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Puget Sound Energy
2026 General Rate Case

JEA DATA REQUEST NO. 036:

RE: Gas Capital Expenditures & NPAs

Please refer to Exh. MLV-4, at 33:12-18, where the witness states that PSE evaluated
pipeline and nonpipeline alternatives for the North Lacey Gas System Reliability High
Pressure Main project in 2023 and again in 2025.

a. For each alternative evaluated (including pressure increase, continued cold
weather actions, demand response, energy efficiency, and targeted
electrification), please provide all analyses, workpapers, and cost-effectiveness
evaluations PSE relied upon in determining that the alternative did not meet cost-
effectiveness, deadline, or operational requirements. Please produce all
responsive documents in native format with all formulas intact.

b. For each alternative, please identify:
i. the cost-effectiveness methodology or threshold applied;

ii. the deadline or operational requirement the alternative failed to meet, if
applicable; and

iii. whether the alternative was evaluated on a standalone basis, in
combination with other alternatives, or both.

C. Please identify any differences in scope, assumptions, or methodology between
the 2023 evaluation and the 2025 evaluation, and provide the workpapers for
each evaluation separately.

Response:

a. Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”) conducted evaluations of pipeline and non-pipeline
alternatives for the North Lacey Gas System reliability need across multiple
planning cycles, including analyses performed in or around 2019, 2023, and
2025. Please refer to the North Lacey Reliability Study Needs Assessment and
Solutions Report provided as Appendix | to the Third Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct
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Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-4 (“North Lacey Solutions Report”), at
pages 24 through 29 (Section 3.2, Solutions Alternatives Evaluated).

Attached as Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 036 is an MS Excel workbook that provides 2025 system
modeling results reflecting capacity and operational constraints.

Attached as Attachment B to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 036 is an MS Excel workbook that provides Stipulation O
Decarbonization Settlement H (2023 targeted electrification analyses).

Attached as Attachment C to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 036 is an MS Excel workbook that provides 2025 demand
response and energy efficiency program data and evaluations.

Attached as Attachment D to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 036 is a copy of the North Lacey Alternatives Analysis,
December 2019.

Attached as Attachment E to PSE’s Response to Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 036 is an MS Excel workbook that provides 2023 and 2025
cold weather action lists.

Certain historical analyses from prior planning cycles were not maintained in a
single consolidated repository or in formats that preserve all intermediate
calculations. The materials provided include the substantive analyses and results
relied upon by PSE in each evaluation cycle.

b. PSE’s evaluation of alternatives for the North Lacey project applied the standard
criteria set forth in the Suitability Criteria for Non-Pipeline Alternatives, Second
Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-3,
Appendix A, at pages 9 and 10. Those criteria require that each alternative:

1. meet technical criteria (reliability need or safety/integrity
need);

2. use mature technology/methodology;

3. be feasible (including constructability and viability of non-

pipeline alternatives);

4. be capable of completion within the needs assessment
timeline;
5. maintain energy supply to customers with limited disruption
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be operationally sound; and

be cost-effective, based on a relative cost comparison
between options in combination with an evaluation of the
overall benefit of continued and reliable supply or a reduction
in demand.

See Second Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo,
Exh. MLV-3, Appendix A, at pages 9 and 10.

For constrained area system needs specifically, a non-pipeline alternative must
also satisfy the following conditions to be considered feasible:

a.

g.

timing of the need to be met is greater than three years or
current mitigations are acceptable;

the need for investment is deferred for at least five years or
completely resolved;

the alternative reduces peak demand below the system
need;

implementation does not increase system risk;

the project cost avoided by implementing the NPA exceeds
$500,000;

customer participation is incentive-based; and

the alternative is cost-effective.

See Exh. MLV-3 (Apdx. A) at 21 (Appendix C: High-Level Suitability Criteria
Considerations by Need — Constrained Area System Needs).

Details for each alternative are summarized below:

ii. Deadline or

i. Cost- Operational iii. Standalone,
Non-Pipeline Primary Effectiveness Requirement Not Combination, or
Alternative Constraint(s) Methodology Met Both
Pressure Timing; would not  Relative cost Summer 2027 in-  Both: evaluated
Increase/Uprate fully resolve the comparison per service date; as a standalone
(PI/U) reliability need on  Exh. MLV-3 requires WUTC NPA and as a

(Apdx. A) at 10; authorization for hybrid alternative
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Non-Pipeline
Alternative

Primary
Constraint(s)

i. Cost-
Effectiveness
Methodology

ii. Deadline or
Operational
Requirement Not
Met

iii. Standalone,
Combination, or
Both

Continued Cold
Weather Actions
(CWA)

Demand
Response (DR)

Energy Efficiency
(EE)

a standalone
basis

Operational
limitations; not a
long-term solution

Technology not
sufficiently
mature; required
adoption levels
not achievable
within timeline

Limited to building
envelope
improvements;
insufficient
achievable
adoption within
the constrained
area and timeline

evaluated as
Option #2 (hybrid:
PI/U with Lacey
Limit Station
relocation) at an
estimated cost of
$16.2M vs. Option
#1 (pipeline) at
$15M

Relative cost
comparison per
Exh. MLV-3
(Apdx. A) at 10

Relative cost
comparison per
Exh. MLV-3
(Apdx. A) at 10;
see Attachment C

Relative cost
comparison per
Exh. MLV-3
(Apdx. A) at 10;
see Attachment C
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uprate above
historical
operating
pressure per PSE
Standard
2575.2500, which
introduces timing
risk

Cannot reliably
serve firm
customer load on
a design day;
requires CNG
transportation,
additional safety
measures, and
increased staffing;
not repeatable as
a long-term
solution per Exh.
MLV-4 at 33:18—
34:3

Summer 2027,
PSE's pilot found
DR was
ineffective during
coldest days when
gas delivery was
needed most
(5:00-10:00 a.m.);
no other utilities
currently
implementing gas
DR programs
successfully

Summer 2027,
residential gas
equipment
rebates ended
8/1/2025 per
ESHB 1589;
commercial

(Option #2) in
combination with
Lacey Limit
Station (RS-2528)
relocation

Standalone

Both: evaluated
on standalone
basis and in
combination with
other demand-
side measures

Both: evaluated
on standalone
basis and in
combination with
other demand-
side measures

Page 4



Non-Pipeline Primary

i. Cost-
Effectiveness

ii. Deadline or
Operational
Requirement Not

iii. Standalone,
Combination, or

Alternative Constraint(s) Methodology Met Both
rebates end
1/1/2031
Targeted Electric system Relative cost Summer 2027; Standalone
Electrification capacity comparison per would require
constraints; scale  Exh. MLV-3 electrifying
of required (Apdx. A) at 10; approximately
conversions; see also Exh. 4,600 customers'
compliance MLV-4 (Apdx. I)at heating loads to
timeline 29-34 offset the $15M
pipeline project;
pilot development
timelines
incompatible with
compliance
schedule
C. The overall project scope (addressing a gas delivery shortfall of approximately

190,000 SCFH to serve approximately 20,000 gas customers in North Lacey)
remained consistent between the 2023 and 2025 evaluations. However, key
differences in assumptions and methodology are identified below, and the
workpapers for each evaluation are provided separately in the attachments
identified in response to subpart a above.

. In-service timing. In the 2023 evaluation, the in-service date
was a planning target based on system reliability needs alone.
By the 2025 reevaluation, the required in-service date had
become a firm compliance-driven deadline: the North Lacey
project must be completed by summer 2027 to enable the
Olympia MAOP reconfirmation pressure reduction, which must
be completed by July 3, 2028. See Third Exhibit to the Prefiled
Direct Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-4, Appendix |,
at pages 29 and 30.

. Project cost and governance threshold. In October 2023, the
project was released as a programmatic investment with a
conceptual estimate of $8 million; programmatic projects below
$10 million did not require a detailed needs and solutions report
under PSE's governance structure. By 2025, the cost estimate
had matured and increased above $10 million (current estimate:
$15 million), triggering a reevaluation under PSE’s project
lifecycle governance, including a detailed needs and solutions
report and formal non-pipeline alternatives analysis. See Third

PSE’s Response to JEA Data Request No. 036

Date of Response: June 9, 2026

Person who Prepared the Response: Niecie Weatherby / Chang Pak / Jason Dinwiddie
Witness Knowledgeable About the Response: Michelle L. Vargo

Page 5



Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo,
Exh. MLV-4, Appendix |, at pages 9 through 11.

. Gas heat content assumptions. The 2023 and 2025 analyses
used different assumed gas heat content values, which affected
modeled system capacity and the number of customers
requiring electrification to fully offset the reliability need
(approximately 4,480 customers in the 2023 analysis vs.
approximately 4,600 customers in the 2025 analysis).

. Non-pipelines alternatives evaluation scope. The 2023
evaluation assessed non-pipeline alternatives at a
programmatic level consistent with PSE’s then-applicable
governance. The 2025 reevaluation applied the formal non-
pipeline alternatives suitability criteria established in Exh. MLV-3
(Apdx. A), consistent with the Commission's Final Order 09 at
91 329 in Dockets UE-240004, et al. (Jan. 15, 2025). See Exh.
MLV-3 (Apdx. A) at 11 (Section 4.3, Compliance).

. Olympia MAOP sequencing dependency. The 2023
evaluation did not account for the Olympia MAOP
reconfirmation sequencing requirement, as PSE had not yet
begun detailed analysis of the Olympia MAOP compliance
need. In 2024, PSE opted for a pressure-reduction solution for
Olympia that will reduce downstream pressures at North Lacey
regulator stations, adding approximately 100 customers to the
at-risk population. The 2025 reevaluation incorporated this
dependency. See Third Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony
of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-4, Appendix |, at pages 15
and 16.

Despite these differences, the underlying conclusions regarding the feasibility
and cost-effectiveness of the evaluated alternatives did not materially change
between the 2023 and 2025 evaluations. In both cycles, the pipeline
reinforcement solution was determined to be the most feasible and cost-effective
approach to meet the identified reliability need. See Third Exhibit to the Prefiled
Direct Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-4, Appendix |, at page 16.
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ATTACHMENT A to PSE’s Response to
Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 036



ATTACHMENT B to PSE’s Response to
Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 036



ATTACHMENT C to PSE’s Response to
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ATTACHMENT D to PSE’s Response to
Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 036



ATTACHMENT E to PSE’s Response to
Joint Environmental Advocates
Data Request No. 036
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