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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. 121: 
REQUESTED BY: Quinn A. Weber 
 
RE: New and Existing DR Program Costs 
 
Please refer to the Staff Data Request No. 35. 
 
a. In response to Staff question (c), PSE states that it does not have finalized costs 

for individual programs. In each rate year, what costs does PSE attribute to 
currently existing programs? 

 
b. If PSE does not have individual program costs for resources it has not yet 

contracted, but hopes to acquire, how does it believe these programs conform to 
the Commission’s known and measurable standard? 

 
c. In response to Staff question (d) PSE lists what sources it relied on in proposing 

new DR programs. 
 

1. What vendors did PSE receive input from and what aggregators did it 
receive input from? Are these vendors and aggregators currently under 
contract with PSE for services? 

 
2. What consultants and industry experts did PSE reach out to for advice and 

what was their analysis? 
 

3. What “peer utility programs” did PSE specifically “observe”? 
 

4. What does PSE mean by observe?  
 
 
Response: 
 
PSE objects to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 121 to the extent it seeks information or 
documents beyond those relied upon by the witness in forming the opinions expressed 
in the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Aaron A. August, Exh. AAA-1T, is overly broad, 
unduly burdensome, or seeks information not relevant to the issues in this proceeding. 
PSE further objects to the extent the request seeks granular program-level information 
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that has not been developed or finalized as part of the planning-level analysis reflected 
in testimony. 
 
Subject to and without waiving these objections, PSE responds as follows. 
 
a. PSE does not attribute costs to currently existing demand response programs on 

a disaggregated, program-by-program basis in the manner requested. Rather, 
PSE tracks demand response costs at a portfolio level, which generally includes 
(i) program implementation and administration costs (typically including vendor 
payments and program operations) and (ii) customer incentive and capacity 
payments. These costs are reflected in aggregate demand response-related 
expenses included in PSE’s planning assumptions and revenue requirement, 
rather than as fixed allocations to individual programs by rate year. No further 
program-specific cost allocation was relied upon by the witness. 

 
b. PSE’s demand response program expansion is reflected in forward-looking 

power cost forecasts that are subject to periodic true-up through the Power Cost 
Adjustment (“PCA”) mechanism. As explained in the Prefiled Direct Testimony of 
Brennan D. Mueller, Exh. BDM-1T, at pages 7 and 8, PSE proposes annual 
updates to its power cost forecast and PCA baseline rate. 

 
To the extent that PSE has not yet contracted for certain demand response 
resources, their inclusion in forecasted costs would reflect reasonable planning 
assumptions based on available information at the time of filing. The annual 
update process allows PSE to incorporate actual contract costs and program 
outcomes as they become known, thereby maintaining alignment with the 
Commission’s known and measurable standard. No additional analysis beyond 
this framework was relied upon by the witness. 

 
c. 1. PSE currently administers demand response programs with existing 

contracted vendors and service providers. The demand response 
expansion contemplated in the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Aaron A. 
August, Exh.  AAA-1T, anticipates procuring incremental capacity through 
a separate competitive solicitation, in which PSE would intend to secure 
resources not currently under contract. PSE has not identified or relied 
upon specific new vendors or aggregators for purposes of the testimony 
beyond this procurement framework. 

 
2. PSE engages in ongoing market research and program evaluation, which 

includes interactions with industry organizations and consultant firms. As 
part of this general outreach, PSE has engaged with entities such as 
ESource, the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (“NEEA”), Peak Load 
Management Alliance (“PLMA”), and consultant firms involved in program 
evaluation and measurement (e.g., Cadmus and Opinion Dynamics/ 
ESource). PSE uses these engagements for general market awareness, 
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benchmarking, and program design considerations. PSE did not rely on 
any discrete, standalone consultant report or analysis specific to the 
proposed demand response program expansion beyond the general 
inputs reflected in this planning process. 

 
3. As part of its market review, PSE considered demand response programs 

implemented by a range of electric utilities, including Portland General 
Electric, Pacific Gas & Electric Company, Duke Energy, Arizona Public 
Service Company, Tucson Electric Power, BC Hydro, Baltimore Gas and 
Electric, and Sacramento Municipal Utility District. These observations 
informed PSE’s general understanding of program design and 
implementation practices; no individual program was dispositive or 
exclusively relied upon. 

 
4. As used in PSE’s Response to WUTC Staff Data Request No. 035, PSE’s 

use of the verb “observe” refers to a review of publicly available 
information, participation in industry forums, and engagement in formal 
and informal knowledge-sharing discussions with peer utilities and 
industry participants. PSE used these activities to inform general program 
design considerations, including customer participation, operational 
performance, and potential risks and opportunities. PSE did not rely on 
any single study, dataset, or formal comparative analysis falling within this 
characterization for purposes of the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Aaron A. 
August, Exh. AAA-1T. 
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