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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. 082: 
 
RE: Decarbonization 
 
Please refer to Exhibit MLV-12 at p. 19, stating that “Estimated costs are $1.4M in 
capital and $2M in O&M to cover customer appliance inspections, infrastructure 
upgrades and blending skid, hydrogen supply, and necessary tools and measurement 
equipment.” 
 
a. How did PSE develop these estimates of capital and O&M costs? 
 
b. Please provide all documents in PSE’s possession that support these cost 

estimates. 
 
c. Please provide a breakdown of the estimated capital and O&M costs by category 

(customer appliance inspections, infrastructure upgrades and blending skid 
broken down into individual equipment components as available, hydrogen 
supply, and tools and measurement equipment). 

 
d. How do PSE’s requested capital and O&M costs compare to the costs of 

comparable equipment and O&M categories (e.g., blending skid, hydrogen 
supply, measurement equipment) for other pilot projects, including the programs 
and studies done by Dominion Energy, ATCO, Hawaii Gas, Enbridge Inc., SoCal 
Gas, and Eylem US? 

 
e. How do PSE’s requested capital and O&M costs compare to the cost per unit of 

hydrogen delivered by other pilot projects including the programs and studies 
done by Dominion Energy, ATCO, Hawaii Gas, Enbridge Inc., SoCal Gas, and 
Eylem US? 

 
 
Response: 
 
a. Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”) developed the estimated capital and operations 

and maintenance ("O&M") costs as preliminary estimates during the conceptual 
stage of the hydrogen blending pilot, consistent with the project's current position 
in PSE's project management lifecycle. See Eleventh Exhibit to the Prefiled 
Direct Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV 12, at pages 22 and 23 
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(Proposed Timeline). These estimates were informed by internal subject matter 
expertise, preliminary scoping assumptions regarding pilot size and components, 
and PSE's review of prior industry hydrogen blending pilots, including the 
Enbridge ThermH2 project and ATCO's Fort Saskatchewan pilot. See Eleventh 
Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-12, at 
page 18. The estimates have not been developed through detailed engineering 
or formal vendor quotations, which are sequenced for the Design phase (Q2 
2028 – Q1 2029). Detailed cost estimates will be developed during that phase 
and validated at Gate Approval #2 (Q1 2029), at which point PSE will make a 
go/no-go decision "based on design readiness, safety requirements, and ability to 
execute within the budget." See Eleventh Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony 
of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-12 at page 23. 

 
b. PSE objects to subpart b of Joint Environmental Advocates Data Request 

No. 082 as overbroad and unduly burdensome to the extent it seeks "all 
documents in PSE's possession" supporting the cost estimates. 

 
Without waiving this objection and subject thereto, PSE responds as follows: 

 
The cost estimates are supported by the materials contained in Section 2 of the 
Eleventh Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo, 
Exh. MLV-12, at pages 13 through 24, including the Corporate Spending 
Authorization and Pilot Documentation. Consistent with the early stage of project 
development, PSE has not developed separate detailed analyses, workpapers, 
or cost study documentation beyond these materials. 

 
c. PSE has not developed a component-level cost build-up for the estimated capital 

and O&M costs. However, page 19 of the Eleventh Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct 
Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-12, at page 19 identifies the following 
cost categories encompassed within the estimates: customer appliance 
inspections, infrastructure upgrades and blending skid, hydrogen supply, and 
necessary tools and measurement equipment. Additionally, the Prefiled Direct 
Testimony of Michelle L. Vargo, Exh. MLV-1T, at page 109 (Table 45), provides 
the following year-by-year capital allocation: 

 

Rate Plan Year 
Capital 

($ millions) 
Year 1 (2/1/27 – 1/31/28) $0.1 
Year 2 (2/1/28 – 1/31/29) $1.0 
Year 3 (2/1/29 – 1/31/30) $0.2 
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A more granular breakdown by individual equipment component is not available 
at this stage of project development and will be developed during the Design 
phase (Q2 2028 – Q1 2029). 

 
d. PSE has not conducted a formal comparative analysis of its estimated costs 

against costs for other hydrogen blending pilot projects. PSE's review of prior 
industry pilots, including the Enbridge ThermH2 project and ATCO's Fort 
Saskatchewan pilot, informed the pilot's design approach and operational 
framework, as described in PSE's Response to Joint Environmental Advocates 
Data Request No. 079. However, a direct cost comparison to the programs 
identified by Joint Environmental Advocates Data Request No. 082 (i.e., 
Dominion Energy, ATCO, Hawaii Gas, Enbridge Inc., SoCalGas, and Eylem US) 
is not meaningful at this stage for several reasons: 

 
(i) PSE's estimates are preliminary and will be refined during 

the Design phase; 
 

(ii) the identified programs differ materially in scope, including 
customer count (e.g., ATCO served approximately 2,100 
customers; Enbridge served approximately 1,800 customers; 
PSE's pilot targets up to 500 customers), geographic and 
regulatory context, and project components (e.g., ATCO and 
Enbridge included on-site hydrogen production equipment, 
whereas PSE plans to purchase hydrogen from regional 
suppliers); and 

 
(iii) several of the identified programs (e.g., Hawaii Gas) are not 

comparable blending pilots but rather long-standing 
operational programs with hydrogen present as a byproduct 
of synthetic natural gas production. 

 
e. PSE has not estimated the cost per unit of hydrogen delivered for its proposed 

pilot, nor has it compared such costs to those of other pilot projects. The pilot's 
hydrogen supply costs will depend on regional market pricing at the time of 
procurement (Design phase, Q2 2028 – Q1 2029) and the quantity required for 
the blend level and duration achieved during the pilot execution period (Q3 – Q4 
2029). These variables cannot be estimated with precision at the current stage of 
project development. 
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