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JEA DATA REQUEST NO. 139:

Please refer to Exh. MLV-3, Appendix A, and PSE's responses to JEA DR-011 and DR-
013.

a. Since the issuance of Final Order 09/07 on January 15, 2025, how many capital
projects has PSE reviewed for NPA suitability?

b. Of those reviewed, how many projects resulted in a determination that an NPA
was suitable?

C. Of those determined suitable, how many NPAs have been implemented or are
currently in implementation?

d. For each implemented or in-progress NPA, please provide:
I. the project name and investment category;
il the NPA type selected;

iii. the estimated cost of the NPA;

iv. the estimated cost of the displaced traditional pipeline investment; and
V. the current implementation status.
e. For each project reviewed and determined not suitable for an NPA, please

provide the project name, investment category, and the basis for the unsuitability
determination.

Response:

Puget Sound Energy’s ("PSE") non-pipeline alternative evaluation methodology and

associated documentation practices have evolved over the approximately 18 months
since the issuance of Final Order 09/07 in Dockets UE-240004, et al., on January 15,
2025. Consequently, responsive information is not available with a consistent level of
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detail for all projects evaluated during that period. Early evaluations leveraged
methodologies informed by other utilities' non-pipeline alternative practices, including
cost-based screening thresholds. As PSE gained experience implementing the non-
pipeline alternative framework, its screening criteria, documentation standards, and
tracking practices were refined and formalized. Accordingly, historical records may not
fully capture all non-pipeline alternative screening activities, project modifications, or
capital-minimization efforts undertaken during project development.

PSE further notes that, pursuant to Engrossed Substitute House Bill (“ESHB”) 1589,
non-pipeline alternative may include measures that reduce, eliminate, or defer natural
gas infrastructure investments. Consequently, many project planning activities involve
efforts to minimize the scope or cost of traditional pipeline investments without fully
displacing the underlying capital project. These partial non-pipeline alternative
considerations and design optimizations have not consistently been tracked in a manner
that would allow retrospective reporting. Additionally, project scopes frequently evolve
during engineering, permitting, public improvement coordination, and design
development, such that non-pipeline alternative suitability assessments may change
over time.

PSE also notes that public improvement projects present unique challenges for non-
pipeline alternative tracking and documentation. During the early stages of many public
improvement projects, municipal designs are preliminary and potential conflicts with
natural gas facilities have not yet been fully identified. As project scopes develop, PSE
frequently works with municipalities and other stakeholders to modify designs, relocate
facilities, avoid conflicts, or otherwise reduce the scope of required natural gas
infrastructure investment. While these activities may reduce, defer, or eliminate capital
expenditures consistent with the objectives of non-pipeline alternatives, they have not
historically been tracked or documented as discrete non-pipeline alternative
evaluations. As a result, relatively few public improvement projects are reflected in the
documented non-pipeline alternative reviews identified in this response.

Specific responses follow:

a. As of June 30, 2026, PSE has reviewed and documented 503 capital projects
since the issuance of Final Order 09/07 in Dockets UE-240004, et al., on
January 15, 2025, for non-pipeline alternative suitability, consistent with the non-
pipeline alternative suitability criteria described in Appendix A to the Second
Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-3.
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Additional projects have been reviewed as part of project development activities;
however, documentation is not consistently available for all such evaluations as
indicated above.

b. Of those reviewed and documented, PSE determined that a non-pipeline
alternative was suitable for 29 projects.

C. Of those determined suitable, PSE has implemented or is currently implementing
or evaluating 27 non-pipeline alternatives.

d. Attached as Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 139 is a table providing, for each implemented or in-progress
non-pipeline alternative, (i) the project name and investment category, (ii) the
non-pipeline alternative type selected, (iii) the estimated cost of the non-pipeline
alternative, (iv) the estimated cost of the displaced traditional pipeline investment,
and (v) the current implementation status. Attachment A to PSE’s Response to
Joint Environmental Advocates Data Request No. 139 reflects projects evaluated
between January 15, 2025, and June 30, 2026. Some of these projects may
have been completed prior to the filing of this Multi-Year Rate Plan proceeding,
while others are also reflected in PSE's Response to Joint Environmental
Advocates Data Request No. 087.

For certain projects in which PSE selected a retirement, an abandonment, or an
operations and maintenance ("O&M") alternative, PSE did not develop an
estimated capital replacement cost. For those projects, PSE has identified the
displaced traditional pipeline investment cost as "N/A."

e. Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates Data
Request No. 139 also provides a table that, for each project reviewed and
determined not suitable for a non-pipeline alternative, contains the project name,
investment category, and basis for the unsuitability determination. PSE notes that
its non-pipeline alternative screening process generally identifies the first
constraining factor and concludes the evaluation at that point, particularly in
earlier applications of the methodology. Accordingly, the basis identified in
Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates Data
Request No. 139 reflects the primary reason(s) that PSE determined a non-
pipeline alternative to be unsuitable. The identification of a specific constraint (for
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example, economics or customer adoption feasibility) should not be interpreted
as indicating that all other screening criteria were evaluated and satisfied.
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ATTACHMENT A to PSE’s Response to
Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 139
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