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I. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY

A. PURPOSE

Bates White, LLC (Bates White) is pleased to present this final report on Puget Sound
Energy (PSE)’s 2024 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP). Bates White serves the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC or Commission) as the
Independent Evaluator (IE) for the RFP. Bates White has extensive experience as an IE for
renewable and conventional resource transactions in the Pacific Northwest, Oklahoma,
California, Hawaii, and elsewhere, as well as for full requirements transactions throughout the
Northeast.

This final report is required under WAC 480-107-023. The IE must “[p]repare a final report to
the Commission after reconciling rankings with the utility in accordance with WAC 480-107-
035(3) that must: (i) include an evaluation of the competitive bidding process in selecting the
lowest reasonable cost acquisition or action to satisfy the identified resource need, including the
adequacy of communication with stakeholders and bidders; and (ii) explain ranking differences
and why the IE and the utility were or were not able to reconcile the differences.””

Per agreement with UTC staff, this report is being provided after the conclusion of the
negotiating and contracting process with selected bidders so as to provide a complete report on
the entire procurement process.

B. SUMMARY

As a result of this 2024 All Source RFP, PSE has finalized contracts with four
resources. They are:

e Big Horn Wind (Big Horn) — a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) with Avangrid for
supply from a repowered 199.5 MW wind project located in Klickitat County, WA.
The contract covers a duration of 18 years.

e Dry Falls Energy Center (Dry Falls) —a PPA and energy storage tolling agreement with
NextEra Energy resources (NextEra) for supply from a hybrid facility, which consists of
400 MW of photovoltaic solar and 200 MW of 4-hour battery energy storage to be

'WAC 480-107-023-(g).
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located in Grant County, WA. The contracts cover a duration of 25 years, and the
facility has a target COD of December 2029.

e Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Center (Schnebly Coulee) — an asset purchase agreement
(APA) with Invenergy for a new 90 MW solar project located in Kittitas County,
Washington. The facility has a target COD of June 2029.

e Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project (formerly Snoqualmie Energy Storage)® — A
tolling agreement with Jupiter Power for supply from a 130 MW 4-hour battery energy
storage facility to be located in King County, Washington. The contract has a target
COD of December 2028.

In addition, PSE has, as a result of this RFP, signed Turbine Supply Agreements

(TSA) with _ for the provision of six
_ These are intended to provide additional capacity at two existing PSE
sites. The six turbines have a total generating capacity of roughly 342 MW.

This represents a total of 689 MW of renewable capacity and 672 MW of
dispatchable capacity. Per PSE, this is a total of 701 MW of summer and 543 MW of
winter capacity on an Effective Load Carrying Capability (ELCC) basis.® These bids will
produce roughly 1,640 GWh of clean energy per year.

As the IE, Bates White participated in all phases of the RFP: the review of the RFP
design, the solicitation and intake of bids, the evaluation of offers, and the negotiation and
signing of final contracts. Bates White makes the following conclusions:

e The selected offers represent the lowest reasonable cost package of offers when
considering factors such as cost, need, and development risk;

e The qualification and ranking of bids was done in conformance with the RFP rules. We
were able to independently evaluate the bids on a qualitative basis using the RFP’s
scoring rubric. We also independently modeled the bids to confirm PSE’s ranking. We
reviewed PSE’s modeling and scoring of the bids to ensure that the bids were modeled
correctly. We were able to agree on the final selection of offers and we reviewed and
agreed with all disqualifications;

2 The developer changed the project name prior to contracting.
3 The numbers include the contributions of the six _ , without the turbines the projects contribute 366 MW
in the summer and 215 MW in the winter.
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e The communication with bidders was adequate. Bidders were allowed to ask questions
prior to the bid due date. We were able to review Q&A to ensure that questions were
answered fully and in line with the RFP rules. We also reviewed communications with
bidders to ensure that evaluators had the proper data and that non-compliant bids
understood their defects and had a chance to cure their proposals;

e All bidders were treated fairly. Bidders had equal information with which to prepare
their bids and were given chances to ask questions and cure deficiencies.

e The process was aligned with the 2023 Electric Progress Report and as updated by the
2025 Resource Planning Analysis; and

e The final contracts feature reasonable risk protections for ratepayers, including penalties
for failing to meet targets and performance requirements. While the prices were
adjusted from the initial offers during the negotiation process, PSE did confirm, per
WAC requirements, that the resources were ultimately still reasonable choices for
ratepayers.

In our report on PSE’s 2021 All Source RFP, we noted the slow pace of the
development process. As compared to the 2021 All Source RFP, this process ran much faster
and was more in line with comparable procurements. This is a credit to PSE, who undertook an
effort to speed up the process. This was a necessary step as reliability and clean energy needs
continue to grow and the CETA deadlines approach. The 2026 Voluntary Utility-Scale RFP is
currently issued and bids are undergoing evaluation.

Based on the analysis conducted for this RFP, which forecasts a continued decline in the
capacity contribution of BESS resources, it appears increasingly likely that PSE will have to
rely on peaking units to fulfill a large portion of their capacity needs. For future procurements
parties should continue to review ELCC inputs and assumptions as well as discuss and plan for
how such technologies can be utilized in a CETA future. Stakeholders should consider how
much the utility and ratepayers should be willing to spend for resources that will likely provide
limited output and how much that additional reliability backstop is worth.

One complication that resulted from this procurement process is that the analyses
conducted for this RFP supported the acquisition of self-build offers from PSE. Unlike PPAs
and Build, Transfer Agreements (BTAs), which contemplate supply from or delivery of a fully
functional project and provide a high degree of confidence in total project cost, the self-builds
currently only have signed contracts for turbine supply. While an acceptable outcome, this puts
more pressure on regulators because they must review cost changes from the estimate to the

ot base request. P s currntly

_ , but the need for firm generation capacity noted above combined with
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the limited universe of parties that can offer such capacity means that similar projects will
likely be considered in the future.

II. BACKGROUND

A. RESOURCE NEED

The purpose of the RFP was to contract for generation to supply up to 2.3 million
annual MWh by 2030 from non-emitting or renewable resources that comply with the
requirements of Washington State’s Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA) and up to 1,755
MW of summer and 1,573 MW of winter peak capacity resources in 2029. All available
resources were allowed to bid in the RFP, but PSE encouraged bidders with distributed solar
and storage resource (DSS), demand response (DR), and distributed energy resource (DER)
proposals to bid into their more targeted 2024 DSS RFP and a future DR RFP.

The target amounts in the RFP were identified in PSE’s 2023 Electric Progress Report
(EPR), which revised the original targets set in PSE’s 2021 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP).
PSE’s generation targets as established in its 2021 IRP were shaped by PSE’s legal obligation to
meet the requirements of Washington State’s Energy Independence Act and Clean Energy
Transformation Act. CETA set statewide policy goals for the elimination of coal-fired resources
by December 31, 2025; 80% carbon free generation and overall carbon neutral electricity by
2030; and 100% carbon free electricity by 2045. These requirements have prompted PSE to
solicit “CETA-compliant” energy and capacity resources for this RFP.*

PSE filed its 2023 EPR on March 31, 2023, which projected that PSE would need to add
over six million MWh of CETA-compliant energy to meet CETA’s 80% carbon free generation
and overall carbon neutral electricity target for 2030. After accounting for projects executed or
in progress since the 2023 EPR was issued, PSE forecast in this RFP that it needed
approximately 2.3 million annual MWhs to meet that target.

PSE’s 2023 EPR also projected a need for 2,472 MW of summer capacity and 2,340
MW of winter capacity in 2029. In this RFP, after accounting for projects executed or in
progress since the 2023 EPR was issued, PSE projected a need of approximately 1,755 MW of
summer capacity and 1,573 MW of winter capacity in 2029. From a resource adequacy
prospective, PSE’s capacity needs have grown further due to projected peak load growth in

* Although hydro resources and non-emitting electric generation resources do not qualify as renewable resources under the
Energy Independence Act, they do count under CETA’s requirements.
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PSE’s service area, the removal of coal resources from PSE’s generation mix, and the decision
to reduce PSE’s reliance on the Western Interconnect Market for short-term capacity.

In i1ts 2023 EPR, PSE looked at various resource combinations to fill this need at the
lowest cost under a variety of future scenarios. PSE developed a “preferred portfolio” by
resource type and year are shown in Table 1.

Table 1: 10-year Annual Incremental Resource Additions Preferred Portfolio

Resource 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033

Conservation 33 32 44 36 36 60 41 42 78 43 445

Demand 71 |65 | 71 | 47 | 49 | 16 17 17 17 16 | 387

Response

DER Solar 97 | 75| s1 | 70 | 3] 93 | a1 908 | 98 | 102 | 850
WAL 38 | 21| 21| 40 | 20 | 61 61 67 | 67 | 71 490
Solar
CEIP Solar ss | 24| o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 79
New DER 4 [ 3030 ] 30 [ 33| 32| 30 | 31 31 31 281
Solar

DER Storage 21 | 18 | 29 | 32 | 20 | 28 | 30 | 28 4 4 223

CETA-

qualifying

) 237 | o | 237] o [ 237 o 0 0 0 0 711

Peaking

Capacity

Wind 300 | 300 | 500 | 0 0 o | 400 | 200 | 100 | 100 | 1900

Solar 100 | o 0 o | 200 400 | o 0 0 0 698

Hybrid Total 150 | 150 | 400 | o | 150 | 600 | o 0 0 0 | 1449
Hybrid Wind o |100]200] o [100] 200 o0 0 0 0 600
Hybrid Solar | 100 | 0 | 100 | 0 0o | 200 | o 0 0 0 399
s so0 | 50 [ 100] o s0 | 200 | o 0 0 0 450
Storage

Standalone o | 100/ 600 | 300 | 0 0 0 0 100 | 100 | 1200

Storage

Total 1010 | 740 | 1932 | 485 | 774 | 1198 | 579 | 385 | 396 | 364 | 7862

Source: PSE 2023 Electric Progress Report, p 2.
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Based off its analysis, PSE developed this RFP for resources to meet its CETA-
compliant energy and capacity needs. PSE provided Bates White with draft RFP documents in
June of 2024. We provided extensive comments and questions concerning the draft and
associated RFP documents and held multiple conversations with PSE personnel. These
conversions discussed RFP need, timing, minimum qualifications, and more. PSE made several
changes in response.

PSE released the final RFP on July 1, 2024 and held a bidders’ conference on July 15,
2024. In that conference, PSE provided an overview of the RFP, products requested, proposal
content requirements, evaluation process, and RFP timeline, and took questions during the
presentation. In the posted questions and answers for the bidders’ conference, parties asked
general questions about acceptable project configurations, transmission interconnection
requirements, PSE’s self-bids, the RFP timeline, the bid fee, bid format, and bid evaluation.

After the conference, PSE continued to accept and answer questions as parties worked
to develop their bids. In the posted questions and answers for the RFP that were received by
PSE via the RFP mailbox, parties asked additional general questions regarding acceptable
project configurations, required submission materials, transmission interconnection
requirements, if PSE had an approved vendor/tier one supplier list, the bid fee, bid format, and
bid evaluation. We were able to review questions and answers to ensure they conformed to our
understanding of the RFP requirements.
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III. BID RECEIPT AND EVALUATION

A. SELF BUILD RECEIPT

Per the RFP, PSE self-build offers were due prior to third-party bids. This was done to
allow these bids to be received, evaluated, and scored ahead of the third-party bid evaluation.
PSE submitted five self-build proposals electronically to the RFP bid submission portal prior to
the deadline of 11:59PM Pacific Prevailing Time (PPT) on August 30, 2024.

Two more self-bids were submitted after the deadline on Monday September 9, 2024.
The bids were originally going to be submitted by the third-party deadline because both bids
were developed primarily by and 1ts parent

owners and
However, given that PSE was also a co-developer of these bids, PSE’s bid team reached out to
Bates White to assess whether both bids should be submitted as self-bids or as third-party bids.
Bates White concluded that PSE’s bid team should submit them as part of PSE’s self-bid

submission. PSE’s bid team was then permitted to submit their remaining two self-bids after the
self-bid deadline.

These self build offers are shown 1n Table 2 below.

Table 2: Self-Build Offers

Term  Contract ~ Ownership

Company  Project Name Technology  Capacity ) Type s

Battery 100 MW /

ahowy |0 | 20 (et EESEEE

PSE

Battery 100 MW /

oy | oo | 20 [ovreete ESEEE

PSE
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PPA
Price

Term  Contract ~ Ownership

Company Project Name Technology  Capacity ) Type

N
I
PSE - 3?;3) zgg II:/I/I\\Z/'Ii 20 |Ownership _ - -
-
|
B
gle Cycle _
oo - Gas Turbine 171 MW 30 |Ownership _ - -
s
gle Cycle .
FoE - Gas Turbine 171 MW 30  [Ownership _ - -
PSE and I Solar + 157 MW,
I 10875
— meey (UL s | e
- = (4 hour) MWh
PSE and _- Solar + ;gogMM“v/;/i
I Battery | 399 | 2 | PPA H H
- - (4 hour) MWh

Following a preliminary qualitative screening to verify that all of PSE’s self-bids met
the RFP’s minimum criteria, PSE began to assess the bids further as part of the first phase of its
evaluation process. In phase one, proposals were scored on both price and non-price factors.
According to the RFP, the economic (price) analysis constituted 50% of the overall value of
each proposal, while the non-price analysis constituted the other 50% of the proposal scoring.

PSE provided Bates White with their Phase 1 scoring evaluation of the PSE bid team’s
submitted bids on September 18, 2024. For the price score, PSE separated the bids by
technology and calculated the delivered levelized cost of energy (LCOE) in $/MWh or
levelized cost of capacity (LCOC) in $/kW-yr for each bid. These calculations factored in the
project’s reported transmission, balancing, and scheduling costs, any interconnection upgrade
costs necessary for the project that would be funded by PSE, and any imputed debt costs. To
then score the bids, PSE assigned the bid with the lowest LCOE/LCOC in a technology group
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100 points and calculated the scores for the other bids as the percentage difference between
their LCOE/LCOC and the lowest LCOE/LCOC in the technology group multiplied by 100
points. The results of the price scoring can be viewed in Table 3 below.

Table 3: Price Scores

Delivered Delivered

Project Contract LCOE LCOC Price
Company Name Technology . :
PSE and Solar + 3(9)09MW:
Battery ' PPA 90.52
(4 hour) /399.6
MWh
157 MW;
PSE and Solar + 108.75 '
' 5
(]zalitely) w435 | FPA e B 89.58
our
MWh
Battery 200 MW / | Ownersh
PSE } 92.62
(4 hour) 800 MWh 1p - -
Battery 100 MW / | Ownersh
PSE } 75.41
(4 hour) 400 MWh 1p - -
Battery 100 MW / | Ownersh
PSE : 64.92
(4 hour) 400 MWh 1p - -
Single Ownersh
PSE Cycle G 171 MW ) 100.00
Turbine
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Delivered Delivered

Project : Contract LCOE Pr1
Company Sf= Technology  Capacity ORac Hee

Name

Type Price § Scores

Single

O sh
Cycle Gas Whers

Turbine P

For the non-price score, bids were scored on site control and customer acquisition
status, permitting and studies status, interconnection service status, and transmission service
status. The bids were also separately graded on energy equity. Bids were scored on recognition
equity, procedural equity, distributional equity, and restorative equity. The non-price and equity
scores are shown in Table 4 below.

Table 4: Non-Price Scores

. . Contract litati Equ
Company Project Name Technology Capacity Onac Qualitative quity

Type Score Score
Battery 100 MW / | Ownershi
PSE 59.29 10
(4 hour) 400 MWh P
171 MW
Single Cycle Ownershi
PSE . 59.29 9
Gas Turbine P
PSE Single Cxcle 171 MW Ownershi 5929 9
Gas Turbine P
Battery 200 MW / | Ownershi
PSE 59.29 8
(4 hour) 800 MWh P
Battery 100 MW / | Ownershi
PSE 59.29 8
(4 hour) 400 MWh P
157 MW,
PSE and Solar + 10875 ’
Batt o PPA 56.07 9
( 4ah(i‘uy_) MW / 435
MWh
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Contract Qualitative Equity
Type Score Score

Company Project Name Technology Capacity

After receiving PSE’s price, non-price, and equity scores, Bates White raised a few
points of disagreement for specific bids between their non-price scores and PSE’s. These points
of disagreement related to awarding points to projects that have not received opposition from
tribes, support the deployment of clean, renewable energy as defined in CETA, and have
mncluded a statement of addressing inequity practices in their proposal. PSE’s bid evaluation
team met virtually with Bates White to discuss these points and resolve any discrepancies in
scoring. Bates White found these conversations to be satisfactory and approved of PSE moving
forward with opening and scoring the third-party bids they received.

B. THIRD PARTY BID RECEIPT AND EVALUATION

Bids from third parties were to be submitted electronically via the RFP bid submission
portal prior to the deadline of 11:59PM PPT on September 16, 2024. Ninety-one proposals
were received from twenty-nine parties. The summary shown in Table 5 below comes from the
required filing to comply with WAC 480-107-035(5) and includes the seven PSE-sponsored
offers as well.

Table 5: Bids Received ’

Total
Number of : .
Resource type Proposals Capacity Ownership

(MW)
Flex Capacity:
Gas/CCCT > 986 3 2
Hybrid: Solar + 14 3.910 4 10
Storage
Hybrid: Solar +
Wind + Storage 1 300 0 1
Solar: PV 17 2,578 4 13

3 PSE, WAC 480-107-035(5) Compliance Report, October 1, 2021. Available at https://www.pse.com/en/pages/energy-
supply/acquiring-energy/2024-Voluntary-All-Source-RFP.
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Total
Capacity Ownership
A

Number of
Proposals

Resource type

Storage: Battery

Li-ion 4hr 47 7,916 17 30
Storage: Pumped

Hydro 3 1,000 1 2
Wind 11 3,024 1 10

A total of 98 proposals were provided. As shown in Table 5, most offers were for
storage, with a significant number of solar offers as well (either standalone or paired with
storage). Most projects were in development. Attachment One shows more detail regarding
the projects and the bidders.

Bid Qualification

After bid intake, PSE’s first task was to confirm that each bid met the minimum
requirements of the RFP. Among other things, bidders had to provide evidence of site control,
a viable transmission plan, and information on interconnection and development. The general
goal was to provide evidence of a viable project that would be developed on time.

PSE sent out requests to bidders to fill in any missing information. Most bidders were
able to cure the various deficiencies identified. However, some bidders were not able to meet
the RFP requirements.

Of the ninety-one third-party proposals, PSE disqualified sixteen from further
consideration during phase one. Five on-system BESS projects were disqualified because they
elected Energy Resource Interconnection Service (ERIS) as part of their interconnection
request. The RFP required Network Resource Interconnection Service (NRIS) for an on-system
resource as a minimum requirement.® One off-system BESS proposal was disqualified because
the bidders had not submitted a transmission service request and had not offered any
transmission solution to deliver the project’s energy from the point of interconnection (POI) on
the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)’s system to any eligible point of delivery listed in
the RFP. One on-system renewable peaker was also disqualified because the bidder elected
ERIS interconnection.

Three solar proposals were disqualified because they proposed delivering to ineligible
PODs. Another solar proposal was disqualified due to its lack of a viable transmission plan. The

6 RFP Exhibit B, p. B-4.
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bidder did not provide a clear timeline for BPA to establish a new scheduling point at the POI,
which was required to enable delivery.

Finally, five wind proposals were disqualified for failing to meet the COD requirements.
The necessary BPA transmission upgrades which supported these offers would not be in place
until 2031, which was outside the period considered in the RFP.

These eliminations reduced the number of third-party bids that met the RFP’s minimum
requirements to seventy-five. Bates White reviewed PSE’s rationale and analysis for rejecting
each of the bids and ultimately concurred with the decisions made by PSE.

Bid scoring

PSE was in contact with Bates White throughout the evaluation process. We were
provided with bid updates and consulted on bid review and evaluation decisions on a regular
basis. PSE also consulted with us on bidder correspondence and discussed the evaluation
process and bid handling in advance of providing scores.

PSE returned to Bates White with their draft candidate list for Phase 2 evaluation on
October 8, 2024. Along with the candidate list, PSE provided details on their method for
choosing projects. Their strategy involved selecting at least two bids from each technology type
as specified in the RFP to ensure a diverse portfolio that meets CETA-compliant energy needs
and both winter and summer capacity requirements. They also noted that their selection process
aimed to include sufficient resources to cover 200% of their energy needs and 150% of the
capacity needs for both seasons. They considered natural breaking points in total scores and
generally erred on the side of advancing extra proposals since additional due diligence in Phase
2 would likely reveal additional disqualifying factors.

Bates White regularly met with PSE as they continued to refine their initial shortlist
over a two-week period and independently evaluated and ranked the bids to compare its
rankings with PSE’s. The purpose of this independent ranking was to 1) align the non-price
scores of both parties closely enough so that either evaluation would yield the same final phase
one list, 2) provide recommendations to modify PSE’s equity scores to guarantee sensible
equity evaluations, and 3) keep the price evaluations by both parties similar enough to maintain
the overall rank order of the selected bids. While conducting this analysis, Bates White
simultaneously asked various clarification questions throughout this period regarding inputs to
the price, non-price, and equity scoring of various bids. PSE responded to these questions with
several scoring changes including updating the fixed and variable operation & maintenance
costs for ownership batteries that are inputs in the delivered LCOE and LCOC calculations;
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updating how PSE assessed project’s permitting and real estate scores in the qualitative scoring;
and eliminating equity question 12 from consideration in the final equity scoring.’

PSE returned to Bates White with their final candidate list on October 23, 2024. They
ultimately selected ten solar plus storage projects, six standalone solar projects, four wind
projects, nineteen standalone battery storage projects, four peaker projects, and two pumped
storage hydro projects for a total of forty-five. Following the receipt of PSE’s final phase one
list, Bates White reviewed and formally approved of PSE moving forward to further assess
these bids in phase two.

The following tables show the scoring by resource category. We begin with the solar
and BESS projects in Table 6.

Table 6: Total Scores — Solar and BESS Category

Average Peak Winter Peak Summer
Delivered LCOE Quantitative Qualitative Combined Annual CETA Capacity Capacity
or LCOC Score Score Score Contribution Contribution  Contribution
(GWh) (Mw) (Mw)

Offer Storage
Project Name Capacity Nameplate
(MwW) (Mw)

1001
8187 A
8313
7296
9695

PSE took most of the offers in this category. There is a fairly pronounced cost split

between the most expensive offer taken (the _ at $-) and the
rejected _ . Both PSE self-build projects were taken, and both had
reasonably competitive cost scores. The next table, Table 7, shows scores for the solar PV

category.

7 Question 12 asked bidders, “does the developer intend to comply with the labor standards in RCW 82.08.962 and
82.12.962?” This question was eliminated as it was causing consistency issues in the equity scoring, as most bidders
answered yes to the question, but some provided supplementary information to demonstrate how they would comply while
others did not. PSE ultimately decided that the question was duplicative as complying with these labor standards is already
a minimum requirement of the RFP and a portion of question 12 was already covered in equity question 10.
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Table 7: Total Scores — Solar PV Category

Average Peak Winter Peak Summer
Delivered LCOE Quantitative Qualitative Combined Annual CETA Capacity Capacity

Offer Storage
Project Name Capacity Nameplate

(MwW) (MW) or LCOC Score Score Score Contribution Contribution Contribution

5030 0 $ 100.00

5273 0 $ 77.46 60.06 68.7¢
3238 0 $ 26.63 91.55 59.0¢
9459 |Schneblv Coulee Solar Enerev Center 0 $ 26.19 91.55 588
6896 0 $ 27.60 80.48 54.0¢
1291 0 $ 43.62 531 48.6¢
2976 0 $ 4633 34.60 40.4¢
3641 0 $ 9.15 61.28 3521
1616 0 $ 8.69 61.28 34.9¢
2273 0 $ 7.01 62.86 34.9¢
7868 0 $ (15.61), 62.86 23.6:
5920 0 $ (11.10)| 53.77 21.3:

Here we see the - project scored particularly well with an extremely low cost.
We worked with PSE to confirm this cost offer as well as confirm that it was a delivered price

(as opposed to a busbar price). The _ offer also featured a similarly low

busbar price, but transmission costs raised the delivered price. Table 8 below covers the wind
offers.

Table 8: Total Scores — Wind (MT) and Wind (OR/WA) Category

Average Peak Winter Peak Summer
Delivered LCOE Quantitative Qualitative Combined Annual CETA Capacity Capacity
or LCOC Score Score Score Contribution Contribution Contribution
(GWh) (MW) (MW)

Offer Storage
Project Name Capacity Nameplate
(MwW) (Mw)

Average Peak Winter Peak Summer
Delivered LCOE Quantitative Qualitative Combined Annual CETA Capacity Capacity
or LCOC Score Score Score Contribution Contribution  Contribution
A MW) MW

Offer Storage
Project Name Capacity Nameplate
(MwW) (Mw)

PSE split the wind offers based on their geography. Generally speaking, Montana wind
provides a higher capacity factor and greater capacity contribution. Given this, PSE accepted
the offer. PSE accepted three of the six offers in Oregon/Washington. While the

featured a competitive price, it was in a less advanced stage of

development and therefore received a much lower score, which made it a less attractive offer.
Table 9 covers the four-hour battery offers.
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Table 9: Total Scores — Four Hour Battery

Average Peak Winter Peak Summer
Delivered LCOE Quantitative  Qualitative Combined  Annual CETA Capacity Capacity
or LCOC Score Score Score Contribution Contribution Contribution

MW

96.01 85.74
87.69 71.90 79.80

100.00 59.29 79.64 I
671.57 89.05 7831
64.23 91.43 77.83
94.60 60.06 7133
70.46 82.86 76.66
85.00 67.86 76.43 |
92.62 59.29 75.95
8488 59.29 72.08
7733 63.33 70.33
80.21 59.29 69.75
4498 9143 68.20
63.30 71.90 67.60
75.76 59.29 67.52
7541 59.29 67.35
74.72 59.40 67.06
83.20 47.50 65.35
61.39 69.29 65.34
69.62 59.29 64.45
3209 93.33 62.71
64.92 59.29 62.10
4923 7452 61.88
49.25 71.19 60.22
5483 63.33 59.08
3941 78.57 58.99
48.56 64.29 56.42
4021 69.29 54.75
32.98 73.57 53.27
26.39 7857 5248
55.67 472 50.19
2221 73.57 47.89 |
46.56 472 45.64
5536 35.55 45.46
50.89 35.55 4322
12.05 64.29 38.17
13.95 59.29 36.62

(19.63) 63.33 21.85

(98.311.04) 59.40 (49.125.82) |

This category had the most offers to choose from. The selected offers featured a
delivered LCOC that averaged around $172/kw-year while the non-selected offers averaged
around $223/kw-year.®  We note that the _ offer was not chosen given
that the cost was too high. The selected projects offered roughly 1,692 MW of winter peak
capacity and 2,159 MW of summer capacity per PSE’s then current measurements.

Offer Storage
Project Name Capacity Nameplate
(Mw) (Mw)

2574
5331
9986

L L L L L L e L L C g L L L L L o L o L L L ) o e U g U ) T T D T T O L T e T T

5633

The final resource categories consisted of dispatchable peaking units, pumped-storage
hydro and development rights. We show all three categories below in Table 10.

8 This does not include the _ (ID 5633). While we suspected some sort of error in the price input, PSE
could not obtain any clarification from the bidder on this subject.
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Table 10: Total Scores — Other Categories

Flexible Capacity

Offer Storage Average Peak Winter Peak Summer
Project Name Capacity Namepfam Delivered LCOE Quantitative  Qualitative Combined  Annual CETA  Capacity Capacity
or LCOC Score Score Score Contribution Contribution  Contribution
(MW) (Mw) 2

MW MW,
8355 215
171
214 95.95 62.86 79.40
91.71 59.29 75.50
Pumped-Storage Hydro ) ] i i
6429 100.00 9833 99.17
5867 g HH 100.00 .22
3491 K (14.08)| 100.00 42.96
Development Rights |
2026 INA 71.90 | Not Modeled|
9117 IN/A 71.90 | Not Modeled|
6740 IN/A 91.43 | Not Modeled| | |
33771 INA 4539 | Not Modeled

3154 IN/A 4539 | Not Modeled
5600 IN/A 49.68 | Not Modeled|

L

PSE decided to take most of these offers since there was little competition in each
category. One note is that, in addition to the PSE-sponsored projects in the flexible capacity
category, there were two offers for supply from renewable fuel peaking units (- and
-). On the development rights side, since the offers did not contemplate a full project
build, PSE did not perform detailed cost modelling at this stage.

Prior to making final selections, PSE and Bates White also reviewed the equity scores of
each project. The goal of this exercise was to see if any non-selected bids had outstanding
equity scores and ensure that such projects would be included in the candidate list. There were
no additional bids selected on this basis.

IE Analysis

Bates White used several steps to confirm PSE’s selections. First, we reviewed the bids
to confirm that they met the RFP’s minimum requirements. Second, we scored the bids
independently on a non-price basis. Third, we input the bid details into a separate cost model to
roughly check the levelized cost of the bids. Fourth, we compared our results to PSE’s and
discussed any significant differences.

To check the bid rankings we substituted our non-price scores for the ones used by PSE
and re-ranked the offers to see if there would have been any change in the bid selection. We
concluded that even with our non-price scores, the same bids would have been chosen.

To check the price scores, we also iput the bid data into a simple cost model we
developed. Because the model was much simpler than that used by PSE, we did not expect it to
exactly match PSE’s results and would defer to PSE’s valuations. The goal of the process was
to check the general rank order of offers on a price basis. While there were some small
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differences where bids were tightly bunched, we were able to conclude that PSE’s price
rankings appeared reasonable.

IV. BID EVALUATION PHASE 11

After agreeing on a Phase 2 candidate list, PSE began to conduct phase 2 of the
evaluation. Per the RFP, in phase 2 PSE would utilize its optimization models to determine the
optimal resource mix to meet PSE capacity and clean energy needs at the lowest reasonable
cost.® In this phase, PSE also performed additional due diligence on the proposals to verify
proposal claims, assess key risks, and more.

After digging deeper into the bids, PSE identified several items that threatened the
viability of some of the offers and proposed to eliminate those projects. PSE shared
information and consulted with us regarding eliminations. As PSE refined its phase two
candidate list, it disqualified the following projects:

. - withdrew their _ project from the interconnection queue prior to

the completion of their cluster study. As a result, PSE disqualified the project given that
it no longer met the minimum requirement for transmission in the RFP.

g

were disqualified for issues i1dentified with their proposed interconnection point. Both
proposed to use PSE’s _ substation. PSE determined that they still did

not have contractual rights to deliver solar energy from _ to its load

center and that certain landowners associated with the existing easements remained
opposed to solar projects.

- I v s isqalied

permitting issues as the project was sited on agricultural land and a recently-issued
county ordinance prohibited BESS facilities in such locations.

. proposal was disqualified for charging
constraints due to its location on the :
: ot
solar proposals were disqualified for not being advanced enough in the

development stage. PSE determined that the non-binding costs estimates provided were

9 PSE defined “lowest reasonable cost” as it is defined in WAC 480-107-007 and 480-100-605. See RFP C-2 for more.
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not mature enough to realistically compare against alternative bids without skewing the
results of their overall RFP analysis.

e PSE’s were dropped due to
financing issues. PSE had proposed partnering with to jointly develop

the projects and sell power to PSE through a PPA or tolling agreement. The projects had
proposed using PSE surplus transmission rights, but PSE had discovered that lenders are
generally unwilling to finance a project unless all project assets are held under a single
project company. PSE was concerned that if the project ran into difficulties, the lenders
would then capture these surplus transmission rights. This factor also led PSE to reject

ST pe——
which proposed interconnecting at PSE’s _

- using surplus interconnection rights held by PSE.

. N - isquifieddve 0

lack of cost and timeline assurances as both projects were relying on BPA upgrades to
be able to interconnect with no specified timelines and high initial upgrade cost

disqualified for the same issues as well as issues regarding water rights.

. _ project was disqualified because it lacked a firm

transmission plan that could likely be executed by 2030. The bid also had site control
1ssues regarding a required gen-tie line.

. _ project were disqualified because of permitting

1ssues as 1t had seen widespread opposition in _ since the fall of 2024.

The remaining bids were modeled in the Aurora model. The model used a 28-year time
frame to estimate the combination of offers that would meet PSE’s reliability and clean energy
needs at the lowest cost. We reviewed the mputs of the model - including the bid data - to
ensure that they were up to date.

PSE delivered us initial results in late February of 2025. The analysis was based on the
then-current 2025 resource planning analysis with recent updates. Those updates included a
new contract, which reduced PSE’s 2030 capacity deficits to 1,856 MW in winter and 1,289
MW in summer. The new contract also reduced the 2030 CETA deficit to about 5,315 GWh.
Some of the bid prices input into the model had changed during the due diligence period as PSE
got more clarity on certain aspects of each offer. Some bidders also requested price
adjustments.
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One key assumption used in the model was a limit on new storage additions at 1,210
MW. This was done due to the steep declines in ELCC that PSE had observed in recent analysis
relating to storage saturation on its system. PSE observed in its analysis that if 1,100 MW of
incremental storage capacity were added to PSE’s system, the winter ELCC of a four-hour
battery would drop from about 58% to 9%.!° The 1,210 MW limit represented the 1,100 MW
remaining plus a 10 percent buffer. To test the effect of this assumption, we requested a run
without the storage constraint. While more storage is taken and one peaking facility is not
chosen in this case, the resources displaced by new storage are a mix of renewables and
hybrids. Table 11 below shows a March 2025 analysis with this test (see “Run 47).

Table 11: Initial AURORA Selections March 2025

Offer
capacky Winter ELCC  Summer Modeled | Run11200MW Run 2 CETAPRM Run 3 CETAPRM Run 4 CETAPRM
Resource Name (ID) T _ResourceType -~ (MW) ~  (MW) - ELCC(MW- State = COD - Storage ~ 1200MW Stora ~ 1210MW stora ~ 9999MW Stora ~
Solir PV 149 D 1/1/2029 1 1 1
Wind 199 WA 1/1/2028 1 1 1
Flex Capacity: Gas/SCCT 214 WA 1/1/2030f 1 1 1 1
Storage: Battery Li-ion 4hr 100 WA 1/1/2030) 1 1
Storage: Battery Li-ion 4hr 127 WA 1/1/2029| 1
Hybrid: BESS 100 MT 1/1/2029| 1 1 1
Hybrid: Solar 225 MT 1/1/2029 1 1 1
Storage: Battery Li-ion 4hr 100 MT 1/1/2028 1
Dry Falls Solar + Storage (9695_BESS) Hybrid: BESS 200 WA 1/1/2030f 1 1 1
Dry Falls Solar + Storage (9695 Solar) Hybrid: Solar 400 WA 1/1/2030f 1 1 1
Storage: Battery Li-ion 4hr 100 WA 1/1/2029| 1 1
Flex Capadity: Gas/SCCT 171 WA 1/1/2030f 1 1 1
Wind 300 MmT 1/1/2029) 1 1 1
Storage: Battery Li-ion 4hr 300 WA 1/1/2029| 1 1
Storage: Battery Li-ion 4hr 200 WA 1/1/2029 1
Hybrid: BESS 50 WA 7/1/2028 1
Hybrid: Solar 100 WA 7/1/2028] 1
Wind 350 WA 7/1/2029| 1 1 1
Hybrid: BESS 280 NV 1/1/2030f 1 1 1
Hybrid: Solar 350 NV 1/1/2030| 1 1 1
Wind 103 OR 1/1/2028] 1 1 1
Wind 153 WA 1/1/2028] 1 1 1 1
Wind 5535 WA 1/1/2030f 1 1 1 1
Solar: PV 260 WA 3/1/2028] 1 1 1
Schneblv Coulee Solar Enerev Center (9459) Solar: PV 90 WA 1/1/2029) 1 1 1
Flex Capacity: Gas/SCCT 209 WA 6/1/2029) 1 1 1 1
Storage: Battery Li-ion 4hr 130 WA 1/1/2029| 1 1 1 1
Storage: Battery Li-ion 4hr 125 WA 4/1/2029 1
Storage: Battery Li-ion 4hr %0 WA 4/1/2029 1
Storage: Battery Li-ion 4hr 300 OR 1/1/2029 1 1
Storage: Pumped Hydro 300 OR 1/1/2030) 1 1
Storage: Battery Li-ion 4hr 200 WA 1/1/2029 1 1 1
Flex Capacity: Gas/SCCT 171 WA 1/1/2030) 1 1 1
21 23 22 21

Another key assumption used in the model was the effect of pre-2030 planning reserve
margin and CETA targets. With these strictly enforced, the model essentially took resources
based on COD, with earlier projects getting selected. This can be seen in Table 11 above —
several offers modeled in “Run 1 with these constraints have 2028 and January 2029 COD.
When this constraint is relaxed until 2030 (“Run 2”), multiple 2030 projects are accepted.

To counter this effect, PSE looked at scenarios where the CETA targets and PRM were
not in effect prior to 2030. PSE reviewed their findings with us and we asked questions
regarding PSE’s methods and results.

10 See https://www.cleanenergyplan.pse.com/rpag-meeting-september-30-2025.
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PSE delivered their final shortlist analysis to us in April of 2025. For their final
analysis, they ultimately settled on five cases:

e A reference case which relaxed CETA targets and planning margins prior to 2030,
limited the total capacity of new storage additions to 1,210 MW, and used updated
energy assessments for renewable projects provided by PSE’s third-party consultant;

e A High case in which the storage limit was removed and P90 values were used for
demand forecast. The high load translated to higher CETA requirements and peak
capacity requirements, Power prices and gas prices were at similarly high levels;

e A Low case in which P10 data was used for demand forecast. The low load translated to
lower, CETA requirements and peak capacity requirements. Power prices and gas prices
were at similarly low levels;

e A case where the _ was removed from consideration.

This was to acknowledge the high price of the supply; and

e A price sensitivity which used higher prices for Dry Falls to reflect the risk of a price
change as the developer had notified PSE that it could not hold its original proposed
price.

Beyond the RFP resources, PSE also included three non-RFP bid options in the model
that it was considering at the time. The first two options were the LSR 2 and - ind

projects!!. The third option was a solar project (_) that PSE had been

considering at the time but was not submitted in the RFP process.

11 pSE’s 2023 Lower Snake River Wind Expansion RFP originally contemplated a two-phased expansion project. The
project phases were later separated into two projects and renamed LSR 2 (originally LSR phase 1)
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Table 12 below shows the proposed shortlist and simulation selections as of April 2025.

Table 12: Final AURORA Selections April 2025

Proposa Pro D De op olog OD pa 030 0 030 ce q 0 =
Flex Capacity:
8289 B | .sccr |Dec2e| 17 BB Selected | Selected Selec1ed| Selected
Fex Capacity:
8355 ! GasisceT | un-29 209 [ [ ] Selected |Selected Selectedl Selected
Flex Capacity: g
8302 . GasssceT | Pec29 171 . . Selected |Selected] Selected Selectedl Selected
Jupiter Storage:
Snoqualmie Energy Storage 4796 Power BESS Li-ion | Dec-28 130 96 75 Selected | Selected] Selected] Selected] Selected
4hr
Storage:
- 4541 [ ] BESS Li-ion | Dec-28 200 B [ ] Selected |Selected| Selected| Selected| Selected
4hr
— 9003 Bess| [l |Hvbric: BESS | Jan-30 280 [ [ ] Selected |Selected Selectedl Selected
Dry Falls Solar + Storage 9695_BESS| NEER Hybrid: BESS | Dec-29 200 I 148 116 Selected | Selected Seleaedl Selected
ﬁ 9003_Solar - Hybrid: Solar | Jan-30 350 | . I - Selected | Selected Seleaedl Selected
DryFalls Solar + Storage  |9695_Solar] NEER | Hybrid: Solar | Dec-29 400 94 6 - Selected |Selected Selectedl Selected
Schnebly Coulee Solar
Eneray Center 9459 invenergy | SolarPV | Dec-28 90 21 1 Bl scectd Selected Selectedl Selected
] 1006 [ ] Wind Dec-27 103 | [ | [ | Bl  sclected |Selected SelededISelededI Selected
Big Hom Wind REPOWER 9227 Avangrid Wind Dec-27 199 7 17 - Selected |Selected SelectedlSeIectedI Selected
LSR2 9001 PSE Wind Dec-27 153 5 13 |l selected |Selected SelemedISeIeded Selected
[ ] 9002 [ ] Wind Dec-29 554 | B | B I sciected |Selected SelectedISeleded Selected

This represents 1,310 MW of summer capacity and 1,095 MW of winter capacity, as
well as 4.8 GWh of CETA contributions annually. Most resources are selected in all cases,

though the low case removes some resources.
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Because PSE’s needs are so high, several other resources are selected in the reference and other
cases. Those resources are shown in Table 13 below.

Table 13: April 2025 Backup Resources

Selectedl Selected

— 1001_BESS - Hybrid: BESS | Dec-28 100 . . Selected | Selected| Selected
Storage:
_ 3491 | | Pumeed | Dec29 300 [ ] [ | Selected | Selected Selected
Hydro
Storage:
I 6954 [ BESS Li-ion | Dec-29 100 B B Selected Selected|
4hr
Storage:
I 2574 BESS Li-ion | Mar-29 125 [ ] B Selected| Selected
4hr
h 2153 - Wwind Jun-29 350 . . - selected | selected| selected| selected| selected
I |00t solar| [ | Hvbrid: Solar | Dec-28 225 [ | 1 I | sclected |Selected| Selected| Selected| Selected
] 1291 N Solar:PV | Jan-29 149 B [ | I | selected |Selected Selededl Selected
F 6896 - Solar.PV | Mar-28 260 . ' - Selected |Selected] Selected Selededl Selected

PSE termed these offers “backup” resources. Other than - and - ,

most were selected in the Reference case. PSE chose to not initially pursue these bids for the
following reasons:

e The - developer submitted a material price increase after completion of
modelling.

e The - project was very high cost and was essentially picked due to its high-

capacity contribution without regard to price.

e The _ project faced significant local opposition, with the project size being

hotly debated. While its EFSEC certificate was approved in late 2024, there is still
significant opposition to the project and the developer has proposed fewer and taller
turbines at the site.

. _ had a higher LCOE than other projects.

e The _ project had an uncertain transmission plan with no BPA
studies yet conducted.
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Bates White agreed with the shortlist selections. With the storage limit, it made sense
that peakers would need to be utilized to supply capacity as contributions from renewable
supplies were limited and PSE’s needs are quite high. The selected offers were among the
lowest-cost resources in the phase 1 analysis. See Attachment Two for the cost parameters
utilized. The selected offers were the lowest cost offers within their technology type, with the

only exceptions being the _ project which, as stated above, had an uncertain
transmission path.

A key finding here was the importance and necessity of the peaking units in the
modelling. Because of the combination of the storage limit, limited capacity contribution of
renewables, and the size of PSE’s capacity needs, the peaking units are essentially going to be
selected in nearly all scenarios (except those with lower needs). This means that price becomes
a secondary consideration for the model, although as can be observed in Attachment Two, the
levelized cost of capacity when accounting for capacity contribution shows the peaking units to
generally be favorable when compared to 4-hour storage.
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V. POST PHASE Il EVALUATION AND NEGOTIATIONS

In April of 2025, PSE notified bidders of their status and began contract negotiations.
Bates White was periodically updated on the progress of negotiations, sat in on some calls
between PSE and bidders, and reviewed some draft documents. Negotiations proceeded in
“waves” aligned with PSE board meeting dates where the projects would seek final approval
with three waves running through the end of the year.

During negotiations, some assets initially on the main shortlist were dropped from
consideration. Negotiations for the _ were discontinued as the transmission for
the project would not be in place until 2031 at the earliest. Negotiations for _
were discontinued when the project ran into permitting issues. Specifically, the facility was not
able to secure a determination of no hazard from the FAA in the short term and this pushed
their contracting timeline into the following year. The _ project was de-
prioritized due to concerns regarding the low ELCC contribution for BESS resources and high
mterconnection costs for required network upgrades. PSE also declined to contract with the

_ as neither side was willing to assume the responsibility and risk for
acquiring fuel supplies.

PSE did reach out to several assets on the backup list, and while several bids did
respond and some negotiations were conducted, PSE did not contract with any of the backup
resources:

e The _ developer provided updated pricing in late 2025, but

the project was dropped from consideration due to reduced ELCC values for batteries
identified during preparation of the 2027 Integrated System Plan. This also resulted in
the non-consideration of the - project from the same developer.

e The _ project was dropped due to it lacking a clear path for

transmission service on both the - and BPA systems.

o The _ was dropped due to increased pricing and an incompatible
timeline with the 2024 RFP.

e The _ was dropped due to issues with permitting and local engagement.
The developer had yet to start formal permit applications, critical studies remained
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mcomplete, and the potential for opposition was high due to the project’s location being
in a residential area.

e The _ was dropped due to ongoing concerns over high cost and

development.

e The _ was dropped due to continued public opposition to its

development and additional risk surrounding siting, permitting, and project timeline.

As negotiations continued, PSE did continue to analyze the cost-competitiveness and
reasonableness of the selected assets. PSE provided Bates White with additional modeling
conducted for PSE’s July board meeting. This showed that the assets under consideration were
still valid. See Table 14 below which shows selected resources in the Aurora model as of July
2025 (note that some of the dropped assets above were still under consideration at the time).

Table 14: AURORA Selections July 2025

Delivered Levilized Cost of Network
Offer Capacity Summer Peak Winter Peak ctrA!:—nhm I e ($/MWh Costs

) or $/KW-Year) (5000)

Flex Capacity: Gas/SCCT
Flex Capacity: Gas/SCCT
Flex Capacity: Gas/SCCT
Hybrid: BESS

THybrid: BESS
Hybrid: BESS

rid: Solar
Hybrid: Solar

Hybrid: Solar
Solar: PV
Solar: PV

Storage- Battery Li-ion &hr

2027-12-31}
2027-12-31}
2029-06-30}

D B B B e e e e R

Between July and December 2025, as contract negotiations progressed, PSE continued
to run 1its optimization analysis prior to executing contracts to incorporate updated information
from counterparties, including price and COD adjustments. As previously noted, during this
period several projects were withdrawn from consideration. All other shortlisted RFP proposals
continued to be selected in the updated model runs conducted after the shortlist was selected.

PSE finalized contracting with the Dry Falls project in July of 2025 and with the

Snoqualmie project in August of 2025. PSE signed turbine supply agreements for the
peaking units in August of 2025. The PPA with the Big Horn project

was signed in December of 2025. PSE finished the Asset Purchase Agreement for Schnebly
Coulee in September of 2025. We analyze those contracts in the following section.
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VI. CONTRACTS

In this section we discuss the final signed agreements that resulted from this RFP. We
highlight key provisions and protections of each agreement.

Big Horn Wind

The contract is a PPA between PSE and Big Horn Wind Project LLC (an Avangrid
company) and has an Effective Date of December 4, 2025.1? The project is a repowering of an
existing wind facility in Klickitat County, Washington, with a planned post-repower nameplate
capacity of approximately 199.5 MW.!? The contract covers the purchase of energy and the
associated environmental attributes from the facility.

Actual delivery obligations begin on either the Repowering Commercial Operation Date
(i.e. once 90% of the repowering work is complete)!* or on the Guaranteed Repowering
Commercial Operation date of September 30, 2028 and continue, under the Initial Term,
through September 14, 2046.1° In the event that the Repowering Commercial Operation Date
has not occurred one hundred and eighty days after the Guaranteed Repowering Commercial
Operation Date, PSE can terminate the agreement. If this occurs, Avangrid must pay PSE within
ten business days the pre-COD termination payment, which is equal to product of $- per
MWac multiplied by the Planned Nameplate Capacity, less any liquidated damages already paid
for by Avangrid.'®

PSE will pay a fixed “contract rate” of $- /MWh for deliveries at the Primary
Delivery Point (no escalation for the duration of the Initial Term).!” This is a minor increase
from Avangrid’s original offer provided on September 25, 2024 (which was $- /MWh).18
The Primary Delivery Point is the BPA contract point BPAT.PSEL!® The agreement also

includes an “Alternative Delivery Point Contract Rate” that applies in certain alternate-delivery
circumstances and varies by contract year (e.g. $- /MWh 1n years 1-2 and $- /MWh in

12 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, p. 1.

13 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, p. 1.

4 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Annex I, p. 13.
15 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 3.2.

16 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 4.5.(b).
17 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Exhibit B, p. 1.
18 Big Horn Wind Project Exhibit B1 Proposal Form.

19 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Annex I, p. 10.
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year 3 and thereafter).?% If PSE curtails deliveries through a Purchaser Voluntary Curtailment,
they must pay the seller for energy that would have been delivered absent curtailment.?!

The agreement allocates scheduling and imbalance responsibilities around the Delivery

Point. Avangrid is responsible for arranging scheduling services and bears imbalance charges
arising prior to or at the Delivery Point (except to the extent that they are caused by PSE).?
PSE is responsible for scheduling and imbalance charges after the Delivery Point (except to the

extent that they are caused by Avangrid).?

The agreement provides for credit support in two phases. Within five business days after

Beginning on the Repowering Commercial Operation Date

and continuing through the Initial Term, Avangrid must maintai

Avangrid may satisfy up to
the new owner must offer a

There is an availability guarantee of . % for each contract year other than the first.? If
the project underperforms the guarantee, Avangrid must pay liquidated damages equal to the
Awvailability Shortfall multiplied by a Damages Rate that 1s designed to reflect the incremental
cost of replacing energy and attributes above the contract price.>® If Avangrid fails to achieve an

20 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Exhibit B, p. 1.

21 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Annex L, p. 4.

22 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.9.(a).(i).
2 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.9.(a).(i).
24 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 5.1.(a).

2 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 5.1.(b).
26

27 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 5.1.(b).
28 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 11.2.(a).
2 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Exhibit G, p. 2.
30 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Exhibit G, Section 2.2.
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average Availability Factor of at least . % for the Wind Project during any two consecutive
¢ 31

contract years, PSE can terminate the agreemen

Avangrid will use commercially reasonable efforts to provide a report biannually to PSE
documenting how it has executed the repowering work in accordance with Avangrid’s
submitted equity plan. This report should include information on the applications of labor
standards; tax revenues generated; land use payments; host community payments; opportunities
for women-, minority-, disabled-, and veteran-owned businesses; activities associated with
facilitating a clean energy workforce, including job training, career awareness, and educational
opportunities; charitable donations; and any other non-energy benefits discussed in Avangrid’s
submitted equity plan.*?

Schnebly Coulee Solar

The contract is an APA between PSE and Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy LLC (an
Invenergy company), with an Effective Date of September 18, 2025.3* The transaction is an
acquisition of project assets associated with the development of an approximately 90 MW solar
project located in Kittitas County, Washington.>* In this case, “project assets” includes items
such as property, permits, interconnection queue position, existing contracts, etc.> This is not
for a finished project. PSE will still have to negotiate an engineering, procurement and
construction (EPC) agreement in order to build the facility. Per PSE, they currently expect such
an agreement to be signed within the next few months.

Under the APA, the Purchase Price consists of three payments, the Closing Payment,
NTP Payment, and COD payment.*® The Closing Payment equals $- 37 plus or minus
adjustments for pre-paid property taxes; assessments; rents, fees, or payments for property; and
annual permit or registration fees.*® The NTP Payment, issued upon issuance of a full notice to
proceed (NTP) for all or substantially all of the scope of work necessary to construct and
commission the project under the EPC Agreement, is $- 39 and must be paid by

December 31, 2027.4° The COD payment, issued upon achievement of the commercial

operation date set forth in the EPC Agreement, is $_

31 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 9.1.(a).(vi).

32 Big Horn Wind Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 7.5.(a).

33 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, p. 1.

34 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Article 1, Section 1.1, p. 11.
35 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Article 111, Section 3.1.

36 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Article 1, Section 1.1, p. 12.
37 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Article 1, Section 1.1, p. 2.
38 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Article I1I, Section 3.6.(b).
3 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Article I, Section 1.1, p. 9.
40 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Article I, Section 1.1, p. 9.
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, the NTP Payment becomes $- instead of

Again, this agreement only covers the purchase of the project assets. The entire cost to
construct the project was estimated by Invenergy to be $_ 13

PSE’s acquisition includes the project’s interconnection and related rights. A key pre-
closing development obligation relates to reinstating the project’s interconnection agreement,
which had been suspended. The APA requires Invenergy to notify PSE to initiate removal of the
project’s GIA from suspension within three days after the Effective Date.

For PSE to remove the GIA from suspension, Invenergy must post security in the form

Invenergy is required to provide, as of the Effective Date, an

—

PSE can unilaterally terminate this agreement if Invenergy is unable to resolve issues

related to the property title that could materially interfere with the development, construction,
operation, maintenance, or performance of the project or the project site, or prevent a lender
from financing the project.’

Cascadia Ridge Resiliency (formerly Snoqualmie Energy Storage)

The contract is a tolling agreement between PSE and Cascadia Ridge Resiliency LLC (a
Jupiter Power company), with an Effective Date of August 22, 2025.*® Under the agreement,
Jupiter intends to construct, own, and operate a stand-alone 130 MWac / 520 MWh (4-hour)
battery energy storage system in King County, Washington, and will sell PSE the capacity and

41 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Article I, Section 1.1, p. 3.
42 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Article I, Section 1.1, p. 9.
43 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Project Exhibit B1 Proposal Form.
4 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Section 4.20.
45 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Section 4.20.
46 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Annex 6, 2. Guaranty, p.1.
47 Schnebly Coulee Solar Energy Asset Purchase Agreement, Article VIII, Section 8.1.(c).
48 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, p. 1.
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other “storage services” from the project.*” The initial term of the contract is 20 years following

the COD.*

Because the facility is not yet operational, the agreement includes a defined milestone
schedule; the agreement has a Guaranteed Construction Start date of February 1, 2028 and a
Guaranteed Commercial Operation Date of December 31, 2028.°! If Jupiter has not achieve the
construction start date on or before the Guaranteed Construction Start Date, Jupiter is required

o pay . [

- 2 These construction start delay damages will be refunded if Jupiter ultimately achieves
the Guaranteed COD date.™

If COD has not occurred on or before the Guaranteed COD, Jupiter is required to pay

event that the construction start date or COD occurs more than 180 days after the respective
guaranteed dates, PSE is permitted to terminate this agreement and Jupiter is required to pay

PSE a Pre-COD Termination Payment equal to
53 PSE is also permitted to terminate the

agreement if the battery commitment date has not occurred on or before the Guaranteed Battery

Commitment Date (December 31, 2027) or [
_ 56 There is a right of first offer to PSE for a period of 24

month after these terminations.>’

For PSE to declare the project as operational, Jupiter must have constructed at least 90%
of the Planned Nameplate Capacity.”® If COD is achieved, but the contract capacity is less than
100% of the Planned Nameplate Capacity, Jupiter must use commercially reasonable efforts to
complete 100% of the Planned Nameplate Capacity within 180 days after the Guaranteed COD.
If Jupiter is unable to rectify the issue, it must make a one-time liquidated damages payment to

pst: or s I

4 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, p. 1.
30 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 3.2.
3! Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Annex I, p. 8.
32 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 4.4.(b).
53 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 4.4.(b).
34 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 4.4.(c).
55 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 4.5.(g).
56 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 4.5.(f).
57 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 4.5.(i).
38 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 4.4.(f).
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The contract rate of the project 1s $- /kw-month.*® This is an increase from Jupiter’s
original offer of $- /kw-month provided on September 17, 2024.%° This increased rate does
match what was used in the updated July 2025 Aurora analysis performed by PSE which
confirmed the bid’s selection. This price is not subject to adjustment for tariffs.®! This contract
rate can be adjusted if the project does not meet certain performance requirements as discussed
later in this section. PSE will have the exclusive right to schedule charging and discharging
from the facility. The project is on PSE’s transmission system and therefore delivery occurs at
the project’s interconnection point.

Jupiter must provide credit support to secure its obligations under this agreement.

Within five days after the contract signing, Jupiter was required to _

Beginning at COD and for the remainder of the contract term, Jupiter must either maintain an

63

The project is subject to several performance guarantees, _

. Notable among these are (a) a Guaranteed
Storage Availability of . % 1n contract year one, . % 1n year two, and - % each year
thereafter,* (b) a Roundtrip Efficiency Guarantee of - % 1n contract years 1-10 and - %
in years 11-20,% (c) a capacity guarantee that adjusts payments to Jupiter if project’s capacity
ratio falls before . %.% and (d) a discharge spread adjustment that reduces payments to Jupiter

if actual charging/discharging materially deviates from PSE’s dispatch instructions.®’ It is event
of default if (a) the project’s roundtrip efficiency is less than . % for two consecutive contract
years, (b) the project’s effective capacity is less than . % of the Contract Capacity for two
consecutive contract years, or (c) the project’s storage availability is less than . % for two
consecutive contract years.68

Jupiter must provide an annual Equity Plan report to PSE by April 1 each year (and
additionally upon PSE’s request, but no more than twice per year) describing how it has

%% Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Annex L, p. 5.

% Snoqualmie Energy Storage Project Exhibit B1 Proposal Form.

61 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 2.1.(f).

62 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 5.1.(a).

6 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 5.1.(b).

64 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Exhibit G, Section 1.02.(a).(i).

6 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Exhibit H.

66 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 2.1.(d).(i).(A).

67 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 2.1.(d).(ii).

% Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 9.1.(a).(vi).
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executed the project consistent with its submitted Equity Plan.®® This report must cover labor
standards, tax benefits, land use payments, host community payments, efforts to create project-
related opportunities, clean energy workforce activities, charitable donations, and any other
non-energy benefits described in the submitted Equity Plan. Notably, the agreement states that
Jupiter will establish a $- annual scholarship and will distribute $- in grants per
quarter to two or more local community-based organizations focusing on funding programs that
address historic inequalities and provide equitable outcomes for marginalized and vulnerable

populations.”

Dry Falls Solar and Storage

The Dry Falls project is a hybrid solar and BESS facility. Therefore, the project
agreements consist of both a solar PPA and an energy storage tolling agreement between PSE
and Dry Falls Energy Center (a NextEra company), with each having an Effective Date of July
22, 2025.7! Under the agreements, NextEra intends to construct, own, and operate a project
offering 400 MWac of delivered solar energy paired with a 200 MWac / 800 MWh battery
energy storage system in Grant County, Washington. PSE will procure delivered energy and the
associated environmental attributes from the solar facility and capacity as well as other “storage
services” from the storage system.’? The term of both contracts is 25 years.”®

For the solar project, the Guaranteed COD is December 31, 2029.”* This may be
extended day-to-day to the extent that NextEra can demonstrate that the cause of the delay is
force majeure, PSE-caused delays, interconnection delays, or permitting delays, but the
extensions are capped at 180 days in aggregate. An additional 180 days is allowed for
transmission provider delays and no extension limit exists for PSE-caused delays.” For the
storage project, the Guaranteed COD is also December 31, 2029.7° These milestone deadlines
can also be extended day-to-day to the extent that NextEra can demonstrate that the cause of the
delay is force majeure, PSE-caused delays, or interconnection delays but these extensions are
capped at 180 days in aggregate with an additional 180 days for transmission provider delays
(PSE-caused delays are not subject to the cap).”’

% Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Article 7.5.(a).
70 Cascadia Ridge Resiliency Storage Project Tolling Agreement, Exhibit K.
"I Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, p. 1; Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling
Agreement, p. 1.
72 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, p. 1; Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling
Agreement, p. 1.
73 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 3.2; Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling
Agreement, Article 3.2.
74 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Annex I, p. 9.
75 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 4.4.(¢).
76 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Annex I, p. 10.
77 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 4.4.(e).
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If NextEra misses the Guaranteed Construction Start Date for the solar project,

78 If NextEra

ultimately achieves Commercial Operation on or before the Guaranteed COD, any construction
start delay liquidated damages already paid will be refunded. If NextEra misses the Guaranteed
COD, .® The agreement
includes an aggregate cap of $ on the total delay liquidated damages. If the
construction start date or major equipment procurement date has not occurred within 90 days
after the Guaranteed Construction Start Date or the Guaranteed Major Equipment Procurement
Date, respectively, or COD has not occurred within 180 days after the Guaranteed COD, PSE
has the right to terminate the agreement, and

i

For the storage project, if the project has either not achieved the construction start date

on or before the Guaranteed Construction Start Date, or does not reach commercial operation

by the Guaranteed Commercial Operation Date, _

81 If NextEra ultimately

achieves Commercial Operation on or before the Guaranteed COD, any construction start delay

liquidated damages already paid will be refunded. The tolling agreement includes an aggregate
cap of $_ If the construction start date or
major equipment procurement date has not occurred within 90 days after the Guaranteed
Construction Start Date or the Guaranteed Major Equipment Procurement Date, respectively, or
COD has not occurred within 180 days after the Guaranteed COD, PSE has the right to

T

NextEra cannot declare the solar project operational unless the contract capacity is at
least 95% of planned nameplate capacity.®> If COD is achieved but contract capacity is below
100%, NextEra must use commercially reasonable efforts to reach 100% within 180 days after
the Guaranteed COD. If after this period contract capacity is below 100%, NextEra must pay
PSE a one-time liquidated damages payment of

- 8 On the storage side, NextEra cannot declare the storage project operational unless

78 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 4.4.(b).
™ Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 4.4.(c).
80 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 4.5.(d).
$1 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 4.4.(b).
$2 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 4.4.(c).
$3 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 4.4.(f).
$ Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 4.4.(f).
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the contract capacity is at least 95% of planned nameplate capacity.® If COD is achieved but
contract capacity is below 100%, NextEra must again use commercially reasonable efforts to
reach 100% within 180 days after the Guaranteed COD. If after this period contract capacity is
below 100%, NextEra must pay PSE a one-time liquidated damages payment of $_

—___________

NextEra must arrange for 300 MW of long-term firm transmission service for the
combined project to PSE’s system.®” Both agreements note that as of the Effective Date, the
project’s BPA transmission service requests (TSRs) are currently for Bridge Conditional Firm
Service, and that either agreement is expressly premised on converting that service to Long-
Term Firm Transmission Service. The agreements also stipulate that after NextEra obtains the
relevant management approvals, it will transfer the project’s TSRs to PSE for the full contract
term.® After this transfer occurs, tariff costs for transmission service become PSE’s
responsibility.

NextEra is responsible for completing the interconnection of both projects to the
delivery point and for paying all associated upgrade costs (including network upgrades and
affected-system upgrades).®’ These are interconnection costs are defined in both agreements as
non-reimbursable. If NextEra’s aggregate non-reimbursable interconnection facility and gen-tie
costs for either project exceed $- , NextEra may terminate the agreement and pay a $I
- 9 PSE can avoid this termination by paying additional amounts.”! If NextEra’s
reimbursable network upgrade costs for either project exceed $- , NextEra may

terminate this agreement and pay PSE a $_ . Again,

PSE may avoid this by paying additional amounts.’?

The Contract Rate for the solar PPA is $- /MWh.”? This is slightly higher than
NextEra’s original offer of $- /MWh provided on September 17, 2024.°* The higher rate
was used in the analysis performed in July of 2025. NextEra may request a Contract Rate

8 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 4.4.(f).
% Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 4.4.(f).
87 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.10.(a); Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System
Tolling Agreement, Article 2.6.(a).
88 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.10.(b); Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System
Tolling Agreement, Article 2.6.(b).
% Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.9.(a).
%0 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.9.(b); Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System
Tolling Agreement, Article 2.5.(b).
! Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.9.(b); Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System
Tolling Agreement, Article 2.5.(b).
%2 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.9.(c); Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System
Tolling Agreement, Article 2.5.(c).
% Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Exhibit B, p. 1.
4 Dry Falls 400 Solar 200 Storage Project Exhibit B1 Proposal Form.
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adjustment for changes in actual tariffs/import duties on specified equipment due to new trade
measures by providing notice to PSE within a defined window ending 90 days before the earlier
of expected COD or Guaranteed COD.?* Said notice must be reviewed by an Independent
Evaluator. The Contract Rate change is determined by a tiered formula, but the total increase
due to a new trade measure cannot exceed $I /MWh.” If this cap is reached, NextEra may
terminate this agreement, unless PSE agrees within fifteen business days to the higher uncapped
increase. If an adverse change in tax law®’ applies to solar and or storage projects that began

construction before July 1, 2025, NextEra can terminate the PPA if the resulting cost impact
exceeds $I /MWh.?® If NextEra provides this termination notice, it must pay PSE $- .

If during any contract year the project is eligible for the Energy Community Adder, the
contract rate will be reduced by $- /MWh. If PSE requires NextEra to reduce energy

deliveries in any hour, PSE must compensate NextEra for the curtailed output.®

The Contract Rate for the storage tolling agreement is $- per KW-month.!® This is
higher than NextEra’s original offer of $- per KW-month provided on September 17,
2025."°! The higher rate was used in the July 2025 analysis. As with the solar PPA, NextEra
may request a Contract Rate adjustment for changes in actual tariffs/import duties on specified
equipment due to new trade measures, but the total increase due to a new trade measure cannot
exceed $- /kW-Month.'%? If this cap is reached, NextEra may terminate this agreement,
unless PSE agrees within fifteen business days to the higher uncapped increase. If an adverse
change in tax law applies to solar and or storage projects that began construction before July 1,
2025, NextEra can terminate the tolling agreement if the resulting cost impact exceeds
$- /kW-Month.!* If NextEra provides this termination notice, it must pay PSE $- :

If during any contract year the project is eligible for the Energy Community Adder, the contract
rate will be reduced by $- /kW-month.

The solar project’s Guaranteed Minimum Output is . % of forecasted annual

production.'® If NextEra fails to achieve this minimum output in two consecutive years,
NextEra must pay PSE a variable deficiency payment.'% If NextEra fails to achieve . % of the

% Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.18.(c).

% Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.18.(e).

7 Adverse Change in Tax Law means any change in applicable law that repeals, in whole or in part, the Inflation Reduction
Act of 2022 per the Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Annex I, p. 1.
%8 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.19.

% Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 2.4.

100 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Exhibit M.

101 Dry Falls 400 Solar 200 Storage Project Exhibit B1 Proposal Form.

102 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 2.14.(¢).

13 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 2.15.

194 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Exhibit H, p. 1.

195 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Exhibit H, Section 3.1.
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forecasted annual production in any two successive contract year periods after the first contract

year, this is considered an event of default.196

The storage payment may be reduced for performance shortfalls by applying either a
Capacity Adjustment or a Discharge Spread Adjustment, whichever is larger for that month.!?’
The Capacity Adjustment applies when the project’s effective capacity falls below the contract
capacity; if the capacity ratio drops below . % (but 1s at least . %), the payment reduction is
moderate but if the capacity ratio falls below . %, the reduction is materially larger.!% The

Discharge Spread Adjustment is a dispatch-related penalty; for any hour where PSE issues a
dispatch instruction and the actual charge/dispatch is more than . % or less than . % of that

mstruction, the storage payment is reduced based on the discharge spread for that hour. The
Guaranteed Roundtrip Efficiency for contract year 1 1s - % and falls to % by contract

year 25.19 It is an event of default if the project’s effective capacity is less than il % or if the
project’s storage availability is less than . % in any two consecutive contract years.'!? If at the
end of any contract year, the project’s average state of charge exceeds . %, rounded to the
nearest . %, NextEra must pay PSE $- for each . % that the average state of charge

exceeds - 0111

Within 10 business days after the Effective Date of the solar PPA, NextEra must
This increases to

sbicet o

For the storage agreement, NextEra must also _

After COD, NextEra must
continue to maintain

106 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 9.1.(a).(vi).
107 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 2.1.(d).(ii).
108 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 2.1.(d).(i).
19 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Exhibit I.
110 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 9.1.(a).(vi).
11 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 2.1.(g).
112 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 5.1.(a).
113 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 5.1.(b).
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115

No later than April 1 each year and upon PSE’s request (but not more than twice
annually), NextEra will provide PSE with a report documenting progress on how NextEra has
executed either project in accordance with its submitted equity plan.''® This report must cover
labor standards, tax benefits, land use payments, host community payments, efforts to create
project-related opportunities, clean energy workforce activities, charitable donations, and any
other non-energy benefits described in the submitted Equity Plan.

Turbine Supply Agreements

PSE’s analysis confirmed the pursuit of two simple-cycle combustion turbine projects,
the - and -convertible natural gas peakers. Because these were PSE self-
build projects, there was no associated BTA or PPA agreement. As of now, the completed major
project agreements related to these projects consist of two Turbine Supply Agreements between
PSE and Siemens Energy.

Beyond the TSA, PSE has engaged - for engineering design. Approximately 40-

50% of the design is complete. Several development studies have been completed, but no
permit applications have been submitted yet.

PSE currently forecasts similar costs for project construction as when the bids were
offered. The cost estimates at the time the TSAs were executed, without the inclusion of
interconnection upgrade costs, PSE overheads, taxes, contingency, and forecasted tariff

amounts e S NN o I ¢ NN - N . .

ongoing issue is that both projects will likely incur significant interconnection upgrade costs.

The most recent cluster study analysis, produced in February of 2026, shows total costs of

$_ for - and $_ for - 117 These costs are higher than

those used in the July 2025 analysis and might increase if other projects currently in the cluster
study withdraw.

114 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 5.1.(a).
15 Dry Fall Storage Project Energy Storage System Tolling Agreement, Article 5.1.(b).
116 Dry Falls Solar Project Power Purchase Agreement, Article 7.5.(a).
7 Interim Transitional Cluster Study Restudy Report, February 20, 2026, p 42.
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Fredonia TSA

The contract is a gas TSA between PSE and
July 25, 2025.1!8 The contract is for three

, with an Effective Date of

119 Combined, the three

turbines will provide an additional 171 MW.

The contract price for the turbines with selected options is $ 120 This does
not include taxes, which increase the price to about $- 121 This is an increase from

-initial quote of $

the turbine options selected.!??

in August 2024, though much of that increase reflects

’) . . . .
- 124 The agreement outlines a payment schedule with various milestone payments to be

paid following the execution of purchase orders for each turbine and their eventual

installation.'®

The agreement includes a defect-based warranty,

120 Surumi Hudacsko, email to Sheri Maynard, “RE:2024 All-Source RFP: Self-build peakers price increase,” August 6,
2025.

121 PSE BOD presentation, July 31, 2025.

122 Surumi Hudacsko, email to Sheri Maynard, “RE:2024 All-Source RFP: Self-build peakers price increase,” August 6,
2025.

123 _ Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 3, 1) Contract Price.
124 _ Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 3, 3) Payment Schedule.

Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 3, 3) Payment Schedule.
Turbine Supply Agreement, Article 5.1.1.

Turbine Supply Agreement, Article 5.1.3.
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The agreement also includes performance guarantees

Turbine Supply Agreement, Article 5.1.4.
Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 4.
Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 4, 4.3.
Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 4, 4.3.1.
Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 4, 4.3.3.
Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 4, 5.1.

Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 4, 5.3.
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- The three turbines have guaranteed equipment delivery dates of October 20,

October 27, and November 17, 2028, respectively, for units 1, 2, and 3.1’

=
F

135 Turbine Supply Agreement, Article 10.3.3.

136 Turbine Supply Agreement, Article 10.5.

137 Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 5.

138 Turbine Supply Agreement, Article 12.3.

139 Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 3, 4) Cancellation Schedule.
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Whitehorn TSA

The - agreement is nearly identical to the - agreement, with the same

costs and requirements, with the exception that the three turbines have guaranteed equipment

delivery dates of July 21, September 29, and October 13, 2028, respectively, for units 1, 2, and
3 140

140 _ Turbine Supply Agreement, Appendix 5.
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VII. CONCLUSIONS

The 2024 All Source RFP resulted in a significant acquisition of projects that PSE may
use to meet its reliability needs and clean-energy requirements. The RFP was conducted in a
fair manner by PSE. Based on the most recent evaluations conducted between July and
December 2025, the selected projects represent a lowest-reasonable cost portfolio. The signed
contracts generally reflect the final bid offers and feature standard risk protections for
ratepayers.

Based on the updated resource adequacy analysis developed during development of the
2027 Integrated System Plan, which indicates a continued decline in the capacity contribution
of BESS resources, it appears increasingly likely that PSE will have to rely on peaking units to
fulfill their capacity needs. These units are not (to our knowledge) currently expected to
produce power except in limited circumstances. This raises questions about the value of
reliability and the ability of customers to pay, which should be considered by all stakeholders.
We would encourage stakeholders to continue to examine the assumptions and analyses around
the ELCC capacity contribution analysis.

This reliance on peaking units also means that it is likely (though not certain) that PSE
self-build projects will be selected in future RFPs. While third parties can and do offer such
units, utilities typically can offer cost-competitive additions at existing generation sites. While
this is an acceptable outcome, it does require more post-RFP vigilance on the part of regulators
since these projects are usually offered in the RFP as a cost estimate (usually with some costs
backed by purchase contracts) rather than a fixed-price BTA or PPA.

43|Page





