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Public
Participation

This appendix describes public involvement in the development of the 2021
PSE IRP.
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A Public Participation

1. OVERVIEW

Public engagement is both a required and essential part of developing PSE’s Integrated
Resource Plan. For this IRP, PSE adopted guidelines from the International Association of Public
Participation (IAP2), expanded its outreach to stakeholders, and developed a structure to
increase PSE’s accountability to stakeholders and clearly demonstrate how stakeholder feedback
was incorporated in the IRP.

This engagement generated valuable constructive feedback, and the suggestions and practical
information received from organizations and individuals helped to guide both the public
participation process and inform key components of the 2021 IRP analysis. We thank those who
took part for both the time and energy they invested, and we encourage their continued
participation.

By the time the draft 2021 IRP is filed with the WUTC, 11 public meetings will have been
held, as well as dozens of informal meetings, phone and email communications. More than
175 individuals representing 75 advocacy groups, regulators, industries, customers and
interested members of the public have participated. Two additional meetings will be held by the
time the final 2021 IRP is filed with the WUTC, and those meetings will be added to this
record.

All materials related to the 2021 PSE IRP public participation process can be found at
pse.com/irp. This includes meeting agendas; presentations and datasets; meeting
recordings, attendance and chat transcripts; Feedback Reports; and Consultation Updates.
The meeting attendance and chat transcripts, Feedback Reports and Consultation Updates
are also attached to this Appendix.

PSE hired stakeholder engagement specialists to help develop the Public Participation Plan,
provide independent meeting facilitation, develop meeting and public comment guidelines,
assist with the meeting documentation, and suggest adjustments to the meetings to promote
communication and stakeholder engagement. The consultant supporting the 2021 IRP public
participation process was Envirolssues.
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A Public Participation

2. 2021 PSE IRP PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN

The IAP2 public participation framework was introduced to PSE by stakeholders during the 2019
IRP public engagement process and adopted by PSE for the 2021 IRP. The IAP2 framework,
along with various public participation techniques, allowed PSE to design and implement an
effective process that allowed stakeholders to clearly understand where they could influence
components of key inputs, assumptions and decisions. All meetings were open to all people and
there were no exclusions to participation in any topic. Due to COVID-19, all stakeholder
engagement was virtual, using various online platforms. Although online platforms are no
replacement for in-person meetings and discussions, we believe this resulted in increased
participation by a more diverse group of stakeholders from our service territory compared to past
IRPs.

IAP2 Framework

IAP2 uses a framework for the level of influence stakeholders can have in a public process called
the Spectrum of Public Participation (Spectrum). To identify the role of stakeholders on this
spectrum, the IRP project team considered how stakeholder input will be used, what stakeholder
input can change, and how stakeholder input will affect the subsequent planning processes in the
long term. PSE identified three types of engagement on the spectrum that were most important in
its planning for public participation. They were:

To inform: To provide the public with balanced and objective information to assist them in
understanding the problem, alternatives and/or solutions

To consult: To obtain public feedback on analysis, alternatives and/or decisions

To involve: To work directly with the public throughout the process to ensure that public
concerns and aspirations are consistently understood and considered.

Given the time constraints for the 2021 IRP, the remote nature of participation due to COVID-19,
and the use of established technical methodology to complete the 2021 IRP, the team elected to
inform stakeholders of IRP progress at key decision points, and to consult and involve groups of
stakeholders to provide input on certain IRP components throughout the process.
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A Public Participation

During the 2021 IRP, PSE promised to:

o Keep stakeholders informed of the IRP process, draft and filings to assist them in
understanding the IRP.

e Listen to and acknowledge concerns and aspirations from highly impacted stakeholders
and to demonstrate how public feedback influenced decisions.

Key Messages

During the 2021 IRP process, PSE focused on the following key messages:

o PSE is developing a plan that identifies how we provide cost-effective electricity to our
customers for the next twenty years. The plan helps guide investments in acquiring
energy to ensure customer needs are met, while also considering social and
environmental concerns.

e PSE believes stakeholder input can and should improve the 2021 IRP and will clearly
identify where and how stakeholder input can inform the plan.

e Requirements in the Washington State Clean Energy Transformation Act will be reflected
in the 2021 IRP, including development of a 10-year Clean Energy Action Plan.

e The IRP will carefully consider the impacts of various conservation and energy resources
against the needs and barriers faced by low-income and other vulnerable communities.

¢ Informing, involving and consulting stakeholders will help ensure that a comprehensive
set of elements are considered in developing the IRP.

e PSE is working to integrate the IRP process with the Delivery System Planning process
so stakeholders understand the interconnection and can easily participate in both.

o PSE will seek input on how to improve stakeholder involvement in future plans.
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A Public Participation

IRP Milestones, Public Participation Techniques and
Objectives

Setting IRP Milestones

The IAP2 framework for effective public participation identifies the need for strong linkages and
integration of public participation and technical work. In order to identify the key project
milestones and decision points where stakeholders should be informed, or where PSE should
work with stakeholders to receive input on project components, Envirolssues worked with the IRP
technical team in a workshop to align technical work with specific participation objectives and
place them on the IRP development timeline.

Clear objectives then lead to selection of participation techniques to promote PSE meeting those

objectives. The goal was for PSE technical staff to work with stakeholders on the coordination of

project milestones by aligning participation objectives and techniques, and clearly communicating
when stakeholders have the opportunity to provide input and feedback to specific IRP topics.

Participation Techniques and Objectives

WEBSITE IMPROVEMENTS: The project website was redesigned in early 2020 to facilitate
pubic involvement. All Webinar registration information, agendas, presentation materials and
technical documents, Feedback Reports and Consultation Updates were posted to pse.com/irp.
An online Feedback Form invited stakeholders to provide input, suggestions and comments. To
evaluate the technique, the website was monitored for time spent on site, pages visited and
trends in visits over time.

PUBLIC WEBINARS. PSE was not able to conduct in-person meetings due to COVID-19
restrictions, and as a result online webinars replaced in-person meetings. These webinars were
designed to inform, consult and involve stakeholders on key milestones and topics involved in the
development of the IRP. During each webinar, stakeholders were able to ask questions and make
comments verbally or through the online chat feature. Participation was facilitated by
Envirolssues to allow PSE to focus on the technical content of the presentations. If a question
was not answered during the meeting, it was added to the meeting Feedback Report and PSE
responded in writing. One week before each webinar, meeting reminders were emailed to alert
stakeholders that the meeting materials had been posted to pse.com/irp and Feedback Forms
were open. One day after each meeting, PSE posted the webinar recordings and chat
transcripts to pse.com/irp.
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A Public Participation

WEBINAR RECORDINGS. All webinars were recorded and posted online one day after the
meeting. The recordings included a voice recording, thumbnail versions of the slides used to
support the meeting discussion and a written transcript for easy searching. Speakers’ names are
included in the transcript. The webinar recordings were used to promote participation by
stakeholders who could not attend but wanted to stay involved and provide feedback. PSE
accepted all stakeholder feedback, whether a stakeholder attended the webinar or not.

WEBINAR Q&A (chat) LOG. GoToMeeting was the primary online platform used to support the
Webinars. All comments and questions received through the online chat were documented in the
Webinar Q&A Log and posted online one day after each meeting. The chat log documentation
includes a list of all attendees along with a name, timestamp and the comment made by each
participant. Questions asked via the chat or verbally were answered by PSE verbally and are
captured on the webinar recording. Any questions not answered during the webinar were added
to the Feedback Report and answered by PSE in writing.

FEEDBACK FORMS. An online Feedback Form at pse.com/irp was designed to promote topic-
specific suggestions and questions related to each public webinar. The feedback form was
opened one week before the webinar and feedback was due one week after the meeting.
Stakeholders used the Feedback Form to submit questions regarding the webinar presentation in
advance of the meeting, and PSE typically answered those questions during the meeting.
Following the webinar, stakeholders used the Feedback Form to provide specific input to PSE
regarding the IRP analysis and materials presented. At all times stakeholders could submit
questions and comments at pse.com/irp to a general comment form.

FEEDBACK REPORTS were posted to pse.com/irp two weeks after each meeting. These
reports included all input, questions and comments received from stakeholders and written PSE
responses to all feedback. The goal was to promote PSE accountability and foster two-way
communication. When PSE did not have sufficient time to respond to all stakeholder feedback
and/or if follow-up meetings were necessary to clarify input, PSE provided a response in the
Consultation Update.

FOLLOW-UP MEETINGS. Follow-up meetings to the Feedback Reports allowed PSE to engage
with stakeholders to clarify their input and/or engage in dialog. These gatherings were organized
on an as needed basis and helped to further develop PSE’s Consultation Updates.

CONSULTATION UPDATES were posted to pse.com/irp three weeks after each meeting.
These summaries of the consultation activity (follow-up calls and meetings, etc.) and feedback
received reported on how PSE responded to feedback and documented how PSE incorporated the
feedback into the IRP.
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OTHER COMMUNICATION TOOLS UTILIZED
In addition to the techniques described above, PSE also used the following communications

tools.

o PSE conducted Interviews with stakeholders to discuss key concerns and explore
process improvements.

o Email was used for reminders about upcoming deadlines, webinars and registration
information, and invitations to submit Feedback Forms and participate in surveys.

e Periodic email newsletters reminded stakeholders about upcoming webinars and
deadlines and included summaries of stakeholder feedback and updates on the status of
the IRP’s development.

Dozens of informal meetings, phone and email communications supplemented these
communications.
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A Public Participation

3. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

Increasing Engagement

To begin planning for IRP public participation, the project team participated in a workshop led by
Envirolssues, a public participation consulting firm. At the workshop, the project team identified
possible audiences and stakeholders who may be interested in or impacted by the IRP. The team
then brainstormed possible issues, concerns and aspirations the various audiences may have
regarding the IRP and its implementation. The technical team and Envirolssues then worked to
correlate those audiences and issues, tracking which issues could be most important to each
audience.

This correlation was used to identify the level of impact the IRP could have on each audience.
The audiences were then sorted into categories and prioritized by their relative level of impact
and/or interest. This assessment resulted in three tiers of stakeholders: primary, secondary and
tertiary. The team was careful to recognize that the assessment was only a snapshot and that
ongoing adjustments and clarifications would be necessary throughout the process as more was
learned from different audiences and as audiences became more or less interested throughout
the process. The stakeholder prioritization tiers determined by the IRP team are described below.

PRIMARY STAKEHOLDERS
Internal PSE groups whose work is directly impacted by IRP results
Energy regulatory groups
Government representatives
Highly vulnerable populations and their advocates
Energy sector developers and producers
Energy councils and coalitions directly impacted by IRP results
Environmental groups previously involved in stakeholder processes
Community groups previously involved in stakeholder processes
PSE ratepayers

SECONDARY STAKEHOLDERS
Internal PSE groups that experience fewer impacts from IRP results
Environmental groups not previously involved in stakeholder processes
Community groups not previously involved in stakeholder processes
Energy sector organizations indirectly impacted by IRP results
Labor organizations in energy industries
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TERTIARY STAKEHOLDERS
Internal PSE groups that do not experience direct impacts from IRP results
Community groups with an indirect interest in IRP results
Land use interest groups
Customer groups with indirect impacts from IRP results

The following principles of participation were applied to the stakeholder tiers:

All stakeholders (primary, secondary and tertiary) are informed about all participation
opportunities (information techniques)

All stakeholders (primary, secondary and tertiary)
are welcome to participate in all participation opportunities

Primary stakeholders are specifically invited
to participate in engagement opportunities

Once the stakeholder groups were identified, PSE developed an IRP participation list of
more than 1,500 possible interested participants with input from regulators, stakeholders
and PSE community outreach specialists. PSE provided targeted IRP information and
maintained ongoing communication throughout the process with the three tiers of
stakeholders. All stakeholders were welcome to participate in all aspects of the IRP
process, join the webinars and provide feedback to PSE.

STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS. In April and May 2020, the project team conducted interviews
with 15 stakeholders who had participated in the 2019 IRP Process. The full summary is available
here:
https://oohpseirp.blob.core.windows.net/media/Default/documents/2020_0513_Stakeholderintervi
ewSummary_Final.pdf

Key take-aways from the interviews included identifying the topics of greatest interest to
stakeholders, the importance of inclusive stakeholder engagement, preserving effective
participation strategies and suggestions for building trust and transparency.

Greatest topics of interest in May 2020:
e Load and price forecasting
¢ Implementation of CETA (Clean Energy Transformation Act)
e Social cost of carbon
e Electrification and renewables
e Demand response planning

A-10 PSE 2021 IRP



A Public Participation

e Electric and gas transmission

Stakeholders also suggested additional participants to increase the diversity of participation in the
2021 IRP, and PSE used these suggestions in developing its expanded email distribution list.

ATTENDANCE AND FEEDBACK PARTICIPATION. Webinar meeting attendance ranged
from 61 to 81, with 67 being the average. The lowest attendance recorded was at Webinar 1
and the highest at Webinars 7 and 10, demonstrating increased engagement though the
process. The number of individual participants who submitted Feedback Forms ranged from 7 to
17 per meeting, with 11 being the average. The number of separate questions and comments
ranged from 23 to 114 with 58 being the average. Thirty-eight individuals submitted questions
and comments via the online Feedback Form with between 7 and 17 people participating in this
way per meeting. Individuals submitted between one and 26 questions per meeting.

PSE provided responses to all questions, comments and feedback as documented in the
Feedback Reports or Consultation Updates.

Greater Integration of Delivery System Planning

Public engagement and participation in delivery system planning is becoming increasingly
important, and over time, the goal is for the IRP and delivery system planning stakeholder
engagement processes to become closely integrated. The 2021 IRP begins this process by
integrating delivery system planning into the public participation process more intentionally than in
previous cycles.

Discussion of delivery system and grid modernization issues was featured in three of the 12
public meetings (Webinars) held during this cycle. The July 14, 2020 Demand-side Resources
and Demand Response meeting included discussion of efforts to reduce energy use by reducing
the voltage of specific delivery system circuits while remaining within required tolerances. The
August 11, 2020 Portfolio Sensitivities and CETA meeting included a presentation on distributed
energy resources (DERs), PSE’s first DER Forecast and non-wires analyses, and DER pilots and
enablement activities. The November 16, 2020 meeting on the Clean Energy Action Plan, 10-year
Distribution and Transmission Plan, and Economic, Health and Environmental Benefits
Assessment included discussion of integrating delivery system planning and the IRP, current
system needs that may be solved by DERs, and the modernization necessary to support large-
scale DERs in the local system. The February 10, 2021, webinar will include preliminary solutions
to identified needs and 10-Year Distribution System plan details. In the 2019 IRP Process, the
delivery system planning process and projects were shared only with the IRP Technical Advisory
Group (TAG) at two meetings.
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A Public Participation

PSE is also working to integrate the new stakeholder requirements regarding regional
transmission into the IRP Public Participation Plan, as described in the regional transmission
planning process in Attachment K of PSE’s OATT. The stakeholder engagement process for
transmission has historically been a process separate from the IRP; in this IRP cycle,
transmission will be addressed in the February 10, 2021 public meeting, as mentioned previously.

DER Planning and Delivery System Planning

Distributed Energy Resources Planning RCW 19.280.100 recommends the distribution system
investment planning process should utilize a transparent approach that involves opportunities for
stakeholder input and feedback. This recommendation is initially met through integration in the
2021 IRP Public Participation Plan.

In 2019, PSE began planning for the establishment of a technical panel to provide input on
specific distributed energy issues similar to the way the Conservation Advisory Group (CRAG),
Low Income Advisory Group, Low Income Advisory Group and Equity Advisory Group have
provided input to the IRP process. This group would monitor approaches implemented in
jurisdictions like California and Hawaii that have more mature experience in implementing non-
traditional solutions for both resource and delivery system planning; build a common
understanding of the challenges, opportunities and trade-offs involved in modernizing the grid to
better serve customers; promote collaboration and the best delivery system solutions; and help to
further the public participation recommendations set forth by RCW 19.280.100. The input from
these specific, focused, technical conversations will inform the IRP process and IRP stakeholder
process in the future. To date, PSE has engaged several consultants to investigate potential
public engagement frameworks and engaged the WUTC for input and feedback in early 2019.
Currently, PSE is identifying expert members to be part of the technical panel. COVID-19 and the
larger need to plan holistically for all the stakeholder processes slowed this effort, but we expect
to launch the technical panel in 2021.
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In the meantime, PSE has led in gathering a group of Washington utilities, called the Washington
Utility Symposium, to share and learn from each other as each utility develops DER and non-wire
approaches. On July 23, 2020, the planning kickoff meeting was held to gather interest and
topics. On September 9, 2020, the first topic meeting discussed how utilities were organized
around DER and non-wire processes. On October 29, 2020 the second topic meeting discussed
tools, models and data management. Each utility participant is actively engaged in growing its
processes, and the opportunity to safely learn from each other and share best practices will
benefit all members of the group.

PSE continues its strong stakeholder engagement process as location-specific projects are

implemented, leveraging community advisory groups, interactive websites and any and all
permitting public processes.
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4. PARTICIPANTS

At the time of this writing, 76 organizations and 182 unique individuals participated in
development of the 2021 PSE IRP. The participating organizations include the
following.

350 Seattle

Absaroka Energy LLC

Alliance of Western Energy Consumers
ARUP

Avangrid Renewables

Avista

Bridle Trails

Broadreach Power

Cascade Natural Gas

City of Arlington

City of Kenmore

City of Bellevue

City of Mercer Island

City of Puyallup

City of Seattle, Office of Sustainability and Environment
Climate Reality Project

Climate Solutions

Coalition of Eastside Neighborhoods for Sensible Energy (CENSE)
DNV GL

Enbala

Evergreen University

FISH (Friends of the Issaquah Salmon Hatchery)
Flex Charging

FortisBC

Franklin Energy

Halmark

Hardy Energy

Impact Bioenergy

Invenergy

juwi Inc.

King County

LBNL; LBNL Consultant to UTC
League of Women Voters
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Longroad Energy

Markell & Company LLC

Monolith Energy Consulting

National Grid Ventures

NextEra Energy Resources

Northwest Gas Association

Northwest Independent Power Producers Coalition (NIPPC)
Northwest Pipeline

Northwest Power and Conservation Council
Northwest Power Consulting

NW Energy Coalition (NWEC)

Obsidian Renewables, LLC

Office of the Attorney General Public Counsel Unit
Optimum Building Consultants

Orion Renewable Energy Group

PA Consulting Group

Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee (PNUCC)
Panamint Capital LLC

Pasco Energy

Port of Olympia

Port of Tacoma

Prisma Energy

Renewable Energy Coalition

Renewable Northwest

Sapere Consulting

Shifted Energy

Smart Wires

Solar Horizon

The Sierra Club

Thurston County League of Women Voters
Town of La Conner

TransAlta

TrasAlta Renewables (RNW)

UniEnergy Technologies, LLC

Union of Concerned Scientists

United States Postal Service (USPS)
Vashon Climate Action Group

Wartsila

Washington Environmental Council
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Washington State Department of Commerce

Washington State Office of the Attorney General, Office of the Attorney General Public Counsel Unit
Western Grid Group (WGG)

WUTC policy staff and advocacy staff
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5. TIMELINE, MEETINGS AND TOPICS

All meetings for the 2021 IRP public participation process were conducted remotely because of
COVID-19 restrictions. Each meeting was opened with an orientation that explained how to
participate using the electronic platform.

January 2020

Week-long IAP2 training (Foundations and Public Participation) for PSE IRP Stakeholder
Manager.

February 2020
Two-day IAP2 training for PSE IRP project team and selected PSE staff.

March 2020

Stakeholder interviews, development of broader participant list, exploration of process
improvements. Development of the public participation plan.

April 2020

2021 IRP Work Plan and Public Participation Plan filed with the WUTC and published on the IRP
website. All changes to the public participation plan were filed with the WUTC and communicated
via the website and meeting announcements.

May 2020

May 12 - Invitation emailed to expanded list of 1,500 individuals that described the public
participation process, explained “What is an IRP?”, encouraged participation, provided a
registration link to the first meeting and a sign-up or opt out option for notifications concerning the
process.

May 21 - Reminder emailed for May 28 Webinar 1, Generic Resource Assumptions. Meeting

materials posted to pse.com/irp and Feedback Form opened. Registration encouraged and
information and registration link for June 10 Webinar 2 also included.
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May 28 — Webinar 1
Generic Resource Assumptions

Stakeholder role: Consult
Meeting platform: GoToWebinar
Attendance: 61 participants and the IRP project team

Orientation included the role of the IAP2 public participation process in the 2021 IRP and how to
use the Feedback Form. The PSE IRP team presented an overview of IRP modeling and the
schedule; described changes made to generic resource assumptions since the 2019 IRP
Process; and posted a spreadsheet summarizing the generic resource assumptions for the 2021
IRP. Feedback Forms were used for the first time at this meeting. Stakeholders shared their
input on generic resource costs

May 29 — Webinar 1 recording and chat posted to pse.com/irp.
June 2020

June 4 — Newsletter and reminder for the June 10 Webinar 2, Electric Price Forecasting, plus a
reminder about the deadline for Webinar 1 feedback, and a “save the date” notice for Webinar 3.
Webinar 2 materials posted to pse.com/irp and Feedback Form opened.

June 4 — Feedback forms due for Webinar 1, Generic Resource Costs; 18 individuals responded
with questions and comments.

June 9 — Second reminder emailed for Webinar 2, Electric Price Forecast.

June 11 — Feedback Report for Webinar 1, Generic Resource Costs, posted to pse.com/irp with
PSE responses to 54 questions and comments received from stakeholders.

June 10, 2020 — Webinar 2
Electric Price Forecast

Stakeholder role: Inform

Meeting platform: GoTo Meeting, in response to stakeholder concerns about the limitations of
GoToWebinar.

Attendance: 68 participants and the IRP project team
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The PSE team explained how the electric price forecast is used in the IRP to complete
scenarios; described the modeling process; reviewed the electric price forecasts from the 2017
IRP and 2019 IRP Process and results of the draft 2021 IRP electric price forecast; reviewed
CETA regulation assumptions; and reviewed 2021 IRP electric price scenarios. Stakeholders
shared their input on incorporating clean energy policies in baseline assumptions to inform the
electric price forecast.

June 11 — Webinar 2 recording and chat posted to pse.com/irp.
June 17 — Feedback forms due for Webinar 2, Electric Price Forecast; 7 individuals responded.

June 18 — Consultation Update on Webinar 1, Generic Resource Costs, posted to pse.com. The
IRP team reported decisions on what costs to use and supplied the documentation used to make
the decisions. Generic resource costs were adjusted based on stakeholder feedback and an
updated file was posted to pse.com/irp.

June 23 — Reminder emailed for June 30 Webinar 3, Transmission Constraints. Meeting
materials posted to pse.com/irp and Feedback Form opened.

June 24 - Feedback Report for Webinar 2, Electric Price Forecast, posted to pse.com/irp with
PSE responses to 64 questions and comments received from stakeholders.

June 29 — Second reminder emailed for Webinar 3, Transmission Constraints.

June 30, 2020 — Meeting Webinar 3
Transmission Constraints

Stakeholder role: Consult
Meeting platform: Zoom was tested as another meeting platform option.
Attendance: 74 participants and the IRP project team

The IRP project team presented background concerning transmission constraints and
discussed transmission capacity constraints with participants (modeling methodology, capacity
magnitudes and capacity uncertainty). A transmission cost assumption presentation included
transmission rates and losses in the 2021 IRP. Stakeholders shared their feedback on how to
account for transmission availability with restricting resource builds.
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July 2020

July 1 — Webinar 3 recording and chat posted to pse.com/irp.

July 1 — Consultation Update on Webinar 2, Electric Price Forecast, posted to pse.com/IRP. The
IRP team reported its decisions on what prices to use and the documentation used to arrive at
the decisions.

July 7 — Feedback Forms due for Webinar 3, Transmission Constraints; 12 individuals
responded.

July 8 - Reminder email for July 14 Webinar 4, Demand-side Resources and Demand
Response. Meeting materials posted to pse.com/irp and Feedback Form opened.

July 13 - Second reminder emailed for Webinar 4, Demand-side Resources and Demand
Response.

July 14 — Feedback Report for Webinar 3, Transmission Constraints, posted on pse.com/irp with
PSE responses to 68 questions and comments.

July 21 — Consultation Update on Webinar 3, Transmission Constraints, posted to pse.com/irp.
PSE reported decisions on what transmission constraints to use in the analysis.

July 14, 2020 — Webinar 4
Demand-side Resources and Demand Response

Stakeholder role: Inform and Consult

Meeting platform: GoToWebinar was chosen as the platform for the remaining meetings based
on stakeholder and PSE experience.

Attendance: 69 participants and the IRP project team

The IRP project team explained how the Conservation Potential Assessment (CPA) and
Demand-Side Response Assessment is used in the IRP and described the methodology used in
that assessment; explained electric DSR potential, natural gas DSR potential and distribution
efficiency; and described how the CPA results are input into IRP modeling. In addition to PSE
staff presentations, a representative of Cadmus presented the results of the CPA draft report.
Stakeholders learned about and shared their feedback on demand response programs and the
costs and saving assumptions to be included in the conservation measures.
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July 15 — Webinar 4 recording and chat posted to pse.com/irp.

July 15 — Reminder email for July 21 Webinar 5, Social Cost of Carbon. Meeting materials
posted to pse.com/irp and Feedback Form opened.

July 20 — Second reminder email for July 21 Webinar 5, Social Cost of Carbon.

July 21 — Feedback Forms due for Webinar 4, Demand-side Resources and Demand Response;
17 individuals responded.

July 21, 2020 — Webinar 5
Social Cost of Carbon/Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases and
Upstream Emissions

Stakeholder role: Consult and Inform
Attendance: 54 participants and the IRP project team

Note: PSE views the terms social cost of greenhouse gases (SCGHG) and social cost of carbon
(SCC) as interchangeable and therefore referenced them as SCC/SCGHG in the IRP models
and in this meeting. In this webinar, PSE explained the SCC/ SCGHG according to CETA
regulations, and presented the implications of modeling SCC/SCGHG as a cost adder vs. a tax,
giving examples of the applications of each approach and the methodology. Background
concerning the conclusions developed during the 2019 IRP Process was also provided for
context, and SCC/SCGHG integration in the scenarios and portfolio sensitivities was described.
The methodology to calculate upstream natural gas emissions was a review of the material
presented in the 2019 IRP Process. Stakeholders shared their input on why PSE should be
utilizing the high social cost of carbon and learned about PSE’s upstream emissions calculations.

July 22 — Webinar 5 recording and chat posted to pse.com/irp.

July 28 — Feedback Report posted for Webinar 4, Demand-side Resources and Demand
Response, with PSE responses to 114 questions and comments.

July 28 — Feedback Forms due for Webinar 5, Social Cost of Carbon and Upstream Emissions;
11 individuals responded.
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August 2020

August 4 — Consultation Report on Webinar 4, Demand-side Resources and Demand Response
posted to pse.com/irp.

August 4 — Feedback Report posted for Webinar 5, Social Cost of Carbon and Upstream
Emissions, with PSE responses to 38 questions and comments. On August 25, an addendum to
this Feedback Report was posted with PSE responses to an additional 8 questions and comments
from NWEC'’s feedback. A total of 46 questions and comments were responded to on this topic.

August 5 — Reminder email for August 11 Webinar 6, Scenarios, Sensitivities and Distributed
Energy Resources. Meeting materials posted to pse.com/irp and Feedback Form opened.

August 10 - Second reminder emailed for August 11 Webinar 6, Scenarios, Sensitivities and
Distributed Energy Resources.

August 11 — Consultation Update on Webinar 5, Social Cost of Carbon and Upstream
Emissions, posted on pse.com.

August 11, 2020 — Webinar 6
Scenarios and Portfolio Sensitivities Development (electric and
gas) and Distributed Energy Resources

Stakeholder role: Involve and Inform
Attendance: 69 participants and the IRP project team

The meeting content included portfolio scenarios and sensitivities, CETA assumptions,
distributed energy resource integration, and a consultation update briefing on how stakeholder
feedback has been included in the 2021 electric price forecast. Stakeholders provided their
thoughts and aspirations about what portfolio sensitivities PSE should consider modeling and
learned that PSE will model 80 percent and 100 percent renewable portfolio targets.

August 12 — Webinar 6 recording and chat posted to pse.com/irp.

August 18 - Feedback Forms due for Webinar 6, Scenarios, Sensitivities and Distributed Energy
Resources; 8 individuals responded.

August 25 — Feedback Report on Webinar 6, Scenarios, Sensitivities and Distributed Energy
Resources, posted on pse.com/irp with PSE responses to 38 questions and comments.
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August 26 — Reminder email for Sept. 1 Webinar 7, Demand Forecast, Resource Adequacy,
Resource Need and CETA Assumptions. Meeting materials posted to pse.com/irp and
Feedback Form opened.

August 31 — Second reminder emailed for Sept. 1 Webinar 7, Demand Forecast, Resource
Adequacy, Resource Need and CETA Assumptions.

September 2020

Sept. 1 — Consultation Update on Webinar 6, Scenarios, Sensitivities and Distributed Energy
Resources, posted on pse.com/irp, including an updated list of scenarios and sensitivities based
on stakeholder feedback.

September 1, 2020 — Webinar 7

Demand Forecast (electric and gas), Resource Adequacy,
Resource Need (peak capacity, energy & renewable energy
need), CETA Assumptions

Stakeholder role: Inform and Consult
Attendance: 81 participants and the IRP project team

At this meeting, stakeholders learned about PSE’s 2021 IRP gas and electric demand forecasts,
the resource adequacy analysis and draft resource adequacy results. Stakeholders also had an
opportunity to give feedback and suggestions on CETA alternative compliance.

Sept. 2 — Webinar recording and chat posted to pse.com/irp.

Sept. 8 — Feedback Forms due for Webinar 7, Demand Forecast, Resource Adequacy,
Resource Need and CETA Assumptions; 5 individuals responded.

Sept 15 — Feedback Report on for Webinar 7, Demand Forecast, Resource Adequacy,
Resource Need and CETA Assumptions, posted on pse.com/irp with PSE responses to 23

questions and comments.

Sept. 22 — Consultation Update for Webinar 7, Demand Forecast, Resource Adequacy,
Resource Need and CETA Assumptions, posted to pse.com/irp.

Sept 30 — Newsletter emailed communicating of the launch of Delivery System Planning
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process on pse.com/irp. A review of the status of the 2021 IRP process was provided, along
with a link to a survey to determine interest in PSE providing an introduction to the IRP seminar
or “IRP 101.” PSE received interest from six individuals and therefore concluded to revisit this
proposal for the next IRP.

October 2020

Oct. 9 — Reminder email for Oct. 14 Webinar 8, Natural Gas IRP. Meeting materials posted to
pse.com/irp and Feedback Form opened.

October 14, 2020 — Webinar 8

Natural Gas IRP: Design Peak Day, Gas Portfolio Modeling and
Draft Results, Resource Alternatives, Scenarios and Portfolio
Sensitivities Review

Stakeholder role: Involve and Inform
Attendance: 51 participants attended in addition to the PSE project team

Stakeholders learned about PSE’s natural gas peak day planning standard, natural gas resource
alternatives and draft natural gas portfolio results. Stakeholders had the opportunity to give
feedback and suggestions on natural gas scenarios and portfolio sensitivities.

Oct 15 — Webinar 8 recording and chat posted to pse.com/irp.

Oct 19 — Emailed invitation to participate via survey in selecting the electric portfolio sensitivities
to be analyzed in the 2021 IRP.

October 20, 2020 — Webinar 9

Electric Portfolio Modeling Process, Final Electric Power Prices,
Electric Sensitivities, Inputs and Observations from Draft
Results

Stakeholder role: Involve and Inform
Attendance: 62 participants and the PSE project team

The IRP team explained the electric IRP analysis process (portfolio modeling, final resource
adequacy analysis, final resource need, final electric price forecast, planning assumptions and
resource alternatives) and electric portfolio sensitivities. Stakeholders learned about PSE’s final
electric price forecast, shared their thoughts and aspirations about PSE’s draft electric portfolio
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results, and provided input on the electric portfolio and sensitivities.

Oct 19 — Oct 27 — To gain greater understanding of stakeholder priorities for the IRP, PSE invited
stakeholders to participate in selecting electric sensitivities via a Sensitivity Prioritization Survey
fielded from October 20 to October 27. The survey link was distributed via email and made

available online.

Sensitivities are important for determining the reasonableness of the portfolio. PSE uses a
mathematical model that optimizes the portfolio to the lowest reasonable cost for a given set of
assumptions, but there are many possible futures. Sensitivities make it possible to analyze how
different regulations or conditions would impact the mix of resources. For example: Does the mix
of new resources change? Does the portfolio cost change? Do portfolio emissions change?

In addition to prioritizing various sensitivity analyses, the survey gathered feedback on two
specific sensitivity assumptions: 1) which alternative fuel they thought would be most interesting
to model for peaking plants, hydrogen or biodiesel, and 2) which methodology to use to model
temperature changes into the future; three options were offered and were discussed at the

October 20 webinar.

The survey results were reported to stakeholders in the Webinar 9 Consultation Update on
November 10, 2020. Over 140 individuals participated. Figure A-X summarizes the sensitivity
prioritization results and how the results were applied to the 2021 IRP modeling process. (Figure
A-1 does not include a complete listing of sensitivities included in the 2021 IRP, please refer to

Chapter 5 for the complete list of sensitivities.)

Figure A-1: Sensitivity Prioritization Results and Application

Survey |[Sensitivity | Sensitivity
Votes [ Number | Name Description Application

Strategies for incorporating
electrical vehicle batteries onto the
grid are included in a
comprehensive discussion of grid

Include an
electric vehicle-

EV battery 3 modernization efforts in Chapter 4.
L e = to grid Egite resource Also, a forecast of distributed
as a generic
storage resources has been
resource

included as a 'must-take' resource
in all portfolio scenarios and
sensitivities.
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Survey |[Sensitivity | Sensitivity
Votes | Number | Name Description Application

Quantify
Use AR5 to Upstream
model emissions e
2 129 21 using AR5 Modeled as Sensitivity K.
upstream
emissions BB
rather than AR4
methodology
Reduce the

ramp rate for
6-yr ramp conservation

3 126 14 Modeled as Sensitivity F.
rate measures from
10 years to 6
years
PSE presented an upper
transmission capacity limit of 565
MW to Montana in the June 30 and
Oct. 20 Webinars. At that time,
Model these values represented the most-
additional likely transmission capacity
Add 185 transmission available to PSE in the region.

4 126 32 MW Colstrip from the Since then, negotiations for sale of
Trans- Colstrip PSE’s portion of Colstrip Unit 4 and
mission substation to its accompanying transmission

PSE service have ceased, such that PSE can

territory now model 750 MW of available
transmission capacity to Montana
for all scenarios and sensitivities,
making this sensitivity no longer
necessary.

Reduce the

Social discount rate of
5 124 17 discount demand-side Modeled as Sensitivity H.
rate for DSR resources from
6.8% to 2.5%
. Sensitivity S models the SCGHG in
LER) D ETEE] the absence of other CETA targets.
cosii ol However, the SCGHG is modeled
SCGHG greenhouse fi d t adder to all ith
only gases as a as a fixed cost adder to align wi

6 122 2 . ; . SCGHG accounting used in
(dispatch dispatch cost in S i 1. Mid Economi
cost) the absence of Cceng_no ’ conomic.

onditions. The SCGHG will be
Gl CE T modeled as a dispatch cost in
targets

sensitivities | and J.
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10

11

121

121

120

116

24

36

41

42

46

26

Time-of-use
pricing

Private solar
input testing

Equity-
focused
portfolio

Virtual
Power
Plants
(VPP)

100%
renewable
resources
by 2030

Include time-of-
use pricing for
conservation
and demand
response
programs

Model inclusion
of subsidy for
solar and
electric storage
resources

A minimum of
50% of new
resources must
be located in
WA state and
expansion of
community
solar programs

VPPs are used
to manage
distributed
energy
resources

More
aggressive
renewable
resource
adoption; all
gas plants
retired by 2030

Strategies and benefits associated
with time-of-use pricing are included
in the comprehensive discussion of
grid modernization efforts in
Chapter 4. Further research
determined modeling constraints do
not allow for optimization modeling
of time-of-use pricing.

This sensitivity is not explicitly
modeled for the 2021 IRP; however,
results from Sensitivity C,
Distributed Transmission/Build
Constraints at Tier 2, will shed light
on costs and benefits associated
with higher adoption of distributed
solar PV resources.

In the draft IRP portfolio results,
more than 50% of resources are
located in WA state in all scenarios
and sensitivities. Also, all include
increased amounts of conservation
and demand response. Given that
the Mid Scenario portfolio has
already selected conservation in the
upper limits of the supply curve,
PSE cannot add 150% of cost-
effective conservation to the
portfolio. PSE has contacted the
stakeholder and will work with them
to re-define this sensitivity.

Virtual power plants are included in
a comprehensive discussion of grid
modernization efforts in Chapter 4,
along with other components of grid
modernization (time-of-use pricing
and EV battery-to grid).

Modeled as Sensitivity N.
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Survey |[Sensitivity | Sensitivity
Votes | Number | Name Description Application

12

13

14

15

16

22

18

17

13

13

28

18

11

12

Carbon
reduction

High
SCGHG

"Highly
Distributed"
Trans-
mission/
build
constraints,
Tier 1

"Highly
Centralized
Trans-
mission/
build
constraints,
Tier 3

Trans-
mission/
build
constraints,
time-
delayed
(option 2)

All natural gas
plants retired by
2045 and run-
time limits are
imposed to
meet carbon
emission
targets

Higher social
cost of
greenhouse
gases than
specified by
CETA

Model a
significantly
transmission
constrained
system

Model a lightly
transmission
constrained
system

Model an
expanding
transmission
system over
time

Modeled as sensitivity O; however,
run-time limits were not imposed
prior to 2045. Instead, alternative
compliance measures were used to
reach carbon neutrality.

Given that CETA’s renewable
requirements are already pushing
the portfolio builds, PSE decided to
model the CO2 tax portfolio that
received fewer votes.

Sensitivity C models the Tier 2
transmission constraints level, and
Sensitivity D models time-delayed
transmission. PSE feels these two
sensitivities will give enough
information to help inform the
resource plan, but if time allows,
this may be included in the final
IRP.

Sensitivity C models the Tier 2
transmission level and Sensitivity D
models the time-delayed
transmission. PSE feels these two
sensitivities will give enough
information to help inform the
resource plan, but if time allows,
this may be included in the final
IRP.

Modeled as Sensitivity D.

PSE 2021 IRP



Y —
Survey |[Sensitivity | Sensitivity
Votes [ Number | Name Description Application

17

18

19

20

21

13

12

12

11

11

47

20

33

16

Alternative
fuel #2 for
peakers

Mid
economic
conditions
with
SCGHG as
dispatch
cost in
electric
price and
portfolio
model

Fuel
switching
from electric
to gas

Mid
economic
conditions
plus
increased
renewable
build

Non-energy
Impacts

Model a must-
run sensitivity of
either biodiesel
OR hydrogen
as an
alternative fuel
for peaker
plants. This
sensitivity is a
vote to model
BOTH biodiesel
and hydrogen.

Model the social
cost of
greenhouse
gases as a
dispatch cost in
both the power
price and
portfolio models

Decreases
demand in
electric portfolio
and increases
demand in gas
portfolio

Economic
conditions and
power price
forecast
adjusted to
model 100%
renewable
energy goal in
Oregon

Increase the
value of non-
energy impacts
from adoption of
conservation
and demand
response
measures

Sensitivity M models biodiesel as
an alternative fuel source for peaker
plants.

Modeled as sensitivity J.

Given low interest, this will not be
modeled in the IRP.

Given low interest, this will not be
modeled in the IRP.

Modeled as Sensitivity G. Given
that non-energy impacts are part of
CETA, PSE has prioritized this
sensitivity.
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Survey |[Sensitivity | Sensitivity
Votes | Number | Name Description Application

22

23

24

25

26

10

10

24

37

22

15

SCGHG as
a tax in WA,
OR, CA

Holistic
conser-
vation
approach

Mid
economic
conditions
with
SCGHG as
a fixed cost
plus a
federal CO2
tax

Low
demand
with mid gas
prices

8-yr ramp
rate

Models the

social cost of

greenhouse
gases plus a
regional CO2

tax of $15/ton

(adjusted for
inflation over

time) in WA, OR

and CA

Additional
information
needed to

complete this

sensitivity

Models the

social cost of

greenhouse
gases plus a

federal CO2 tax

Low demand in

both power
price and
demand

forecasts and

“most-likely”
gas price
forecast

Reduces the
conservation

measures ramp
from 10 years to

8 years

Sensitivity L models impacts
associated with carbon pricing
across all states in the WECC.
During the 2017 IRP, PSE modeled
a carbon tax in Washington only.
This led carbon emissions to shift to
other states in the western
interconnect and increase WECC-
wide emissions. PSE recommends
modeling the CO: tax as a federal
tax across all states to prevent this
shift of dispatch and emissions.

Given low interest, this will not be
modeled in the IRP.

Modeled as Sensitivity L.

Given low interest, this will not be
modeled in the IRP.

Given low interest, this will not be
modeled in the IRP.
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27

28

29

30

31

44

45

23

34

2% Cost
threshold

Low
demand
with a very
high gas
price

2% cost
threshold,
renewable
over-
generation
test

High
economic
conditions
with
SCGHG as
a dispatch
cost in
electric
prices and
portfolio
model

High
economic
conditions
with
SCGHG as
a dispatch
cost in
portfolio
model only

Must-take DR
and Battery
storage before
other builds are
optimized.
Resource
additions are
constrained to
the CETA 2%
cost cap, must
build demand
response and
battery storage
before gas
plants

Mix of low
demand and
very high gas
price forecasts

Resource
additions are
constrained to
the CETA 2%
cost cap, PSE
market sales
are prohibited

The social cost
of greenhouse
gases as a
dispatch cost,
with higher-
than-expected
power price,
demand and
gas price
forecasts

The social cost
of greenhouse
gases as a
dispatch cost,
under higher-
than-expected
power price,
demand and
gas price
forecasts

A-31

Sensitivity P models the must-take
energy storage. This sensitivity can
be compared to the 2% of annual
revenue requirement. Sensitivity U
looks at the resource plan as
compared to the 2% threshold and
adjusts the portfolio as necessary.

Given low interest, this will not be
modeled in the IRP.

Sensitivity A models renewable
overgeneration. This sensitivity can
be compared to the 2% of annual
revenue requirement. Sensitivity U
looks at the resource plan as
compared to the 2% threshold and
adjusts the portfolio as necessary.

Given low interest, this will not be
modeled in the IRP.

Given low interest, this will not be
modeled in the IRP.
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Alter resource

cost
Tweaks to  assumptions for
resource generic Given low interest, this will not be

32 2 40 cost resources .
. modeled in the IRP.

assump- (further detail
tions forthcoming

from WUTC

staff)

Figure A-2 provides the results of the alternative fuel poll.

Figure A-2: Alternative Fuels Poll Rresults

Number of
Alternate Fuel Responses

1 Hydrogen 140
2 Biodiesel 16

Figure A-3 provides the results of the temperature sensitivity methodology poll.

Figure A-3: Temperature Sensitivity Methodology Poll Results

Temperature Methodolog Responses

1 3. Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s climate 93
model temperature assumption

2. Temperature normal based on most recent 15 years of

2 temperature data 43
1. Trended normal based on historical observed trends
3 (trended normal analysis completed by ltron Inc., Appendix 20

L)

Oct. 21 — Webinar 9 recording and chat posted to pse.com/irp.

Oct. 21 — Feedback Forms due for Webinar 8, Natural Gas Analysis; 13 individuals responded.

Oct. 27 — Newsletter alert: last day to participate in the survey to select the portfolio sensitivities
for analysis in the 2021 IRP.

Oct. 27 — Feedback Forms due for Webinar 9, Electric Portfolio Modeling, Power Prices,
Sensitivities and Draft Results; 11 individuals responded.
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Oct. 28 — Feedback Report on Webinar 8, Natural Gas Analysis, posted to pse.com/irp with PSE
responses to 52 questions and comments.

November 2020

Nov. 3 — Feedback Report on Webinar 9, Electric Portfolio Modeling, Power Prices, Sensitivities
and Draft Results, posted to pse.com/irp with PSE responses to 71 questions and comments.

Nov. 4 — Consultation Update on Webinar 8, Natural Gas Analysis, posted on pse.com/irp.

Nov. 10 — Consultation Update on Webinar 9, Electric Portfolio Modeling, Power Prices,
Sensitivities and Draft Results, posted on pse.com/irp.

Nov. 13 — Reminder emailed for Nov. 16 Webinar 10, CETA, Clean Energy Plan, Health and
Environment Benefits, Delivery System and Grid Modernization. Meeting materials posted to
pse.com/irp and Feedback Form opened.

November 16, 2020 — Webinar 10

CETA, Clean Energy Action Plan, Clean Energy Implementation
Plan, Economic, Health and Environmental Benefits Assessment
of Current Conditions, Delivery System and Grid Modernization
Needs

Stakeholder role: Consult, Involve and Inform
Attendance: 81 participants and the IRP project team.

The IRP team delivered an overview of the 2021 IRP modeling process and timeline, the Clean
Energy Action Plan and Clean Energy Implementation Plan; discussed the PSE’s desire and
stakeholders’ request to give input on initial metrics for the Economic, Health and Environmental
Benefits Assessments; gave a CETA rulemaking update; proposed a methodology for assessing
current conditions; and presented the delivery system and grid modernization needs for the 10-
year transmission and distribution plan. Stakeholders gave feedback and suggestions on the
Clean Energy Action Plan and the Clean Energy Implementation Plan; provided their thoughts
and aspirations concerning the Economic, Health and Environmental Benefits Assessment of
Current Conditions; and learned about PSE’s 2021 delivery system and grid modernization
needs.

Nov. 17 — Webinar 10 recording and chat posted to pse.com/irp.
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Nov. 20 — Email communication thanking stakeholders for participating in the November 16
meeting and asking stakeholders to provide feedback on the Economic, Health and
Environmental Benefits Assessment of Current Conditions, along with specific input PSE is
seeking to better inform draft and final IRP.

Nov. 30 — Second reminder email asking stakeholders to provide feedback on the on the
Economic, Health and Environmental Benefits Assessment of Current Conditions, along with
specific input PSE is seeking to better inform draft and final IRP.

Nov. 30 — Feedback Forms due for Webinar 10, CETA, Clean Energy Plan, Health and
Environment Benefits, Delivery System and Grid Modernization; 10 individuals responded.

December 2020

Dec. 7 — Feedback Report on Meeting 10, CETA, Clean Energy Plan, Health and Environment
Benefits, Delivery System and Grid Modernization, posted to pse.com/irp with PSE responses to
34 questions and comments.

Dec. 8 — Reminder emailed for Dec. 15 Webinar 11, Flexibility Analysis and Portfolio Draft
Results. Meeting materials posted to pse.com/irp and Feedback Form opened.

Dec. 14 — Consultation Update on Webinar 10, CETA, Clean Energy Plan, Health and
Environment Benefits, Delivery System and Grid Modernization, posted to pse.com/irp.

Dec. 14 — Second reminder email for Dec. 15 Webinar 11, Flexibility Analysis and Portfolio Draft
Results.

Dec 15 — Additional reminder email for Dec 15 Webinar 11, Flexibility Analysis and Portfolio Draft
Results. Attached link to uploaded webinar materials, posted to pse.com/irp.

December 15, 2020 — Webinar 11
Flexibility Analysis, Portfolio Draft Results (electric & natural

gas)

Stakeholder role: Consult and Involve
Attendance: 88 individuals and the IRP project team.

The meeting content included draft conservation results (electric and gas), draft electric and
natural gas results, and flexibility analysis. At this meeting, stakeholders had an opportunity to
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give feedback and suggestions on the flexibility analysis. Stakeholders provided their thoughts
and aspirations concerning the portfolio draft results.

Dec. 16 — Webinar recording and chat posted to pse.com/irp.

Dec. 28 — Feedback Forms due for Meeting 11, Flexibility Analysis and Portfolio Draft Results; 7
individuals responded.

January 2021

Jan. 4 — Draft 2021 PSE Integrated Resource Plan filed with the Washington Ultilities and
Transportation Commission.

The following two meetings will occur following the Draft IRP filing date and will be included in the
final IRP, which is filed with the WUTC April 1, 2021.

February 2021

February 10, 2021 — Webinar 12

Wholesale Market Risk, Portfolio Draft Results, Delivery System
Planning: 10-Year Distribution and Transmission Plan Solutions
with Non-Wire Alternatives

Stakeholder role: Consult and Inform
Attendance:

Description to come in the final IRP.

March 2021

March 5, 2021 — Webinar 13

Wholesale Stochastic Analysis, Resource Plan, Clean Energy
Action Plan

Stakeholder role: Inform & Consult
Attendance:

Description to come in the final IRP.
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6. MEETING ATTENDANCE/CHAT LOG,

FEEDBACK REPORTS AND CONSULTATION
UPDATES

The chat logs, attendance records, Feedback Reports and Consultation Updates are provided for

each Webinar completed so far in the following pages. The final two Webinars will be included in
the final IRP filing.

Webinar 1, May 28, 2020
Webinar 2, June 10, 2020
Webinar 3, June 30, 2020
Webinar 4, July 14, 2020
Webinar 5, July 21, 2020
Webinar 6, August 11, 2020
Webinar 7, September 1, 2020
Webinar 8, October14, 2020
Webinar 9, October 20, 2020
Webinar 10, November 16, 2020
Webinar 11, December 15, 2020
Webinar 12, February 10, 2021 — to be included in IRP final draft.

Webinar 13, March 5, 2021 — to be included in IRP final draft.
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Webinar #1. Generic Resource Assumptions Q&A

5/29/2020
Overview

On May 28, 2020 Puget Sound Energy hosted a webinar on generic resource assumptions as part of the
2021 Integrated Resource Plan. At this webinar, stakeholders shared their input on generic resource
costs. Participants were able to submit feedback on the webinar and materials prior to and after the
webinar occurred. Additionally, participants were able to ask questions using a Q&A chat box provided by
the GoToWebinar platform.

Below is a verbatim report of the questions submitted to the Q&A chat box. Answers to the questions
were provided verbally by IRP staff during the webinar. Timestamps for questions are available for
tracking. Please note that questions were answered in order of relevance to the topic currently being
discussed. Questions regarding other topics were answered at the end of the webinar session.

To view a recording of the webinar and to hear responses from staff, please visit the project website at
pse-irp.participate.online.

Attendees

A total of 61 people attended the meeting.
Attendees included:

Jessica Ackerman, James Adcock, Eleanor Bastian, Larry Becker, Charlie Black, Joni Bosh, Robert
Briggs, Rachel Brombaugh, Peter Brown, Stephanie Chase, Vincent Ching, Colin Crowley, Weimin Dang,
Cody Duncan, Kara Durbin, Molly Emerson, Ben Farrow, Tom Flynn, Max Greene, Steve Greenleaf,
Brian Grunkemeyer, Vladimir Gutman-Britten, Daniel Handal, Fred Heutte, Mike Hopkins, Doug Howell,
Laurie Hutchinson, Cameron Janacek, Richard Johnson, Kevin Jones, Eric Kang, Dan Kirschner, Michele
Kvam, Sarah Laycock, Virginia Lohr, Jenny Lybeck, Kate Maracas, Kassie Markos, Don Marsh, Sheri
Maynard, Jennifer Mersing, David Meyer, Margaret Miller, Valerie O’Halloran, John Ollis, Court Olson,
Anthony O'Rourke, Bill Pascoe, David Perk, Nathan Sandvig, Kathi Scanlan, Cindy Song, Steve Johnson
Steve Johnson, Rahul Venkatesh, Katie Ware, Charles Weschler, Willard (Bill) 