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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. 183: 
REQUESTED BY: Ana Boyd and Hannah Halliday 

RE: Thermal Energy Network Pilot 

Please refer to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request 075. Please explain 
why PSE assumed the approved ‘24 GRC rate of return and long-term debt rate when 
PSE will not be constructing, owning or operating the TEN.  

a. If these rates end up being different for the owner/operator, would this change
how much PSE plans to charge customers?

Response: 

At the time Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”) submitted PSE’s Response to Public Counsel 
Data Request No  075, PSE had not selected a third-party developer for the Thermal 
Energy Network pilot or finalized the associated commercial and contractual terms. As a 
result, PSE did not have project-specific financing assumptions for a third-party 
owner/operator. 

In the absence of such information, PSE used the authorized cost-of-capital 
parameters, including the authorized rate of return and long-term debt rate, from 
Dockets UE-260005 and UG-260006 as a proxy to approximate potential customer cost 
impacts under a traditional utility framework. These inputs were used for analytical 
purposes to provide an indicative assessment of potential rate impacts at an early stage 
of project development and are not intended to reflect the actual financing structure of a 
third-party developer. 

a. Under PSE’s current proposal, costs associated with the Thermal Energy
Network pilot are reflected as operations and maintenance (“O&M”) expense
within PSE’s Multi-Year Rate Plan (“MYRP”) period. As such:

• costs are incorporated into PSE’s overall O&M forecast
rather than tracked through a project-specific deferral or
reconciliation mechanism;
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• differences between assumed and actual cost structures, 
including variations in financing assumptions applicable to a 
third-party owner/operator, would not automatically flow 
through to customer rates; and 

 
• O&M expenses are not subject to true-up or reconciliation to 

forecasted levels in rates. 
 

Accordingly, although differences in the financing terms of a third-party developer 
could affect the contractual costs incurred by PSE, such differences would not 
necessarily result in a corresponding change to customer charges under the 
current ratemaking framework. 
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