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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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Puget Sound Energy
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JEA DATA REQUEST NO. 073:

RE:

Please refer to EXH-MLV-3-APDX-A at p. 8-11, describing PSE’s NPA suitability
criteria.

a. Does PSE apply these criteria to individual gas capital additions? If not, please
explain how PSE uses these criteria and considers NPAs when deciding whether
to pursue specific gas capital additions.

b. If the answer to part (a) is yes, then for each of the criteria listed (meets technical
criteria, mature technology/methodology, feasibility, permits and timeline,
customer impact, operational requirement, cost-effectiveness, and equity) please
provide at least three examples of analyses, studies, planning documents,
business plans, or other documents that demonstrate PSE’s application of the
criterion to a specific capital addition.

C. To the extent not provided in the answer to part (b), please provide at least three
examples showing how PSE has evaluated the cost-effectiveness of NPAs for
particular gas capital additions.

Response:

a. Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”) applies the non-pipeline alternatives suitability
criteria described in the Second Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of
Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-3, Appendix A, at pages 8 through 11, to gas capital
additions as part of its system planning and project development processes.
However, PSE does not apply these criteria as a discrete, line-by-line checklist to
each individual capital addition. Rather, PSE evaluates the criteria collectively
and holistically in the context of the identified system need and project
characteristics.

PSE's application of these criteria differs depending on whether the potential
investment is programmatic or project-specific. For programmatic investments
(e.g., the Distribution Integrity Management Program), PSE applies high-level
screening criteria to assess whether non-pipeline alternative types are generally
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viable for the category of work; this screening is iterative and may conclude once
a key constraint or limiting factor is identified that would preclude non-pipeline
alternative feasibility. For specific gas capital projects (e.g., Major Gas Backbone
Infrastructure), PSE evaluates non-pipeline alternative suitability through a
detailed alternatives analysis that considers the criteria in the context of project-
specific system conditions. See PSE's Responses to Joint Environmental
Advocates Data Request Nos. 011 and 013.

b. PSE objects to subpart b of Joint Environmental Advocates Data Request
No. 073 as overbroad and unduly burdensome to the extent it seeks "at least
three examples" of application for each of eight separate criteria. PSE further
objects to the extent this subpart seeks information or analysis that does not exist
and is therefore not within PSE's possession, custody, or control.

Without waiving these objections and subject thereto, PSE responds as follows:

Because PSE applies the non-pipeline alternative suitability criteria through
integrated analyses rather than as isolated, criterion-by-criterion evaluations, the
documents provided below demonstrate application of multiple criteria within
each analysis. PSE provides the following attachments and cross-references to
previously filed materials:

Attached as Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 073 is a copy of the Duvall Reliability Study: Needs
Assessment and Solutions Report (provided in confidential and redacted
versions pursuant to the Protective Order). This report evaluates five alternatives,
including pipeline, non-pipeline alternatives, and hybrid options, against the
suitability criteria, including technical criteria (Section 3.1), feasibility

(Sections 3.2, Option 3), cost-effectiveness (Solutions Alternatives Comparison,
Section 3.2), and equity (Section 3.4).

Attached as Attachment B to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 073 is a copy of the Duvall Targeted Electrification Pilot
Program description, demonstrating application of the mature
technology/methodology criterion (pilot framework), customer impact (customer
conversion requirements), and operational requirement (staffing, equipment, and
program timeline).

Appendix | to the Third Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Michelle L.
Vargo, Exh. MLV-4, is the North Lacey Reliability Study, which evaluates pipeline
and non-pipeline alternatives against technical criteria, feasibility (including
electric system capacity constraints), permits and timeline (compliance
schedule), cost-effectiveness (relative cost comparison of pipeline at $15 million
vs. non-pipeline alternatives), and equity.
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Appendix J to the Third Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Michelle L.
Vargo, Exh. MLV-4, is a copy of the Olympia Transmission MAOP
Reconfirmation study, which evaluates a hybrid non-pipeline alternative approach
(pressure reduction and regulator station modifications) against the full suite of
suitability criteria.

PSE's Response to JEA Data Request No. 036 provides an alternatives
comparison for the Olympia MAOP project, including application of cost-
effectiveness (relative cost comparison of hybrid non-pipeline alternatives at
approximately $16.2 million vs. pipeline at approximately $15 million), feasibility,
and permits and timeline criteria. Please also see PSE's Response to JEA Data
Request No. 038.

Due to the iterative nature of long-term gas system planning, underlying analyses
were developed across multiple planning cycles using evolving models, data
inputs, and assumptions. As a result, not all intermediate work papers from prior
cycles have been retained in a centralized repository or in formats that can be
readily reproduced in native form with all formulas intact. The materials provided
contain the substantive analyses, modeling outputs, and evaluation results relied
upon by PSE and are sufficient to support and understand PSE's conclusions
regarding each alternative and the evaluation criteria.

C. PSE objects to subpart c of Joint Environmental Advocates Data Request
No. 073 as overbroad and unduly burdensome to the extent it seeks "at least
three examples" of application for each of eight separate criteria. PSE further
objects to the extent this subpart seeks information or analysis that does not exist
and is therefore not within PSE's possession, custody, or control.

Without waiving these objections and subject thereto, PSE responds as follows:

Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates Data
Request No. 073 (Duvall Reliability Study), Section 3.2 (Solutions Alternatives
Comparison), compares estimated costs across five alternatives, including the
non-pipeline alternatives (targeted electrification pilot at an estimated cost

of $8 million) and the pipeline reinforcement ($12 million).

Appendix | to the Third Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Michelle L.
Vargo, Exh. MLV-4 (North Lacey Reliability Study), evaluates targeted fuel
switching against a pipeline project estimated at $15 million and concludes that
the non-pipeline alternative was not cost-effective for this location due to the
scale of customer conversions required (approximately 4,600 customers) and
electric system capacity constraints.

PSE's Response to Joint Environmental Advocates Data Request No. 036
provides the Olympia MAOP alternatives cost comparison, including the hybrid
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non-pipeline alternative option (pressure increase/uprate combined with Lacey
Limit Station relocation) at an estimated cost of approximately $16.2 million
compared to the pipeline option at approximately $15 million.

Shaded information in Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental
Advocates Data Request No. 073 is designated as CONFIDENTIAL per Protective
Order in Dockets UE-260005 and UG-260006.
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