demonstrated early acquisition was justified without
conSIderlng such other costs.

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (‘PSE”) performed the Discounted Cash Flow Analysis to
isolate specific benefits available to wind resources that impact the timing and cost of

~ acquiring wind resources ahead of the compliance need. As explained on page 21 of
the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. - (AS-1HCT), the Discounted
Cash Flow Analysis only considered capital cost, the Sectlon 1603 Treasury Grant, and
REC sales and as such did not evaluate non-wind resources. PSE used the Discounted
Cash Flow Analysis as one tool of several to evaluate the benefits from early acquisition
of wind and did not intend that such analysis would be used alone to demonstrate that
early acquisition is justified. PSE performed the Discounted Cash Flow Analysis to
determine whether there is a more optimal build plan than the plan identified in the 2009
Integrated Resource Plan with the above changes.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 287 v ' ‘ Page 1
Date of Response: October 12, 2011

Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 193

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 193:

. Re: PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 46.

Price forecast for the 2010 Trends scenario and explain the significant increase in
prices beginning in 2025.

Response:

Power price forecasts used in the 2010 Request for Proposals (“RFP”) were developed

using the AuroraXxMP model. For more detail on the AuroraXMP model, please see

page 153 of the Second Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Aliza Seelig, Exhibit
0. __ (AS-3HC).

The significant increase in power prices beginning in 2025 can be attributed to the
increase in carbon prices. Please see Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s Response to Public
Council Data Request No. 192 for an explanation on the source of the carbon price
forecast used in PSE's 2010 Request for Proposals. '

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No 193 _ ‘ Page 1
Date of Response: September 9, 2011 g

Person who Prepared the Response: Zac Yanez-

Witnesa Knowledaeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 287

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 287:

RE: PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 38.

. Please clarify whether the "Discounted Cash Flow Analysis" prov;ded in Part (2) of this-

- response reflects the impact of new wind resources on PSE's total 'system energy costs
in each year, including costs of non-wind resources. If so, please identify the specific
sections of the files provided which show this impact. If not, please explain why not,
and explain how these analyses demonstrated early acqwsmon was justified w1thout
ConSIdenng such other costs.

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (‘PSE”) performed the Discounted Cash Flow Analysis to
isolate specific benefits available to wind resources that impact the timing and cost of

~ acquiring wind resources ahead of the compliance need. As explained on page 21 of
the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. _- (AS-1HCT), the Discounted
Cash Flow Analysis only considered capital cost, the Section 1603 Treasury Grant, and
REC sales and as such did not evaluate non-wind resources. PSE used the Discounted
Cash Flow Analysis as one tool of several to evaluate the benefits from early acquisition
of wind and did not intend that such analysis would be used alone to demonstrate that
early acquisition is justified. PSE performed the Discounted Cash Flow Analysis to
determine whether there is a more optimal build plan than the plan identified in the 2009
Integrated Resource Plan with the above changes.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 287 . ' ' Page 1
Date of Response: October 12, 2011

Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
' Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 345

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 345:

Re: Testimony of Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. AS-1HCT, p. 25, Ta.ble 6.

Please explain in detail why the "Incremental NPV Portfolio Cost from Lowest Cost
Scenario" for the No Early Wind build schedule under the Business as Usual scenario is
significantly higher than the Incremental NPV Portfolio Cost from Lowest Cost Scenario
for the No Early Wind build schedule under the 2009 Trends Scenario. In particular,
explain why these results indicate greater benefits for the "Phase 600 MW - then IRP"
build schedule under the 2009 Business as Usual scenario when compared to the 2009
Trends Scenario, when the Business as Usual scenario is forecasted to have lower
demand, lower gas prices, lower CO2 costs and lower market energy prices than the
2009 Trends Scenario, as reflected in Mr. Garratt's Exhibit No.  (RG-3), pp. 39-40
and pp. 454-455. ’

Response:

In Table 6 on page 25 of the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Aliza Seelig, Exhibit

No. _ (AS-1HCT), the "Incremental NPV Portfolio Cost from Lowest Cost Scenario” for
the No Early Wind build schedule under the Business as Usual scenario is higher than
the Incremental NPV Portfolio Cost from Lowest Cost Scenario for the No Early Wind
build schedule under the 2009 Trends Scenario because the 2009 Business As Usual
(2009 BAU”) market price scenario unintentionally reflects the costs of secondary
market purchases under the assumptions used in the 2009 Trends market price
scenario. The BAU market price scenario should have reflected the costs of secondary
market purchases under the assumptions used in the 2009 BAU market price scenario.

As with Table 6 on page 25, Table 7 on page 27, and Table 13 on page 36 of Exhibit

- No.__ (AS-1HCT), the Business As Usual ("“BAU”) market price scenario for the 2010
Request for Proposals (“2010 RFP”) inadvertently reflects the costs of secondary
market purchases and dispatch using the market prices in the 2010 Trends market price
scenario.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 345 v Page 1
Date of Response: November 23, 2011

Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea'and Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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Attached as Attachment A to Puget Sound Energy Inc.’s (“PSE") Response to Public
Counsel Data Request No. 345, please find is a revised Table 6 that reflects the costs
of secondary market purchases under the assumptions used in the 2009 BAU market
price scenario. Table 6 is also presented on page 181 of the Twelfth Exhibit to the

Prefiled Direct Testimony of Roger Garratt, Exhibit No. _ (RG-13HC), and is similarly
revised in Attachment A.

~Attached as Attachment B to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 345,
please find a CD-ROM that contains a revised 2009 BAU model for each wind build
schedule. These revised results include the lower cost of secondary market purchases
reflecting the lower market prices, low gas prices, and lower carbon prices in the 2009
BAU market price scenario.

As a result of the revision to the 2009 BAU market price scenario, the net present value
(“NPV”) portfolio cost for each wind build schedule is lower in the revised 2009 BAU
market price scenario, and the range of “Incremental NPV portfolio cost from the Lowest
Cost Plan” has narrowed. The lower cost of secondary market purchases means that
wind generation in the 2009 BAU market price scenario has a lower displacement value
than wind generation in the 2009 Trends market price scenario. In other words, the
secondary market purchases that wind generation displaces in the 2009 BAU market
price scenario has a lower market value than the secondary market purchases that wind
generation displaces in the 2009 Trends market scenario. Thus, the 2009 BAU market
price scenario results in Table 6 of Exhibit No. __ (AS-1HCT) overstate the costs of
secondary market purchases. '

Finally, the revised 2009 BAU market price scenario presented as Attachment A to
PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 345 continues to show that
“Phase 600 MW — then IRP” is the highest ranked portfolio and lowest cost wind build
schedule. The “No Early Wind” portfolio was the second most expensive portfolio of the
eight alternatives evaluated, as compared to the most expensive portfolio as reflected in
Table 6 on page 25 of Exhibit No. __ (AS-1HCT).

Attached as Attachment C to PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 345,
please find a revised Table 7 and Table 13, which reflect the costs of secondary market
purchases and dispatch under the market prices from the 2010 RFP BAU market price
scenario. Table 13 is also presented as Figure 25 on page 42 of the Second Exhibit to
the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. _ -(AS-3HC), and in on page
203 of Exhibit No. _ (RG-13HC). These tables are similarly revised in Attachment C.

Attached as Attachment D to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.
345, please find an MS Excel model that shows the revised 2010 RFP BAU model.
This revised result includes the lower cost of secondary market purchases and updated
dispatch of resources reflecting the lower market prices and lower carbon prices in the
2010 BAU market price scenario.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 345 Page 2
Date of Response: November 23, 2011

Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea and Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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The updated 2010 RFP BAU model shows a higher overall portfolio cost reflecting
changes in the optimized natural gas resource builds under the revised market prices.
For the renewable resources, the updated 2010 RFP BAU model continues to show that
it would be economically favorable for PSE to acquire LSR Phase |, [
(Unsolicited) and [ (/1007 5-a), selecting them in a minimum
of four of the five scenarios, the same as in Table 7 on page 27 and Table 13 on page
36 of Exhibit No.  (AS-1HCT). '

Attachment B to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 345 is
CONFIDENTIAL per Protective Order in WUTC Docket Nos. UE-111048 / UG-111049.

Attachments C and D to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 345 are
HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL per Protective Order in WUTC Docket Nos. UE-111048 / UG-
111049.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Reguest No. 345 Page 2
. Date of Response: November 23, 2011

Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea and Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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ATTACHMENT A to PSE’s Response to
~ Public Counsel Data Request No. 345
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-‘111'G48 and UG-111049
 Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 Genera’l Rate Case
PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 345

~ “CONFIDENTIAL” Table of Contents

DR NO. “CONFIDENTIAL” Material

345 Attachment 1B to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.
: 345 js CONFIDENTIAL per Protective Order in WUTC Docket Nos
UE- 111048/UG 111049.

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 345 and
Attachments C and D thereto are HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL per
Protective Order in WUTC Docket Nos. UE-111048 / UG-111049.
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PSE’S RESPON SE TO PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 345
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PAGE 3 ATTACHMENT B (PROVIDED ON DISC),

PAGES 9-10 ATTACHMENT C) AND
ATTACHMENT D (PROVIDED ON DISC)
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 347

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 347:

Please provide a timeline with the start date and completion date of each of the - |
analyses of LSR 1 as reflected in PSE Response to Publlc Counsel Data Request No.

38.

Response: .

The following table contains' modeling dates for the analyses described in Puget Sound -
Energy, Inc.'s ("PSE") Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 038:

Study : Modeling Dates

2009 Integrated Resource Started: April 2008

Plan (“IRP”) : Completed: July 2009 (pubhcatlon of IRP)
Discounted Cash Flow Started: September 2009

Completed: November 2009

Re-run of 2009 IRP Models | Started: September 2009
Completed: October 2009

‘| Comparative Analysis in Started: March 2010 (RFP bids)
2010 Request For Proposal | Completed: -April 2010
(“RFP”)

PSE also pfovided the timing of the "Re-run of the 2009 IRP Models" analysis in its
Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 326.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 347 Page 1
Date of Response: November 22, 2011 S ‘
Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea

, Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seellg
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION -

-

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 348

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 348:

Please provide a timeline with the dates of each of the PSE Board 'énd EMC decisions
-regarding LSR 1 which are referenced in the testimonies of PSE witnesses Garratt and .
Seelig. '

Réspénse:

Attached as Attachment A to Public Counsel Data Request No. 348, please find a
-timeline showing the dates of each of the Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (“PSE”) Board of
Directors and Energy Management Committee decisions referenced in the Prefiled
Direct Testimonies of Roger Garratt, Exhibit No. ___ (RG-1HCT), and Aliza Seelig,
Exhibit No. = (AS-1HCT), regarding the Lower Snake River Wind Project Phase 1.

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 348 Page 1
Date of Response: November 23, 2011 ’ :

‘Person who Prepared the Response Michael Mullally ’

\Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seehg / Roger Garratt
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND- TRANSPORTATION _CO'M‘MISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 360

~ PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 360:
Reference page 170 of Exhibit No. AS-3HC.

. Please explain whether the referenced adjustment to the end effects trending

~ calculation of market revenues was corrected and reflected in the 2010 RFP Phase 1
and Phase 1l cost/benefit analyses for LSR 1 in the May 5, 2010 Board presentation
supporting the recommendation to construct LSR 1. If not, please explain why not.

- Response:

“The Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (‘PSE”) analytic team began to modify Portfolio
Screening Model | (*PSM I”) to include Lower Snake River Wind Project, Phase 1 (‘LSR
Phase 17) as an existing resource after approval by the Energy Management Committee
on April 22, 2010, but before the Board of Directors authorized the commencement of
construction of LSR Phase 1 on May5, 2011. This PSM | adjustment also occurred
concurrent with additional analyses by the PSE analytic team on end effects and the
possible extension of production tax credits in Portfolio Screening Model HI (*PSM III")

- 13.9.1. If the Board of Directors had not approved the commencement of construction
of LSR Phase 1, the PSE analytical team would have reversed the PSM | update. The
PSE analytic team did not complete PSM | model version 14-3 until May 12, 2010, after

“the Board of Directors had authorized the construction of LSR Phase 1 and after the
PSE analytic team made other incremental updates to PSM | to complete the analysis

_of the capacity resource decisions and continuing investigation of other renewable
resources. PSE generally updates its models as new information arises.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 360 Page 1
Date of Response: January 4, 2012 ‘

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza-Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISS!ON
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 362

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 362;

Reference ‘page 170 of Exhibit No. AS-3HC.

Please prowde version 14-3 of the PSM | model analysis' of LSR 1 which reﬂec’[s the
referenced adjustment to the end effects trending calculation of market revenues.

Response:

The model updates listed on page 172 of Exhibit No. __ (AS- -3HC) were made on or
after April 29, 2011. The presentation to the Board of Directors:of Puget Sound. Energy,.
Inc. (*PSE"y was finalized for distribution to members of the PSE Board of Directors on.
April 22, 2011. Therefore, the presentation to the PSE Board of Directors dld not
include any analyses that rehed on the referenced model updates.

| PSE continually updates its'models as improvements are identified. Ifitis believed that
an improvement is significant enough to potentially impact the results of analysis
previously completed, PSE analysts test to see how results change

In the case of the model updates hsted on page 172 of Exhibit No. __ (AS-3HC), the
only update prior to the PSE Board of Directors meeting of May 5, 2010, that might have
had any impact on the decision is the adjustments on end effects, WhICh is described on
page 170 of Exhibit No. __ (AS-3HC). Therefore, PSE tested this change in Portfolio
Screening Model Il ("*PSM 1II”) prior to the PSE Board of Directors meeting and
determined that the model updates did not affect the recommendation to the PSE Board
of Directors that it authorize the construction of LSR Phase 1.

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 362 Page 1~
Date of Response: January 4, 2011 :
Person who.Prepared the Response: Michael Mullally
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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The models examining the effects of the end effects adjustment, along with an analysis
that considered investment tax credit extensions, is included in a file entitled
“Addendum Exh M - PSMIII 13.9.doc™in the following folder structure of DVD Disc 4 of
the work papers in supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig:

AS-WP (HC)\
- AS-WP (HC) Renewable Phase I\
PSM Ill Models\
PSM Il Version 13.9

The PSE analytical team conducted this analysis as part of their continued due
diligence in making the recommendation to the PSE Board of Directors and completed
this analysis prior to the PSE Board of Directors meeting on May 5, 2010. Although the
‘presentation to the PSE Board of Directors, which was finalized for distribution on

April 22, 2010, did not include this analysis, such analysis was available for discussion
at the PSE Board of Directors meeting.

Please see PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 386 for further
discussion of the Business as Usual (“BAU”) scenario presented in Addendum M.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Reqguest No. 362 ' Page 2
Date of Response: January 4, 2011 ‘ : ‘
Person who Prepared the Response: Michael Mullally

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seehg
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case. -

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 364

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 364:

Reference page 172 of Exhibit No. AS—3HC‘ '

P!ease md;eate Wthh if any, of the listed PSM | model updates were included in
calculating the Phase 1 portfolio benefit for LSR 1 as presented in the May 5, 2010
Board presentation supporting the.recommendation to construct LSR 1.

Response:

The Portfolio Screening Model updates listed on page 172 of Exhibit No._ (AS-3HC)
. were updates completed after the review of renewable resources phase of the 2010
Request for Proposals (“201 0 RFP”) process. These model updates were made in
preparation for the review of capacity resources phase of the 2010 RFP, which also
included continuing investigation of those renewable resources that Puget Sound

. Energy, Inc. (“PSE”) identified as possible acquisitions.

The model updates listed on page 172 of Exhibit No._ (AS-3HC) were made on or after
April 29, 2011. The presentation to the Board of Directors was finalized for distribution
to members of the Board of Directors on April 22, 2011. Therefore, the presentation to
the Board of Directors did not include any analyses that relied on the referenced ‘model
updates

~ PSE continually updates its models as improvements are identified. If it is believed that
an improvement is significant enough to potentially impact the results of analysis
previously completed, PSE analysts test to see how results change.

In the case of the model updates listed on page 172 of Exhibit No. __ (AS-3HC), the
only update prior to the Board- of Directors meeting of May 5, 2010, that might have had
. any impact on the decision is the adjustments on end effects which is descnbed on
page 170 of Exhibit No. __(AS-3HC). Therefore, PSE tested this change in the
Portfolio Screening Model Il (“PSM III") prior to the Board of Directors meeting and
determined that the model updates did not affect the recommendation to the Board of
Directors that it authorize the construction of LSR Phase 1.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 364 , Page 1
~ Date of Response: January 4, 2011 )

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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-~ The models examining the effects of the end ef‘fects adjustment, along with an analysns

that considered investment tax credit extensions, is included in a file entitled
, “Addendum Exh M - PSMiiI 13.9.doc” in the following folder structure of DVD Disc 4 of
the work papers in supportmg the Prefiled Direct Testlmony of Ms. Aliza Seelig:

AS-WP (HC)\ ,
AS-WP (HC) Renewable Phase II\

PSM lll Models\ .
PSM HI Version 13.9

The PSE analytical team conducted this analysis as part of their continued due
diligence in making the recommendation to the Board of Directors and completed this
analysis prior to the Board of Directors meeting on May 5, 2010. Although the
presentation to the Board of Directors, which was ﬂnahzed for distribution on April 22,
2010, did not include this analysis, such analySIs was avaﬂable for dlscussmn at the
Board of Directors meeting. ‘

' Please. see PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Réquest No. 386 for further
discussion of the Business as Usual (“BAU”) scenario presented in Addendum M.

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 364 "~ Page?
Date of Response: January 4, 2011

~ Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND. TRANSPORTATIONNCOMMlSSION}
Docket.Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
' Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s =~
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 367

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 367:

Reference page 172 of Exhibit No. AS-3HC. .

Please provide the updated generic wind assumptions as reflected in PSM | version 14-
6, and provide information supporting these changed assumptions.

Response:

Please see the tables on pages 166-69 of Exhibit No. ___(AS-3HC), for a comparison of
generic costs between the 2009 IRP and the 2010 Request for Proposals. The first
- table (on page 166) describes the model versions that were used in each evaluation
phase. The subsequent tables show updates associated with each evaluation phase by
~ resource type.

Please see PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 147 for the location 6)‘
the file used to develop generic cost assumptions for PSM I version 14-2. '

The development of generic assumptions used in PSM I version 14-6 can be found in
the following file located on DVD Disc 2 of the work papers supporting the Prefiled
- Direct Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig: : ‘

AS-WP (HC) : :
- AS-WP (HC) RFP Model Dev (2 of 3)
(HC)- Generic Resource Development\ : -
Generic Resource Costs RFP201 0_v7_Capacity and Cl
Eval (PSM 1).xls ' o

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 367 Page 1
‘Date of Response: January 4, 2011 .
Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMIS'SION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049 -
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 369

PUBLIC COUNSEL‘DATA REQUEST NO. 369:

Reference pages 173-174 of Exhibit No. AS-3HC.

Pléase indicate which, if any, of the listed PSM 1l model updates were’incl'uded in
calculating the 2010 RFP Phase 2 analysis results, as presented in the May 5, 2010,
. Board presentation supporting the recommendation to construct LSR 1.

Response:

The Portfolio Screening Model updates listed on pages 173 and 174 of Exhibit" .

No.__ (AS-3HC) were made on-or after April 22, 2011. The presentation to the Board of
Directors of Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (‘PSE”) was finalized for distribution to members
~ of the PSE Board of Directors on April 22, 2011. Therefore, the presentation to the PSE
Board of Directors did not include any analyses that relied on the referenced model

" updates. -

PSE continually updates its models as improvements are'identified. If it is believed that
an improvement is significant enough to potentially impact the results of analysis
previously completed, PSE analysts test to see how results change.

In the case of the model updates listed on pages 173 and 174 of Exhibit No. __ (AS-

3HC), the only update prior to the PSE Board of Directors ‘meeting of May 5, 2010, that

might have had any impact on the decision is the adjustments on end effects, which is

described on page 170 of Exhibit No. (AS-3HC). Therefore, PSE tested this change

in the Portfolio Screening Model 11l (“PSM H1”) prior to the PSE Board of Directors

meeting and determined that the model updates did not affect the recommendation to
the PSE Board of Directors that it authorize the construction of LSR Phase 1.

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 369 Page 1
Date of Response: January 4, 2011 ' '

Person who Prepared the Response: Michael Mullaily

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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. The models exammlng the effects of the end effects -adjustment, along with an analysis
that considered investment tax credit extensions, is included in a file entitled
“Addendum Exh M - PSMill 13.9.doc” in the following folder structure of DVD Disc 4 of
the work papers in supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig:

AS-WP (HC)\
AS-WP (HC) Renewable Phase IN
' PSM Il Models\ .
PSM Il Version 13.9

The PSE analy’ucal team conducted this analysis as part of their continued due -
diligence in making the recommendation to the PSE Board of Directors and completed
this analysis prior to the PSE Board of Directors meeting on May 5, 2010. Although the
‘presentation to the PSE Board of Directors, which was finalized for distribution on
April 22, 2010, did not include this analySIS such analysis was available for discussion
at the PSE Board of Directors meeting.

Please see PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 386 for further
discussion of the Busmess as Usua! ("BAU”) scenario presented in Addendum M.

.PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 369 , Page 2
Date of Response: January 4, 2011

Person who Prepared the Response: Michael Mullally

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATIQN COMMISSION .
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 379

A PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 379:
Reference page 166 of Exhibit No AS-3HC.

Please provide the PSM models for the referenced final evalua’non of capacity and
renewable resources completed in early August 2010.

Response:

Page 166 of Exhibit No._(AS-3HC) describes analysis that was performed in the
Portfolio Screening Model il (‘PSM 1) where the investment tax credit cash grant was
extended through the year 2020. In addition to this analysis being completed during the
capacity phase of the 2010 Request for Proposals (*2010 RFP”), this sensmwty was
also evaluated in the renewable phase of the 2010 RFP.

Please refer to the following folder locations located on DVD disc 6 of the workpapers
supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig forthe analysis performed -
during the capacity phase of the 2010 RFP:

2010 Trends:
AS-WP (HC)
AS-WP (HC) Capacity and Cl Phase I
(HC) PSM 1l
2010. Trends
Extend ITC

Business As Usual (“BAU”):
AS-WP (HC) -
AS-WP (HC) Capacity and CI Phase Il
(HC) PSM 1l
BAU
Extend ITC

PSE'’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 379 . o Page 1
Date of Response: January 4, 2011 :

Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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Green World:
AS-WP (HC) ‘
AS-WP (HC) Capacity and CI Phase |l
(HC) PSM Il -
GW :
Extend ITC

Low Growth:
AS-WP (HC) : :
AS-WP (HC) Capacity and Cl Phase Il
(HC) PSM 111
LG
Extend ITC

Low Growth with Base Capltal Costs:
AS-WP (HC)
AS-WP (HC) Capacity and-Cl Phase Il
(HC) PSM 1l
LG w Base CapEx
" Extend ITC

Each folder contains two files — one *All Generic” file that shows an optimized portfolio
consisting of only generic resources, and one “RFP Resource Opt” file that contains the
lowest cost mix of resources from the 2010 RFP and generic resources. -

. PSE’s Response io Public Counsel Data Request No. 379 p , : Page 2
Date of Response: January 4, 2011 i
Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
. Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PU‘BLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 384

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 384;

Reference the PSM Il V.13.9.1 analyses for LSR 1 provided with PSE witness Seelig's
workpapers, please provide the total portfolio benefit as reflected in the "Evaluation
Summary" tab of each model, along with the portion of that total portfolio benefit that is
attributable to the addition of LSR 1 for each of the scenarios evaluated.

Response:

The portfolio benefit should be found in cell B15 of the “Evaluation Summary” tab of
each of the referenced models. The portfolio benefit reflects all resources in the

. portfolio, and it is difficult to separate the portion of the benefit that is attributable to just
one resource.

~ PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 384 - Page 1
Date of Response: January 4, 2011 .

Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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| BEFORE THE WASHINGTON' UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s .
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 385

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO 385:

Reference the PSM 1 V.13.9.1 analyses for LSR 1 prowded with PSE witness Seehg S
workpapers, please confirm that the "LG with Base Capital Costs" resource optimization
case does not select LSR 1. If not, please indicate where within the model the costs
and energy from LSR 1 are reflected.

Response:

The file entitled “Addendum Exh M - PSMIIl 13.9.doc” describes the results of the
Portfolio Screening Model i1, (“PSM [11") 13.9.1 analysis. This file is located on DVD
Disc 4 of the electronic working papers supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of
Ms Ahza Seelig Workpapers in the following directory path:

AS-WP (HC)
~ AS-WP (HC) Renewable Phase Il
PSM Ill Models
PSM Il Version 13.9 -

Please see the file entitled “RFP Resource Opt_ PSM Il v 13.9_LG w Base CapEx.xls,”
which contains the original result from the “LG with Base Capital Costs” scenario that
did not select Lower Snake River Wind Project Phase | (‘LSR Phase I”). This file is
located on DVD Disc 4 of the electronic working papers supporting the Prefiled Direct
Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig workpapers in the following directory path:

AS-WP (HC) -
AS-WP (HC) Renewable Phase I
PSM it Models
PSM lll Version 13.9
LG (Base CapEx)

Please see the file entxt!ed “RFP Resource Opt_ Foroe LSR_ PSM llv13.9 LG w Base
CapEx.xs,” which contains the re-run assuming LSR Phase | in the “LG with Base
Capltal Costs” scenario. This file is located on DVD Disc 4 of the electronic workpapers

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 385 C Page 1
Date of Response: January 4, 2011 , :

" Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig

Witrie'ss KnoWIedgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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supportmg the Prefiled Direct Testlmony of Ms Aliza Seelig workpapers in the followmg
dlrectory path: ‘ :

AS-WP (HC)
AS-WP (HC) Renewable Phase fl
PSM Il Models .
PSM Il Version 13.9 A
ZSupport Analyses

- The lnput energy and cost for LSR Phase | are reflected in each model listed above in
the following worksheets and rows: A

Energy: Worksheet “AURORAEnergyAll’ Row 214
~ Cost: Worksheet “Acquisition Inputs” Rows 158 to 186

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No 385 i . Page 2
Date of Response: January 4, 2011

Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seehg

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTiLITlES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case.

-PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 386

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 386:

Reference the PSE Response to Public Counse[ Data Request No. 345,
- Attachment D. ' ' . '

Please-explain why PSM lii V.13.<6 was used rather than PSM Il V13.9.1 for these
analyses of LSR 1, and provide an updated version of these responses using PSM il
‘V13.9.1. : : S ' '

Resgonse;

- Please see Attachment D to Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s (“PSE”) Response to Public .

-Counsel Data Request.No. 345, which is an MS Excel model that shows the revised
2010 Request for Proposal (2010 RFP”) Business as Usual (*BAU”) model. This

' revised result includes the lower cost of secondary market purchases and updated

dispateh of resources reflecting the lower market prices in the 2010 BAU market price

. scenario.

PSE usedPortfolio Screening Model il (“PSM ") version 13.6 for the analysis
presented as Attachment D to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request
No. 345 because that version of PSM Ili was the primary model used in developing the
analyses provided in the presentation to the PSE Board of Directors, dated May 5, :
-+ 2010, that recommended the construction of Lower Snake River Wind Project Phase 1

~ (*LSR Phase 17). - - ' '

- Making the same adjustment to PSM IlI version 13.9.1 continuésvto show that it would
be economically favorable for PSE to acquire LSR Phase I in the revised BAU scenario.

-Attached as Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 386
is a CD with the MS Excel model results of the adjusted PSM il version 13.9.1. Please

- note that Attachment A to PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 386is
provided in electronic form only. o ‘

,Atta'ch'ed as Attachment B to PSE’s Respohse to Public Counsel Data ReqUest'No.' 386
~is a summary table with the revised BAU scenario results from PSM 1lI Version 13.9.1.

: PSE_’S'Response to Public Counset Data Request No. 386 Page2
Date of Response: January 4, 2011 - : :

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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Each of Attachment A and Attachment B to PSE’s Response to Public Counsél Data =~
Request No. 386 are HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL per Protective Order in WUTC Docket
‘Nos. UE-111048 / UG-111049.

PSE's Response to Public Counsei Data Request No. 386 ' » Page 3
Date of Response: January 4, 2011 ' C
Person who Prepared the Response: ‘Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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e » BEFORE 'THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
- Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
+ 2011 General Rate Case
PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 386

“CONFIDENTIAL” Table of Contents

[DRNO. T “CONFIDENTIAL” Material

386 - Each of Attachment A and Attachment B to PSE's Response to Public -
| Counsel Data Request No. 386 are HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL per

-Protective Order in WUTC Docket Nos. UE-111048 / UG-111049.
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ATTACHMENT A to PSE’s Response to
. Public Counsel Data Request No. 386
~is provided in electronic form only.
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Attachment A to .
- Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s Response to
- Public Counsel Data Request No. 386
- is REDACTED in its entirety as -
CONFIDENTIAL per Protective Order in |
WUTC Docket Nos. UE-111048 / UG-111049.
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~ ATTACHMENT B to PSE’s Response fo

Request No. 386



Attachment B to Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s
. Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 386
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PSM L1439 Scenario Optimizations e
~ o D em
Proposed Wind Projects e bl o0 T Captal
e R e B e “Costs
LSRWP Phase X X X X
X X X X
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, X oo X
T T > S S e
X X X
RECs from Wind
Acquisition : 2,062,531 1 2,062,531 @ 2,593,988 - 228,384
Equivalent MW Wind 30% i
CF 785 785 987 - 983

The revised BAU scenario in PSM 13.9.1, shown above, results include the lower cost of
secondary market purchases and updated dispatch of resources reflecting the lower market prices
in the 2010 BAU market price scenario. This reason for this revision is explained in Puget
Sound Energy, Inc.’s Response.to Public Counsel Data Request No. 345. The only change in the
resource option is no longer selected

selections in the above table is the
in the BAU (revised) scenario.

REDACTED
VERSION
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos UE- 111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
- 2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 389

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 389:

In calculating the renewable resource requirements in the PSM modeling for the 2009
IRP Re-run analyses and 2010 RFP Phase 1 and Phase 2 quantitative analyses did
PSE calculate annual RPS targets in each year based on the annual average of the
utility's load for the previous two years, as specified in RCW 19.285. 040(2)(0)’? if not,
please explain why not.

Response:

In caleulating the Renewable Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) target for the 2009 Integrated -
Resource Plan (“IRP”) Re-run analysis and the 2010 Request for Proposals Phase 1
and Phase 2 analyses, Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (“PSE”) did not use the average of the
utility’s load for the previous two years. When developing Portfolio Screening Model il
(“PSM III") after the 2009 IRP, PSE wanted to replicate the results of the 2009 IRP. The
2009 IRP used the Strategist model from Ventyx, which did not support the optimization
of resources while using the average load for the previous two years as a target. The
version of PSM 1l used in the 2009 IRP Re-run and in the 2010 Request for Proposals

~ analyses reflected this constraint.

PSE’s Response to Publlc Counsel Data Request No 389 ‘ Page 1
Date of Response: January 4, 2011 - A
Person who Prepared the Response: Ahza Seelig

Wltness Knowledgeable About the Response Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE- 111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.s
2011 General Rate Case
.PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 390
PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 390:
Please provide the market revenues ($/MWh) used for calculating end effects durihg the
2010 RFP analysis for each year of each PSM | and PSM Il scenario evaluated before
and after the adjustment to the end effects trendlng calculation referenced on page 170
of Exhibit No. AS-3HC.
Response:
Market revenue on a dollar per Megawatt hour (“$/MWh”) basis is resource specific and
dependent upon the scenario and operational characteristics of the resource.
Market revenues used for calculating end effects are found in the “End Effects”
worksheet of the Portfolio Screening Model (“PSM”) | and PSM 1ll. The following table
generally shows the rows where market revenues are calculated by model version:
PSE’s Response to Publi¢ Counsel Data Request No. 390" o Page 1

Date of Response: January 4, 2012
Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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1329, 1348

1472, 1487, 1502,

1517

Exhibit No. ﬂ U[
Page ZD€ p
PSM 1 Version . . L
. . PSM Il Version | PSM il Version | PSMilt Version
Model Version 14.2 and Version
13.6 13.9.1 14.2
14.6 :
Generic CCGT M 33 33 33 86
Generic SCGT (Peaker) 88 269 269 263
Generic Wind 198 210 . 210 322
Generic Duct Firing' 253 - - -
: 619, 675,731, . | 619,677,735, | 672,730, 788,
"IRFP Capacit isiti 418, 473
apacity Acquisition . 787, 843 793, 851 846, 904
1233, 1252, 1271,|1368, 1387, 1406, {1535, 1550, 1565,
RFP Wind PPA 508
ind 1290, 1309 1425, 1444 1580, 1595
: 899, 955, 1011, | 909, 967, 1025, | 962, 1020, 1078
FP Wind isiti 550 ‘ : S
RFP Win Acf‘”'s' on 1067, 1123 1083, 1141 1136, 1194
1230, 1245, 1260,
- : 11177, 1196, 1215,|1275, 1290, 1305,
RFP Capacity PPA (Fixed Price) 582, 601 . 1157, 1176
- _ 1234, 1253|1320, 1335, 1350,
1365
1382, 1397, 1412,
: 1272, 1291, 1310,{1427, 1442, 1457,
RFP Capacity PPA (Toll) 620, 639 1195, 1214 :

Footnote (1): Revenue for CCGT in PSM Il versions 13.6, 13.9.1, 14.2 includes Duct Firing

Please note that market revenue for power purchase agreements (“PPA”) Is not shown .
in a unitized $/MWh, but rather in thousands of dollars. To convert from thousands of
~dollars to $/MWh, simply multiply the market revenue by 1000 then divide the product
by the proposals’ annual generation. Annual generation data for PPAs are found in the

‘PPA Rollup” worksheet..

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 390
Date of Response: January 4, 2012
. Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts
- Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig

Page 2
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 Ge_neral Rate Case

PUBLIC ‘COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 395

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 395:

Does PSE believe that it was capable of forecasting: 1) the production costs of PSE's
existing and new generating resources over the period 2010 through 2029, plus 2) the
end effects of new resources over the period from 2030 through 2059, within a margin
of error of 1% or less, using the PSM lil modeling process that was employed to derive
the 2010 RPF bid evaluation results as presented at the May 5, 2010, Board Meeting?
If so, please provide any benchmarking analysis of the models or other analysis that
demonstrates forecasting benefits of LSR 1 with this level of accuracy was possible in
April of 2010. - '

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (‘PSE”) recognizes the inherent uncertainty that accompanies
forecasts and that forecasts made today are unlikely to be within a margin of error of 1%
or less in accurately predicting future conditions. Neither PSE nor the Washington
Utilities and Transportation Commission has ever applied the “margin of error of one
percent” standard proposed in Public Counsel Data Request No. 395. To PSE’s
knowledge, there is no such standard in any state statute or any rule of order of the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Gommission.

PSE does not rely on a single point forecast to test resources. This is illustrated in the

- 2009 Integrated Resource Plan (“2009 IRP”) and the 2010 Request for Proposal (“2010
RFP") scenario analyses, in which PSE used various forecasts to simulate multiple
future conditions. The details of the assumptions used in the scenario analysis for the
2010 RFP are discussed in further detail in Exhibit No. __ (AS-3HC), at pages 163
through 165. _

Scenario analysis allows PSE to test resource portfolios across broad spectrums of
future conditions rather than on one individual forecast. This methodology
compensates for the inherent uncertainty of any one forecast. It is important to note
that—regardless of the scenario evaluated—the Portfolio Screening Model Il (“PSM I
-~ optimization model consistently showed that the acceleration of additional wind

- resources was beneficial as compared to waiting until 2016.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 395 ' Page 1
Date of Response: January 27, 2012 ' '

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 401 -

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 401:

- Please provide the total expected costs for the "Resource Optimization” and "All
Generic" cases for each year of the study period for each of the PSM Il Version 13.6 -
and Version 13.9 scenarios provided on Disc 4 of the workpapers of witness Seelig.

Response:

Annual expected costs are found in several locations in Versions 13.6 and 13.9 of the
Portfolio Screening Model Il (*PSM 1i1”) optimization model. The following locations
identify the annual expected costs and apply to both versions. of PSM Ill optimization
model:

e Net Market Purchases: Row 28 in the worksheet “Loed_Market_DSM”.
e DSM: Row 16 in the worksheet named “Results Summary”.

e Revenue requ;rement for resource acquisition alternatlves from the 2010
Request for Proposal (2010 RFP”) selected by the PSM HI optimization model
as part of the lowest cost portfolio: Row 58 in the worksheet named
“ACQConsol”.

e Revenue requirement for the selection of 2010 RFP power purchase agreements
(“PPA") selected by the PSM Il optimization model as part of the lowest cost
portfolio: Row 20 in the worksheet named “Results Summary”.

o Revenue requirement for generic resources selected by the PSM lil optimization
- model as part of the lowest cost portfolio: row 58 of the worksheet named
“Generic Consol”.

e Variable cost of Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s (“PSE") existing resources and
contracts: row 58 of the worksheet named “Exist Consol” and row 11 of the
worksheet named “Results Summary”. '

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 401 . v Page 1
Date of Response: January 27, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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e End effects for generic resources selected by the PSM il optimization model as
the lowest cost portfolio.

» End effects for resource acquisition alternatives from the 2010 RFP selected by
the PSM I optimization model as part of the lowest cost portfolio.

e End effects for PPA alternatives from the 2010 RFP selected by the PSM I -
optimization model as part of the lowest cost portfolio.

» Revenue from Renewable Energy Certificate ("REC™ sales produced by generic
resources selected by the PSM llI optimization model as part of the lowest cos
portfolio: cells AW33:BQ33 of the worksheet named “LPProblem”. o

» Revenue from REC sales produced by 2010 RFP resources selected by the
PSM Il optimization model as part of the lowest cost portfolio: cells AW32:BQ32
of the worksheet named “LPProblem”.

¢ Revenue from R’EC sales from the unsold portion of RECs produced by PSE’s
existing renewable resources: cells AW31:BQ31 of the worksheet named
“LPProblem”. ’

‘The location of the following components of expected cost vary by version of the
PSM Il optimization model. ' '
Version 13.6 of the PSM Il optimization model:

» End effects for generic resources selected by the PSM IIf optimization model as
the lowest cost portfolio: cell W1326 of the worksheet named “End Effects”.

e End effects for resource acquisition alternatives from the 2010 RFP selected by
the PSM [Il optimization model as part of the lowest cost portfolio: cell W1327 of
the worksheet named “End Effects”. B o

e End effects for PPA alternatives from the 2010 RFP selected by the PSM Il

- optimization model as part of the lowest cost portfolio: cell W1328 of the
worksheet named “End Effects”. ,

Version 13.9 of the PSM Il optimization model:

» End effects for generic resources selected by the PSM I optimization model as
the lowest cost portfolio: cell X1461 of the worksheet named “End Effects” ’

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 401 Page 2

Date of Response: January 27, 2012
Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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"« End effects for resource acqws:tlon alternatives from the 2010 RFP selected by
the PSM I optimization model as part of the Iowest Cost portfolio: cell X1462 of
the worksheet named “End Effects”.

e End effects for PPA alternatives from the 2010 RFP selected by the PSM IHi
- optimization model as part of the lowest cost portfolio: cell X1463 of the
worksheet named “End Effects”.

PSE does not beheve that a comparison of annual revenue requirements between
"Resource Optimization” and "All Generic" cases is informative. Please see PSE's
Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 400. Additionally, PSE does not make
resource decisions based on the annual costs in any one given year or subset of years.

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 401 Page 3
Date of Response: January 27, 2012 ' ‘
Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s:
‘2011 General Rate Case

' PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 411

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 411:

RE: Exhibit No. AS-3HC, p. 174.

Please provide workpapers supporting the derivation of the updated generic wind
generation assumptions that were made on June 9, 2010, and provide any modeling
analyses that indicate the impact of these revised wind assumptions on the cost
effectiveness of LSR 1.

Response:

Please refer to the file location identified in Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s (‘PSE”)
Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 367. Although the file name shown on
page 174 of Exhibit No. ___(AS-3HC) differs from the above mentioned file, the cost
assumptions for generic wind resources found in both files are identical.

These updated assumptions were made a full month after the decision of PSE’s Board
of Directors to construct Phase 1 of the Lower Snake River Wind Project (“LSR
Phase 17). Therefore, PSE did not use these assumptions in evaluating LSR Phase 1.

During this same time in June 2010, PSE received new, unsolicited proposals and a few
lower re-priced 2010 Request for Proposals bids. Please see Exhibit No. ~ (AS-3HC)

at pages 49-52 for a discussion and results of the re-evaluation of LSR Phase 1 relative

to those proposals.

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 411 _ Page 1
Date of Response: January 27, 2012 '
Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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-BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES ANDA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
~ 2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 446

'PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 446:

Please confirm that the estimated LSR. 1 benefits that were presented in the May 5,
2010, Board Meeting Presentation were calculated using the PSM | Version 14.2 model
and therefore did not include the end effects trending calculation adjustment which was
incorporated in PSM | Version 14.3 on April 29, 2010. If not confirmed, please explain.

Resgonse:

Yes. Puget Sound Energy, Inc. ("PSE”) used version 14.2 of the Portfolio Screening
Model | (“PSM I"), which had its own end effects, and it did not include the end effects
calculated in PSM | version 14. 3

The end effects calculation incorporated into PSM | version 14.3 were also incorporated
into the PSM 11l version 13.9.1 optimization model that provided similar results as
presented in the May 5, 2010 Board meeting.

, PSE s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No 446 B Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 : -
Person who Prepared the Response Jim Elsea

Wltness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seellg
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s '
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 447

" PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 447:
RE: Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, p. 8

a. Please provide the referenced June 2010 re-evaluatlons of LSR 1 including all
"~ - models and results of these analyses, and

b. Explain whether LSR was modeled as an "existing resource” in these analyses,
as indicated by the listing of model changes on pages 172 and 173 of Exhlblt AS-
3HC.

Response:

a.  Please see Puget Sound Energy, Inc’s (“PSE”) Response to Data Request
' No. 372. The models requested in Public Counsel Data Request No. 447 (a)
were provided on the same DVDs contalnmg the workpapers of Aliza Seehg
- See the following path:

AS-WP(HC) .
AS-WP(HC)LSR Reevaluation -

b. Phase 1 of the Lower Snake River Wind Project was not modeled as an “existing
resource” in the referenced June 2010 re-evaluation.

o~

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 447 , Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 .
" Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION.
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 450

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 450:

RE: Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, p. 8.

a. Please provide the economic results for LSR 1 and other wind options presented
to the PSE EMC at the April 22,2010, meeting, and ‘

b. -Please note whether those results were derived from the Phase | analysis of
2010 RFP options based on the 2010 Trends case scenario only. If not, please
provide models and documentation of any other economic results for LSR 1 and
other wind options presented at this meeting.

Response:

a. Please see pages 207 through 210 and pagés 214 through 231 of Exhibjt
No. __ (AS-3HC). Please also see the workpapers supporting the Prefiled
Direct Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. ___(AS-1HCT).

b. The 2010 Trends pricing was not the only scenario supporting the economic
results for Phase 1 of the Lower Snake River Wind Project and other renewable
resources presented to the Energy Management Committee of Puget Sound
Energy, Inc. ("PSE") at the meeting dated April 22, 2010. The economic results
of Lower Snake River presented at the April 22, 2010 Energy Management
Committee meeting of PSE included results from the scenario analysis
performed in Portfolio Screening Model [l (‘PSM III”) optimization model, which
consists of five scenarios including the 2010 Trends scenario. These results can
be seen in the column labeled “Quantitative Findings” on pages 214 through 231
of Exhibit No. __ (AS-3HC).

Models and documentation of the quantitative anélyses have already been provided |
throughout this proceeding, including but not limited to the following:

e the workpapers supporting the Pfefj!ed Direct Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig,
Exhibit No. ___ (AS-1HCT); : . 2lig

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 450 ' Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 A ‘ - - '
Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts / Jim Elsea
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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o PSE’s Response to Public Coun'selv Data Request No. 289;
» Table 7 on page 27 of Exhibit No. __(AS-1HCT):

‘- Table 13 on page 36 of Exhibit No. ___ (AS-1HCT);

o Figure 25 on page 42 of Exhibit Né. __(AS-3HC),

o Page 417 of Exhibit No. _*_(AS-3HC); and

o PSE’s Response to PUb|lC Counsel Data Request No. 345, which provides -
updated analyses to correct the Business as Usual scenario.

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No 450 : Page 2
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 '

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts / Jim Elsea

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

- PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 451

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 451:

RE: PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 192.

Please provide the forecasted carbon prices from the referenced EPA report that PSE
“intended to use for its carbon price forecast for each year from 2021 through 2030. -

Response:

Please see Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request
No. 192, Wthh states, in part, as follows:

The carbon price forecast used in the 2010 Request for Proposals (‘RFP”)
Phase | economic screening of Lower Snake River Phase 1 (‘LSR”) was based
on Table 4 (page 17) of the Environmental Protection Agency's (‘EPA”) report,
Economic Impacts of S. 1733: The Clean Energy Jobs and American Power Act
of 2009, dated Oct. 23, 2009. This report is publicly available on EPA's web site
at http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/economics/pdfs/EPA S1733 Analysis.pdf.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No 451 Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response Zac Yanez/ Jim Elsea

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seéelig -
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
’ Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 452

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 452:
RE: PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 192.

Please explain what events led PSE to discover that it had inadvertently accelerated the
increase in-forecasted carbon prices on August 30, 2011. '

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. ("PSE”) discovered the transposition error in preparing PSE’s
Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 192. When setting up the models for
the 2010 Request for Proposals process, PSE noticed that these prices were '
accelerating faster in the later years of the-model; however, it was not considered a

_ critical factor because it was during the later years of the model and it was with the

- range of other carbon prices. ‘

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 452 ’ Page1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 .

Person who Prepared the Response: Zac Yanez

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA .REQUEST NO. 457

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 457:

RE: Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, p. 20.

Please provide the estimated beneflts supplied from LSR 1 only for each of the
scenarios presented in Table 6 along with the models and wind build schedules for the
resource optlmlzatlon and "All Generic" runs for each such analysis.

Response:

Please see Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s Responses fo Public Counsel Data Request
Nos. 384, 398, and 400. o

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 457 - . Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 .

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts / Zac Yanez

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response Allza Seelig”
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PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 460

V1/BLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 460:

~&: Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, p. 27.

- =ase confirm that the "2010 RFP Base" carbon price forecast presented on this page

o

s the data transfer error acknowledged in the PSE Response to Public Counsel
~equest No. 192. If not confirmed, please explain. 4

Lnnpnser
~ound Energy, Inc. confirms that the “the ‘2010 RFP Base’ carbon price forecast

:d on this page reflects the data transfer error acknowledged in the PSE
nae to Public Counsel Data Request No. 192.” '

e

esponse to Public Counsel Data Request No. 460
Response: January 30, 2012

vho Prepared the Response: Zac Yanez / Spencer Watts
=i nzss Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig

Page 1
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" Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
- Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 463

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 463:

Please identify any other utilities that use the PSM Il or PSM | models that were used
by PSE to forecast benefits of LSR 1 in this case. '

Response:

The Portfolio Screening Model | (‘PSM I”) screening model and the Portfolio Screening

~Model Il (*PSM III") optimization model are proprietary models used by Puget Sound
Energy, Inc. (“PSE”). Each of PSM | and PSM Il is a Microsoft Excel-based revenue
requirement model that PSE developed to evaluate incremental cost and risk for a wide
variety of resource alternatives and portfolio strategies. PSE has used variations of
these models in its resource acquisition and development decisions since 2003.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 463 - ' Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 o , . :
Person who Prepared the Response: Elizabeth Hossner

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
' Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 464

'PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 464:

Please identify any.other utilities that use the method of calculating end effects that was
used by PSE to forecast benefits of LSR 1 in this case. ’ ‘

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. ("PSE”) objects to Public Counsel Data Request No. 464 to
the extent that such Public Counsel is requesting PSE to perform research that Public
 Counsel is capable of performing. Without waiving and subject to this objection, PSE
provides the following response.

PSE has not conducted a study of utilities to identify other utilities that usé the same
method of calculating end effects.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 464 : " Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012

-Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 465

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 465:

Please confirm that PSM Il provideé a more rigorous and detailed production cost
forecast than PSM |.

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (“PSE”) confirms that “PSM Il provides a more rigorous and
detailed production cost forecast than PSM 1.” A description of PSM | can be found in
PSE's 2007 Integrated Resource Plan ("IRP"), and a description of PSM Il can be
found in PSE's 2008 IRP. ' ' :

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 465 , © Page1
Date of Response; January 30, 2012 : ) ‘ :

Person who Prepared the Response: Elizabeth Hossner

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s

2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 466

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 466
PC-466 RE: Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, p. 30.

Is PSE aware that other utilities assume that units which retire during the end effects
period are replaced with resources of the same type in calculating end effects.

Response:

Fuget Sound Energy, Inc. (‘PSE”) objects to Public Counsel Data Request No. 466 to
the extent that Public Counsel is requesting PSE to perform research that Public
Counsel is capable of performing. Without waiving and subject to this objection, PSE
provides the following response.

PSE has not conducted an exhaustive study of all utilities to identify utilitiés that
“‘assume that units which retire during the end effects period are replaced with
resources of the same type in calculating end effects.”

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 466 . " Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 . o

Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig o

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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» BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
| Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
' Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 469 -

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 469:
'RE: Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, p. 34, line 1.

Considering the statement, "recognizing that PSE does not know future market prices,"
“how can the Company accurately calculate end effects for LSR 1 and other resources
~for a period that is 20 to 50 years into the future?

Resgonse:

Pleasé see Puget Sound Energy, Inc’s Respohse to Public Counsel Data Request
No. 395. : : , ‘

 PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 469 Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 : ‘ '

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE- 111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s '
- 2011 General Rate Case

'PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 470

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 470:

RE: Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, p. 40.

Please provide the proposed price ($/MWh) for each of the REC sale offers submitted in
response to the 2010 RFP for each year of the offer.

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. ("PSE") received two proposals containing six offers for
unbundled renewable energy credits ("REC") in response o its 2010 Request for
Proposals ("2010 RFP"). The table below summarizes the proposed price, vintage
year(s) and volume of each offer.

.= Project Name ' ‘ A"'rRespbndentf?

(#10053-a)
(#10053-b)

(#10053-c)
(#10053-d) ‘
(#10059-a)
| I :10050-o) | |

It is important to note that ﬁ 10- and 20-year offers were mutually exclusive;
only one could be selected. It is also important to note that the 2014-2018 offer from
was to be sourced from a pool of resources that included the

.. This is relevant because ﬁ offered the full REC
output of the in its stand-alone proposal. Ultimately, even when
combined, the unbundled REC proposals did not offer a sufficient amount of RECs to
offset the need to acquire another resource to meet PSE’s 2016 renewable
requirements.

-
nmn

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 470 is HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL
per Protective Order in WUTC Docket Nos. UE-111048 / UG-111049.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 470 ‘ Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Sheri Maynard
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig

REDACTED
VERSION
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 474

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 474:

Please provide documentation of any concerns identified by PSE within the last three
. years regarding the accuracy of consistency of the optimization results of the PSM il

- optimization model or the Front Line Systems, Inc. Risk Solver Platform optimization
algorithm.

Response:

Please see the section entitled “Portfolio Screenmg Model (PSM IlI)” on page 162 of
Exhibit No. __ (AS-3HC), which is from Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s 2010 Request For
Proposals, for a discussion of any concerns regarding the Portfolio Screening Model 11
(“PSM HI") optimization model.

Please also see pages 4-5 of Exhibit No. ___(AS-5HC) for a discussion of the
optlmlza’uon results in Version 13.9.1 of the PSM Il optimization model.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 452 ) : Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 ‘

Person-who Prepared the Response Elizabeth Hossner/Jim Elsea

Witnéss Knowledgeable About the Response Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PU‘BLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 475

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 475:

Please indicate whether the resource optimization logic of the PSM 1l model was
applied to determine any new resource requirements during the 30-year end effects
period.

Response:

The Portfolio Screening Model Il (*PSM 1II") optimization model does not optimize

resource selections during the end effects period. Please see page 29, line 18, through

page 30, line 5, of the Prefiled Rebuttal Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig, Exhibit
(AS-4HCT) for a description of the end effects.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 475 Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 - :

Person who Prepared the Response: Zac Yanez

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 478

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 478:

Please indicate whether the Aurora economic dispatch modeling of prdductlon was
used'to determine wind and other new resource generation levels, costs and market
revenues during the 30-year end effects period.

Response:

AURORA was use in the following manner to determme the production and prices for
the 30 year end effects:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. estimated the market revenues, costs, and generation levels
assumed beyond the twenty-year model horizon of the Portfolio Screening Model 11}
("PSM 111" optimization model based on the last several years of revenues, costs, and
generation levels from the AURORAxmp model. The 2010 Request for Proposal is
consistent with the 2009 Integrated Resource Plan in the use of a twenty-year
AURORAxmp model run, and an extension of the AURORAxmp model forecast into the
end effects period. :

The wind generation levels for 2010 RFP projects were input hourly into the
AURORAxmp model. The forecasted hourly distribution of expected generation was
provided by the 2010 RFP bidders based on their wind resource assessment, This
forecast was further reviewed and adjusted by PSE’s wind resource consultant DNV-
GEC

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No 478 : Page 1
Date of Response: January 30, 2012 : ‘

Rerson 'who Prepared-he Response: Jim Elsea / Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seetig
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Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 479

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 479:

RE: Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, p. 20.

 Please provide the PSM 11l model used to evaluate the "All Generic" costs for the
Trends 2010 ITC 2016 study.

" Response:

The “All Generic” PSM I optimization model that was run prior to the Trends 2010 ITC
2016 study did not provide any inputs used in PSE’s evaluation; therefore the model
was. not saved. ’

The purpose of the “All Generic” study was to test the sensmwty of extending tax
credits. .

PSE’s Response o Public Counsel Data Request No. 479 Page 1
Date of Response: January 31, 2012 -
Person who Prepared the Response Spencer Watts

" Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 480

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 480:

RE: Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, p. 20 and Disc 4 of Ms. Seelig's Direct Testimony
workpapers.

~ Please confirm that the new wind resource levels for the "All Generic" version of the
Trends 2010 ITC 2020 study are approximately 248 MW greater beginning in 2020 than
the new. wind resource levels reflected in the Resource Optimization version of the
Trends 2010 ITC 2020 analysis. If not, please explain why not. If so, please explain .
this difference and indicate whether it increases the total expected cost of the All
Generic case when compared to the Resource Optimization case.

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (*PSE”) confirms “that the new wind resource levels for the:
‘All Generic’ version of the Trends 2010 ITC 2020 study are approximately 248 MW
greater beginning in 2020 than the new wind resource levels reflected in the Resource
Optimization version of the Trends 2010 ITC 2020 analysis.”

The reason for the difference is that each model selected a different mix of resources to
meet the future capacity, energy and REC need. For example, the Resource
Optimization portfolio selected an RFP biomass plant that displaced generic wind. An
additional example is that the All Generic portfolio selected about 150 MW less thermal
generation. The costs of the two portfolios cannot be compared because each model
selects the lowest cost combination of resources that are available. The All Generic

. model selects only from generic resources and the Resource Optimization model
selects from both RFP resources and generic resources.

As both of these models are based on the minimum portfolio costs drawn from two

. different pools of resources, it is not possible to identify individual costs of each
resource. The purpose of these two runs is to test sensitivity of extending tax credits,
and not to compare the portfolio costs of the two different optimizations.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 480 _ ’ Page 1
Date of Response; January 31, 2012 4
Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts/Jlm Elsea
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig - -
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PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 485

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 485:

Does PSE agree that, at the time it conducted its analysis of LSR 1 and the 2010 RFP
proposals in April, 2010, there was significant economic, market and regulatory
uncertainty which made it very difficult to accurately forecast loads and generating
resource costs over the 2010-2050 period covered by its Phase |l analyses? If not,
please explain why not. '

Response:

There will always be uncertainty in forecasting and this is an issue in making any long -
term resource decision. Puget Sound Energy, Inc. ("PSE”) mitigates this risk by
rigorous scenario testing to determine how specific resources evaluate under a wide
range of economic conditions. Please see PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data
Requests Nos. 395 and 412. '

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 485 Page 1
Date of Response: January 31, 2012 :

Person who Prepared the Response: Michael Mullally

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 494

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 494:

Reference the PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 397:

If the 2010 RFP analysis was the definitive analysis supporting the selection of LSR 1,
and the only estimate of portfolio benefits provided for LSR 1 in the May 5 Board
Meeting presentation was derived from the PSM [ 2010 Trends scenario analysis,
please explain how the effects of uncertainty in forecasted market prices, loads,
carbons prices and wind capital costs upon the cost effectiveness of LSR 1 were
-assessed by the Board in reaching its decision to approve LSR 1. ‘

Response:

Throughout this proceeding, Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (“PSE”) has provided information
that was presented to the Board. PSE has generally responded to the information
requested in Public Counsel Data Request No. 494 in PSE's Response to Public
Counsel Data Request No. 395. A more specific responses to Public Counsel Data
Request No. 494 requires a review of the portfolio metric results from PSE’s screening
model, Portfolio Screening Model | (*PSM I”), and a review of the optimization model,
Portfolio Screening Model Ill (*PSM III7).

PSM | and uncertainty. The Lower Snake River Phase 1 ("LSR Phase 1") portfolio
benefit presented to PSE’s Board of Directors on May 5, 2010 is $68.8 miillion, as seen
in Exhibit No. ___(RG-13HC), at page 199. (Note $62.8 million with corrected
production payment cost, Exhibit No. _ (AS-3HC), in Figure 20.) This calculation is
based on PSM | version 14.2. Portfolio benefit calculated in PSM | is one of three
screening metrics that PSE uses to choose the best resources to pursue in more
rigorous quantitative and qualitative evaluation. An explanation of portfolio benefit is
provided in the 2010 Request for Proposal (‘RFP”) Document, Exhibit No. _ (AS-
3HC), at page 29. o

Portfolio Benefit is the difference between the net present value portfolio
revenue requirement with a proposed project, and the net present value
portfolio revenue requirement of the generic portfolio strategy. A positive

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 494 : Page 1
Date of Response: February 6, 2012 :

Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig

¢y
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portfolio benefit means that the proposed project yields lower cost to the
portfolio than a comparable “generic” resource. A negative portfolio
benefit indicates the proposed resource is more expensive than a generic
resource.”

The generic resource displaced by LSR Phase | in PSM | version 14.2 was a 340 MW
wind plant in 2013. This generic plant also receives the benefit of federal tax stimulus.
The generic plant and LSR Phase 1 respond similarly to the uncertainty in forecasted
market prices, loads, carbons prices. Thus the portfolio benefit metric, based on the
change between LSR Phase 1 and the displaced generic resource, in PSM [ is not
sensitive to these uncertainties. In PSM I, portfolio benefit helps to identify the
candidate short list projects that should be evaluated further. The metric does not, by
itself, inform us if the specific resource will be part of a lowest cost resource portfolio.

PSM Il and uncertainty. Proposals selected for the candidate short list were
subjected to more rigorous due diligence examination during the second phase of the
2010 RFP analysis. Please see Exhibit No. __ (AS-3HC), beginning at page 30. This
phase is typified by greater interaction with selected bidders and additional qualitative
and quantitative analysis, designed to support a deeper understanding of the proposals
and their potential performance within PSE's portfolio. For the quantitative analysis,
PSE uses its optimization model, Portfolio Screening Model Il (“PSM IiI”), to find the
mix of 2010 RFP candidate short list projects and generic resources to minimize
portfolio revenue requirement while meeting PSE’s annual capacity need and annual
REC need under the Washington RPS. ‘

The uncertainties of forecasted market prices, loads, carbons prices and wind capital
costs are addressed by the scenarios tested in PSM lll. The details of the assumptions
used in the scenario analysis for the 2010 RFP are discussed in Exhibit No. _ (AS-
3HC), at pages 163 through 165. Selection of a 2010 RFP resource in a number of
scenarios indicates the favorability of that resource both in terms of cost and fit with
energy, capacity and REC need of the portfolio. LSR Phase 1 was selected by the

optimization model in 4 out of 5 scenarios, as shown in Exhibit No. _ (RG-13HC), at
page 203. '
PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Daté Request No. 494 Page 2

Date of Response: February 6, 2012
Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 499

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 499:

Reference the PSE Responses to Public Counsel Data Request No. 429:

Please explain why PSE did not reevaluate LSR 1 with version 14-3 of the PSM | model
and identify the date upon which PSE identified the need to make an adjustment to the
end effects trending calculation of market revenues used for the end effects calculation.

Response:

The use of Portfolio Screening Model | (‘PSM I”) version 14-3 has been documented in
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s (‘PSE”) Response to Public Counsel Data Request Nos.
429 and 362. PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 362 discusses how
the change in end effects methodology was tested in Portfolio Screening Model 11l
(“PSM II") version 13.9.1 prior to the May 5, 2010 Board meeting, and that PSE
“concluded that the changes did not affect the recommendation given to the Board to
construct Lower Snake River Phase 1 (“LSR Phase I"). For these reasons, LSR Phase
1 was not reevaluated in PSM | version 14-3.

The identification of the need to revise end effects methodology was on or about April
23, 2010.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 499 , Page 1
Date of Response: February 6, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response; Aliza Seelig
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
~ 2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 500

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 500:

Provide any benchmérking analyses performed within the last three calendar years to
assess the reasonableness of the PSM Ill, PSM il and PSM | models.

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (“PSE”) has not performed any benchmarking analysis of
PSM llI, PSM Il or PSM | model outputs.

PSE does review input assumptions for reasonableness. For example:
o Gas price assumptions and forecast are provided by an outside consultant.

e Generic resource assumptions are a combination of information provided by
outside consultants in addition to PSE’s own involvement in the market.

‘e AuroraXMP power prices are checked for reasonableness by reviewing regional
capacity expansion, plant capacity factors are checked against historical data,
and power prices are checked against other regional organizations that use the
Aurora model. For example, a comparison of the 2009 Trends Power Price and
the NWPCC 6th power plan power price is located in the October 7, 2010
IRPAG. The 2009 Trends Power was a levelized price of $84.75 and the
NWPCC 6th power plan was a levelized price of $83.87. The NWPCC 6th
power plan was published with real $2006 so PSE used a 2.5 percent escalator
and an 8.1 percent discount rate.

e The revenue requirement in PSM has been compared against pro forma
analyses for resources that require such analysis

PSE has also reviewed output for reasonableness. For example, in 2009 PSE did
review the Energy Information Administration’s (“EIA”) report dated April 2009, “An
Updated Annual Energy Outlook 2009 Reference Case Reflecting Provisions of the

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 500 S Page 1
Date of Response: February 6, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Elizabeth Hossner

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig .
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American Recovery and Reinvegtmént Act and Recent Changes in the Economic
Outlook™. EIA states on page 4 of this report: :

By 2012, wind generation with the ARRA is expected to be more than
twice that projected in the no-stimulus case, 201 billion kilowatthours
compared to 86 billion kilowatthours and estimated generation of 53
billion kilowatthours in 2008. Although wind capacity growth is
projected to slow significantly after the expiration of the Federal tax
credits in 2012, by 2030 total installed wind capacity is projected to be
. 67 percent greater because of the ARRA-stimulated growth than in the
no-stimulus case. ’ '

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 500 Page 2
Date of Response: February 6, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Elizabeth Hossner

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 502

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 502:

Please confirm that the PSM | modél does not use resource optimization algorithms but
instead calculates costs of specific resources compared to cost of a "genenc resource”.
If not, please explain why not.

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (*PSE”) can confirm the statement that the Portfolio
Screening Model | (‘PSM I”) does not use resource optimization algorithms in creating
the screening evaluation metrics. However, generic resource additions found in the “All
Generic” version of PSM | were created by the Portfolio Screening Model Ill optimization
from the same scenario.

Public Counsel’s characterization of PSM | in its Data Request No. 502 is incomplete.

- Page 158 of the Second Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Aliza Seelig, Exhibit
~No. ___(AS-3HC), describes how resources, like those received in response to the
2010 Request for Proposal (“RFP”), are used to displace generic resources and the
impact on the overall portfolio is measured. Thls measurement includes, but is not
limited to: :

o the difference in costs between the evaluated resources and the displaced
generic resource; :

o the portfolio impact of timing differences in when resources are placed into
service, and

e the change in market sales and purchases of electricity.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 502 ‘ ' Page 1
Date of Response: February 6, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig

‘('I’ /
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Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
* 2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 504

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 504:
Reference PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 402:

The PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 402 was not responsive in that
it did not provide the following information:

Please provide documentation or analysis developed by Navigant Consulting and/or
PSE supporting the method of calculating end effects as in the PSM | and PSM i1
Version 13.6 and Version 13.9 models.

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (“PSE”) disagrees that its Response to Public Counsel Data
Request No. 402 was not responsive. Nonetheless, Attached as Attachment A to Public
Counsel Data Request No. 504, please find the Navigant Portfolio Screening Model
Documentation presented to PSE on January 2004. Attachment A provides a high level
description of end effects. It does not provide an analysis of the end effect calculation
method used.

Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 504 is -
CONFIDENTIAL per Protective Order in WUTC Docket Nos. UE-111048/ UG-111049.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 504 Page 1
Date of Response: February 6, 2012 .

Person who Prepared the Response Jim Elsea

© Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 504

“CONFIDENTIAL” Table of Contents

DR NO.. — “CONFIDENTIAL” Material

504 Attachment A to PS.E’s Response to Public Cou'nse[ Data Request No.
504 is CONFIDENTIAL per Protective Order in WUTC Docket Nos.
UE-111048 / UG-111049.
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 397

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 397:

Please confirm that the PSM Il analysis savings results presented at the May 5, 2010,
Board Meeting represent portfolio savings supplied from LSR 1 plus other new wind -
resources proposals obtained through the 2010 RFP process that ultimately were not
selected by PSE, and therefore such savings do not represent the savings or customer
benefits supplied solely by LSR 1. If not, please explain why not.

Response:

No, Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (“PSE”) cannot confirm.the above. Atthe PSE Board of

Directors meeting dated May 5, 2010, PSE did not present a portfolio benefit savings
-metric from the Portfolio Screening Model Il (“PSM IIl") optimization model. PSE
presented portfolio benefits of each individual resource relative to a generic resource
as evaluated in the Portfolio Screening Model | (‘PSM I”) screening modél. In addition
- to the metrics from PSM I, PSE also presented the combination of resources selected

- by Version 13.6 of the PSM 11 optimization model. -PSE also had the results from the

Version 13.9 of the PSM I optimization model available for discussion at the PSE
Board of Directors meeting dated May 5, 2010.

PSE explained that—in all scenarios from Version 13.6 of the PSM il optimization _
model—it was cost-effective to accelerate the acquisition of wind resources from the
alternatives in the 2010 Request for Proposals (“2010 RFP”) before 2016. PSE also
explained the qualitative evaluation results of each resource alternative from the 2010
RFP. ' ‘ ‘

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 397 Page 1
Date of Response: January 27, 2012
- Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
_2011 General Rate Case

- PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 400

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 400:

Please provide the total expected costs for the "Resource Optimization" and "All

- Generic" cases, along with the resultant total Portfolio Benefit as derived from the
"Evaluation Summary" sheet for each of the PSM HlI Version 13.6 and Version 13.9
scenarios provided on Disc 4 of the workpapers of witness Seelig, and confirm that
these amounts include end effects as indicated by the Total Cost Summary in the
"Results Summary" sheet of each such PSM Il file.

Response:

The portfolio benefit found in Versions 13.6 and 13.9 of the Portfolio Screening Model Il
(“PSM HII") optimization model is-an unused calculation, and Puget Sound Energy, Inc.
(“PSE”) cannot verify the accuracy of the information presented in‘those cells. The
presentation of such metric in the PSM Il optimization model is a vestige from the
Portfolio Screening Model | (“PSM I} screening model and does not imply, .in any way,
that PSE conducted or relied upon this metric. ‘ '

As stated in PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 398, PSE does not
conduct a portfolio benefit analysis with the PSM ] optimization model because such
optimization model was not designed for such an analysis. The cells identified in PSE’s
Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 384 are less informative because such
metric compares two separately optimized portfolios where both portfolios reflect the
benefit of taking advantage of tax incentives early.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 400 ' Page 1
Date of Response: January 27, 2012 ’

Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 403

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 403:

Please indicate how long PSE has used the method of calculating end effects which
was used for the 2010 RFP evaluation for resource planning and evaluation purposes,
and describe any changes to this end effects calculation method that have been-
implemented by PSE since January of 2008. '

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (‘PSE”) started using the end effects calculation for the 2003
Least Cost Plan. PSE documented the methodology in the 2003 Least Cost Plan.
Appendix J to the April 2003 Least Cost Plan contains a discussion of the modeling
process and includes a description of the end effects calculation. The end effects
methodology has been used and reviewed in the evaluation of new resources since
2003. : ' '

PSE has not materially changed 'the end effect methodology between January 2008 and
the documented edits provided on pages 172-174 of Exhibit No. - (AS-3HCT).. PSE

. has kept a log of model edits from before January 2008, and such log can be found on
the “Update Log” tab of the Portfolio Screening Model | (*PSM I) screening model. A
similar log for the Portfolio Screening Model liI ("PSM 11I) optimization model can be
found on the “Comments” tab of the PSM IlI optimization model.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 403 , ’ Page 1
'Date of Response: January 27, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea ‘ ‘

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig -
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

'PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 404

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 404:

Please confirm that PSE's end effects calculation does not reflect the need to'add new
renewable resources to comply with RPS requirements after LSR 1 and other wind
resources retire. '

Response:

‘Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s ("PSE") models, as referenced in this case, do not use a
. replacement cost methodology to estimate the cost of end effects after the 20-year
planning horizon. In that regard, please see the following statement in the Prefiled
Rebuttal Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. - (AS-4HCT):

PSE'’s end effects calculation includes all the costs of resources assumed
during the 20-year planning horizon, the remaining rate base cost at the
end of the planning horizon, and any portfolio benefit from the book life - -
beyond the planning horizon.

Exhibit No. ___ (AS-4HCT) at page 32, lines 9-12.

PSE has used its current end effects methodology since the 2003 Least Cost Plan.
Please see PSE’s Response to Public Counsel’s Data Request No. 403.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 404 Page 1
Date of Response: January 27, 2012 : ' :
Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 407

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 407:

Please confirm that forecasted generation levels of renewable generation and other
generation resources used in PSE's end effects calculations for the PSM 11l Version
13.6 model used to calculate portfolio benefits presented at the May 5, 2010, Board
Meeting were not produced from a production cost simulation model, but instead were
simply extrapolated based on the average level of generation over the 2026-2029
period. If not confirmed, please explain.’ S

Response:

No. Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (‘PSE”) uses the AURORAxmp model to forecast
generation during the first twenty years of Version 13.6 of the Portfolio Screening
Model il (“PSM {II") optimization model. For the levels of generation in the end effects
- period, the PSM Il optimization model uses an average generation based on years
2026-2029 from the AURORAxmp model to project plant output. :

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 407 Page 1
. 'Date of Response: January 27, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea

- Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 409

- PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 409:

~ RE: Addendum LSRWP Appendix M and PSM Ill Version 13.9 runs included on
Disk 4 of witness Seelig's workpapers.

Please confirm that in two of the five scenarios evaluated LSR 1 was not selected as an
optimal resource, and that in the other three scenarios evaluated the total portfolio
benefit, including benefits attributable to LSR 1 and other new wind resources, was
approximately 0.2% (two tenths of one percent) of the estimated totat cost of the All
Generic portfolio alternatives including end effects. If not confirmed, please explain why
not. : '

Response:

Public Counsel did not make its calculation available to Puget Sound Energy, Inc. -
("PSE”) for confirmation. Therefore, PSE can neither confirm nor deny that “in two of
the five scenarios evaluated LSR 1 was not selected as an optimal resource, and that in
the other three scenarios evaluated the total portfolio benefit, including benefits
attributable to LSR 1 and other new wind resources, was approximately 0.2% (two

tenths of one percent) of the estimated total cost of the All Generic portfolio alternatives

~ including end effects.” If and to the extent that Public Counsel’s calculation relies on the
portfolio benefit found in Versions 13.6 and 13.9 of the Portfolio Screening Model 111

B (“PSM 1iI") optimization model, PSE does not conduct a portfolio benefit analysis with

the PSM Il optimization model because such optimization model was not designed for
such an analysis. Please see PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request Nos.
394, 396, 398, 399 and 400. ‘ '

The Addendum to Appendix M provided as the First Exhibit to the Prefiled Rebuttal
Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. __ (AS-5HC), shows that Version 13.9.1 of
the PSM Il optimization model selected Phase 1 of the Lower Snake River Wind Project
(“LSR Phase 1) in five of the seven analyses. Two of these analyses were designed to
examine the potential extension of production tax credits ("PTCs"), which was the
primary reason PSE initiated this analysis. Although LSR Phase 1 was not initially
selected by version 13.9.1 of the PSM Ill optimization model in the low growth scenario

PSE's.Response to Public Counsel Data Request No..409 Page 1
Date of Response: January 27, 2012 :

Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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and the low growth. with Base Cap Ex scenario, PSE reoptimized the portfolio with LSR

. Phase 1 in the Low Growth Base Capex scenario and found an additional $39 million of
benefit when compared to the "Resource Optimized” portfolio in the Low Growth Base

' CapEx scenario that did not include LSR Phase 1. :

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 409 Page 2
Date of Response: January 27, 2012 ‘

Person who Prepared the Response: Aliza Seelig

Witness Knowledgeahie About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 425

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 425:

RE: Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, p. 4.

Please provide all models for the analysis described on lines 5-12, indicate whether this
was a new analysis performed for rebuttal testimony, and, if so, identify the versions of
the models used and any Changés in inputs or modeling methods that were applied
when compared to the model versions that were relied upon at the time of the May 5,
2010 Board Meeting.

Response:

The information described on page 4, lines 5-12, of the Prefiled Rebuttal Testimony of
Ms. Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. ___ (AS-4HCT), is data that are available in the working
Portfolio Screening Model I (*PSM HI”) optimization models provided in the workpapers
- supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. __ (AS-1HCT).
PSE revised the Business As Usual (“BAU”) price scenario from the 2010 Request for
Proposals ("2010 RFP"). Please see PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data: Request
Nos. 345 and 386 for the revised BAU scenarios from versions 13.6 and 13.9.1 of the
PSM lll optimization model. The PSM I optimization model constructs the least cost
portfolio by changing the decision variables in the PSM Il optimization model’s “LP
Problem worksheet. .

By comparing the “LPProblem” worksheets between two sets of Version 13.9.1 PSM il
optimization models, it is possible to identify the changes made to the input decision
variables. The primary change in decision variables is that PSE removed Phase 1 of
the Lower Snake River Wind Project from 2012 and inserted an equivalent size project
in 2016. The PSM lll optimization - model files supporting the column titled “Portfolio
Cost with Generic Equivalent in 2016” in Table 2 of the Prefiled Rebuttal Testimony of
Ms. Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. _ (AS-4HCT), contain identical scenario input
assumptions, financial inputs for all resource alternatives, and calculation logic as the
models used in the first column “Portfolio Cost with LSR Phase 1 in 2012,” which had
been run and were available for the PSE Board of Directors meeting dated May 5, 2010.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 425 . Page 1
Date of Response: January 27, 2012 ‘ ' ‘

" Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts and Aliza Seelig

‘Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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»Docket‘ Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 426

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 426:

Please provnde electronic models and underlying calculations supportlng each of the
tables presented in Exhibit No. AS-4HCT.

Response:

Please see the following locations for source data used in the tables found in the
Prefiled Rebuttal Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig, Exhibit No. __ (AS-4HCT). -

Table 1:

Please see Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s (‘PSE”) Reépohse to Pu.blic

Counsel Data Request No. 425.
Table 2: Please see PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 425.
Table 3: There are no underlying models or calculatlons used to present this data.
Table 4: Please see PSE’s Response to Pubhc Counsel Data Request No. 345.
Table 5: Please see Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data
: Request No. 426.
Table 6: Information in Table 6 derived from models whose locations are provided
‘ in Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request
No. 364.
Table 7: There are no underlying models or calcula’nons used to present thls data.
Table 8: Information in Table 8. denved from models whose locations are provided
' in Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request
No. 349
PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 426 ' . ' Page 1

Date of Response: January 27, 2012
Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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Table 10:
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Information in this table and model is found in the “Summary and Tables”
worksheet of the following spreadsheet found in DVD Disc 1 of the
Workpapers supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig,
Exhibit No. __ (AS-1HCT), at the following folder location:

AS-WP (C)
AS-WP (C) LSR Dev Plan
(C) Backup LSR MW and Schedule
(C) DCF Excel Model Development Schedule
(C) DCF for May 2010 BOD.xls

Information in this table is available in Attachment C of PSE s Response to
Public Counsel Data Request No. 345. The location of models used to
create this table can be found in PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data
Request Nos. 38 and 345.

PSE'’s Response to Pubhc Caunsel Data Request No. 426 ' ‘Page 2
Date of Response: January 27, 2012 :
Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts ’

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seehg
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.Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
~ 2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 428

- PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 428:

RE: Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, p. 7.

Please confirm that the results. of the re-run of the 2009 IRP analysis were the basis for
PSE's decision to solicit wind resources in the 2010 RFP.

Response:

As described in pages 6 through 12 of the Prefiled Rebuttal Testimony of Ms. Aliza
‘Seelig, Exhibit No. ___(AS-1HCT), Puget Sound Energy's ("PSE") decision to solicit
wind resources in the 2010 Request for Proposals for All Generation Sources ("2010
'RFP") was informed by the results of the 2009 Integrated Resource Plan ("2009 IRP™).
The 2009 IRP found that it was lower cost to build wind early to take advantage of

- expiring tax credits rather than build the wind just in time to meet renewable need. The
re-run of the 2009 IRP further confirmed that the lowest cost resource strategy includes
building wind early to take advantage of expiring tax incentives rather than building
renewable resources just in time to meet need. Finally, the results of the 2010 RFP
confirmed the 2009 IRP’s finding that it was lower cost to build wind early to take

- advantage of expiring tax credits rather than build the wind just in time to meet
renewable need.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 428 v Page 1
Date of Response: January 27, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Zac Yanez.

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 495

'PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 495:

Please confirm that each of the PSM 1l analyses presented in the May 5, 2010 Board
Meeting presentation included proposed wind resources other than LSR 1 that PSE's
staff dld not recommend for approval.

Response:

Yes, the wind resources referenced in Public Counsel Data Request No. 495 were not
recommended for approval but were presented as resources that required further
evaluation: In addition to presenting the results from quantitative analysis, the Board
was also presented with qualitative analysis that identified key risks for these proposals.
The qualitative review and assessment of these proposals can be found on pages 55-
60, 204- 207, 209, 210, and 216- 224 of Exhibit No. _ (RG-13HC).

One significant risk that the majority of these proposals shared was that the quoted
pricing that the quantitative analysis was based on was contingent on successfully

" obtaining the Section 1603 Treasury Grant. As Puget Sound Energy, Inc. reviewed the
development schedule for these proposals, it was discovered that there was significant
risk that these projects probably would not meet the Section 1603 Treasury Grant
deadlines that existed at the time of the May 5, 2010 Board meeting.

. PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 495 Page 1
Date of Response: February 6, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig / Roger Garratt
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PUBLIC CQUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 415

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 415:

RE: Exhibit No. RG-28CT, p. 16.

Please confirm that PSE's contractual obligation to sell RECs to SCE, and SCE's
- obligation to purchase RECs from PSE, under the referenced second REC sale contract
with SCE, was contingent upon CPUC approval of the contract and that this approval
not yet known on'May 5, 2010.

Response:

Yes. Please also see Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s Response to Public Counsel Data
Request No. 415.

PSE’s Response to Public Counse! Data Request No 415 - ' Page 1
Date of Response: January 27, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Anna Mikelsen / Mlchael Mullally

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSVPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 416

* PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 416:
RE: Exhibit No. RG-28CT, p. 16.

Please confirm that the forecasted REC sales to SCE under the contract was included -
in each of the PSM | and PSM Ill Version 13.6 and 13.9 analyses that were included in
Disc 4 of witness Seelig's workpapers, and which were presented to support selection of
LSR 1 at the May 5, 2010, Board Meeting. If not, please explain why not.

Response:

Please see Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s First Supplemental Response to Public Counsel
Data Request No. 320 for a description of the Renewable Energy Certificate (‘REC”)
sales contract between Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (“PSE”) and Southern California
Edison (*SCE”). All versions of the Portfolio Screening Model | (‘PSM I”) screening
model and the Portfolio Screening Model Il (“PSM III”) optimization model included in
Disc 4 of the workpapers supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig
reflected this. contractual commitment. : :

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 416 C Page 1
Date of Response: January 27, 2012 »

Person-who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig / Roger Garratt
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s '
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 417

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 417:

RE: Exhibit No. RG-28CT, p. 16.

Before May 5, 2010, did PSE evaluate scenarios which considered potential availability
of RECs from the sale contract that could be used, in light of the uncertainty which
existed. If not, please explain why not. If so, please provide the models which
-evaluated this issue. < '

Response:

- Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (“PSE”) did not evaluate scenarios that excluded PSE’s
contractual commitments to sell renewable energy credits to Southern California Edison
because these contractual commitments were firm commitments based on what PSE
knew at the time. ' ' ‘

PSE’s renewable energy credit (‘REC”) agreement with Southern California Edison
(*SCE”) was fully-executed (i.e. signed by an authorized representative of each entity)
on May 29, 2009, and governed by the WSPP Master Agreement existing between PSE
and SCE. The WSPP Master Agreement has specific provisions to address, among
other things, dispute resolution and damages, should one party breach its obligations
under the agreement. Once an agreemerit is fully-executed, it is binding between the
parties, and, in this agreement, subject to the satisfaction of the conditions specified
within the agreement (and found on pages 2-3 of Attachment C of PSE’s Response to
Public Counsel Data Request No. 277). ' -

This agreement, like other Renewable Portfolio Standard (‘RPS”) agreements executed
by California investor-owned utilities, is subject to approval from the California Public
Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) prior to commencement of the delivery term specified in
the agreement. Different from the cost recovery process in Washington, California
investor-owned utilities obtain cost recovery authorization from their CPUC in advance
of receiving and remitting payment for the energy and/or RECs under an agreement.

-~ With respéct to the PSE and SCE agreement, once fully-executed, neither party without
consequence, could terminate the agreement and the obligations set forth within,

PSE’'s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 417 . Page 1-
Date of Response: January 27, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Anna Mikelsen / Michael Mullally

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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without receiving a final order from the CPUC (with the exceptlon of no action taken by
the CPUC by the specified date i in the agreement).

- CP_UC approval'of the agreement had not been obtained on May 5, 2010. The PSE
Board of Directors was aware that PSE was selling RECs to California utilities and the
projected volumes of such sales. Moreover, PSE and SCE had no reason to suspect
that the CPUC would reject the agreement. Indeed, the CPUC had approved three
REC sale agreements that involved PSE prior to the PSE Board of Directors meeting on
May 5, 2010. Please see Attachments A and B to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel
Data Request No. 277 for copies of PSE REC sale agreements approved by the CPUC
in June 2009 and October 2009, respectively. Please also see Attachment D to PSE’s
Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 277 for a copy of a REC sale agreement
that received final CPUC approval in June 2010. Based on the three previous CPUC

-approvals, PSE management had no reason to suspect that the CPUC would reject the
last SCE agreement. - :

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 417 . Page 2
Date of Response: January 27, 2012 - : .
Person who Prepared the Response: Anna Mikelsen / Michael Mullally

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Roger Garratt / Aliza Seelig
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Date of Response: January 27, 2012
Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig

Exhibit No.
Page\
BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case
PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 419
- PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 419:
RE: Exhibit No. RG-28CT, p. 19-20.
Please identify all of the "All Generic” PSM I and PSM Ill (Versions 13.6 and 13.9)
which were provided on Disc 4 of withess Seelig's workpapers and relied upon to
support the recommendation to construct LSR 1 at the May 5; 2010, Board Meeting, in
which the first generic wind resource was added in 2016 or later. '
Resgonse'
Only one version of the "All Generic" Version 13.9.1 of the Portfolio Screening Model |l
(“PSM I’ optimization model chose to wait until 2016 to build generic wind resources.
This version of the optimization model was a sensitivity analysis to the 2010 Trends
scenario in which production tax credits were extended through 2020. This analysis is
discussed in detail on pages 18-20 of the Prefiled Rebuttal Testimony of Ms. Aliza
Seelig, Exhibit No. ___ (AS-4HCT), and can be found in the following location on DVD
Disc 4 of the workpapers supporting the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Ms. Aliza Seelig:
AS-WP (HC)
AS-WP (HC) Renewable Phase ll
PSM HIl Models
PSM [l Version 13.9
2010 Trends
All Generic_2020 ITC PSM v 13.9 Trends.xls

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 419 : Page 1 |

oL

of |
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Exhibit No. AS-73HC CX
REDACTED VERSION

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL “Addendum LSR WP
- Appendix M-Development Plan”

IS HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL IN ITS ENTIRETY

PAGES 1 THROUGH 6
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Exhibit No. AS-74HC CX
REDACTED VERSION

H_IGHLY CONFIDENTIAL “All Generic vs. Optimized Wind
Resource Additions”

IS HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL IN ITS ENTIRETY

PAGES 1 THROUGH 28
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Exhibit No. AS-75HC CX
REDACTED VERSION

" HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL “2010 TRENDS NEW RE.SOURCE
OPTIMIZATION (PSM III VERSION 13.9.1), COMMENTS TAB”

- IS HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL IN ITS ENTIRETY

PAGES 1 THROUGH 9
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Exhibit No. AS-76HC CX
REDACTED VERSION

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL “PSM II1 ANALYSIS FOR 2010 RFP”
IS HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL IN ITS ENTIRETY

PAGES 1 THROUGH 14
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Exhibit No. AS-77HC CX
REDACTED VERSION

" HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL “CHANGES IN WIND REVENUES ($/MWH)
 DUE TO END EFFECTS TRENDING MODIFICATION”

IS HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL IN ITS ENTIRETY

PAGES 1 THROUGH 14
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Exhibit No. AS-78HC CX
REDACTED VERSION

'HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL AND CONFIDENTIAL
WORKPAPERS OF ALIZA SEELIG
(ELECTRONIC FORM ONLY - PROVIDED ON DVDs)
IS HIGHLY CONFIDENTiAL AND CONFIDENTIAL IN ITS ENTIRETY

(DISKS 1 - 8)



Dockets UE-111048 UG-111049 o/
Exhibit No. _HS™ 11 ‘/,7[

 Pagel of |

: BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and uUG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 511

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 511:
RE: PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 425.

PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 425 is non-responsive. PC-425
asked PSE to provide all models used for the analysis described on lines 5-12, of page
4 of Exhibit No. AS-4HCT, however the response did not provide the models used for
the described analysis. As originally requested, please provide these models, and
identify where within Ms. Seelig's workpapers these models are located.

Response:

Files used in the column “Portfolio Cost with Generic Equivalent in 2016" of Table 2 can -
be found in the folder named “LSR in 2016”. Files used in the column “Portfolio Cost
with LSR Phase 1 in 2012” of Table 2 are the Portfolio Screening Model HI (‘PSM II")
version 13.9 “Resource Optimization” models found in the following locations:

For the 2010 Trends, Green Wofld, and Low Growth w/ Base CapEx scenarios, see
. Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s ("PSE") Response to Public Counsel Data Request
No. 364. ' - '

For the Bvusiness as Usual (corrected market prices) scenario, see PSE’s Reéponse to
Public Counsel Data Request No. 386. »

For the Low Growth scenario, see the folder named “LSR in 2012” in Ms. Seelig’s
rebuttal testimony workpapers. Lower Snake River (“LSR”) Phase 1 was not originally
selected in the Low Growth scenario, so for this example PSE created a version of PSM
Ill where LSR Phase 1 was selected in 2012. '

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 511 . Page 1
Date of Response: February 8, 2012 ‘

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMlSSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 512

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 512:

RE: PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 425.

PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 425 is non-responsive. PC-425
asked whether the analysis described on lines 5-12, of page 4 of Exhibit No. AS-4HCT
was a new analysis performed for the rebuttal testimony, however the response did not
reply to this question. As originally requested, please indicate whether the referenced
analysis was a new analysis performed for the rebuttal testimony.

" Response:

The analysis referenced in Public Counsel Data Request No. 512 is not new analysis in
the sense that this information was available in the models provided in the workpapers

_of Aliza Seelig. These models are the Portfolio Screening Model lll (‘PSM 1II") version
13.9 optimization models where the locations are identified in Puget Sound Energy,
Inc.’s (“PSE”) Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 511.

What is new is the presentation of results, since some of the portfolios presented in
Table 2 of Exhibit No. __ (AS-4HCT) are less than optimal. The purpose of the

exercise described in lines 5-12 on page 5, and illustrated in Table 2, of Exhibit

No. _ (AS-4HCT) s to refute Public Counsel's claim that Lower Snake River (‘LSR”)
Phase 1 “is not expected to benefit customers when compared to the “No Early Wind”
alternative for the next 20 years”, as stated on lines 10-12 of Exhibit No. ___(SN-1CT).
By comparing the results shown in Table 2, PSE demonstrates that Public Counsel's -
statement is not accurate.

PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 425 describes the use of an
existing optimization model, PSM Il version 13.9.1, with identical scenario input
assumptions. To understand that it is not new analysis, consider this analogy: an
optimization model is like an educational 35mm filmstrip. Each frame is a portfolio of
resources to be evaluated.  Using this analogy, the optimization model runs through the
full filmstrip looking for the frame with the lowest cost combination of resources. The
analysis described on page 4, lines 5-12, of Exhibit No. __ (AS-4HCT) is indicative of

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 512 Page 1

. Date of Response: February 8, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea
Withess Knowledaeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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stopping on two separate frames of the filmstrip and comparing the costs. This is not
new analysis, but rather a look at the model on two different frames. The first frame
shows the portfolio costs assuming LSR Phase 1 with a commercial operation date in
2012. The second frame shows the portfolio costs if LSR Phase 1 is replaced by a
similarly sized alternative plant with a commercial operation date in 2016.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 512 ’ Page 2
Date of Response: February 8, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Jim Elsea

Witnaee Knmwladmeahla Abhnnit the Reasnonse: Aliza Seelia
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
B 2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 513

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 513:
RE: PSE Response to Public Counéel Data Request No. 425.

PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 425 is non-responsive. PC-425
requested that, if the analysis described on lines 5-12, of page 4 of Exhibit No. AS-
4HCT was a new analysis performed for the rebuttal testimony, PSE identify the
versions of the models used and any changes in inputs or modeling methods that were
applied when compared to the model versions that were relied upon at the time of the
May 5, 2010 Board Meeting. However, PSE's response did not provide the requested
information. As originally requested, please identify the versions of the models used
and any changes in inputs or modeling methods that were applied when compared to
the model versions that were relied upon at the time of the May 5, 2010 Board Meeting.

Response:

The model referenced in Public Counsel Dafa Request No. 513 was Portfolio Screening
Model HI (“PSM lII") version 13.9.1 optimization model. See Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s -
(‘PSE”) Response to Public Counsel Data Request Nos. 511 and 512.

.PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 425 indicates that changes in the
input decision variables could be identified by comparing the “LPProblem” worksheets..
An examination of the input decision variables shows that PSE assumed the acquisition

- of 3.4 generic wind plants, or 340 MW in 2016. The orlglnal models which had been run
and were available for the PSE Board of Directors meeting dated May 5, 2010 would
have only had an integer choice for the number of plants in 2016 resulting in 100 MW,
200 MW, 300 MW, 400 MW or 500 MW. See PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data
Request No. 512 for an explanation of how the models were used in the analy3|s
described on lines 5-12, of page 4 of Exhibit No. _ (AS-4HCT).

. Other than the integer modification of 3.4 generic wind plants in 2016 and removal of
Lower Snake River Phase 1 from 2012, there are no other input changes to the models
which had been run and were available for the PSE Board of Directors meeting dated
May 5, 2010.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 513 . Page 1
Date of Response: February 8, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response:- Jim Elsea

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig



Dockets UE-111048 UG-111049

Exhibit No. ﬁ")z L'}l
Page [ ¢.f [

BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 514

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 514:

RE: PSE Response to'Puinc Counsel Data Request No. 426.

PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 426 is non-responsive. PC- 426
requested that PSE provide electronic models and underlying calculations supporting
each of the tables presented in Exhibit No. AS-4HCT. PSE's response referred to the
PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 425 as the source of the requested
information for Table 1 of Exhibit No. AS-4HCT. However, the response to PC-425
does not provide the electronic models and underlying calculations supporting Table 1
of Ms. Seelig's rebuttal testimony. Please provide this information for Table 1 as
originally requested in PC-426, and identify where within Ms Seelig's workpapers these -
models and calculatlons are located.

Response:

Support for Table 1 of Exhibit No. ___(AS-4HCT) can be found in the electronic
workpapers of Aliza Seelig’s rebuttal testimony. Please review the file named “AS-
4HCT Table 1.xlIs”. ~ : :

Values shown in the row named “PV (Benefit) of Cash Grant” Var'e described in Puget
Sound Energy, Inc.’s (“PSE") Response to'Public Counsel Data Request No. 52.

~ Values shown in the row named “PV (Benefit) of Sales Tax Exempﬁon” are described in
PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 54.

Values shown in the row named “Net PV (Benefit)” are shown in Table 2 of Exhibit

____(AS-4HCT) in the column “Cost / (Benefit) of Building LSR Phase 1 Early”. The
Iocatlon of the electronic models used to calculate these values are provnded in PSE’s
Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 511.

Values shown in the row named “PV Cost / (Beneﬁt) other Portfolio” is the Net PV
- (Benefit) less the sum of the PV (Benefit) of Cash Grant and the PV (Benefit) of Sales
Tax Exemption.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 514 Page 1
Date of Response: February 8, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 515

: PUBLI‘C COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 515:

" RE: PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 426.

PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 426 is non-responsive. PSE
Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 426 is non-responsive. PC-426
requested that PSE provide electronic models and underlying calculations supporting
each of the tables presented in Exhibit No. AS-4HCT. PSE's response referred to the
PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 425 as the source of the requested
information for Table 2 of Ms. Seelig's rebuttal testimony. However, the response to
PC-425 does not provide the electronic models and underlying calculations supporting
Table 2 of Exhibit No. AS-4HCT. Please provide this information for Table 2 as

originally requested in PC-426, and identify where within Ms. Seelig's workpapers these
models and calculations are located.

Response:

Please see Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No.
511. ~

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Reguest No. 515 : Page 1
Date of Response: February 8, 2012 ' ) ;
Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watls

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response:” Aliza Seelig
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'BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND{TR'ANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 516

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 516:

Please provide the PSM Ill models used to calculate the "All Generic" total cost
amounts as reflected in cell B14 of the "Evaluation Summary" tab of each of the seven
PSM Il "Resource Optimization" models included in the workpapers for Ms. Seelig's
rebuttal testimony.

Response:

The “All Generic” optimizations of Portfolio Screening Model Hll (*PSM 1II”) for each of
the seven files provided in Aliza Seelig’s rebuttal workpapers can be found in the -
following locations: :

" For the 2010 Trends, 2010 Trends (2020 ITC), Low Growth, and Low Growth w/ Base
CapEx scenarios, please see Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s (“PSE”) Response to Public
Counsel Data Request No. 364.

For the Business as Usual (corrected market prices) scenario, please} see PSE'’s
Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 386. '

For the Green World scenario, please see PSE’s Response to Publlc Counsel Data
Request No. 491.

Please see PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request Nos. 398, 400, and 480
where it is explained why PSE did not rely upon cell B14 of the “Evaluatlon Summary”
worksheet in PSM lIl.

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 516 Page 1
Date of Response: February 8, 2012

Person who Prepared the Response: Spencer Watts
VAT Fm e e Wnmardadamsabina Ablarid tha DAacmAanees At~ Ol
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

. PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 522

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 522:
RE: Exhibit No. AS-3HC, p. 204 and 205.

For each proposal and project listed on Exhibit No. AS-3HC, p. 204-205 that was
, Teviewed as a part of the March-April 2010 Renewable Resources Evaluation, please
provide the following information:

The date on which its Phase | Screening Analysis began,

The date on which its Phase | Screening Analysis was complete,

The date on which its Phase It Analysis began,

The date on which its Phase Il Analysis was complete,

The date PSE notified the bidder of |ts status related o Phase | and/or Phase Il
of the evaluatlon

.‘DF’-.O.U'P’

Response: |

The renewable Phase | screening analysis began on March 3, 2010.

b. All proposals received in response to Puget Sound Energy, Inc.’s 2010
Request for Proposal were quantitatively evaluated in the Portfolio Screening
Model | ("PSM I") and presented in a weekly evaluation team meeting by April
7,2010. However, after the identification of a candidate short-list, additional
screening analysis was performed when an unsolicited proposal or an update
to an existing proposal was received. Quantitative analysts also contin,ued to
peer review the PSM I results and made adjustments as necessary.

C. Resource inputs used in the quantitative analySIs of the renewable Phase Il
began development on April 1, 2010. Phase Il qualitative analysis began
once a proposal was revnewed in a weekly evaluation team meeting and was
selected to be evaluated in Phase Il -

Phase Il analysis was completed on April 22, 2010.

e. Please see Public Counsel Data Request No. 521.

_ PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 522 ' Page 1
Date of Response: February 8, 2012
Person who Prepared the Response: Chris Bevil

Withace Knnudadnaohla Ahnnt tha Racnanca: Aliva Caalin
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Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case-

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 524

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 524:

RE: Exhibit No. AS-3HC, p. 472.
Please provide:

a; the dates on which the Reevaluation of LSR Phase | took place,
b. the dates on which “several companies resubmitted renewable resource
proposals to PSE,”

c. the dates on which “PSE received several new renewable resource prOJect
proposals.” :

Resgonse:

a. The date the reevaluation of Lower Snake River Phase | was concluded was
June 30, 2010. .See Exhibit No. . (AS-3HC), pages 472 and 475.

b. See Exhibit No. ___ (AS-3HC), page 101 showing unsolicited (or new)
proposals and re-priced (or resubmitted) proposals through July 2010. See
Exhibit No. __ (AS-3HC), page 244 and 245, which shows unsolicited (or
new) and re-priced (or resubmitted) proposals received up until the June 17,
2010 EMC meeting. ,

"c. . See Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s Response to Public Counsel Data Réquest
No. 524(b).
PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 524 _ ’ Page 1

Date of Response: February 8;.2012:

Person who Prepared the Response: Chris Bevil
WWhtnace WnmsidAadamakhla Alart $he D Aacemmems Alimem Ol
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Docket Nos. UE-111048 and UG-111049
Puget Sound Energy, Inc.'s
2011 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 528

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 528:

When was the 2010 RFP Process Document (Exhibit No. AS-3HC) written?

Response:

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. ("PSE") began to compile the contemporaneous
documentation included in its 2010 Request for Proposal (“RFP”) Process Document as
early as March 2, 2010, the date proposals were due. PSE continued to develop and
edit the document throughout the RFP evaluation process and beyond. The document
was formally finalized as the Third Exhibit to Aliza Seelig's Prefiled Direct Testimony,
Exhibit No. ___(AS-3HC), on June 13, 2011. -

PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 528 Page 1
Date of Response: February 8, 2012 : : '
Person who Prepared the Response: Sheri Maynard

Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Aliza Seelig
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