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. Does the project have permits, fuel supply agreements and
transmission and interconnection agreements in place? If not, can
they reasonably be obtained in time to meet the proposed
commercial online date?

. Does the project proponent have site control and other necessary
real estate rights?

o What are the operational or technology risks?

o Are there risks associated with public opposition or sensitive
environmental habitat?

. What are the costs associated with the proposal, and how do the
benefits and costs compare with other proposals?

To ensure a thorough discussion of each proposal, team members are encouraged to ask
questions and discuss the findings of other groups. Based on the combined findings of the
working groups, the RFP evaluation team will make recommendations to either continue to
evaluate proposals in greater detail or cease due diligence on a proposal due to fatal flaws, high
risks or unfavorable economics.

Following the weekly meetings, working groups submit data requests to respondents
seeking answers to outstanding questions or concerns related to proposals not eliminated during
the initial screening. Once a working group completes its evaluation of a particular proposal,
they prepared a memo or submit comments to the RFP evaluation team summarizing their
findings, with particular attention paid to the merits and risks of the proposal and any outstanding
questions or areas of concern.

Upon completing the initial screening in Phase 1 of the RFP evaluation process, the RFP
evaluation team identify the most promising resources for further quantitative analysis and
targeted qualitative evaluation in Phase 2 of the RFP evaluation process (i.e., the Candidate Short
List). The selected proposals are generally those identified as having a positive portfolio benefit
and less risk compared to other proposals.

PSE subjects the proposals selected for the Candidate Short List to more rigorous
examination during Phase 2 of the RFP evaluation process, again using the evaluation criteria
identified in the request for proposal. This second phase is typified by greater interaction with the
respondents in order to gain a deeper understanding of the qualitative risks and benefits of the
proposals and their ability to execute and perform as proposed. The working groups have an
opportunity to contact respondents regarding outstanding or unclear data request responses,
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11. PSE addressed issues regarding coordination of the 2018 Al
Resources RFP and the 2018 Demand Response RFP in Frequently
Asked Question 204 and in Public Comment Log 9.1.

Finally, one stakeholder raised potential questions with respect to PSE’s assumptions
underlying its resource adequacy analysis, specifically the length of the historical weather
records used. PSE’s resource adequacy modeling process is very closely tied to the resource
adequacy modeling process of the Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC). The
NPCC has a resource adequacy advisory committee (RAAC), that is jointly chaired by the NPCC
and the Bonneville Power Administration. PSE staff are active in both the NPCC steering
committee and the NPCC technical committee. PSE’s resource adequacy model builds on
outputs from the NPCC model, and PSE staff work very closely with NPCC staff on resource
adequacy modeling. The NPCC model incorporates historic temperature and hydrological
conditions back to 1929. NPCC staff examined whether to truncate that input data set for the last
thirty (30) years of available data in the RAAC technical committee process, and PSE supported
this examination. The NPCC results demonstrated that truncating input assumption data is
projected to increase the need for capacity in the region by approximately 500 MW.2 PSE
recognizes that resource adequacy modeling in a hydro-based region is highly complex and that
there are neither perfect models nor perfect assumption sets. Nonetheless, PSE believes its
resource adequacy modeling process is reasonable and aligns with the temperature and
hydrologic assumptions used by the NPCC.

* * *

Questions regarding this filing should be addressed to the undersigned. Questions
regarding the 2018 All Resources RFP should be addressed to Sheri Maynard, Associate Energy
Resource Planning & Acquisition Analyst, at 425-462-3114 and sheri.maynard@pse.com.
Questions regarding the 2018 Demand Response RFP should be addressed to Kiley Faherty,
Demand Response Program Development, at 425-462-3234 and Kiley.faherty@pse.com.

2 NPPC RAAC, “2023 Resource Adequacy Assessment for the Pacific Northwest” (Mar. 7, 2018), available at
https://nwcouncil.app.box.com/s/oclaghymghjlrhabpppoyx8td2zmzi9c. Slide 20 of the presentation (titled
Sensitivity to Record Length) shows a need to add 1788 MW of capacity to achieve 5% Loss of Load
Probability for the 30-year case compared to 1248 MW of capacity to meet the 5% Loss of Load Probability
target for the 88-year reference case. See id. at 20.
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