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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Dockets UE-260005 & UG-260006 
Puget Sound Energy 

2026 General Rate Case 
 
 

WUTC STAFF DATA REQUEST NO. 133: 
REQUESTED BY: Quinn A. Weber 
 
RE: RFP Analysis (HC) 
 
Please reference Exh. CJP-15HC on page 45. 
 
a. To what extent does PSE monetize, quantify, and qualify the CBIs listed in the 

slide? 
 
b. What data sources does PSE use to calculate the CBIs on these slides? Please 

list all data sources that have been used to calculate CBIs in similar RFPs. 
 
 
Response: 
 
Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”) objects to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 133 to the extent 
it is vague as to the meaning of “monetize,” “quantify,” and “qualify,” and further objects 
as overbroad and unduly burdensome to the extent it seeks “all” data sources used in 
“similar RFPs,” without limitation in time or subject matter. PSE also objects to the 
extent the request seeks information not relied upon by the witness or outside the scope 
of the cited exhibit. 
 
Without waiving these objections, and subject thereto, PSE responds as follows: 
 
PSE clarifies that its approach to Customer Benefit Indicators (“CBIs”) has been 
consistent across recent all-source Requests for Proposals (“RFPs”), including the 2021 
and 2024 All-Source RFPs: 
 

• CBIs are evaluated using qualitative and equity scoring 
frameworks, not monetized in cost modeling. 

 
• Quantitative metrics are limited to resource attributes relevant to 

system planning, such as energy output and capacity contribution. 
 

• Bidder-provided information is the primary source for non-energy, 
environmental, and community benefits, which are reviewed but not 
independently monetized. 
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This approach reflects the structure of the RFP evaluation process, which combines 
qualitative, quantitative, and equity-based criteria, with equity and customer benefits 
evaluated separately from cost optimization analyses. 
 
PSE directs WUTC Staff to the equity and customer benefits analysis presented in the 
Fourteenth Exhibit to the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Craig J. Pospisil, Exh. CJP-15HC, 
including pages 93-95, which describe the CBIs associated with the Haymaker Wind 
Project. 
 
a. PSE clarifies that, to the extent “monetize” refers to assigning dollar values to 

CBIs and incorporating those values into the quantitative optimization or portfolio 
modeling, PSE does not monetize CBIs in that manner. The RFP evaluation 
framework is based on a combination of quantitative cost metrics (e.g., levelized 
cost of energy or capacity) and qualitative scoring, with equity/customer benefits 
evaluated separately. 

 
Consistent with that framework: 

 
• Monetization (Financial Valuation): PSE does not convert CBIs into 

dollar-denominated benefits for inclusion in quantitative scoring or Aurora 
portfolio modeling. 

 
• Quantification (Non-Monetary Metrics): PSE quantifies certain discrete 

attributes relevant to CBIs where measurable, including: 
 

o CETA-compliant energy contribution, based on modeled generation 
output (e.g., DNV energy assessments); and 

 
o capacity contribution, expressed through effective load carrying 

capability (“ELCC”) values incorporated into planning and 
evaluation. 

 
• Qualification (Qualitative Assessment): PSE evaluates CBIs using 

structured qualitative and equity rubrics applied during the RFP process. 
These rubrics assess how well a proposal advances equity, customer 
benefits, and related statutory objectives, separate from cost-based 
scoring.  

 
Consistent with this approach, PSE used a rubric-based scoring methodology to 
evaluate CBIs in the 2021 All-Source RFP and subsequent RFPs, rather than 
monetizing those benefits. 
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With respect to the specific CBIs listed on page 45 of the Fourteenth Exhibit to 
the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Craig J. Pospisil, Exh. CJP-15HC: 

 
1. Energy Security and Resiliency: PSE quantified contributions to system 

reliability and compliance through modeled energy output and ELCC 
values, as described above. 

 
2. Energy and Non-Energy Benefits: PSE primarily relied on bidder-

provided information, including both quantitative metrics (e.g., jobs, tax 
revenue, funding commitments) and qualitative descriptions, which were 
reviewed and assessed through the RFP evaluation process. 

 
3. Environmental and Public Health Benefits: PSE relied on bidder-

provided estimates and qualitative descriptions of impacts, which were 
evaluated but not monetized in PSE’s internal modeling or scoring 
framework. 

 
b. PSE’s evaluation of CBIs relies on a combination of independent analytical 

inputs, internally developed planning assumptions, and bidder-provided 
information, depending on the specific CBI category. 

 
With respect to the specific CBIs listed on page 45 of the Fourteenth Exhibit to 
the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Craig J. Pospisil, Exh. CJP-15HC: 

 
1. Energy Security and Resiliency 

 
• Independent Resource Assessments: PSE relied on third-party 

analyses of expected energy production (e.g., DNV resource 
assessments) to inform energy contribution estimates. 

 
• Resource Adequacy Metrics: PSE relied on ELCC values 

developed through resource planning analysis (including work 
performed by Energy and Environmental Economics (“E3”)) to 
estimate capacity contributions. 

 
• These inputs are consistent with the broader RFP evaluation 

framework, in which independent assessments and planning 
models inform quantitative metrics used in proposal evaluation. 

 
2. Energy and Non-Energy Benefits 

 
• PSE relied on bidder-submitted information provided in required 

RFP templates, including proposal forms and equity/self-scorecard 
materials submitted through the RFP process. 
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• PSE evaluated this information through qualitative and equity 
scoring processes rather than independently modeling or 
monetizing these benefits. 

 
3. Environmental and Public Health Benefits 

 
• PSE relied on bidder-provided analyses and tools, which may 

include widely used external models (e.g., EPA COBRA and 
AVERT), as identified in bidder submissions. 

 
• PSE did not independently generate or monetize these estimates 

but reviewed them as part of its qualitative evaluation. 
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