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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Dockets UE-260005 & UG-260006 
Puget Sound Energy 

2026 General Rate Case 
 
 

JEA DATA REQUEST NO. 008: 
 
RE: Depreciation 
 
Please refer to Exh. NWA-4, Figure 3. On page 41, the study states that 
decommissioning costs of $200 per linear foot of main and $5,000 per service are 
applied to retirements driven by customer attrition under the HHP and CCHP scenarios. 
 
a. Please provide all workpapers, studies, supporting data, and assumptions 

underlying PSE’s estimated decommissioning cost of $200 per linear foot and 
$5,000 per service. 

 
b. In each of the Reference, HHP, CCHP scenarios, separately, what portion of 

replacement retirement costs in the model reflects cost items that would, under 
PSE's actual project accounting, be assigned to the new asset rather than to the 
retired asset? How is this allocation reflected in the model? 

 
c. For each scenario and each model year from 2025 through 2050, please provide 

the modeled capital expenditures disaggregated into three components: 
 

i. new plant installed, 
 

ii. cost of removal associated with replacing the retired plant when retired 
plant is replaced, and 

 
iii. cost of removal associated with decommissioning where the retired plant 

is not replaced. 
 

d. Please provide the cost per linear foot applied to replacement retirements 
modeled in the Reference, HHP and CCHP scenarios. 

 
 
Response: 
 
a. The decommissioning cost assumptions reflected in Figure 3 (i.e., $200 per 

linear foot of main and $5,000 per service) of the Third Exhibit to the Prefiled 
Direct Testimony of Ned W. Allis, Exh. NWA-4, are modeling inputs used in the 
Gas Planning Model to estimate costs associated with decommissioning of 
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retired plant where replacement does not occur under the HHP and CCHP 
scenarios. These values were developed for planning and scenario-analysis 
purposes and are reflected in the work papers supporting the Prefiled Direct 
Testimony of Ned W. Allis, Exh. NWA-1T, and the Gas Planning Model 
workpapers (including “260005-06-PSE-WP-NWA-4-3-6-2026-Confidential - 
Puget - Gas Planning Model (C).xlsx”). 

 
b. The Gas Planning Model does not explicitly allocate replacement retirement 

costs between amounts that would be assigned to the retired asset versus the 
new asset under PSE’s project accounting. Instead, replacement activity is 
represented at an aggregate level through modeled capital expenditures and 
associated interim net salvage. Accordingly, the model does not produce a 
quantified “portion” responsive to this request. 

 
As described in response to subpart (c) below, replacement-related cost of 
removal is represented through interim net salvage, which is modeled as a fixed 
percentage of capital expenditures rather than a disaggregated accounting 
allocation. 

 
c. Please see the work paper titled “260005-06-PSE-WP-NWA-4-3-6-2026-

Confidential - Puget - Gas Planning Model (C).xlsx.” 
 

For each scenario and model year: 
 

i. New plant installed – Please see Column E (“Additions”). 
 

ii. Cost of removal associated with replacement retirements – Please see 
Column I (“Interim Net Salvage”), representing cost of removal associated 
with replacement activity. 

 
iii. Cost of removal associated with decommissioning (non-replacement 

retirements) – Please see Column H (“Decom. Net Salvage”). 
 

Additional explanation: 
 

• Annual capital expenditures are based on scenario-specific inputs. 
 

• For modeling purposes, 95 percent of capital expenditures are 
treated as new plant installed, and 5 percent as interim net salvage 
(replacement-related removal costs). 

 
• Decommissioning net salvage is modeled separately using the unit 

cost assumptions identified in subpart a above, escalated over 
time. 
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• No incremental decommissioning associated with customer attrition 
is modeled in the Reference scenario. 

 
d. The Gas Planning Model does not apply unit cost (per linear foot or per service) 

assumptions to replacement retirements. Instead, cost of removal for 
replacement activity is modeled as interim net salvage equal to 5 percent of total 
capital expenditures, as described in response to subpart c above. Accordingly, 
no responsive unit cost values exist. 
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