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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Dockets UE-260005 & UG-260006

Puget Sound Energy
2026 General Rate Case

PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 214:

Re: Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT at 65:1-10.

Please describe why the turbines “are no longer assigned to any specific location.”

a. Is PSE still considering placing the turbines at the |GG

I - N, (oc-tions?

b. If not, please explain why.

REDACTED

VERSION

Response:

The decision of Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”) to de-couple the Firm Capacity Turbines
from specific project sites was a deliberate decision driven by the interaction of three
factors:

(i) long manufacturer lead times for ﬁ

combustion turbines;
(i) PSE's substantial near-term capacity deficits; and

(i)  Ongoing review of alternative deployment locations.

The turbines were originally contemplated for the | RN (Tranche 1,
turbines, approximately 171 MW) and the ||
(Tranche 2, turbines, approximately 171 MW). However, the timing of

the turbine procurement decision (the Turbine Supply Agreements were authorized by
the Board of Directors on July 31, 2025, and finalized on August 19, 2025) preceded the

full investment decisions on the |GG -"d the TG

I \vhich had not yet been made and which require their own separate prudency
evaluation. To proceed with the turbine acquisition without prematurely committing to
specific project sites (and to preserve flexibility if the underlying peaker projects do not
proceed on the timeline currently contemplated, or do not proceed at all), PSE
structured the turbine acquisition as a stand-alone equipment purchase that is not
contractually tied to any specific deployment location.
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The supporting rationale, set forth on page 65, lines 5-10, and on pages 83-84
(Summary of Prudency for the Firm Capacity Turbines) of the Prefiled Direct Testimony
of Craig J. Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT, is that the turbines have utility independent of any
specific deployment location:

(a)  PSE can deploy the turbines at the ﬁ site if

the underlying project receives final investment approval;

(b)  PSE can deploy the turbines at the || G sitc i

the underlying project receives final investment approval;

(c) PSE can reallocate the turbines to alternative PSE projects if
circumstances warrant;

(d) PSE can hold the turbines pending future deployment decisions; or

(e) PSE can resell the turbines in the secondary market.
This optionality, coupled with the lead times for turbine delivery and PSE's identified
capacity deficits, supported PSE's conclusion that the turbine purchase was prudent on

a stand-alone basis even before any specific peaker project receives full investment
approval. The Firm Capacity Turbines also offer operational flexibility | N

. See
Prefiled Direct Testimony of Craig J. Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT, at page 65, lines 13—-18.

PSE notes that, as explained on page 78 of the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Craig J.
Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT, “before the full investment decision for the project, where the
turbines are ultimately installed, PSE will evaluate the project's overall customer
benefits rather than those related to the purchase of the Firm Capacity Turbines
Tranches 1 and 2.” The turbine purchase prudency determination PSE seeks in this
case is therefore separate from, and does not predetermine, the prudency evaluation of
any specific future peaker project decision.

REDACTED

VERSION
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a.  Yes. The [N -~ I vty

remain PSE's contemplated deployment sites for the Firm Capacity Turbines.
The corresponding 2024 All-Source RFP self-build proposals (i.e., Project #8289
and Project #8302) were both selected for the Shortlist of the 2024 All-Source
RFP, as outlined in Table 19 on page 59 of the Tenth Exhibit to the Prefiled
Direct Testimony of Craig J. Pospisil, Exh. CJP-11HC. Each of these Shortlist
proposals contemplates approximately 171 MW of nameplate capacity,
consistent with the capacity of || | NN Both projects were
selected by Aurora portfolio optimization analysis as part of the lowest
reasonable cost portfolio for the 2024 RFP cycle. See pages 83-84 of the Prefiled
Direct Testimony of Craig J. Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT.

PSE is currently in commercial development and due diligence phases for both

peaker projects. The full investment decisions for the | GGG
and the || | be presented to PSE's Energy Risk

Management Committee and Board of Directors in due course. If the Board
approves those projects in their currently contemplated form, PSE expects the
turbines to be deployed at the corresponding sites (i.e., Tranche 1 (three SGT-
800 turbines) at the Fredonia Peaker Project site, and Tranche 2 (three SGT-800
turbines) at the Whitehorn Peaker Project site), consistent with the originally
contemplated allocation.

PSE notes, however, that the de-coupling described in the Prefiled Direct
Testimony of Craig J. Pospisil, Exh. CJP-1HCT preserves PSE's flexibility to
redirect the turbines to alternative deployment locations, including alternative
PSE-owned sites, sites that may emerge through future RFP cycles, or resale, if

either the | - I oo ot

proceed for any reason (including but not limited to siting, permitting,
interconnection, transmission, regulatory, environmental, or commercial
considerations identified during the project-specific due-diligence and approval
process).

b. Not applicable. As outlined in PSE's response to subpart a. above, PSE is still

considering placing the turbines at the || R - I
I oo

Shaded information in PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 214 is
designated as HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL per Protective Order in Dockets UE-260005
and UG-260006.
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