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PUBLIC COUNSEL DATA REQUEST NO. 468: 
 
RE: Baker River Project. PSE Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 188. 
 
For each unit of property and major work category, please provide a variance table 
comparing: Board-approved estimate, filed estimate, Michels estimate, engineer’s 
estimate, all bids received, selected bid or current negotiated price, and current forecast. 
For each variance greater than $100,000 or five percent, identify the reason for the 
variance, whether it relates to scope, quantity, unit cost, escalation, contingency, 
constructability, permitting, schedule, or market pricing. 
 
 
Response: 
 
Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”) objects to Public Counsel Data Request No. 468 to the 
extent it: (i) seeks bidder-specific proposal pricing or scoring information that, if 
produced, would impair the integrity of PSE's ongoing competitive procurement and the 
negotiations with the tentatively selected contractor; (ii) seeks a "selected bid or current 
negotiated price" where no construction contract has been awarded and contract 
negotiations remain ongoing; (iii) seeks a variance attribution by category where PSE's 
cost-estimating system does not consistently tag variance drivers across the categories 
enumerated by Public Counsel Data Request No. 468 (scope vs. quantity vs. unit cost, 
etc.); and (iv) seeks confidential procurement information. 
 
Subject to and without waiving these objections, PSE responds as follows.  
 
Attached as Attachment A to PSE's Response to Public Counsel Data Request No. 468 
is an MS Excel workbook that PSE used to compare the proposals provided by 
prospective contractors, the first worksheet has the initial submitted pricing from 
April 27, 2026, worksheet two has the updated pricing from two bidders on May 15, 
2026, and worksheet three has the Bid Review Team’s average scoring: 
 

1. The Michels Construction estimate (referred to as ‘PSE Estimate’, 
as reflected in Attachment A to PSE's Response to Public Counsel 
Data Request No. 190 (R1 Final Delivery Closeout Package, dated 
February 26, 2026); and 
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2. The three initial proposals received on April 27, 2026, and the updated 
proposals received on May 15, 2026. 

 
PSE has not awarded a construction contract; negotiated final price is subject to change 
until execution of the construction agreement with the tentatively selected contractor 
and upon completion of contract negotiations and finalization of contract pricing. PSE 
will supplement this response at that time, consistent with the continuing nature of 
Public Counsel Data Request No. 468. PSE does not identify the reason for the 
differences in proposals, whether it relates to scope, quantity, unit cost, escalation, 
contingency, constructability, permitting, schedule, or market pricing as each proposal is 
developed by contractors utilizing different suppliers, means and methods, and 
personnel. Complex design projects typically involve ‘progressive elaboration’ which is 
the iterative project management practice that continuously improves and details the 
plan as new information, more accurate estimates, and specific insights becomes 
available. Cost variance similar to schedule variance requires a baseline to measure 
against, which is set for construction at contract award. Utilizing preliminary or concept 
level estimates like those included in PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data Request 
No. 468 is not appropriate to perform a variance as estimates are refined with the 
design. Estimates are typically assigned Classes for various design levels and vary from 
Class 5 (preliminary) to Class 1. PSE considers the Michels estimate to be a Class 1 
estimate due to the level of detail provided and the inclusion of the total project scope. 
Attributing variance amounts to reasons requested as opposed to the increased level of 
detail and effort of the Class 1 estimate is not possible. The difference between the 
December 2025 Board Approved and the January 2026 filed estimate reflected in the 
Prefiled Direct Testimony of James P. Hogan, Exh. JPH-1CT, is less than five percent. 
 
 
Shaded information in Attachment A to PSE’s Response to Public Counsel Data 
Request No. 468 designated as CONFIDENTIAL per Protective Order in Dockets UE-
260005 and UG-260006.
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