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XI. ANALYTICAL RESULTS AND APPLICATION OF JUDGMENT

This chapter details the analytical results, describes the judgment that PSE has applied to
interpret the results and incorporate additional considerations, and creates a roadmap for the
electric resource strategy that PSE is adopting with this Least Cost Plan. The analytical results,
including analysis of cost and risk, support balancing the portfolio with enough resources to
meet retail customer energy needs on an expected monthly basis. For capacity planning,
resource adequacy is addressed in terms of customer needs, and in terms of meeting those
needs in the least cost manner available. A third major conclusion reached is that the Company
should plan to meet its customers' needs for new energy and capacity resources with a
diversified portfolio that includes conservation, renewable resources, and thermal generation.
Additional analytical results and conclusions are presented for several topics, including shaping
new electric energy and capacity resources to match the seasonal profile of the need, and risks
associated with deferring the addition of new resources.

A. Analysis of Planning Levels

The first major area of analytical results focuses on identifying the level of resource adequacy
the Company should plan upon to meet its customers' electrical needs at least cost and within
an acceptable degree of risk. As described in Chapter X, the Company analyzed this topic by
identifying and evaluating a wide range of planning levels for both energy and capacity.

Combined Energy and Capacity Planning Levels
PSE considered a total of eight planning levels, including (in addition to Do Nothing and Status
Quo cases), six combinations of different levels of energy resource adequacy and capacity
adequacy.

It is important to note three key things about the eight planning levels that were considered in
this stage of the analysis. First, each planning level is composed of a planning level for energy
and a planning level for capacity. Second, moving from lower planning levels to higher planning
levels generally, but not uniformly, involves moving from lower to higher levels of resource
adequacy for energy and higher levels of resource adequacy for capacity. Third, the eight
planning levels do not include all combinations of the five energy planning levels and the five
capacity levels.
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In the analytical process, the Company modeled expected costs to customers for the eight

combinations of energy and capacity levels. Results of this expected cost analysis of the eight
planning levels are shown in Exhibit XI-1.

Exhibit XI-1
Expected Cost to Customer by Planning Level
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The Expected Costs shown in Exhibit XI-1 apply to the average of four different mixes of

resource technologies at each planning level: (1) All Gas; (2) Gas and Coal; (3) 5% Wind Plus
Gas and Coal; and (4)10% Wind Plus Gas and Coal.

These results show that as the overall level of resource adequacy is increased, including both

energy and capacity together, expected costs generally tend to increase as well. However,

since the eight planning levels considered at this stage of the analysis reflected combinations of

energy planning levels and capacity planning levels, the analysis then turned to a distinct

evaluation of energy planning levels (holding the capacity planning level constant), and a

distinct evaluation of capacity planning levels (holding the energy planning level constant). The

expected cost results for the five energy planning levels are discussed next, followed by results

of the evaluation of five capacity planning levels.
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Energy Planning Levels

Exhibit XI-2 shows expected cost results for five different levels of energy resource adequacy,
holding capacity resource adequacy constant at the A1, or Status Quo capacity planning level.

Exhibit XI-2
Expected Cost Across Energy Levels Holding Capacity Levels Fixed

$4,000

o $3,800
V
'O
w
v

K $3,600
W

$3,400

Status Al Energy B1 Energy C1 Energy C2 Energy
Duo Al Cap Al Cap Al Cap Al Cap

~- E ected Cost $3,821 $3,699 $3,675 $3,610 $3,541

Exhibit XI-3 shows that with increases in the energy planning level (i.e., as more long-term
resources are added), the 20-year net present value cost to customers declines.

At first glance, this exhibit might imply that on a purely expected cost basis, the Company
should acquire as many long-term baseload energy resources as possible, even to the point of
acquiring more resources than needed to serve its retail customers' needs. However, such an
'over-build' resource strategy would create surpluses that the Company would have to sell into
the wholesale power market. The revenue volatility associated with market sales of this surplus
energy would cause the Company and its customers to take on a risk profile more akin to a
merchant than a vertically integrated utility.

Accordingly, consideration of costs and risks points toward adopting a balanced energy
planning level, or one that includes enough long-term firm resources to meet each month's
expected customer needs. Spec~cally, this is the B energy planning level.
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Capacity Planning Levels

Planning to meet peak capacity needs proves to a somewhat more challenging process than

planning to meet customer energy needs. The process must consider more than just expected

costs, as resource capacity needs are related to the Company's obligations to serve customer

peak electrical needs during cold winter weather periods. The character of the Company's

temperature-dependent loads further complicates the analysis, since PSE must plan for winter

needle peaks that may occur only for comparatively short periods of times (from one day up to

several days). Further, these temperature-dependent loads may not reach extreme peak levels

during years that severe winter cold conditions do not materialize. In other words, capacity

resources may only be needed for relatively brief periods of time and may or may not be fully

needed in any given winter. As a result, tradeoffs exist befinreen (1) the costs of acquiring and

keeping long-term capacity resources ready to meet peak loads, and (2) consequences of not

being able to fully serve extreme peak loads when they do occur.

While keeping these considerations in mind, PSE performed an analysis of the expected cost to

meet various capacity planning levels while holding the energy planning level constant. The

expected cost to customer results of this analysis for five capacity planning levels at the "B"

energy planning level are shown in Exhibit XI-3. This exhibit shows that the expected cost to

customers increases with the addition of more peaking resources to meet progressively higher

capacity planning levels.
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Exhibit XI-3
Expected Cost Across Capacity Levels Holding Energy Levels Fixed
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In large part, the increased costs at higher capacity planning levels reflect the generic nature of
Least Cost Plan analysis, which typically identifies SCGT generation as the primary,
extensively-available resource technology available to meet such loads. However, SCGTs are a
high-cost solution, particularly given the short and infrequent amount of time that they would be
needed to meet winter peak load requirements.

While Exhibit XI-3 indicates increasing costs to meet higher capacity planning levels, the
Company also recognizes that its analysis has not yet fully considered potential winter peaking
power supply contracts or demand-side alternatives that might be used to help meet these
needs in a more cost-effective manner than by adding only SCGTs. Accordingly, the Action Plan
found in Chapter XVI lays out a commitment to further explore a broader range potential
resource alternatives to meet these capacity needs.

Further, peaking capacity needs also relate to issues of regional resource adequacy. In January
2003, the Northwest Power Planning Council, the Northwest Power Pool, representatives of
regional utilities and representatives of state regulatory commissions began a process to
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investigate this topic, including possible development of a regional resource adequacy standard.

Accordingly, PSE intends to actively participate in this regional process.

However, given the assumptions used for this analysis, the conclusion remains that meeting

increasing capacity needs for a given energy need is an increasingly costly requirement, but

one that also reflects the Company's obligations to meet its customers' peak demands on cold

winter days.

Risk Analysis of Combined Energy and Capacity Planning Levels

Cost and risk tradeoffs for each of the eight portfolio planning portfolios were also assessed.

Exhibit XI-4 shows a scatter plot of expected cost versus risk (measured as standard deviation

of expected cost) for each of the planning levels. i

Exhibit XI-4
Expected Cost vs. Risk
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Exhibit XI-4 shows that moving from the Al planning level to higher levels of 61, A2 and 62, the

additional costs of the higher capacity planning levels more than offsets the reduction in cost

from the higher energy planning levels. Additionally, the risk profile across these planning levels

is similar.
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Exhibit XI-4 also shows that further increases in energy for planning levels C1 and C2 lead to
increased risk as the portfolios become surplus and exposed to market price risks associated
with dependence on revenue from market sales.

Lastly, Exhibit XI-4 illustrates the results of an analysis of the impact of combining the B
planning level energy with the Al capacity level. This result indicates a small reduction in
expected cost from the higher amount of energy and a negligible change in risk. This leads to a
major conclusion that a balanced planning level that provides an adequate amount of energy
resources to meet each month's expected customer energy needs proves to be attractive on the
basis of cost and risk.

B. Portfolio Shaping Results

Chapter X provided a detailed description of the techniques used to seasonally shape both
energy and capacity resources to balance the portfolio within each year. The techniques
described in Chapter X are:

1. Joint Ownership of base load resources
2. Forward Capacity sales of new Single Cycle Gas Turbines (SCGTs)
3. Seasonal Exchanges

Exhibit XI-5 summarizes an the impact of these three shaping techniques under the B2 planning
standard and using the Aurora Case III market price forecast.
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Exhibit XI-5
Impact of Shaping Techniques on the 62 Planning Level
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The results of using Joint Ownership for new long-term resources is two-fold. First, as discussed

earlier, PSE's resource portfolio generally does not need energy in the summer months. The

result of using a Joint Ownership-like approach will be to help balance the portfolio seasonally

and thereby avoid the need to make significant spot energy sales in summer periods. However,

the Case III AURORA market price forecast underlying the analysis shows the highest spot

market power prices occurring during the summer months. Expected cost to customers,

therefore, is increased by about $150 million (on a 20-year net present value basis), due to the

foregoing of revenues from sales of surplus energy into the spot market in the summer months.

The second impact involves risk. By avoiding the reliance on making spot energy sales in the

summer periods, the use of a Joint Ownership-like approach produces a significant reduction in

risk, over 25 percent. PSE's consideration of this tradeoff between expected costs and risks

leads it to conclude that shaping new long-term resource acquisitions u ing Joint Ownership

arrangements is merited. In other words, the potential upside in net revenues from holding

summer surplus energy for sale into the spot market is outweighed by the risks associated with

such a strategy.
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Exhibit XI-5 also demonstrates the impact of seasonal Forward Capacity Sales of new capacity
resources from SCGTs. The forward sale period (May-October) is estimated to return fixed
revenues very close to the more volatile revenues that the model estimates would be realized
from spot energy sales in the same seasonal period. The cost difference, therefore, between the
case where SCGT capacity is sold fonnrard and the case where SCGT capacity is retained and
used for spot market sales is small. However, a significant difference exists with risk exposure.
The volatility of power prices can cause wide differences in the amount of economic dispatch
the new SCGT resources experience from a probabilistic perspective. The risk associated with
exposure to spot sales is over triple that in the case where PSE sells capacity forward at a fixed
price. (It is important to note that this effect is muted at lower capacity planning levels and
magnified at higher capacity planning levels.) Therefore, the analysis just~es the forward sale
of peaking capacity resources during the May-October period on the basis of cost and risk.

Lastly, Exhibit XI-5 demonstrates the impact of Seasonal Exchanges. Under the AURORA Case
III market price forecast, adding baseload energy resources (with Joint Ownership) has a lower
cost than the forecasted cost of purchasing power from the spat market. PSE evaluated this by
creating a set of new resource portfolios that removed System Exchanges and replaced them
with a roughly equal amount of long-term resources instead. As shown on Exhibit XI-5,
replacement of Seasonal Exchanges with seasonally shaped long-term firm resources reduces
expected cost to customers (on a 20-year net present value basis) by over $100 million. In
addition, removal of Seasonal Transactions produces a slight reduction in risk. Therefore, the
Company has tentatively cflncluded on the basis of cost and risk that Seasonal Exchanges are
not a preferred approach.

C. Deferral of Resource Acquisition
PSE also analyzed the issue of deferring acquisition of new long-term firm resources.

Before presenting the results of the deferral analysis, it is useful to address some of the
practical considerations that would be associated with such a strategy. In the aftermath of the
collapse of the merchant generation sector of the electric business, PSE has few creditworthy
counterparties available to transact with. Additionally, the credit support requirements that the
remaining counterparties in the market would impose on PSE would become quite onerous.
Given PSE's current credit position, it is unlikely that the deferral strategy described below could
practically implemented.
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To explore the impact of deferring the acquisition of long-term firm resources, the Company
evaluated costs and risks for two sets of resource portfolios:

(1) portfolios composed of various technology mixes where energy and capacity needs are met
starting in 2004 using long-term firm resources; and

(2) portfolios that include the same resource technology mixes as in the first set, but that defer
resource acquisitions until 2008. For these deferral portfolios, energy and capacity needs
during 2004-2007 are assumed to be met with market-priced power purchase contracts.

Exhibit XI-6 shows the result of this analysis run with the AURORA Case I market price forecast.

Exhibit XI-6
Deferral Malysis
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Exhibit XI-6 shows significantly higher risk levels under the deferral strategy, nearly doubling the

risk associated with the non-defeRal strategy. This increase in risk, in addition to the difficulties

in executing such a strategy, has caused PSE to look for other solutions to its energy and

capacity need. Therefore, PSE reaches the conclusion that a deferral strategy is not merited.
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D. Analysis of Portfolio Diversification
Section B of this chapter discusses the use of Joint Ownership of baseload resources and
forward summer-season sales of peaking capacity resources to help mitigate risks. Another
important approach to managing risk involves divers cation across multiple resource
technologies. This section summarizes results of the analysis of resource portfolio diversification
across various generating resource technology alternatives.

As described in Chapter X, the Company evaluated resource portfolios with various
combinations of resource technologies. All of these portfolios included 150 aMW of conservation
resource acquisition.

Exhibit XI-7 illustrates the different cost and risk profiles for four generating resource technology
mixes at the 62 planning level.

Exhibit XI-7
Impact of Technology Mix on Expected Cost and Risk
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Under an assumption of no CO2 costs, these results indicate that a portfolio composed of gas-
fired generation and coal-fired generation is attractive on the basis of both cost and risk. Other
resource technology mixes have higher expected costs and higher risk.
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A similar pattern can be seen at the other planning levels evaluated. The All Gas portfolios are
typically the highest risk portfolios, due to their increased exposure to volatility in market prices
for natural gas. Adding coal to the portfolio technology mix both lowers cost and risk. (Coal fuel
prices are assumed to have no volatility in PSE's analysis.) From a cost perspective, the higher
capital cost of coal is more than offset by lower fuel costs and higher economic dispatch relative
to gas resources. As PSE adds wind to the coal and gas mix, cost and risk go back up. Two
factors drive the increase in cost —higher capital costs for wind resources and the assumed
need for additional SCGT capacity to back up the wind energy with capacity. This additional
SCGT capacity also leads to a slight increase in the risk profile, initially offsetting the benefit of
adding an energy resource with no fuel price volatility. Notice that in the 10 percent wind case
that while the cost goes up as expected, the risk is slightly lower.

There are several additional factors that need to be brought into an analysis of the appropriate
mix of resource technologies. The primary factors that PSE considered were emissions
associated with fossil-fueled generation, production tax credits for wind resources and market
price volatility for natural gas. Under new emissions regulations for NOx and/or CO2i coal and to
a lesser extent gas resources could become far less competitive than implied under the
assumption of no new costs for NOx or CO2. (See Chapter X for a full analysis of the impact of
potential emissions regimes on coal and gas-fired assets). Also, as demonstrated in Chapter X,
without the production tax credit, wind would become far less competitive on the basis of cost.
Lastly, market prices for natural gas are subject to significant volatility. Gas prices are subject to
a number of influences, including changes in crude oil prices. Thus, gas prices may introduce
sources of risk that do not currently affect a major base load portion of PSE's existing resource
portfolio. Consideration of these factors, in conjunction with the economic and risk
characteristics of the technologies, points toward a diversified portfolio strategy. This not only
avoids putting "all the eggs in one basket°, but allows flexibility for mid-course corrections
should one or more of the factors described above change unexpectedly.
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E. Application of Company Judgment

This section addresses several additional considerations that the Company has factored into
development of its Least Cost Plan and the resource strategy in particular. The section begins
by noting several relevant guiding principles as stated in the recent Washington State Energy
Strategy update. A discussion of the Company's role in contributing to regional load-resource
balance follows. Then, the capabilities and limitations of using economic dispatch models for
toad-resource analysis are described. Next, this section discusses the need to watch out for
inconsistencies that may be created when input assumptions to the Ioad-resource analysis
assume overall market equilibrium (i.e., 'pertecY resource adequacy at the macro level), but the
results of such load-resource analysis indicate taking actions that could lead to different market
outcomes (i.e., shortages that could result from insufficient resource development). Finally, the
section closes with a discussion of additional judgmental factors that the Company considered
in its identification of a diversified resource strategy that includes a mix of various electric
resources.

Washington 2003 Biennia/ State Energy Strategy
In February 2003, the State of Washington issued its biennial update to the State Energy
Strategy (SES). The SES addresses a number of the same topics that are also addressed in
this Draft Least Cost Plan. The SES also sets forth 13 Guiding Principles as developed by the
SES Advisory Committee. Several of these Guiding Principles are directly relevant to PSE's
Least Cost Plan, including the following two principles that focus on utility obligations regarding
provision of resource adequacy and protection of customers from market price volatility and
other risks.

Guiding Principle
#1 Encourage all load-serving
entities to adopt and implement
resource plans to ensure they have
adequate resources to meet their
obligation to serve their customers'
projected long term energy and
capacity needs

Detailed Annotation
"...underscore the continuing
obligation that the state's utilities
have to serve their customers' load
requirements and to acquire the
resources necessary to do so."
"...Recognize that cuRent and future
electricity marfcets are likely to
experience greater price volatility,
and supply risk than has historically
occurred prior to 2000.
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#4 Preserve and promote
Washington's cost-based energy
system to benefit the end use
consumer by providing reliable
power and reduce the consumers'
vulnerability to supply shortage and
price volatility. At the same time,
the state should promote policies
that harness market forces in the
wholesale energy market to reduce
customer costs and increase
reliability while protecting the
environment

"...Washington continues to be
extremely cautious about increasing
its reliance on market forces to
provide for its electric supply......the
main question for Washington is the
extent to which our load-serving
utilities rely on market pur hases or
their own resources to s~rve their
loads."

These two Guiding Principles send a clear message that load-serving entities, including PSE,

have significant obligations and responsibilities to plan and acquire resources to meet their

customers' needs reliably, cost-effectively and without excessive exposure to risks of supply

shortage and market price volatility. PSE recognizes these obligations and responsibilities and
has factored them into the development of the resource strategy ident~ed in this Draft Least

Cost Plan. In particular, PSE has factored them into its consideration of the results of its

analysis of energy and capacity planning levels.

PSE Contribution to Regional Load-Resource Balance

Historically, regulators in many states have defined utility obligations to maintain sufficient

capacity reserves to meet extreme peaks. Reliability organizations such as NERC also

prescribed regional reliability standards. However, recent events in California and other areas

that have attempted regulatory restructuring have underscored the dangers of aload-serving

entity not having access to sufficient resources to meet customer needs in a deregulated market

where prices are free to rise to meet what is essentially an inelastic demand. While price caps

can dampen these impacts to a limited extent, the consequences of resource inadequacy have

proven to be much more severe than was anticipated when deregulation regimes were being

developed.

It is not enough to assume that market forces alone will ensure the availability of sufficient, cost-

effective electric resources and that the goals set in the SES Guiding Principles described

above will be achieved through such an approach. In other words, a utility cannot assume that it

would be able fall back upon the regional market at any time to correct imbalances in the utility's
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portfolio without exposing itself and its customers to substantial price risk and potential impacts
on reliability.

Therefore, it has become very important for PSE to consider its load-resource balance in the
context of the regional load-resource situation. The interactions between PSE's load resource
balance with the Pacific Northwest region as a whole can be seen in Exhibit XI-8.

Exhibit XI-8
PSE and Regional Load Resource Balance

This exhibit illustrates that the greatest adverse consequence to PSE and its customers would
occur when PSE's resource portfolio is out of balance and the Company must either purchase
power from the regional market to cover shortfalls in its own resources, or sell power into the
regional market to dispose of resources surplus to its customers' needs. While it may be
tempting to try to "time" the market by staying short-during periods when the regional market
appears to be surplus, or by going long during periods when the regional market appears to be
deficit, this is highly risky, both in terms of execution and in terms of potential consequences.
Accordingly, PSE believes that a more robust strategy is to plan adequate electric resources to
meet its customers' needs without excessive reliance on the regional market. Again, this
supplements the results of the Company's analysis of energy and capacity planning levels. In
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addition, it further validates the analytical results that indicate significant risks would be

associated with deliberately delaying acquisition of new resources.

Evaluating Energy and Capacity Needs with Economic Dispafch Models

The utility industry has developed various resource planning models to evaluate and select

preferred resource strategies to meet a utility's projected loads. These models provide the

analytical capability to evaluate resources and alternatives under a variety of assumptions. They

also provide a useful perspective of the future under a market that is often assumed to

continuously remain in equilibrium over the long run. The models assume that when existing

resources are no longer adequate to serve loads and market prices begin to increase,

unspec~ed market participants will anticipate this change and respond by constructing new

generation facilities in time to mitigate the tightened conditions. One outgrowth of this modeling

approach is that most dispatch models focus on the evaluation of the energy component of a

utility's resource planning decision and will tend to undervalue the expected value of the utility's

capacity resources. Due to this underlying assumption of a welt-functioning market that always

remains in equilibrium, extreme peak demand-supply imbalances will not occur in the model.

However, recent experience has shown that energy markets are subject to extreme variability.

The merchant generation and marketing sector observed the magnitude of market price spikes

that can be caused by capacity constrained conditions and soon modified their use of dispatch

models based on equilibrium assumptions. Many merchants and marketers shifted to use of

option valuation models that explicitly reflect the impacts of market price volatility under market

disequilibrium conditions. While such models are perhaps a better reflection of the dynamics of

price volatility in deregulated markets, they also highlight the potential disconnect that can be

created by basing a utility's resource plan on a foundation assumption that the regional

marketplace will continuously remain in equilibrium over the long run. This disconnect is

addressed further below.

Bridging the Disconnect in Dispatch Models' Analysis

It was noted earlier that economic dispatch models assume along-run equilibrium condition in

which extreme supply-demand imbalances do not occur in the model. In the real world however,

capacity shortfalls can and do occur. They can result from below-normal hydroelectric

conditions, unforeseen outages at large generating facilities, inadequate transmission facilities,

transmission line outages, or a variety of other reasons. When capacity shortfalls do occur, a
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"disconnect' can be created befinreen a dispatch model's view of long-run equilibrium market
prices, and the impacts of market price spikes that can occur if market equilibrium is disturbed.

This same type of disconnect can occur in what the model assumes for the industry's and the
region's response to long-term market price signals and other conditions. In the real world, if
market price projections are perceived by developers to be too low, or if access to capital
needed to finance new resources is constrained, then market participants will not build new
facilities. Meanwhile, if utilities assume that other entities will develop new resources to maintain
balance in the regional market where the utility is planning to buy power to meet its customers'
needs, this can lead to an actual outcome of regional supply shortfalls and higher market prices.
This potential disconnect obligates utility planners to increase the importance of resource
capacity adequacy beyond what might be indicated by a strict interpretation of dispatch model
results that are based on an assumption of market equilibrium. The cycle that could result from
this disconnect is shown Exhibit XI-9.

Exhibit XI-9
Disconnect in Dispatch Models' Analysis

Regulators have also recognized that capacity can be undervalued in competitive markets and
therefore have attempted to develop mechanisms such as ICAP pricing to assign an explicit
premium to those assets needed to meet capacity needs in order to encourage their
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development. FERC has recognized the impact of this disconnect in its development of its

Standard Market Design (SMD) where it states:

...Some market participants depend on government intervention during severe
shortages as an alternative to paying their share of the cost of developing adequate
regional resources. As long as regional reserves are made available to all, a /oad-
serving entity can reduce Its own reserve resource costs and rely on the
resources of others. The result is that all load-serving entities will tend to follow
this strategy, leading to a systematic under-investment in resources needed for
reliability........

.....This is the well-known "free rider" problem for public goods, those for which
consumption cannot be limited to those who paid for them (such as parks and national
defense) and that are available to all users even if only some users pay for them. See,
e.g., Lee S. Friedman, The Microeconomic of Public Policy Analysis, Princeton
University Press (Princeton, NJ 2002), which states at pages 597-598: If their provision
were left to the marketplace, public goods would be under-allocated. The reason is that
individuals would have incentives to understate their own preferences in order to avoid
paying and free-ride on the demands of others. Thus, public goods provide one of the
strongest arguments for government intervention in the marketplace: not only does the
market fail, but it can fail miserably.

emphasis added

The requirement for PSE to apply judgment to its analytical results leads to the development of

a resource strategy that balances the Company's responsibility to minimize the cost of meeting

its customer's needs with its responsibilities to contribute to maintaining regional load-resource

balance and not become a "free rider" dependent upon other market participants during peak

demand periods. This consideration further supplements the results of th~ Company's analysis

of energy and capacity planning levels and supports a resource strategy that maintains a

balanced portfolio to meet customer needs for both energy and winter peak capacity.

PSE has seen how dispatch models based on inputs that assume continuous market

equilibrium tend to undervalue capacity resources. It has also been. seen how the current

analysis and assumptions considered a limited set of available capacity resources, which can

be quite expensive when only used for those rare, extreme peak periods. This has led to

identification of a need for more analysis and research by the Company to develop additional

supply- and demand-side resource solutions to help meet extreme winter peaks.
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As also discussed earlier in this chapter, the Company has a significant role in contributing to
the regional load-resource balance for energy and capacity. PSE intends to actively participate
in regional efforts that have recently been initiated to address this topic. ,Utility obligations, as
well as the methods and criteria that they use to balance tradeoffs between costs and risks,
represent important elements of the overall topic of regional resource adequacy. In addition,
opportunities to consider regional load diversity, and to develop collaborative regional
approaches merit serious review and appear to offer considerable potential.

Additional Judgmental Factors Supporting A Divers~ed Resource Mix
As discussed in Section D, each major resource technology type has a unique combination of
favorable features, as well as risks and uncertainties. For example, coal-fired generating
resources offer potential benefits of comparatively low and stable costs,- but they also produce
emissions that raise environmental concerns and may become subject to increased costs (e.g.,
CO2). Natural gas-fired resources are currently the predominant source of new generation in the
region and nation, but they involve risks associated with volatility of market prices for natural
gas. Wind power generation produces no air emissions and is not subject to market fuel price
risks, but its economic viability is highly dependent on extension of federal production tax
credits.

In other words, no single electric resource technology has a clear and obvious advantage in
meeting all of the Company's need for new resources. Further, it is not possible to predict with
any degree of certainty the future outcomes of the particular uncertainties associated with each
of the generating resources discussed above. In recognition of this, PSE is committed to its
existing 10-year, 150 aMW goal for conservation resource development, and will evaluate the
potential for further revisions to this goal by August 2003. In addition, the Company has
concluded that a diversified long-term resource strategy that identifies several forms of
generating resource technologies provides an effective way to spread out and mitigate the risks
associated with each specific technology type.
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F. Summary

PSE's Least Cost Plan is designed to identify the best long-term resource strategy to meet its

retail customers' needs at least cost consistent with acceptable risk. To accomplish this, the

Company has reached the following conclusions on the basis of its analysis and its application

of judgment:

• The Company will plan to acquire long-term firm energy resources sufficient to ensure that

customer energy needs are met on an expected monthly basis.

• To meet its customers' winter peak demands, the Company will plan to maintain adequate

capacity resources to meet its obligations to serve peak loads, contribute to regional load-

resource adequacy and do so at least cost. The Company plans to meet a capacity planning

level associated with loads at a minimum hour temperature of 16 degrees F and will seek

lower-cost approaches than relying only on SCGTs to meet this capacity planning level.

• The Company will develop a diversified portfolio of multiple resource technologies to meet

its customers' future energy and capacity needs, including a goal of meeting 10% of its retail

customers' energy needs with renewable resources by the year 2013.

Each of these conclusions is described in greater detail below.

Energy

To meet its energy needs, the earlier discussion demonstrated that adding resources was the

least cost approach. The analysis also shows that beyond a certain amount of new resource

additions, the overall portfolio would become surplus to customer needs and the Company

would become more exposed to market price risk as a seller and would take on a risk profile

more like a merchant. Energy level "A" meets the November-February energy needs, but relies

on market purchases to meet some remaining needs in the year. Energy level "B" meets the

expected deficit needs for each month of the year, while energy level "C" provides additional

energy needs above the highest deficit month. The Company's selected planning level is

therefore "B", which meets the highest deficit month. The Company also plans to pursue Joint

Ownership for new resources to dispose of energy in those parts of the year when it does not

have resource needs, so as to reduce its overall exposure to market price risks. The "B" energy

level involves adding approximately 400 aN1W energy in 2004, growing to 1,600 aMW in 2013.
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Capacity

To meet its capacity needs, the Company must balance the increased costs of adding new
capacity with the obligation to meet customer peak needs without imprudently relying on non-
specific market resources to meet future needs. The "A" planning levels would appear to be less
expensive under strict evaluation of base case assumptions. However, there is considerable risk
exposure to a regional under-build scenario and the resultant high prices which would put the
Company in the same situation the region recently experienced during the Western Energy
Crisis. Furthermore, the Company has a responsibility to avoid a "free-rider strategy'. Instead, it
recognizes that by planning adequate capacity resources to meet its customers' needs, it can
also help maintain resource adequacy in the Northwest region. Therefore, an increase beyond
the "A" capacity level is warranted.

The 61 and B2 planning levels both provide the improved level of reliability that the Company
and its customers require. However, the analysis conducted during this least cost planning
process has indicated that current planning assumptions make the "B° levels a higher cost
option. This is largely result of the assumed use of SCGT's as the primary resource technology
to meet the higher peak demand levels. Even with seasonal shaping transactions to lower the
net costs of SCGT resources, the Company recognizes that it still needs to find lower cost
options to meet capacity needs at the B1 or 62 level. The primary areas that appear to offer the
most potential would be greater use of winter capacity purchase agreements and greater use of
demand response programs oriented toward extreme peak circumstances. Moving to the higher
"C" capacity levels would meet the peak demand requirements, but would also entail an
inordinate cost and would not be cost justified, given current results of analysis. Therefore, the
Company has selected planning level "B2", with a commitment to identify lower cost options
than just adding SCGTs. The B2 capacity level involves adding approximately 1,050 MW of
capacity resource in 2004, growing to 1,887 MW in 2013.

Technology Mix

The analysis of alternative resource technologies demonstrates that diversified portfolios can
offer reduced exposure to major uncertainty factors. There are a variety of uncertainties
associated with the available resource technologies, ranging from emissions costs for thermal
resources to extension of Production Tax Credits for wind. Exposures to these risks can be
mitigated with a diversified portfolio of new resources. The analysis also demonstrates the
benefits of a portFolio that would include renewable resources to meet a portion of customer
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energy needs. Portfolios with higher amounts of renewables (modeled as wind energy) indicate

higher costs however, which is primarily a result of the Company's assumption that wind

resources would need to be backed with SCGTs for firming requirements.

The Company is adopting a policy that incorporates renewable energy into its portfolio where

possible. Portfolios that meet 10 percent of customer energy needs with renewable resources

by 2013 are not strictly justified on a least cost basis given today's limited knowledge of the cost

to integrate wind into the Company's existing resource portfolio. However, the Company is

committed to performing further work to identify more effective approaches to integrate wind

resources into its portfolio. PSE also intends to seek specific resource acquisition opportunities

for other types of renewable resources beyond just wind power. On this basis, PSE has

established a goal of meeting 10 percent of its customers' energy needs with renewable

resources by 2013.
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XII. ELECTRIC RESOURCE STRATEGY

Chapter XII presents PSE's long-term electric resource strategy. PSE recognizes an opportunity
to establish a balanced long-term resource strategy that meets customers needs, while keeping
rates low and protecting customers against market and price risks. To realize this vision, PSE
has established a goal of meeting 10 percent of its resource needs through renewable
resources by 2013. The resource strategy also reflects a commitment to acquire 150 aMW of
new conservation resources over the next 10 years, possibly updating this commitment based
on the outcome of the region's current collaborative developing new conservation potential
assessments. To meet the rest of its need over the planning period, PSE will look to a diverse
mix of other resources, including combined cycle gas-fired generation, coal-fired generation,
market purchases, Joint Ownership or other seasonal resource shaping approaches, and winter
peaking resources.

A. Conclusions Supporting PSE's Electric Resource Strategy
As mentioned in Chapter XI, PSE's analysis demonstrates that diversified portfolios offer
customers reduced exposure to various risks, including gas price volatility and potential
emissions impacts and costs. PSE acknowledges this factor, and has adopted the objective of
maintaining a balanced portfolio of firm resources to meet its retail customer needs. To serve
customer energy needs, PSE will plan adequate long-term firm resources to serve each month's
energy load under average hydro conditions. In order to ensure that PSE meets its winter
energy deficit, without creating summer energy surpluses, PSE will seasonally shape its new
energy resources. To serve customer capacity needs, PSE has established a goal of adequate
resources to serve retail load during winter peaks at temperatures as low as 16 degrees
Fahrenheit. Again, PSE seeks to fill its winter capacity deficit, without creating a summer
capacity surplus. To reach this goal, PSE will seasonally shape its capacity resources and also
seek lower-cost resource alternatives than relying exclusively on new SCGTs.

B. Conservation

PSE recognizes the significant value of conservation in a long-term electric resource strategy.
PSE has committed to 150 aMW of new conservation over the next 10 years. In the analysis for
this Draft Least Cost Plan, PSE assumes the conservation savings will be proportional to the
seasonal shape of customer loads. In August 2003, PSE will incorporate results from the
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regional conservation resource potential collaborative into an update of its April Least Cost Plan.

At that time, PSE will revisit its 150 aMW assumption and may revise this number.

It is important to note that other elements of PSE's long-term resource strategy do not "preempt"
further commitments to conservation. As detailed in Chapter IX, PSE there are adequate

avenues for further conservation initiatives. As detailed in PSE's two-year action plan in Chapter
XVI, PSE has made commitments to further explore conservation and demand response

opportunities. A decision by PSE to acquire a new generation resource will not come at the
expense of its commitment to conservation's role in meeting PSE's long-term resource needs.

C. Renewable Resources

PSE intends to meet a five percent goal (133 aMW) of meeting customer energy loads by 2013
through wind resources. PSE believes a greater potential for the use of renewable resources
exists, and has stated a goal of meeting 10 percent, or 266 aMW, of its customers' energy
needs through the use of renewable resources. As exemplified in PSE's draft renewable policy
in Appendix L, PSE has made a corporate commitment to renewable resources. PSE's two-year
action plan details specific steps the Company will take toward reaching this 10 percent goal.
Appendix M provides an overview of PSE's preliminary thinking and direction on one of the first
renewable resource issues the Company faces —the integration of wind into its portfolio.

D. Diversified Mix of Other Resources

PSE's existing resources —including hydro, coal, gas and both power supply and NUG

contracts —will continue to play an important role in meeting PSE's resource needs. As loss of a
portion of these resources occurs, and power supply contracts expire, PSE will not only look to
conservation and renewable resource opportunities, but also to a divers~ed mix of other

resources. Combined cycle gas-fired generation and coal-fired generation both have potential

roles. PSE will include combined cycle generation in its near-term mix, and will shape this

resource to meet monthly energy needs. New coal-fired generation will not be included in PSE's

near-term resource mix, however, PSE will monitor development and acquisition opportunities.

While coal may not be the first fuel of choice for PSE, the Company recognizes this technology

offers benefits in terms of long-term costs and mitigating gas and market price risk. However,

the environmental costs of coal must be taken into consideration as well. As such, PSE will

monitor opportunities for coal, but makes no near-term commitment to this resource.
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PSE also plans to seasonally shape new baseload generating resources and acquire winter
peaking resources to meet its growing needs.

E. Other Considerations

PSE's Least Cost Plan focuses mainly on "generic" resource technologies. Currently, PSE is
monitoring the market for attractive resource acquisition opportunities, considering both asset
ownership and power contracts as possibilities. New conservation resource potential
assessments will be available in May 2003, serving as the basis for PSE's August 31, 2003
update. PSE will continue to investigate seasonal shaping techniques and wind integration
issues, as outlined in its two-year action plan in Chapter XVI, and will include these issues in its
August 2003 update.

F. Summary

PSE believes it has an opportunity to pursue a balanced resource portfolio strategy that meets
customer needs, keeps rates low and protects against market risks, such as those recently
experienced in the region. Several key components drive PSE's long-term electric resource
strategy:

• Energy resources will be adequate to serve each month's expected customer energy
needs under average hydro conditions.

• PSE has a goal of having capacity resources adequate to meet customer peak loads of
16 degrees Fahrenheit.

• Both new energy and new capacity resources will be shaped to fill winter deficiencies,
without creating summer surpluses, to the extent feasible.

• PSE will acquire at least 150 aMW of new conservation resources over the next 10
years.

• PSE will serve at least 5 percent of its load with wind resources, and will strive to meet
10 percent of its load requirements through renewable resources by 2013.

• A diverse mix of other resources, including combined cycle gas-fired generation in the
near-term and possibly coal in 2006, in addition to market purchases provide options for
meeting the rest of PSE's resource needs.

• PSE will continue to monitor the market for acquisition opportunities and power
contracts, but not at the expense of its commitment to conservation.
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XIII. EXISTING GAS PORTFOLIO RESOURCES

Chapter XIII provides an overview of PSE's existing gas resource portfolio. The chapter begins
with background on PSE's gas conservation and efficiency approach, providing details on
specific conservation and efficiency programs. Next, this chapter turns to the supply side and
details PSE's pipeline capacity, storage capacity, other capacity resources and gas supplies.
The chapter ends with an assessment of PSE's existing gas supply/demand balance.

A. Conservation and Efficiency

Overview

PSE has provided conservation services for natural gas customers since 1993, saving
approximately 5,916,258 theRns (cumulative) through 2002. These energy savings were
captured through energy- efficiency programs primarily serving residential and low-income
customers from 1993 through 1998. Beginning in 1999, PSE recognized nearly three-quarters of
the savings from commercial and industrial customer facilities. In terms of investments in energy
efficiency, the Company has invested close to $6 million in natural gas conservation. All savings
have been cost-effective relative to the company's avoided cost in place at the time the
measures were implemented. Annual energy savings recur for 10 to 20 years for most heating
equipment measures, while certain water heating measures may have shorter measure lives.

As discussed previously in Chapter VII, PSE recently increased its commitment to conservation
by doubling its annual conservation targets in August 2002. When PSE filed new conservation
tariffs with WUTC, 11 programs were expanded, 3 new programs were added and 3 pilot
projects were initiated. The scope and size of programs resulted from a collaborative effort
through the Company's Conservation Resource Advisory Committee ("CRAG"), a committee
created in the settlement of the Company's recent general rate case in Docket UE-011570.
Under the Settlement Agreement, during the 16-month period from September 2002 through
December 2003, PSE's portfolio of natural gas conservation programs and services expect to
achieve 2.9 Million therms of cost-effective energy savings, at a utility cost of $3.9 Million.

Current PSE Natural Gas Conservation Programs

PSE currently offers conservation programs under tariffs, effective from September 1, 2000
through December 31, 2003. Programs provide for efficiency savings from all customer sectors.
PSE funds these programs through natural gas "tracked' funds collected from all customers. The
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scale and scope of PSE's natural gas programs have been smaller than its electric programs.

The variety of applicable natural gas end-uses primarily include space, water and process

heating — a list of measures more limited than those available to electric customers. Within

PSE's joint electric and gas service territories, the Company offers customers all applicable

conservation programs —including both electric and gas. Since the natural gas territory has

significant overlap with neighboring electric utilities which offer their own programs for electric

savings, PSE carefully tracks these programs to avoid PSE electric offerings for those non-PSE

electric customers. Conversely, in areas of the service territory where another utility serves

natural gas, PSE will only offer programs according to the electric rate schedule which it serves

at a given location.

Exhibit XIII-1 provides an overview of current PSE's cuRent gas conservation and efficiency

programs. See Appendix E for more detailed information on these programs.
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B. Pipeline Capacity

Puget holds 456,381 Dth/day and 413,557 Dth/day of fiRn TF-1 and TF-2 transportation
capacity, respectively, on the Northwest Pipeline (NWP). PSE also holds 90,392 Dth/day on
PG&E's Gas Transmission Northwest (GTN) in order to deliver gas received at Kingsgate,
British Columbia, to NWP in eastern Washington. PSE has recently acquired capacity on Duke
Transmission (formerly Westcoast) from Station 2 to Huntingdon / Sumas in British Columbia. A
further discussion of this acquisition appears in Section B of Chapter XIV, Upsfream Pipeline
Capacity. Exhibit XIII-2 provides a summary of PSE's pipeline capacity position.

Exhibit XIII-2
PSE Pipeline Capacity Position

(Dth/Day)

TOTAL
~JCPlRATION DATE

2D04 ZOfl8 Other

Pipeline/Receipt Point

NWP - Sumas TF-1 196,705 128,705 58,000 10,000 (in 2016)
NWP - GTN Interconnect 75,936 75,936 - -
NVNP -Rockies TF-1 183,740 131,836 43,848 8,056 (in 2016)
Total TF-1 456,381 336,477 101,848 18,056
NVNP -Jackson Prairie TF-2 343,057 343,057 - -
NWP -Plymouth LNG TF-2 70,500 70,500 - -
Tota/ TF-2 413,557 413,557 - -

Tota/ Capacity to City-Gate 869,938 750,034 107,848 18,056
GTN - Kingsgate to Starr Road 75,936 - - 75,936 (in 2023)
GTN - Kingsgate to Stanfield 14,456 - - 14,456 (in 2023)

Duke Transmission to Sumas
(beginning 11/03) 40,000 _ _ 25,000 (in 2014)

15,000 (in 2019)
Nofe: all NWP and GTN contracts have automatic renewal provisions, but can be canceled by P5E upon
one year's prior notice. The Duke contract contains a right of first refusal upon expiry.

Firm pipeline transportation capacity carries the right, but not the obligation, to transport up to a
maximum daily quantity (MDQ) of gas from one or more receipt points to one or more delivery
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points.' This transportation activity is conducted in accordance with the pipeline's published

tariff, as approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). The tariff defines the

scope of service, which defines the number of days that the transportation service is available,

along with the rates and other operating terms and conditions.

The NV1IP TF-1, and GTN and Duke transportation contracts are firm contracts, available for use

365 days each year. The NV1IP TF-2 firm transportation contract have annual contract quantities

(ACQ) that corresponds to the storage capacity held by the shipper. While the annual contract

term limits TF-2 service to a quantity equal to the storage ACQ, the cost of this service proves to

be significantly lower than holding firm pipeline capacity for the entire year.

PSE may also use interruptible transportation, sometimes referred to as "best-efforts"

agreements, from NWP under rate schedule TI-1. This service allows NWP to provide a

transportation service that is subordinate to the rights of the shippers holding and using firm

transportation capacity. To the extent that the firm shippers do not use their pipeline capacity,

they may receive interruptible capacity. Since TI-1 transportation service can be interrupted,

PSE does not rely upon it to meet peak demand, thus it serves a limited role in PSE's gas

resource portfolio.

Additionally, firm transportation capacity on NWP and GTN may be "released" and remarketed

to third parties under the FERGapproved pipeline tariffs. PSE aggressively releases capacity

during time periods when it has ident~ed surplus capacity. The capacity release market can

also provide PSE with access to additional firm capacity, when available.

Consistent with the pipeline's service obligation, the rate for firm transportation capacity requires

a fixed payment, regardless of whether or not PSE uses the capacity. The rate for interruptible

capacity is negotiable, and typically billed as a variable charge.

C. Storage Capacity

PSE' s natural gas storage represents an important and cost-effective component of its capacity

portfolio due to the many advantages it offers. Primarily, storage offers an immediate and

controllable source of firm gas supply. Storage also proves advantageous as it can be used as a

From a risk management perspective, pipeline capacity can be viewed as an option that provides the
contract holder with the right, but not the obligation, to buy gas at one location and sell it at another.
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pooling point for the quantities of gas purchased, but not consumed during off-peak seasons, or
times of the year when gas prices tend to be less expensive. PSE can achieve significant
commodity price savings if they buy gas during the relatively low demand period of the summer.
In addition, coupling the market storage area and peaking facility located near PSE's system
(Jackson Prairie and Plymouth LNG) with the TF-2 transportation service, allows PSE to
purchase less year-round pipeline capacity than it might otherwise need.

Further, storage allows PSE to use its annual transportation and gas supply contracts at a
higher load factor, minimizing the average cost of gas to its customers. Operationally, PSE uses
underground storage for daily balancing on the interstate pipeline. If PSE's loads run higher or
lower than the forecasted amount, PSE will use its storage to handle operational imbalances
throughout the day, and minimize any balancing or scheduling penalties.

PSE also uses storage to balance its city-gate gas receipts with actual loads of its Gas
Transport customers. The industrial and commercial customers who elect gas transport service
(as an alternative to gas sales service) make nominations directly or through marketer-agents to
move city-gate gas deliveries to the their respective meters. The customers, or marketer
providing services to customers, often have daily imbalances since their scheduled gas
deliveries do not match their actual gas consumption. On a daily basis, PSE provides balancing
services in connection with its transportation tariff, and relies quite heavily upon storage to
manage these imbalances.

PSE has contractual access to finro storage projects, each of which serves a different purpose in
PSE's resource portfolio. Jackson Prairie storage is an aquifer storage field that has been
designed to deliver large quantities of gas over a relatively short period of time. PSE's other
storage facility, Clay Basin — a depleted reservoir storage field —provides supply area storage
and a winter gas supply. PSE has 343,057 Dth/day of TF-2 transport capacity from Jackson
Prairie and can use its Rockies-originated TF-1 transport capacity from Clay Basin. Exhibit XIII-
3 provides more details on PSE's storage capacity.
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Exhibit XIII-3
PSE GAS STORAGE POSITION

...STORAGE INJECTION WITHDRAWAL.. EXPIRATIONCIIP~tCtTY CAPACITY CAPAC[lY DATE(DTH) (DTH/DAY} (OTH/DAYy

Jackson Prairie —Owned 6,344,000 144,600 289,216 N/A

Jackson Prairie — NVNP SGS-2F2 1,181,021 26,900 53,841 2004

Clay Basin 13,419,000 55,900 111,825 2013/19

Total 20,944,021 454,882

Located in PSE's market area in Chehalis, WA, PSE uses Jackson Prairie and the associated
NWP TF-2 transportation capacity to meet seasonal load requirements, and eliminate the need
to contract for year-round pipeline capacity to meet winter-only demand. PSE primarily uses

Jackson Prairie to meet the intermediate peaking requirements of core customers.

PSE operates and owns one-third (with NWP and Avista Utilities) of the Jackson Prairie storage
facility. PSE currently holds firm daily deliverability of 343,057 Dth and firm seasonal capacity of

7,525,021 Dth — of which PSE owns 6,344,000 Dth and holds the right under the contract for

SGS-2F storage service from NWP to 1,181,021 Dth until October 2004. PSE holds the
unilateral right to this contracted capacity. PSE has access to best efforts withdrawal rights of up

to 82,000 Dth, and interruptible transportation service from Jackson Prairie.

Questar Pipeline owns and operates the Clay Basin storage facility in Daggett County, Utah.

This depleted gas reservoir was developed to allow gas to be stored during the summer and

withdrawn all winter. PSE holds the right, under finro contracts, to store up to 13,419,000 Dth,

and withdraw up to 111,825 Dth/day. FERC regulates the terms and conditions, including rates,

of this agreement.

PSE also uses Clay Basin as a pooling point for purchasing gas, and as a partial supply backup

in the case of well freeze-offs, or other supply disruptions in the Rocky Mountains during the

2 Jackson Prairie leased contract has an auto-renewal provision, but can be cancelled by PSE upon. one
year's prior written notice.
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winter.3 As such, gas stored at Clay Basin provides a reliable source of available gas
throughout the winter, including on-peak day. Gas withdrawn from Clay Basin is delivered to
PSE's system, and to other markets directly or indirectly, using firm, TF-1 transportation. Similar
to firm pipeline capacity, firm storage arrangements require that a fixed charge be paid
regardless of whether or not the storage service is used. PSE pays a variable charge for gas
injected or withdrawn from storage.

D. Peaking Capacity Resources

PSE has firm access to other resources that provide capacity and gas supplies to meet peaking
requirements or short-term operational needs. Liquefied natural gas (LNG), Peak Gas Supply
Service (PGSS), and vaporized propane-air (LP-Air) provide firm gas supplies on short notice
for relatively short periods of time. PSE typically uses these sources to meet extreme peak
demand during the coldest few hours or days, and generally only as the supply of last resort due
to their relatively higher variable cost. LNG, PGSS, and LP-Air do not afford all of the flexibility
of other supply sources. Exhibit XIII-4 provides an overview of PSE's peaking gas capacity
resources.

Exhibit XIII-4
PSE PEAKING GAS RESOURCES

STORAGE 1NJECTIaN WIT~iDRAWAL TRANSPORTCAPACITY CAPACITY GAPAC(TY TARIFF(OTH) (DTtWAIf} (DTH/DAYj

Plymouth LNG 241,700 1,208 70,500 TF-2

Swarr LP-Air 128,440 16,6804 30,000 On-system

PGSS NA NA 48,000 City-gate delivered

Total 370,140 148,500

NWP owns and operates an LNG facility located in Plymouth, Washington, and provides a gas
liquefaction, storage, and vaporization service under its LS-1 tariff. PSE holds along-term

contract that provides for seasonal storage with an ACQ of 241,700 Dth, liquefaction with an

3 From a risk management perspective, Clay Basin provides value as an arbitrage tool, and serves as a
partial hedge to price spikes in the Rockies supply basins.
Swam holds 1.24 million gallons. At a refill rate of 111 gallons/minute, it takes 7.7 days to refill Swarr.

This equates to 16,680 Dth/day.
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MDQ of 1,208, and a withdrawal MDQ of 70,500 Dth. The ratio of injection and withdrawal rates
to the storage capacity means that it can take PSE over 200 days to fill the capacity, but only
three and one-half days to empty it. Due to these operating characteristics, PSE uses the LS-1
service to meet its needle-peak demands, and is delivered to PSE's city gate using firm TF-2
transportation.

Under its PGSS agreements, PSE has the contractual right to call on third party gas supplies for
a limited duration during peak periods. Currently, PSE has the right to purchase up to 48,000
Dth/day at a price tied to the replacement cost of distillate oil for up to finrelve days during the
winter season 5

PSE maintains an LP-Air facility with a net storage capacity of 128,440 Dth equivalent, and has
the ability to vaporize approximately 30,000 Dth per day. At the maximum vaporization capacity,
this provides a little over four days of supply. Since the propane air facilities connect to PSE's
distribution system, PSE requires no upstream pipeline capacity. PSE typically uses this LP-Air
facility to meet extreme hourly or daily peak demand, or supplement distribution pressures in the
event of a pressure decline on NWP. Some of PSE's peak shaving resources require that a
fixed charge be paid regardless of whether or not the resource is used. The LNG service is
billed to PSE pursuant to a FERGapproved tariff, while the cost of service associated with the
on-system LP-Air plant is recovered from customers through base rates. PSE pays a variable
charge on gas injected or withdrawn from LNG storage.

E. Gas Supplies

By maintaining pipeline capacity to various supply basins, PSE gains access to supplies of
natural gas. Gas supply contracts tend to have a shorter duration than transportation contracts.
The price and delivery terms across supply basins tend to be very similar, although the price
levels from one day to the next can vary significantly. While the gas supply contract terms
ensure the gas suppliers' performance, PSE's firm transportation capacity grants access to
supply basins that offer the greater likelihood of availability and liquidity. In the event of a
supplier default, PSE can always use its pipeline capacity to buy gas -from other suppliers or
marketers at market locations along the pipeline. PSE primarily focuses on the reliability of its
pipeline delivery capacity and the long-term outlook for natural gas .

5 In essence, this is a call option with a variable strike price equal to the then-current, delivered price of
distillate oil.

March 2003 LCP Draft For Comment Chapter XIII —Existing Gas Resources —Page 10



PSE has a mix of long-term (+three years), medium-term (one to three years) and short-term
contracts (less than one year) to meet average loads during different months, and PSE uses
storage to meet intermediate peak load requirements. Long-term contracts and medium term
contracts are typically baseload supplies delivered ratably over the year. Additionally, PSE can
contract for seasonal baseload firm supply, typically for the winter months. The company enters
into forward month transactions to supplement the baseload transactions, particularly for the
months of November-March. During "bid week" —the week prior to the beginning of the
upcoming delivery month — PSE estimates the average load requirements for the upcoming
month and enters into month-long transactions to balance load. On a daily basis, the company
does not plan to be long or short going into any day, but instead balances the position using
storage and day ahead purchases and sales transactions. During the gas day, the company
uses its Jackson Prairies storage for balancing. Exhibit XIII-5 provides an example of the
weighting between different contract terms in 2002.

Exhibit XIII-5
Percentage Mix of Winter Supplies for 2002-2003

TERM <P~ERCENT`AGE`
Long-term (+3 years) 15%

Medium-term (1-3 years) 26%

Short-term (less than 1 year, includes storage) 54%

Bid Week 5%

Total 100%

Due to the number of long-term contracts expiring in the next few years, the weighting in Exhibit
XIII-5 may change if Puget elects to change the ratio of long-term, medium-term and short-term
supply. PSE will consider both costs and reliability issues when developing the portfolio
strategy.

PSE also has a contract with King County -Metro ("Metro") to purchase the gas produced by
Metro as the byproduct of its water pollution abatement processes. The gas is delivered directly
into PSE's distribution system. The agreement has a remaining term of approximately three
years
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PSE Participation in the Gas Futures Market

The Company commenced hedging in its core gas portfolio as of September 2002. The
Company utilizes hedge instruments such as fixed-price physical transactions and fixed-price
financial swap transactions. These were determined to be the most effective means of hedging
at the time. In its power portfolio, the company has entered into similar transactions for natural
gas hedging.

The Henry Hub futures market has a delivery point in Henry Hub, Louisiana. There can be a
significant price dislocation befinreen Henry Hub and the physical locations from which PSE
sources its physical supply (from the Rockies, British Columbia and Alberta). In order for a
futures hedge to be fully effective, PSE would need to enter into an Exchange for Physical
(EFP) basis transaction with another counterparty to effectuate local delivery. In this way, PSE
could enter into a fixed price hedge that transpired into physical delivery.

A futures account necessitates opening an account with a clearing firm and establishing
commercial relationships with floor brokers who can execute transactions for its customers on
the New York Mercantile Exchange (NYMEX). The clearing firm would require PSE to post
margin call, and there would be a daily settlement into and out of the PSE account, depending
upon the size of PSE's futures position and the daily direction of futures prices. Then, with
respect to entering into an EFP, PSE would enter into a transaction with a counterparty who
would agree to physical delivery at the agreed upon location, and the two parties would
exchange futures at the NYMEX as part of the EFP transaction. The level at which the futures
are exchanged, combined with the basis price of the EFP contract, sets the price for the
physical delivered gas.

While the EFP mechanism provides a viable means to hedge, PSE has been able to enter into
fixed price physical agreements directly with regional suppliers. These transactions prove to be
far more simple and remove the need for opening and managing a futures account with a
clearing firm engaging in futures trades and then entering into an EFP with a regional supplier.

In addition, a liquid market has developed for the over-the-counter financial derivatives for fixed
price and basis transactions. These transactions are similar to entering into futures trades and
EFP's from a pricing perspective, but requires a simpler process as transactions do not require
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the intermediary of clearing firms, floor brokers and the NYMEX. A master agreement, or an
ISDA agreement, governs these transactions, and the parties negotiate a range of contractual
items including credit, netting and cross-collateral terms. These transactions have worked well
for PSE since they can be combined with physical index purchases. Moreover, many of PSE's
long-term and medium-term contracts are index-based contracts, thus the financial derivatives
work well within the company's portfolio.

On a going forward basis, the company will continue to evaluate the hedging mechanisms
available in the market to weigh the benefits of each mechanism to determine its applicability in
PSE's portfolio.

F. PSE Gas Supply/Demand Balance

PSE holds firm pipeline transportation and vaporization capacity that allows it to transport or
otheruvise deliver gas, on a firm basis, from points of receipt to its customers. This capacity
ensures that PSE can provide its customers with reliable and cost-effective gas supplies during
the coldest expected weather, and over a range of expected scenarios. In addition, PSE
maintains on-system resources that assist in meeting peak demands and contribute to the
reliability of the distribution system.

Based on the current base case forecast, PSE does not anticipate requiring additional firm
capacity until around 2010. Until that time, PSE has adequate capacity to meet the expected
requirements of its firm customers. Exhibit XIII-6 summarizes PSE's capacity position.

G. Summary

PSE relies upon a variety of resources —including both conservation and efficiency, and supply
resources — to serve its gas customers. Currently, PSE does not anticipate requiring additional
firm capacity until sometime around 2010. Other key highlights include:

• PSE recently increased its commitment to conservation, agreeing in August 2002 to
double its annual conservation target. During the 16-month period from September
2002-December 2003, PSE's portfolio of natural gas conservation programs and
services expect to achieve 2.9 million therms of cost-effective energy savings, at a utility
cost of $3.9 Million.
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• PSE holds a total of 869,938 Dth/day of pipeline capacity to its city-gates — 456,381
Dth/day and 413,557 Dth/day of firm TF-1 and TF-2 transportation capacity of the
Northwest Pipeline, and additional upstream capacity on other pipelines.

• PSE has contractual access to two storage projects, providing a total storage capacity of
20,944,021 Dth. PSE utilizes storage capacity to provide an immediate source of firm
gas supply, allow for less expensive, off-peak purchases of gas, for load balancing, and
to use its transportation and gas supply contracts at a higher load factor.

• PSE's peaking resources include Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG), Peak Gas Supply

Service (PGSS) and vaporized propane-air.

• This Least Cost Plan focuses more on the reliability of its pipeline capacity and the

outlook for natural gas supplies than it does on supply contracts.

• PSE holds a total of 960,330 Dth/day of pipeline capacity — 456,381 Dth/day and

413,557 Dth/day of firm TF-1 and TF-2 transportation capacity of the Northwest Pipeline,

and 90,392 Dth/day of PG&E's Gas Transmission Northwest pipeline.

• PSE has contractual access to two storage projects, providing a total storage capacity of

20,925,021 Dth. PSE utilizes storage capacity to provide an immediate source of firm
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gas supply, allow for less expensive, off-peak purchases of gas, for load balancing, and
to use its transportation and gas supply contracts at a high load factor.

• PSE's other gas resource options include Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG), Peak Gas
Supply Service (PGSS) and vaporized propane-air.

• PSE has a mix of long-term (+ three years), medium-term (one to three years) and short-
term (less than one year) contracts to meet average loads during different months, and
PSE uses storage capacity to meet intermediate load.

• PSE participates in the gas futures market, primarily through fixed-price physical
transactions and fixed-price financial swap transactions. On a going fonivard basis, PSE
will continue to evaluate the hedging mechanisms available in the market to weight the
benefits of each mechanism to determine its applicability in PSE's portfolio.
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XIV. NEW GAS RESOURCE OPPORTUNITIES

Chapter XIII provided an overview of PSE's existing natural gas resources including
conservation and efficiency, and supply portfolio resources. This chapter examines potential
new gas resource opportunities for PSE. Gas resource portfolio opportunities exist when PSE
can vary the structure of its existing capacity resource portfolio. These opportunities arise either
when capacity contracts expire or additional capac'~ty opportunities become available. Under
some situations, it might also be desirable for PSE to buy out of an existing capacity contract in
order to meet PSE's least cost objectives. Over the forecast period, PSE has a number of
opportunities to modify the structure of its gas resource portfolio.' The NWP transportation
contracts expire over the next 13 years, sponsors are considering new pipeline projects,
underground storage expansions are proceeding, conservation continues, and peak shaving
resources could be expanded. This chapter not only describes natural gas conservation and
efficiency opportunities, but also these other opportunities.

A. Conservation and Efficiency

The amount of conservation and efficiency in the Company's gas resource portfolio depends
heavily upon actions and decisions made by consumers, policies set by government agencies,
and customer feedback related to cuRent programs and offerings. As part of the current effort to
develop new supply curves, PSE is reviewing new and emerging measures anticipated to
become cost-effective over the 5 to 10 years. In the residential sector, there will likely be more
emphasis on high-efficiency heating appliances, duct sealing, better controls and potentially
higher-efficiency windows. Space heating primarily drives gas energy use in the commercial
sector, with water heating loads significant only in certain business segments. Higher-efficiency
equipment, better control schemes, demand controlled ventilation, and more attention to
commissioning and O&M represent major potential for space heat savings. Certain measures,
such as variable speed devices, will yield both electric and gas savings at facilities. These
become more cost-effective for PSE customers when PSE serves both fuels at the site; thus
PSE has sought to co-fund measures with neighboring utilities which serve electricity to a PSE
gas customer. Industrial process heating improvements tend to be site-specific, and primarily
include waste heat recovery.

These opportunities are permanent capacity changes, as opposed to capacity optimization techniques
such as capacity release, interruptible sales, off system sales, and other portfolio management activities
used by PSE to minimize the average cost of gas to its customers.
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The settlement agreement stemming from PSE's rate case in 2002 established a framework for

future natural gas conservation programs beyond 2003. Data collection for natural gas

measures to be used in development of the natural gas conservation supply curves will be

complete in May 2003. Energy efficient natural gas end-use technologies will be compared with

those being used by other gas and dual-fuel utilities in the region, and will focus on space, water

and process heating applications. The gas supply curve, outlining cost-effective gas energy

savings achievable in PSE customers' facilities, will be developed by early summer 2003. At this

time, PSE anticipates adapting the models it uses for electric supply curves for use with natural

gas. PSE will evaluate new measures using natural gas avoided cost forecasts developed

through this Least Cost Plan process. The effectiveness of PSE's latest conservation initiatives,

market research findings and the conservation potential will be tools for developing new

program offerings and targets, and the best strategies for achieving ~as energy efficiencies

going forward.

B. Pipeline Capacity

PSE has a number of opportunities to modify its capacity position on interstate pipelines. As

detailed in Chapter XIII, a number of the NWP contracts expire in 2004, 2008, and 2016. PSE

retains the unilateral right to cancel these contracts upon one year's notice, otherwise the

contracts renew automatically In essence, the pending expirations coupled with PSE's renewal

rights, create opportunities, at those points in time, for PSE to make alternative resource

decisions.

While NWP is the only pipeline that directly connects to PSE's city-gates, other pipeline projects

have developed initial plans to offer transportation alternatives, some of which might connect

directly with PSE. To date, those pipeline projects have not aggregated enough anchor tenants

to make a project feasible. However, PSE continues to monitor their progress toward

aggregating load, since, as stated earlier, the Company has some flexibility with respect to the

expiration of transportation contracts with NWP and the roll-over terms of those contracts.

New pipeline capacity tends to be more expensive than existing capacity. For example, NWP's

current Evergreen expansion is expected to cost approximately $0.42 per dth/day versus NWP's

existing rate of $0.32. PSE will evaluate the cost of incremental capacity, weighing other

transportation alternatives from a cost and reliability perspective, with diversity benefits from
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access to other supply basins. To the extent that core loads and/or incremental capacity costs
change, PSE believes it important to maintain this analytical perspective in order to structure its
gas resource portfolio on a least cost basis.

C. Storage Capacity

PSE has a number of opportunities to modify its storage capacity positions over the next eight
years. As detailed in Chapter XIII, the Jackson Prairie lease expires in 2006. The Clay Basin
contract continues through 2013 and 2020.

A capacity expansion is currently underway at Jackson Prairie, anticipated to add an additional
1,750,000 Dth of storage capacity to the facility every summer (April —October) for six
summers, eventually expanding the total capacity by 10,500,000 Dth. Of this capacity, 40
percent will be cushion gas —gas that is injected and used to prevent ground water from
seeping into the storage space. The remaining 60 percent — or 1,050,000 Dth each year for a
total of 6,300,000 Dth —will be used to provide working storage capacity. PSE holds the right to
use one-third of this working capacity, or 2,100,000 Dth (350,000 each of six years). While the
exact time frame for completing the Jackson Prairie expansion has not yet been determined,
PSE anticipates the owners will elect to expand the deliverability of the project by 300,000
dth/day of delivery (100,000 dth/day for PSE) for the next decade. Jackson Prairie may well
represent the least cost way of meeting this firm load requirement.

D. Gas Supplies

The Company manages its supply portfolio to maintain supply diversity, and the pricing terms
reflect at least three regional markets: the U.S. Rockies, British Columbia, and Alberta. Over
long periods of time, a tendency exists toward equilibrium pricing among the three regions. Over
shorter-time frames, however, one basin will be lower cost than the others - a difference that
can be more pronounced on a daily basis. PSE's capacity rights on NWP allow it some flexibility
in buying from the lowest cost basin. This arbitrage opportunity can mitigate the price volatility
and serves to mediate prices between the various supply basins.

PSE has always purchased its supply at market hubs or pooling points. In the Rockies, the
transportation receipt point is Opal but alternate points such as gathering system interconnects
with NWP allow for some purchases directly from producers as well as from gathering 8
processing firms. In fact, the Company has a number of supply arrangements in the Rockies
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with major producers. Thus, the Company has the ability to purchase supply at or close ̀ to the

wellhead' or point of production.

With respect to Canadian supply, NWP's receipt points interconnect with upstream pipelines

(Duke Transmission at Sumas /Huntingdon, BC) or at a lateral (GTN at Starr Road). The

Company's upstream GTN transportation capacity allows PSE to source supply at the

Kingsgate British Columbia interconnect with Alberta Natural Gas (ANG). In British Columbia,

the Company has entered into an agreement with Duke Transmission to hold firm transportation

from Station 2 to the Sumas market (called T-south capacity). Station 2 is a pooling point, and

producers move their gas supply from the wellhead and gas processing facilities to the Station 2

pooling point. The upstream transportation arrangements are explained in more detail later in

this chapter.

From asupply-planning perspective, continued diversification of its natural gas purchases

among the three supply basins provides some measure of reliability and price protection for

PSE by avoiding a concentration in any single market. PSE expects to maintain this approach to

contracting for gas supplies in the Rockies, British Columbia, and Alberta.

Pipeline projects add capacity in stepwise fashion, while load growth and production increases

tend to happen more gradually. New pipeline projects can suddenly increase the take-away

capacity from one supply basin, shifting the supply-demand dynamic across the network. As a

result, large price shifts can result from a pipeline expansion project. While the pricing data

illustrate the relative equilibrium among the western basins, the imbalance lies befinreen these

basins and the market areas. When that differential becomes large enough and persists over

time, new pipeline capacity is proposed to re-balance the market. Rockies prices are relatively

depressed in comparison to other production basins, however, the price differentials between

the Rockies and Sumas areas have grown more pronounced. New pipeline projects such as the

Kerr River expansion (summer 2003) will tend to narrow these price differentials.

With respect to planning future gas purchases by basin, PSE will diversify its portfolio to match

the transportation take-way capacity it holds at the primary receipt points in its long-term

pipeline transportation contracts. Over time, as the market differentials spur pipeline capacity

expansions, PSE could have an opportunity to diversify to other supply basins. However, the

expansions might also serve to bring prices closer together.
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Outlook for Future Natural Gas Supplies

Natural gas reserves in the United States and Canada are estimated to be 2,189 trillion cubic
feet (Tcfl. This estimate includes gas reserves that are proved (236 Tcfl and unproved (1,953
Tcfl. Proved reserves are those estimated to be commercially recoverable, with reasonable
certainty, under current geologic, commercial, and technical conditions. Unproved reserves
include all other reserves, including those calculated to exist, but not yet discovered. Under
these definitions, the level of gas reserves depends, in part, on the expected price of gas. At
higher expected gas prices, the potential quantity of recoverable gas also increases.

Since 1994, US gas reserve additions have exceeded production in all years except 1998.2
While Canada has seen a gradual decline in provides reserves, continued exploration and
development of natural gas reserves in the U.S. Rockies, British Columbia and Alberta will
provide production adequate to meet most of the projected demand. Increasingly, the
development and re-opening and expansion of LNG import projects will likely play a role in
meeting incremental capacity and gas supply requirements in certain regions of the US

Over longer periods of time, as reserve and gas production levels change, the development of
gas reserves in other regions might take on greater significance to PSE. Given the continued
development of gas reserves accessible from Duke Transmission, GTN, and NWP, PSE does
not expect shifting purchases to other supply areas to be a material consideration in the
foreseeable future.

US Reserves

As noted earlier, additions to natural gas reserves in the US have exceeded production in every
year but one prior to 2001. Existing gas reserves in the lower-48 are estimated to be 183 Tcf. At
cuRent production levels, these reserves will be adequate to supply approximately nine years of
gas demand at current consumption levels. As with Canada, significant amounts of gas
reserves remain unproved. The average of the estimates from industry sources of North
American gas reserves is 1,186 Tcf, or almost 60 years of demand at current levels. See Exhibit
N-1 in Appendix N for more details.

2 According to the EIA, this year [1998) was characterized by extremely low energy prices and accounting
adjustments that affected reserve calculations.
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Canadian Reserves

Canada is a major producer of natural gas and oil, and the largest exporter of natural gas to the

United States. In 2001, Canada produced 17.4 Bcf per day (6.4 Tcf per year) of gas, with year-

end, proved reserves at 60.1 Tcf. Exports to the United States were 10.6 Bcf per day (3.9 Tcf

per year).

Alberta, the largest natural gas producer in Canada, produces almost 5 Tcf (13.6 Bcfd) in 2001.

Estimated, proved reserves at year-end 2001 stood at 40.5 — 45.2 Tcf. British Columbia

produced a little over one Tcf (2.9 Bcfd) in 2001, the second largest gas producer in Canada

behind Alberta. Gas reserves are concentrated in northeastern part of the province, with a

recent, significant find (Greater Sierra - 2002) estimated to contain five Tcf. As the frontier gas

development progresses, new pipelines (from Alaska, Mackenzie Delta, or both) will likely tie

into existing systems in Alberta, finding a ready market for the gas at the AECO Hub for markets

south and east. PSE's capacity position on PGT provides strategic access to current and future

gas supplies from Alberta and points north. For more details on Canadian reserves, please see

Appendix N.

Reserve Growth

When evaluating published accounts of gas reserves, it is important to note that a significant

portion of reserve growth comes from the re-evaluation and continued development of existing

reserves. The USGS observes that " ... reserve growth is expected to contribute at least twice

as much oil and natural gas to the Nation's reserves as new discoveries."3 For PSE, this implies

that gas reserves currently accessed by their transportation contracts should be expected to

grow. And given the relative early development stage of the gas reserves in British Columbia

and Rockies, the potential for reserve growth could be substantial. Further, applying the same

logic to Alberta's reserves suggests that additional gas reserves await further development.

In summary, the pipeline transportation contracts held by PSE position it well to maintain access

to adequate gas supplies in producing areas well-positioned for further development. These

supplies will likely remain price competitive due to the focus on development of these reserves.

PSE finds itself in a strong position to seek additional pipeline capacity when needed to meet

incremental load requirements with reliable and economical gas supplies.

3 See USGS Fact Sheet FS-119-00, October 2000.
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Upstream Pipeline Capacity

In some cases, a trade off exists between buying gas at one point or buying capacity to enable
gas to be purchased at another upstream point, closer to the supply basin. PSE faces this
situation with its purchase of gas at Sumas and Kingsgate. Many of its Canadian supply
aRangements have upstream transportation values embedded in the contract pace. At Sumas,
upstream transportation values from Station 2 on Duke Transmission are embedded in the gas
supply pricing PSE has in several, long-term contracts expiring in 2003. Moreover, owning
upstream capacity can help insulate the Company and its customers from price volatility at the
downstream location (in this case, Sumas).

PSE initiated this strategy by acquiring 40,000 Dth/d of capacity on Duke Transmission from
Station 2 to Huntindon, BC starting November 2003. PSE can take advantage of a growing re-
seller market at Station 2 with this transportation capacity, minimizing its cost and risk by
contracting for a portion of this upstream transportation, and serving as a hedge against
potential price spikes at the Sumas market. PSE will continue to evaluate its upstream
transportation, and re-evaluate its position to ensure a balance of market diversity, liquidity,
volatility and least cost.

PSE also holds GTN capacity from Kingsgate (Canadian border) south to NWP. The Company
has had along-term supply arrangement, through aggregators, with the Alberta Pool at
Kingsgate. Transportation costs for ANG and Nova pipelines are included in the pricing formula.
Since that supply contract will soon be up for renewal, the Company will seek to explore both
supply arrangements at Kingsgate and upstream at AECO, providing upstream transportation
capacity on ANG and Nova is available. If transportation upstream on ANG and Nova is
available so that PSE could transport gas from AECO to its city-gate, then this would open
opportunities to procure gas supplies directly at AECO. Therefore the Company will review
options to renew the contract at Kingsgate, procure gas from alternate suppliers at Kingsgate,
and evaluate the possibility of holding upstream transportation and purchasing from AECO
suppliers.

With respect to making those decisions, the Company will review a host of factors including

price risk, currency risk, pricing and other contract conditions, fixed cost exposure, market

liquidity, security of supply issues, other transaction costs, and counter-party creditworthiness.
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E. Summary

Over the 20-year planning period, PSE has a number of opportunities to explore new

conservation and efficiency initiatives, and modify the structure of its resource portfolio. These

opportunities arise as capacity contracts expire or additional capacity opportunities become

available. Other key highlights include:

• PSE has access to a variety of cost-effective gas conservation and efficiency resource

opportunities in each of the customer sectors to help meet gas energy needs.

• PSE expects newer, more efficient technologies will allow increased precision with which

users are able to monitor, operate, maintain and manage natural gas energy consumption.

• Several of PSE's pipeline capacity contracts expire between 2004-2016. These pending

expirations, coupled with PSE's renewal rights and proposed new pipelines, create

opportunities for PSE to make alternative gas resource decisions.

• Along with the expiration of its pipeline capacity contracts, PSE has a number of

opportunities to modify its gas storage capacity positions over the next eight years.

• PSE expects to maintain its current approach to making diversified purchases among the

Rockies, British Columbia and Alberta supply basins in order to provide reliability and price

protection.

• The average of the estimates from industry sources of North American gas reserves is 1,186

Tcf, or almost 60 years of demand at current levels.

• Reserve additions in the basin's tributaries to PSE's firm transportation receipt points

indicate growing exploration and production activity.

• Pipeline and producers have demonstrated a willingness to develop the facilities to bring

gas into the Northwest region as necessary.
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XV. GAS RESOURCE ANALYSIS AND STRATEGY

Chapter XV focuses on the analysis process used by PSE to develop its gas Least Cost Plan.
The chapter begins by stating the objectives guiding PSE's gas Least Cost analysis. Next, this
chapter details the steps taken in the analytical process. The chapter ends with a presentation
of the resource analysis results and a discussion of the implications of the results. Specific
actions for the recommended long-term gas resource strategy can be found in PSE's fin►o-year
action plan in Chapter XVI.

A. Analytical Process Overview

PSE's gas portfolio analysis seeks to identify the combination of gas resources that minimizes
the average cost of gas to firm customers, over time, under a given set of assumptions and
constraints. While mainly quantitative in nature, the analysis has a strong qualitative dimension.
It relies on forecasts of annual and peak day gas demand; projected costs for gas capacity and
commodity; contract quantities, terms and conditions; and other known or expected operating
constraints.

This process also identifies those points in time when changes to the portfolio can or must be
made, evaluates the costs or benefits of making those changes, and assists PSE in re-
structuring its portfolio to select the appropriate resource mix. Finally, PSE conducted and
evaluated various sensitivities.

PSE evaluated three portfolios that coRespond to three demand scenarios -Base Case, High
Growth and Low Growth. The sensitivity of the Base Case portfolio to hypothetical changes in
gas prices was also evaluated and there were two scenarios with different gas commodity price
assumptions -High Gas and Low Gas. In all, five different model runs were conducted and
evaluated. The three different growth scenarios produced different portfolio structures, while the
price scenarios tested the sensitivity of the Base Case scenario at two, alternative hypothetical
price levels.

Once the optimal portfolio structure has been selected, it remains the same. However,
managing the portfolio to minimize cost and price volatility constitutes a dynamic and continuous
activity as discussed in Chapter III. PSE's assessments of the potential opportunities to
enhance the value of the portfolio comprise a significant part of the qualitative dimension of the
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gas portfolio analysis process. These include assessments of the potential risks associated with
various resource selections when making portfolio restructuring decisions, including risks
associated with supply reliability, price, and resource diversity.

As detailed in Chapter IV, meetings with stakeholders, and public input only enhances the
analytical process. PSE believes its portfolio analysis process supports its ability to design and
manage a gas resource portfolio that meets the objective of providing customers with a reliable,
least-cost supply of natural gas.

B. Analytical Process Stages

The analytical process consists of the following six stages.

1. Defining and validating all data inputs (e.g., demand forecasts, contract quantities, gas
costs and transportation rates, etc.);

2. Identifying those gas resources that can be varied and when;

3. Pre-screening resources to streamline modeling time;

4. Running the planning model to evaluate various resource configurations, under Base
Case, Low, and High gas demand scenarios;

5. Running the Base Case demand scenarios under High Price and Low Price scenarios;
and

6. Evaluating the model results.

Data Validation

PSE considered a combination of available and potential capacity and commodity, and their
respective costs. Capacity includes pipeline transportation capacity; supplemental (LNG and
LP-Air) vaporization capacity; injection, storage, and withdrawal capacities of storage facilities;
conservation measures; and firm, third-party delivered gas. Commodity includes the gas
supplies available or avoided due to holding the capacity positions. Each of these resources has
one or more costs associated with it, and those costs can be fixed and/or variable. Further, the
costs and capacities can also change over time and as a function of other inputs. All of these
data, plus the demand data, must be verified and input into the model.

In the base case, PSE used the same forecast of gas prices as used in the electric analysis. It is

important to note that the costs used by PSE in its analyses reflect its long-term view of the

magnitude and direction of natural gas commodity costs, and may be lower than the costs
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cuRently seen in the market. PSE believes that the current market volatility reflects short-term
factors that will dissipate over time and does not believe it appropriate to evaluate long-teRn
resource decisions in light of short-term market aberrations.'

Identifying Gas Resources to Vary

The structure of the portfolio can change only when a capacity resource can be changed.
Capacity contracts that have renewal dates, incremental capacity requirements, and options to
increase or decrease capacity positions all represent examples of changes that can affect the
portfolio structure. Some of these changes may prove to be material and require more detailed
analysis, others occur so far into the future, obviating the need for a decision, while some are
obvious to the point of requiring minimal analysis.

The decision whether to meet incremental demand with new pipeline capacity, storage capacity,
conservation, supplemental capacity, or a combination of alt four requires a complex analysis.
The fact that capacity additions occur in large, discrete quantities, available only at certain
points in time, and not necessarily available year-round further complicates this decision. Since
modeling all of the possible combinations can be time-consuming and redundant, screening the
various resources prior to the modeling activity allows for a more efficient selection of the
resources to analyze. Exhibit XV-1 illustrates how the screening process could quickly identify
that storage and LP-Air should be included in an analysis of how best to meet a 30-day gas
requirement, while pipeline and conservation resources seem better suited to meet demands of
longer duration. The analysis also illustrates how LNG competes with pipeline as a resource to
meet short duration, peak winter demands. Each resource faces limits, however, due to
operational constraints such as the available amount of storage capacity, injection and
withdrawal rates, interchangeability limits on LP Air injections, or the difficulty in siting a new
LNG facility. Of course, this represents only a snapshot, and aids in refining the resource
selection process. This approach does substitute for the long-term, least-cost modeling of the
resource portfolio, nor does it reflect the best resource selection over time. The long-term
modeling effort described below provides greater insight to addressing that issue.

The factors pushing up gas prices this year include sustained cold weather in the eastern US; larger-
than-normal storage withdrawals; high storage refill demand; growing evidence of low hydro levels in the
West and Northwest; projected warmer-than-normal temperatures for the Southwest; oil prices pushed
very high due to the instability in the Middle East; and trading activity by fund mangers in commodity
markets.

March 2003 LCP Draft For Comment Chapter XV —Gas Resource Analysis and Strategy —Page 3



$~ so

$~so

$~~o

$so

~ ago

$so

s~o

$~o

~~o)

Exhibit XV-1

Preliminary Resource Screening
Average Cost per Dth Over 90 Days of Service
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While the existing NWP capacity contracts could be varied, they are maintained in this analysis
because the existing TF-1 contract is approximately $0.10 per Dth per day less expensive than
a new firm transportation contract. Accordingly, PSE recognizes that it has the contract
cancellation options available but models its existing NWP contracts as being available for the
forecast period because it simplifies the modeling process and does not compromise the
results.

Gas Resource Portfolio Model

PSE used aleast-cost planning model (Uplan-G Resource Planning Model) that calculated the
net present value (NPV) of the costs of the gas resources selected to meet specified load
requirements under the terms of the various capacity and commodity contracts. The model uses
a time period of twenty years beginning in 2004 and a discount rate of 8.95 percent. The Uplan-
G model specification for this Least Cost Plan used the data, described above, as inputs to a
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network representation of the systems that supply natural gas to PSE.Z The model then ran daily
dispatches for 20 years including a planning criteria peak day each year to calculate the annual
cost of serving PSE's firm load under the Base Case, Low Case, and High Case demand
scenarios.

PSE has the option of using Uplan-G to minimize either the variable costs of its portfolio or the
total costs.3 For the purposes of its long-term plan, PSE used the model in the mode of
minimizing total costs. In this mode, the analysis took into account the complete life-cycle costs
of contracts for gas supply, storage, pipeline, and LP-Air capacity, minimizing the fixed costs, as
well as the variable costs. Given the planned expansion of the Jackson Prairie storage field, this
storage capacity was modeled to be available at assumed points of time that varied by scenario.

From this analysis, PSE identified that mix and timing of gas resource additions that would be
expected to minimize the cost of gas to its customers under the given sets of price and load
forecasts, and capacity assumptions.

Evaluating Model Results

The model results were evaluated to ensure the following:

• All of the firm customers' requirements were met each year over the planning period.

• The model dispatched resources in a least-cost fashion.

• What, and if, any resource decisions were required.

The year-to-year changes in gas costs, as calculated by the model, also were examined for

continuity and reasonableness to understand the timing effect of resource changes.

C. Modeling Approach and Results

In developing its current Gas Least Cost Plan, PSE analyzed three portfolio configurations and

two additional price scenarios, generating five model runs.4 The three portfolio configurations

corresponded to Base Case, High Growth and Low Growth demand scenarios. Since each of

these scenarios had different projections of gas demand, Uplan-G identified a different optimal

2 Consistent with accepted modeling practice, Uplan-G is configured to provide an abstract representation
of PSE's resource portfolio and supply system.
3 PSE regularly uses the variable cost optimization mode of Uplan-G for calculating its PGA.
4 One model run included both Base Case load growth and Base Case price forecasts.

March 2003 LCP Draft For Comment Chapter XV —Gas Resource Analysis and Strategy —Page 5



mix of resources, or portfolios, for each scenario. To understand the impact of different gas
price levels on the Base Case portfolio, PSE ran it against finro hypothetical price scenarios,
generating High Price and Low Price scenarios. In these finro price analyses, the resource mix
did not change from the Base Case but the impact on the average cost of gas under different
price levels was calculated. In all of the analyses, there was a need to add resources, however
the mix and timing varied. More importantly, the timing of the required resource additions
indicated that PSE would not have to make a resource acquisition decision at this time. The
results of each of these runs are discussed below.

Base Case

Exhibit XV-2 illustrates the current gas resource portfolio has sufficient resources to meet the
expected Base Case demands of PSE's firm customers through 2009. Additional underground
storage deliverability is assumed to be available in 2010. After that point in time, pipeline
capacity is added from 2011 through 2016, and propane air capacity in 2019. While the model
identifies the need for relatively small, annual additions of pipeline capacity, in practice the
required capacity would be added in larger amounts but less frequently.. Contemporaneously,
the peak day demand is expected to grow at an annual rate of 2.27 percent, moving from 817
MMBtu in 2004 to 1,246 MMBtu in 2023. The total load served over the 20-year forecast period
is 2.2 Tcf.

March 2003 LCP Draft For Comment Chapter XV —Gas Resource Analysis and Strategy —Page 6



Exhibit XV-2

PSE Peak Day Load and Delivery Capacity
Base Case Load and All Price Scenarios
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The High Gas Price and Low Gas Price scenarios used hypothetical price forecasts for gas
purchased at Sumas, AECO Hub, and the Rockies to evaluate the sensitivity of the Base Case
portfolio to changes in gas prices. E~ibit XV-3 illustrates the different price levels. These
different gas commodity prices flow through the models, affecting the costs used for storage gas
and Plymouth LNG. As will be seen later, the impact of different gas prices on the average costs
of the various portfolios is larger than changes in capacity.

Exhibit XV-3

PSE Natural Gas Price Scenarios
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High Growth

Exhibit XV-4 illustrates the cuRent gas resource portfolio has sufficient resources to meet the
expected needs of PSE's firm customers through 2007. Due to the higher growth rate, additional
storage deliverability is assumed to come on be available in 2008. After that point in time,
pipeline capacity is added from 2008 through 2020, and LP- Air capacity in 2011. At the same
time, the peak day demand is expected to grow at an annual rate of 2.89 percent, moving from
819 MMBtu in 2004 to 1,408 MMBtu in 2023. The total load served by this portfolio over the
forecast period is 2.4 Tcf.

Exhibit XV-4
PSE Peak Day Load and Delivery Capacity

High Load Growth
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Low Growth

The Low Growth scenario models a significantly lower growth in annual and peak day gas
demand. Exhibit XV-5 illustrates that the lower growth pushes out the time when additional
capacity would have to be added. As modeled, the current portfolio has sufFcient resources to
meet the expected needs of PSE's firm customers through 2009. Reflecfng the lower growth
rate, storage deliverability was assumed to be available in 2010. After that ~oint in time, pipeline
capacity is added in 2015 and 2016, and LPAir capacity in 2018. Under this scenario, the peak
day demand is expected to grow at an annual rate of 1.60 percent, moving from 816 MMBtu in

2004 to 1,104 MMBtu in 2023. The total load served by this portfolio over the forecast period is
2.1 Tcf.
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Exhibit XV-5
PSE Peak Day Load and Delivery Capacity

Low Load Growth
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D. Analysis of Model Results
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The model results were reported and compared in terms of the net present value (NPV) of each
portfolio. To standardize for the different sales quantities under the three different growth
scenarios, an average cost of gas ($/Dth) was calculated for each growth and price scenario. To
understand these results, they were evaluated from an investment perspective and an expense
perspective by using discount rates of 8.76 percent and 3.00 percent, respectively. The 8.76
percent rate represents PSE's weighted average cost of capital. The second discount rate
represents a portfolio evaluation from the perspective of an investor in PSE. This second
discount rate characterizes the effect that may be experienced by a PSE firm customer. Viewing
the results through these two perspectives allowed PSE to ensure that the results did not differ
materially from either perspective. Exhibits XV-6 and XV-7 summarize these results.
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Exhibit XV-6
Summary of Portfolio Analysis Results at 8.76 Percent

IGtODEC RUN ' FIRM DTH`(U!!M~ NPY (~MM) S/D`i'H
P1 —Base Case 2,215.8 $4,645 $2.10
P2 —High Growth 2,386.1 $4,972 $2.08
P3 —Low Growth 2,055.5 $4,362 $2.12
P1 —High Gas Price 2,215.8 $4,384 $2.18
P1 —Low Gas price 2,215.8 $3,858 $1.74

Exhibit XV-7
Summary of Portfolio Analysis Results at 3.00 Percent

MODEL RUN '` FIRM OTH (MM) NPY ($MM) NTH
P1 —Base Case 2,215.8 $7,846 $3.55
P2 —High Growth 2,386.1 $8,519 $3.57
P3 —Low Growth 2,055.5 $7,291 $3.55
P1 —High Gas Price 2,215.8 $8,195 $3.70
P1 —Low Gas price 2,215.8 $6,519 $2.94

These model results were compared to determine which portfolio had the lower NPV, the lower
average cost per Dth, and the likely lower level of risk. The first two steps required
straightforvvard calculations, while the latter relied upon more qualitative and subjective analysis.

To approximate the sensitivity of the average cost of gas to changes in firm requirements (for
any one portfolio), PSE calculated the cost per Dth by dividing the NPVs from the Base Case,
Low Case and High Case by their respective demand quantities. This resulted in average costs
per Dth that varied by $0.04 per Dth and $0.02 per Dth using the respective 8.76 and 3.00
percent discount rates. The High Gas Price and Low Gas Price scenarios illustrated that the
average costs per Dth were more sensitive to changes in commodity gas costs than to changes
in the fixed costs, portfolio structure, or the level of gas demand.5 This also underscored the
important role played by portfolio optimization in minimizing the average cost of gas.

Under the 8.76 percent discount rate, the results indicated that the High Growth portfolio
resulted in an average cost that was lower than the Base Case portfolio by $0.02 per Dth. From

the 3.00 percent perspective, the average costs under the Base Case and Low Growth

scenarios were equal, and lower than the High Growth Scenario by $0.02 per Dth. This

5 Generally, this holds true as long as the (variable cost) > (unit fixed costs)/(firm load factor).
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comparison demonstrated two points. First, the low disparity in the average costs of the
portfolios illustrates relatively stable portfolios. Second, the change in the relative order of the
average costs suggested that the timing of resource additions could have an effect on the
average cost of gas. Accordingly, PSE evaluated the average cost of the portfolios over time.

Exhibit XV-8 illustrates the average cost paths over time for each model run. Exhibit XV-9
shows the percent deviation of the average costs under each model run from the average cost
under the Base Case. The average costs under the three different growth scenarios track
closely until 2011, when the average costs under the High Load Growth and Low Load Growth
scenarios begin to diverge. Prior to that point in time, the High Growth Scenario results in a
lower average cost than the average costs under the Low Growth Scenario, and, in some years,
the Base Case.

This pattern illustrates two key points. First, the higher growth results in the existing portfolio
being used at a higher load factor during the earlier years, lowering the average cost of gas. As
new capacity is added in the later years, the average cost begins to increase. Second, the
average cost under the lower load growth portfolio is higher than the average cost under the
Base Case portfolio until 2012. These two points illustrate the following:

• PSE faces little risk from growing as expected or more quickly over the next four to eight
years,

• The resource additions having the greatest impact on the average cost of gas are
expected to be required around 2012.

• Since average costs in the short-term are not very sensitive to the structure of the
portfolio, the larger benefit to firm customers will come from optimizing the existing
portfolio.

This temporal analysis also identified the point in time that resource additions would be

expected to have a larger effect on average gas costs.
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Exhibit XV-8
Comparison of Average Cost of Gas

Under the Various Portfolios
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Exhibits XV-9 and XV-10 illustrate that the average cost of the portfolio is more sensitive to
market forces than to structural changes. Due to the fixed cost component of gas resource
portfolios, PSE expected this result since average costs are much more sensitive to changes in
variable rather than fixed costs. This also illustrates and confirms the earlier conclusion that
optimizing the portfolio on a day-to-day basis will more likely have a greater impact in the near-
teRn, pending the more significant resource decisions required toward the end of the decade.

Taken together, these two graphs also illustrate that PSE currently holds and manages a least
cost gas resource portfolio. They further illustrate that PSE could optimize the value of this
portfolio through growth (or capacity release/optimization) in the short-term and the addition of
selected resources around 2010. Since PSE faces no compelling capacity resource decisions in
the next few years, PSE did not evaluate the portfolio with the lowest NPV in 2010. Over the
next few years, PSE has the opportunity to carefully evaluate and select those resources that
will contribute to the least cost portfolio in the latter part of this decade.
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Exhibit XV-9
Percent Deviation of Average Cost of Gas

Under the Various Portfolios
From the Base Case Average Gas Cost
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To evaluate the sensitivity of these various portfolios to different assumptions, PSE used the
model results to develop relative comparisons. PSE did this for the results across the growth
scenarios and then the price scenarios. While this analytical approach tends to overstate the
near-term risk and understate the long-term risk, it proves useful for illustrating the portfolio
sensitivities.s Exhibit XV-10 illustrates the variability in the model results for the three growth
scenarios using the estimated upper, and lower bounds for the projected results.' Exhibit XV-11
contains the corresponding illustration for the gas price scenarios. Not surprisingly, PSE found
the sensitivity of the average cost in the growth scenarios to be relatively lower than that for the
price scenarios.e

g There were insufficient data points to make calculating standard deviations meaningful, so the total
results for the three portfolios were combined.
These bounds were determined for each year as: Base Case $/MMBtu +/- 1.96(Std. Dev.)

e The standard deviations of the average costs of gas for the growth and price scenarios were
$0.315/MMBtu and $0.605/MMBtu, respectively.

March 2003 LCP Draft For Comment ~ Chapter XV —Gas Resource Analysis and Strategy —Page 13



Exhibit XV-10
Sensitivity of the Average Cost of Gas Under

Base Case, High Growth, and Low Growth Scenarios
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Exhibit XV-11
Sensitivity of the Average Cost of Gas Under

Base Case, High Price, and Low Price Scenarios
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D. Summary

PSE analyzed its resource portfolio in light of expected changes and under a variety of
assumptions. This evaluation demonstrated that PSE has developed and maintains a portfolio
of gas resources that provides a reliable supply of natural gas to its customers at least cost.
Other key highlights include:

• The analysis demonstrated that there is relatively low risk in the near term due to the
portfolio structure, but opportunities exist to enhance the value and reduce the effect of price
risk on the portfolio.

• Within the next few years and depending on the growth in firm loads, PSE will face
decisions regarding resource acquisitions that change the structure of its portfolio.

• In the interim, it is not cost-effective to terminate any of its pipeline capacity contracts since
new capacity is 30 percent higher than existing capacity.

• Further, PSE's demonstrated ability to optimize the gas resource portfolio provides
additional benefit to its customers by reducing the risk in the average cost of gas, and
extracting the maximum benefit for its customers.

• PSE does not need to make any resource acquisition decisions in the near-term. PSE
continues to refine its analysis of resource requirements to ensure that its customers have a
reliable, least-cost supply of gas.

• The modeling exercise identified an "ideal", least-cost portfolio structure. Because this
portfolio structure relied upon assumptions and forecasted data, PSE understands that the
selected portfolio serves as a reference point for its gas resource procurement and
management strategy.
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XVI. TWO YEAR ACTION PLAN

Chapter XVI addresses PSE's two-year action plans, including a review of the action plan from
its previous Least Cost Plan, and its new two-year action plan. The chapter begins with a
progress report on PSE's previous two-year action plan, providing a status of efforts to date on
each of the implementation items identified in the 2000-2001 Gas and Electric Least Cost Plan.
Next, PSE provides atwo-year action plan to implement the recommended resource strategies
found in this current Least Cost Plan.

A. Progress Report of Previous Action Plans

The Least Cost Plan submitted by PSE in 1999 included short-term action plans. The following
is a review of PSE's efforts related to previous action plan items. The statements in boldface
font style are from the Least Cost Plan filed in 1999.

I. Energy Demand Forecasting

• Refine the weather adjustment methodology for billed sales to further distinguish
temperature sensitivities within the year.

The econometric models used to develop forecasts for the current Least Cost Plan
account for differences in the effects of weather by season in .the case of electric, and
by month in the case of gas. This equation specification holds true for residential electric
only, and for all gas sectors. Seasonal variation in temperature sensitivity for
commercial electric was tested, but the results did not show significant improvement in
the equation.

• Complete the analysis of gas load research data to refine peak day equations.
The gas load research data collection process was interrupted by the installation of AMR
meters, and the resources devoted to the data collection process were later needed to
address general rate case issues. As a result, the gas load research data were not used
in refining the gas peak day equations. However, the gas peak day equation was tested
for accuracy using more recent observations, and demonstrated that the percent error
was within +/-2 percent, about equal to the tolerable meter error in pipeline tariffs.
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• Develop a forecasting module for transportation to account for the effects of

business cycles and for the effects of known schedule switching.

This task is postponed because the Company's billing system was changed from the

Oasis Data Extract Mechanism (ODEM) to Consumer LinX (CLX)..Historic billing data

are not readily retrievable. Accordingly, PSE decided to wait until the CLX system is

completed and new means of extracting data from CLX is developed using the new

Client Data Analysis and Retrieval System (CDARS).

• Implement a database to track large customer consumption and observed fuel or

rate schedule switching.

This task is postponed because the Company's billing system was changed from the

Oasis Data Extract Mechanism (ODEM) to Consumer LinX (C ). Historic billing data

are not readily retrievable. Accordingly, PSE decided to wait until the CLX s tem isYS
completed and new means of extracting data from CLX is developed using the new

Client Data Analysis and Retrieval System (CDARS).

II. Demand Side Management

• Investigate the use of technology and real-time pricing to enable market-based

conservation and load management.

PSE's Time-of-Use rate program began in May of 2001 for approximately 300,000

residential customers, and expanded to include 20,000 business customers (primarily on

Rate Schedule 24, less than 50 kW demand) in the fall of 2001. PSE terminated the

program in the fall of 2002 when recent changes in the program resulted in many Time-

of-Use customers paying slightly more in energy bills than they would have on flat rates.

Further details on PSE's Time-of-Use program may be found in Chapter IX.

• Implement the 3-year conservation plan as described in PSE's March, 1999

conservation filing.

In 1999, PSE submitted athree-year, joint electric and gas conservation program and

received Commission approval in April 1999. The program was extended beyond March

31, 2002 for an additional period during the course of the General Rate Case. Three-

year savings and costs for that program were 33 aMW and 5,645,085 therms, for a

combined electricity and natural gas cost of $37,281,352.
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Exhibit XVI-1
Energy Efficiency Services Program Results

Year/ riod Kwh therms
1999 35,896,091 916,494
2000 63,863, 530 1, 785, 874
2001 149,452,752 2,381,651

Jan-Au 2002 42,623,632 561,066
Total 291,836,005 5,645,085

Few accurately predicted the events and electricity wholesale price escalations of 2000
and 2001. The period of extremely low market prices that initially resulted from
deregulation in California gave way in 2000-2001 to extremely high prices, volatility,
shortages and blackouts. With close interties with California, an "energy crisis" for the
Pacific Northwest also emerged. BPA and many of the region's utilities immediately
sought to raise rates, and quickly imposed significant rate increases. This included the
three large public utilities adjoining PSE's service territory. Rate increases of this
magnitude, particularly hitting in the middle of winter (peak load periods for the NW),
were packaged with significant near-teen increases to utility conservation efforts to help
manage utility and customer costs.

More broadly, a policy need developed to heavily encourage conservation to help
manage energy costs throughout the region. PSE, while not raising electric rates, joined
others to ramp up its conservation efforts. One of PSE's most successful tactics was a
"time-limited", 10 percent bonus available on commercial conservation grants. This effort
in conjunction with daily news headlines of the energy situation no doubt aided customer
readiness to adopt efficiency measures during the 2001 period, resulting in a marked,
corresponding rise in natural gas efficiency investments.

PSE instituted another company-wide program for five months in 2001. Customers who
converted or adapted efficiency measures such that their monthly use was 10 percent
less than energy use for the same monthly period in the prior year were offered an
incentive of five cents per kwh beyond the 10 percent saved. As the crisis began to

moderate, the Commission approved termination of the program.
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• Continue to pursue "fuel-blind" cost-effective conservation programs.

PSE, with regulatory support, continues to serve customers by proactively addressing

their questions and concerns on energy efficiency and energy management. Customers,

whether receiving electricity or natural gas, benefit from cone-stop, comprehensive

conservation service. When a customer receives both electric and natural gas service

from PSE, the Company informs the customer of eligibility for efficiency services and

potential funding for both electric and natural gas end-uses, as appropriate.

• Continue to support market developments of energy efficiency products and

services, to promote customer-driven energy efficiency.

PSE routinely reviews findings of the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance's Market

Research Reports and Baseline Characteristic Studies to help with designing delivery of

its local energy efficiency programs. Most recently, PSE has incorporated findings into

its lighting, appliances, manufactured housing and new construction offerings. PSE is

supplementing funding of the Commercial Sector Baseline Study now underway in the

region, with additional sampling underway from commercial buildings in PSE service

territory.

PSE has worked with Northwest Energy Efficiency Council (NEEC) to investigate

potential savings from improved maintenance on unitary roof-top systems in medium

size commercial facilities. NEEC's membership is comprised largely of mechanical

contracting firms interested in promoting energy efficiency to its clients. Three firms

expressed interest in participating in a pilot to develop standards, test procedures and

demonstrate savings from improved maintenance practices to be offered as a

"premium" level service contract. PSE is continuing its investigation in 2003, and

comparing its approach with the Alliance's Small Commercial HVAC O&M service Pilot

program.

• Conduct evaluations for conservation programs as appropriate. Support broader-

based conservation evaluation, for example at the regional level.

Two surveys of Personal Energy Profile participants were completed in March of 2002.

Results were consistent with previous findings that found significant numbers of

participants were pursuing energy conservation actions. These included energy efficient

behavior (e.g. shorter showers), installing low-cost measures (e.g. compact fluorescent
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lamps) and using energy efficiency as a purchase criterion for appliances (e.g. clothes
washers) and/or home remodeling (e.g. insulation). This survey was conducted during
the time PSE's Time-of-Use pilot was in operation and nearly half of the respondents
reported shifting energy use to off-peak periods as well as conserving energy use.

PSE conducts follow-up feedback phone surreys for Energy Efficiency Hotline callers
and customer feedback continues to qualitatively measure high customer satisfaction
with the program. The surveys also enable PSE to make process improvements,
specifically to identify additional training for hotline staff. in addition, PSE routinely asks
commercial and industrial customers receiving grant funding for Commercial/Industrial
Retrofit conservation measures to provide feedback on their satisfaction with the retrofit
program, and on the level of service received. PSE's decision in 2002 to significantly
increase incentive levels for small business lighting rebates resulted directly from
customer and contractor feedback.

PSE supports regional evaluation work by the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance, and
has used evaluation findings to help assess the energy savings impacts of select
measures and market transformation activities. Examples include evaluations of Building
Operator Certification, Motor Management, Energy Star Products, EZSim, Magna Drive
and the Lighting Design Lab. The Company is represented on the Regional Technical
Forum and has adopted many of the regionally developed findings regarding
conservation measure energy savings.

• In cooperation with the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, investigate benefits of
fuel-conversion from wood-burning appliances to natural gas.

PSE explored options for offering this program, and presented information to Least Cost
Plan stakeholders early in 1999. This program was not pursued.

• Expand customer access to energy-efficiency information using PSE's web site.
PSE's web site has significantly increased the amount of content regarding energy
efficiency and energy management. The site includes an online version of the Personal
and Business Energy Profile, calculator tools and brochures. Energy Efficiency Libraries
for both residential and for business customers have been added. PSE periodically
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updates the energy efficiency pages to add additional programs, rebate forms and
information. Moreover, PSE plans to enhance navigation and links within the web site.

Additional electronic services include both a quarterly residential .(8,000 subscribers)
and bi-monthly business (1,100 subscribers) e-newsletters. PSE maintains an email

box, enerQvefficiencvCa~pse.com for customer questions, providing response within 24
hours. PSE provides links from a customer's Personal Energy Management
information/graphs to energy efficient tips and ideas.

III. Energy Supply —Electric

• Continue to move, incrementally, toward more market responsive market supply.

Since no new long-term resources were added during the period, PSE had a defacto
reliance upon short-term markets. Out of necessity, the Company entered into short-
term purchases and sales to balance its portfolio. Relying on the short-term market
provided some flexibility and had lower costs than purchasing long-term supplies since
long-term supplies carried a premium to current market pricing.

Prior to 2002, the "market' was more robust, made up of numerous creditworthy
counterparties offering an array energy instruments. During this time, new forward
market hedge products were being introduced, and there was m~rket liquidity (ability to
forward transact 3 to 18 months in the future).

During this time frame, the Company entered into both market-sensitive contracts and
fixed price/cap contracts. PSE purchased market-responsive energy supply under index
pricing arrangements for winter delivery period to supplement its portfolio. These index

contracts were matched specifically with financial hedge instruments to protect against

an extreme winter temperature event causing a price spike. Coupling index-related

physical supply with financial price caps allowed PSE to have physical supply on hand to

serve customers as well as price insurance of the financial hedges.

PSE combined index-priced physical natural gas purchase contracts with financial

derivatives to pair financial hedges and physical contracts that use the same index as a

benchmark price. By separating the physical supply from the financial supply, the

company was able to purchase the financial hedge from one party and the physical
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supply from another. That allowed the company to enter into agreements at the same or
at different times, and to purchase from the best supplier in each respective market.

Following the bankruptcy of Enron in late winter 2001 and other developments, there
has been significant retrenchment of the "market" as numerous marketers and merchant
power producer companies have either gone out of business, or ceased to transact in
the Pacific Northwest regional markets. Since then, market liquidity has suffered
significantly. PSE's weak credit rating combined with the credit issues of remaining
market participants make entering into forward commitments to purchase extremely
challenging for PSE. As a result, reliance upon the short-term market, with a growing
short position and limited ability to forward hedge, leaves the company and its
customers vulnerable to short-term price volatility. As part of this Least Cost Plan, the
Company has highlighted the degree of the company's deficit position and explored the
benefits of procuring supply for its deficit positions using long-term power purchase
agreements and acquisition of resources with much less cost volatility.

• Continue to develop risk analysis of PSE portfolio management.
In 2002, PSE implemented a portfolio screening-testing tool — KW 3000, which is now
used to help the Company identify risk exposure in its portfolio. This risk management
tool allows the Company to enhance its portfolio analysis. The risk management system
is integrated with PSE's physical trade capture and scheduling systems for power and
natural gas.

The risk management group use this system for numerous portfolio management
purposes. Outside of risk control needs for deal capture, credit risk management, billing
and position reporting, the staff has developed the portfolio management capability of
the system so that dynamic position and exposure reports can be generated. The risk
system allows PSE to develop a "probabilistic" base case, using certain percentage
probabilities and correlations that are inputs to the model. PSE can test its portfolio, not
only in a base case environment, but also in scenarios driven by variability unique to its
portfolio and the region.

In order to fully model the portfolio, PSE has integrated external models incorporating
hydro risks, wholesale price variability, load changes, plant outage risks, flexible supply
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contacts, and heat rate valuations of combustion turbines and cogeneration plants.

These new models, developed in 2002, give the Company additional tools to test

hypotheses and explore the impact of volumetric and market price changes on different

parts of its portfolio.

The integration of KW 3000 with the scheduling systems greatly reduces manual data

entry, and provides a more stable reporting platform for physical and financial volumetric

and price risks.

• Develop production costing capability in AURORA or another model

PSE continues to use AURORA for electric portfolio production costing. AURORA was

used to estimate portfolio power costs for the 2001-02 General Rate Case (GRC). A

number of enhancements were added during the GRC to the AURORA software and

associated databases to extend the ability of AURORA to accurately represent PSE's

resource portfolio. These capabilities were used and extended during the preparation of

this LCP. The more significant modeling enhancements include: 1) development of

software and databases to model PSE's hydro resources under the 60 years of record

for the Northwest Power Pool's hydroelectric regulations; 2) added logic to model power

purchase agreements unique to PSE; 3) developed data to allow hourly shaping of

PSE's power purchase agreements and generating resources; and 4) developed

databases and capability to do risk analyses of PSE's resource portfolio.

• Continue to pursue economic FERC (re)licensing of PSE-owned hydro projects.

PSE is currently pursuing the relicensing of three of its hydroelectric projects. The

"uneconomic" relicense issued for the White River project has been stayed at PSE's

request, and the Company is conducting a collaborative project to identify possible

solutions to the economic, recreational and fisheries aspect of the project. PSE has

begun a relicensing effort around its Bake River projects utilizing FERC's

alternative/collaborative process, and expects to file its license application in 2004.

• Pursue re-negotiation of Mid-Columbia resource agreements.

Late in 2001, PSE finalized new long-term agreements for cost-based purchases of

power from the Priest Rapids and Wanapum projects, operated by Grant PUD. PSE's

cuRent Priest Rapids and Wanapum purchase contracts expire in 2005 and 2009,
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respectively. PSE continues to work with the Chelan and Douglas PUCs toward
extension or renewal of its other long-teRn Mid-Columbia purchase contract, which
expire in 2012 and 2018, respectively.

• Continue to pursue opportunities to reduce costs of existing resource
commitments.

PSE continues to evaluate its long-term supply contracts to determine cost reduction
opportunities in its existing supply commitments. PSE is currently renegotiating a price
re-opener in the fuel supply for Colstrip Units 1 8~ 2 to provide long-term fuel stability and
operational cost reductions for these units.

IV. Energy Supply — Gas

• Investigate increased use of financial instruments for portfolio management.
PSE uses financial instruments for gas hedging in both the power and natural gas core
portfolios. The most common instrument that PSE enters into is a fixed price financial
swap for the physical location that approximates the receipt points under the Company's
pipeline transportation contracts. As an example, the Company entered into fixed price
hedges for the period of November 2002-October 2003 for the natural gas core portfolio.
The hedges were both fixed-price physical transactions and fixed-price financial swap
transactions.

At times there is not a ffixed-price financial swap available as a single instrument for the
geographical location PSE seeks to hedge. In this case, the Company will enter into a
fixed-price financial swap at Henry Hub, and a basis swap contract to lock in the basis
for the Pacific Northwest region. Combined, they simulate affixed-price financial swap.

Additionally, the Company has entered into some daily price options struck at the first of
the month index price, using its storage as a backstop to reduce price exposure. The
Company has also entered into basis swaps at finro locations to act as a hedge for off-
system stales that lock in transportation values for the gas portfolio.

• Explore city-gate delivery service.

There are very few occasions when PSE can release capacity and procure city-gate gas
supplies from a third party at a cost savings to using its transportation capacity to move
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supply from supply source to city-gate. However, there are occasions when PSE can

enter into an economically attractive exchange agreement to supply a third party at their

requested city gate while that party supplies PSE at its city-gate. PSE has been able to

eam a premium for providing baseload supplies (using secondary transport rights), while.

the counterparty has made baseload deliveries of the same service to one of PSE's

system city-gates.

Some holders of long-term NWP capacity have offered end-users and LDCs a fully

bundled service of supply, capacity and delivery to the city-gate for limited periods in the

winter months. In the future, the option of city-gate delivery service may be a least cost

alternative for meeting peak requirements relative to acquiring more storage and/or

pipeline capacity assuming consistent availability over time. PSE will continue to

evaluate all resource options and select those that meet the Co~pany's least cost and

reliability criteria.

• Perform feasibility study for expanded capacity of Jackson Prairie storage.

PSE and other Jackson Prairie owners completed a feasibility study, and have

embarked on a further expansion of the storage capacity of Jackson Prairie by removing

additional water from the aquifer storage field. This storage capacity expansion is

expected to be developed over a period of approximately seven years. The owners are

also evaluating the feasibility, economics and timing of further increasing the gas

injection/withdrawal capability of Jackson Prairie. (see Chapter XIII for more details on

Jackson Prairie).

• Increase number and scope of business relationships with suppliers, customers,

other LDC's and NUG's.

PSE seeks to expand its group of gas physical and financial counterparties. In 2001, the

Company added 12 counterparties to its list of suppliers for physical and financial gas

transactions. In 2002, there have been significant changes in the gas marketing and

trading sector in which PSE dropped 10 of its counterparties due to weak financial

conditions, and the net number of counterparties added in 2002 totaled 21, increasing

PSE's total number of gas physical and financial counterparties to 54. The large number

of counterparties is due to the fact that in each discrete region, there are utilities,

merchant power producers and NUGs, producers, aggregators, marketers, and
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gathering and processing companies. Only some of PSE's counterparties transact in all
regions and for all products.

• Conduct feasibility study of increased LNG capacity for peak load needs.
PSE has monitored LNG capacity in wholesale markets but there are no projects
currently in Washington, Oregon or British Columbia expected to be placed in service
anytime soon.

For its distribution system, PSE is installing LNG capacity during 2003 at Gig Harbor to
increase pressures and delivered volumes to PSE's customers during peak periods.
Additionally, the Company has installed compressed natural gas (CNG) to relieve
constraints on its system. Approximately 35 sites exist throughout Snohomish, King,
Pierce, Thurston and Lewis Counties. PSE can utilize 13 of these sites during a
peaking event.

V. Integrated Resource Modeling

• Continue on-going process of evaluating new gas resource options and
alternative resource strategies to meet customer needs.
As discussed earlier in this LCP, PSE has continued to review pipeline expansions as
well as gas storage and propane-air alternatives to meet future needs. However, since
PSE currently has sufficient capacity to meet forecasted needs for several years no new
developments are recommended.

• Continue development of AURORA model databases to better assess the impacts
of alternative gas price scenarios, resource costs, and load forecasts on PSE's
resource portfolio.

As discussed earlier in Section III of this chapter, a number of enhancements have been
developed for the AURORA software and the associated data bases to extend the ability
of AURORA to accurately represent PSE's resource portfolio.

• Continue working with AURORA and Uplan-G software developers to better
address PSE's resource and policy options.
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An update of UPLAN-G Version 5.01 was provided by LCG Consulting, the software

developers, in March 2002. This update corrected some "bugs" in the software. PSE

staff have discussed the possibility of extending the risk analysis capabilities of UPLAN-

G with LCG Consulting but no firm plans have been made.

VI. Distribution Facilities Planning

• Continue to evaluate opportunities for lower cost, innovative solutions, which

facilitate an appropriate level of system performance at the best long-term

cost (such as the TreeWatch and Silicone Injection initiatives).

PSE continues to evaluate opportunities for low cost solutions that facilitate system

performance. For example, PSE has recently piloted acost-effective method to

reduce animal-related distribution outages in targeted areas.

• Develop methods for cross-energy solution sets, including cost participation

by the beneficiary of the system improvement (ofF-loading a critical substation

by expanding gas usage within the affected area).

PSE continues to evaluate fuel switching of customers to address capacity

constraints as part of its total energy system planning process. As a long-term

strategy where possible, PSE locates new gas and electric facilities nearby to

facilitate future fuel switching and distributed generation opportunities.

• Continue to evaluate distributed resources technologies and consider their

impact to both gas and electric plant.

As discussed in Chapter VI, PSE has continued to evaluate distributed resources

and has developed distributed resource screening tools that identify those projects

that facilitate deferral of capital expenditures in a least cost manner.

• Continue to evaluate historic design conditions and their impact on facility

additions.

PSE continues to review the historic and continued loading on equipment under

design conditions. PSE has begun to review a plan for an increase in facility

additions due the impact of loading under design conditions on the aging equipment.
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• Continue to develop system models and other technologies which facilitate
more accurate, customer and time-sensitive system evaluations regarding
system pertormance (i.e. Stoner SynerGEE implementation, SCADA, AMR).
As discussed in Chapter VI, PSE utilizes distribution system models for both its gas
and electric delivery system. PSE's has a mature gas system model that is regularly
updated to reflect system changes and new customer additions. PSE's electric
system model has been recently created and models the distribution feeder system.
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B. Two-Year Action Plan

The following is PSE's finro-year "Action Plan" organized by topic area. This lists the steps to be
taken over the next two years to implement PSE's recommended long-term resource strategy.

I. August 2003 Update

• Modify Northwest Power Planning Council models and run with PSE data assumptions.
• Provide a detailed measure-by-measure summary of results.

• Assess the practicality of pursuing specific cost-effective measures based on the
analysis.

• Incorporate the above results into a revised integrated analysis of supply and demand-
side resource alternatives.

• Update PSE resource strategy accordingly.

II. Conservation and Efficiency

• Achieve average annual target of 15 aMW and 2.1 million therms of conservation
savings per year for the next 20 years.

• Achieve an additional 2.5 aMW electricity savings from residential and farm customers,
supported by Conservation &Renewable Discount (CBRD) credits to electricity supply-
side purchases from BPA.

• Promote information, education and training efforts for energy efficiency products,
services and practices, in order to support customer decision-making in selecting,
purchasing, maintaining and efficiently using equipment, which consumes electricity and
natural gas.

• Support local energy efficiency market infrastructure in the communities PSE serves, in
addition to continuing support for activities at the regional level through the Northwest
Energy Efficiency Alliance.

111. Demand Response Management

• Conduct afuel-conversion pilot to investigate the cost-effectiveness of residential space

and water heating conversions from electric resistance units to high-efficiency natural

gas, in order to defer the need for electric distribution system capacity upgrades.

• Investigate the use of natural gas for multi-family units.
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• Provide an update of the role of price responsiveness once the Time-of-Use
Collaborative has completed its work and provide an update of the outcome of the Time-
of-Use collaborative in August 2003 Least Cost Plan update.

• Participate in the Regional CVR pilot program as a demonstration utility, to examine
cost-effectiveness of energy savings benefits for the customer and the utility, and well
as other impacts.

IV. Renewable Resources

• Continue to study the issues associated with integrating wind resources into PSE's
distribution system. In particular, identify and evaluate lower-cost alternatives to the use
of new SCGTs to back up intermittent wind generation.

• Explore the feasibility of other renewable resources such as biomass, solar and
geothermal energy.

V. Peaking Resources

• Look for lower-cost alternatives to simple-cycle gas turbines (SCGTs), including peaking
power supply contracts; and peak-oriented demand response programs.

• Actively participate in regional processes focusing on electric resource adequacy.

VI. Supply-Side Resource Acquisition

• Continue to monitor market opportunities for acquisition of generation assets or power
contracts.

• Issue RFP for supply from alarge-scale, commercially feasible renewable resources.

VII. Energy Supply —Gas

• Perform detailed analysis of expected long-term supply basin pricing differentials to
assist in determination of preferred pipeline alternatives.

• Develop further refinement of the Propane Air options and cost estimates.
• Analyze specific new pipeline projects.

• Explore additional storage options.

• Evaluate the cost and benefits of upstream pipeline capacity.

• Perform feasibility study on expandability of Jackson Prairie storage capacity and
deliverability (beyond the current project).
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• Examine feasibility of gas reserve ownership as an alternative or supplement to fixed

price hedges.

VIII. Energy Demand Forecasting

• Develop more detailed load shape and duration data to facilitate greater optimization of

resources and potential for further gas/electric synergies.

• Analyze results of electric to gas conversion pilot program to determine impacts on gas

and electric load, and implication for regulatory policy.

IX. Distribution Facilities Planning

• Participate with other EEI utilities in the FERC NOPR process for distributed generation.

The FERC NOPR for distributed generation will be issued in the spring of 2003.

• Seek opportunities to deploy distributed generation for least cost capacity deferral.

• Continue the collaboration with the DOE/NREUGE Universal Interconnect project.

• Track distributed generation technologies and applications that can impact and improve

the distribution gas and electric planning process.

X. Integrated Resource Modeling

• Continue on-going process of evaluating new gas and electricity resource alternatives

and development of integrated resource strategies to meet customer needs.

• Continue development of databases to support modeling and better assess the impacts

of alternative gas price scenarios, resource costs, and loads forecasts on PSE's

resource portfolio.

• Continue working with software developers of resource planning models to better

address PSE's resource planning issues, resource alternatives and policy options.
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APPENDIX A
REGIONAL GENERATION PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

In spite of the financial duress cuRently impacting the merchant sector, a few developers
continue to complete projects. Many projects have been put on hold and several have been
tabled or cancelled. As part of its overall least cost resource planning efforts, PSE has
examined a variety of supply alternatives, including the acquisition of a physical unit operating
or under development by a merchant.

Exhibit A-1 provides an alphabetical list of merchant projects proposed in the State of
Washington over the next several years. Assuming all of these projects moved forward, they
would provide over 10,000 MW. As has been witnessed over the past year, the pace of
development project tabling and cancellation has continued, so PSE fully expects that additional
projects on this list will fall by the wayside over the next 12 to 24 months. PSE notes that this
project list neither represents facilities of interest to PSE nor all the facilities from which it has
collected information, rather it represents an inventory of projects around the state in various
stages of development, provided by RDI. With respect to asset acquisitions, PSE has evaluated
both in-state and out-of-state alternatives, as well as investigating possible Purchased Power
Agreements ("PPAs").

In addition to the development projects, a number of facilities have come on-line over the past
24 months. As illustrated in Exhibit A-2, in 2002, over 1,100 MW of additional capacity has
become operational in the State of Washington. Gas-fired capacity comprises a majority of the
newly installed capacity.

Exhibit A-3 lists the three plants cuRently under construction with their expected commercial
operation dates.
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Exhibit A-1
Proposed Generation Projects in Washington

Facili
Bickleton
Big Hom
BP Cherry Point Refinery
Columbia River 1
Columbia River 2
Cowlitz Cogneration
Darrington
Everett Delta Power Project
Frederickson (USGECO)
Frederickson (Tahoma)
Frederickson 2
Goldendale Smelter
Horse Heavan
King County Fuel Cell Plant
Kittitas Valley

Longview (MIR)
Mercer Ranch
Moses Lake
Plymouth Energy LLC
Port Of Washington
Rainier
Richland (COMPOW)
Roosevelt (SEENGR)
Roosevelt Landfill
Satsop Combined Cycle
Satsop Combined Cycle
Seattle (Globaltex)
Six Prong
Stateline Wind Project [Wa)
Sumas Energy 2, Inc.
Sumas Energy 2, Inc.
Sumner (PG&E)
Tacoma (Mscg)
Undervvood

Wallula

Davetop~
PacifiCorp Power Marketing, Inc.
PacifiCorp Power Marketing, Inc.
BP Cherry Point Refinery
Nordic Electric, Llc
Nordic Electric, Llc
Weyerhaeuser Co.
National Energy Systems Co.
FPL Energy, Inc.
PG~E Generating Co.
Tahoma Energy
EPCOR
Westward Energy Llc
Washington Winds Inc.
Fuel Cell Energy Inc
Zilkha Renewable Energy
Columbia Wind Power
Mirant Corp.
Cogentrix, Inc.
National Energy Systems Co.
Plymouth Energy Llc
Continental Energy Services, Inc.
National Energy Systems Co.
i,Composite Power Corp.o e
SeaWest Energy Group, Inc.
PUD No. 1 of Klickitat County
Duke Energy North America
Duke Energy North America
Globaltex Industries Inc.
SeaWest Energy Group, Inc.
FPL Energy, Inc.
Sumas Energy 2, Inc.
Sumas Energy 2, Inc.
PG~E Dispersed Generating Co.,
Morgan Stanley Capital Group, In.
PacifiCorp Power Marketing, Inc.
SeaWest Energy Group, Inc.
Newport Northwest
Newport Northwest
ElCapl

Wind
CC/Cogan
Combust Turb
Combust Turb
CC/Cogan
Boiler/Cogan
Comb Cycle
Combust Turb
Comb Cycle
Comb Cycle
Comb Cycle
Wind
Other
Wind
Waste
Comb Cycle
Comb Cycle
CC/Cogan
Comb Cycle
Combust Turb
Comb Cycle
Combust Turb

Intem Combust
Comb Cycle
Duct Firing
Coal
Wind

Comb Cycle
Duct Firing
Combust Turb
Combust Turb

Comb Cycle
Duct Firing
Combust Turb

200
200
720
100
100
405
15
248
100
270
290
300
150
1

250
80
286
850
306
306
290
306
2600
150
13
530
120
249
150
40
530
130
87
324
70
50
1000
300
10
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Exhibit A-2
WashingtoNOregon Generation Facilities Online in 2002

Fact DeYelopsr . Facl( T pe Size On-Llne Date.
Boulder Park Avista Corp Intem Combust 25 5/31/2002
Centralia (TRAENE) TransAlta Energy Corp. Comb Cycle 248 8✓12/2002
Frederickson Power Frederickson Power (EPCOR) Comb Cycle 248 8/19/2002
Hermiston Calpine Comb Cycle 630 6/1/2002
Klondike Northwest Wind Power Wind 25 4/30/2002
Nine Canyon Wind Project Energy Northwest Wind 5p 9/25/2002

Exhibit A-3
Washington Generation Facilities Currerrtly Under Construction

F~li Devat er Fatal T Size On-11ne Oats
Chehalis Power Station Tractebel Power, Inc. Comb Cycle 520 Gl3/2003
Coyote Springs 2 Avista Comb Cycle 260 X3/2003
Goldendale Calpine Corp. Comb Cycle 248 Gl2/2004
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APPENDIX B
PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT PERSPECTIVES

Once PSE has configured its portfolio with a mix of long-term resources, the focus of activity
shifts toward the task of near-term operation of the portfolio. These near-term operational
functions include portfolio hedging and optimization of the Company's resources. This appendix
describes PSE's portfolio management activities more in detail.

Within Energy Risk Management, the Company employs several analytical disciplines to cover
different facets of portfolio management. It is important that the various functions inter-relate to
ensure a coordinated overall effort with the consistent use of models and theories for multiple
purposes. Exhibit B-1 illustrates this dynamic.

Exhibit B-1
Portfolio Management Perspectives

PSE's Wholesale Portfolio .

Fundamental analysis pertains to the study of supply and demand factors that influence the
price of energy in a given market for a certain time frame. PSE applies both atop-down and
bottoms-up approach to fundamental analysis. The Company uses some tools such as stacking
models to replicate market behavior. This provides both a base expectation, as well as other
scenarios that might result in different market prices. Having a range of possible outcomes
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enables the risk management group to get a sense for potential risks, and to identify the single

largest uncertainty factors.

Commoditization Of Energy Markets

Supply/demand fundamentals primarily drive commodity prices. Over the last 5 to 10 years,

natural gas and electric markets have become 'commoditized' through FERC deregulation of

the natural gas pipeline industry and electric power sector. Factors indicating the

commoditization of power and natural gas markets include:

• Price discovery through numerous market buyers and sellers electronic exchanges and

broker markets.

• Development of liquid pricing locations at central trading hubs such as Mid-Columbia for

power and Sumas, WA for natural gas.

• Standardization of contractual terms for physical power, natural gas and associated

financial derivatives.

• Development of parallel financial markets and new structured products around physical

power and natural gas markets.

Power Market Drivers

With respect to understanding the underlying supply/demand factors, the Company looks at a

number of leading indicators. In power, the key variables in the Pacific Northwest include

weather (temperature and precipitation), economic conditions, fuel costs, plant heat rates, plant

availability, transmission and intertie capacity, hydro energy and storage, biological opinion

affecting flows on the river system and spill requirements, new generation capacity and other

neighboring regional power market dynamics.

As Exhibit B-2 illustrates, hydro energy comprises the largest share of power generation in the

Pacific Northwest, making hydro energy availability the single largest source of variability in

PSE's energy portfolio. The cost of hydro energy is extremely low, relative to market-based

replacement power. The percentage change in any given year from normal hydro output

provides a meaningful number for PSE's portfolio (between 5,600,000 and 9,800,000 MWh). As

a result, hydro analysis proves important. However, forecasting energy out of the hydro system

is highly complex. As a result, PSE conducts analysis internally, and supplements the analysis

with two outside consultants. PSE gathers information on precipitation at critical locations that
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mimic the Company's West Side hydro facilities and which correspond to the rainfall into the
federal river system.

Exhibit B-2
Northwest Power Pool Area (U.S. Systems) Capacity By Fuel
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Exhibit B-3 illustrates PSE's hydro modeling process. The precipitation information feeds a
"Streamflow Model" which feeds a "Reservoir Model" that subsequently models fish spill, flood
control, forced outages, regulation and other factors affecting outflows of water. The Generation
Model —the last piece of the modeling effort —allows PSE to forecast available energy for the
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Exhibit B-3
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base case position. The final stage, which the Company is just now completing, involves taking

the base case forecast and running scenario tests based upon historical years. This allows the

Energy Risk Management group to project a range of possible energy outcomes as a result of

the scenario testing.

Hydro reservoir storage provides ashort-term market indicator, in addition to elevation levels on

the federal system above Grand Coulee dam, and MAF (million acre-feet) streamflow levels.

These factors, in addition to plant outages, weather reports, and spot fuel prices enable PSE to

understand what energy comes into the market, and the relative changes by day and through

the cuRent month of energy costs. Exhibit B-4 illustrates historical reservoir levels.
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Exhibit B-4
End-Of-Month Grand Coulee Reservoir Storage (KAF)

Water Year: 1993-2002 10 earsEOM
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Load, driven by customer count, temperature and economic conditions, represents the next

largest source of variability in PSE's Power portfolio. The Energy Risk Management group

models expected average load, and then develops a forecast range for necessary minimum and

maximum loads to model variability for exposure testing. PSE's challenge focuses on having
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enough energy to serve the peak loads, but to have some flexibility to back down supplies in off-
peak periods in order to mitigate costs.

v
0
J

Exhibit B-5
Load Versus Temperature Relationship

T~mpsnturo

PSE's load has an hourly variability, as well as diurnal and seasonal variability. At any given
time, the Company must plan to meet that load, especially in an extreme winter peak condition.
The double peak of PSE's load profile further complicates hourly management of its load profile.
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Exhibit B-6 illustrates a typical load picture over a 24-hour period. PSE's hydro storage provides

a critical resource for balancing the resource and loads on a short-term basis. The Company

has storage both at its Baker facilities and through its Mid-Columbia contracts.

Natural Gas Market Drivers

Natural gas represents a growing part of the generation mix in the Pacific Northwest, with

similar market drivers as the power market. Therefore power market factors, particularly the

relative surplus or deficit of hydro energy, can have a large impact on regional natural gas

demand. Significant movements in natural gas market prices will also affect power prices.
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Exhibit B-7

WTI Future Prices (1997-2003)
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As Exhibit B-7 illustrates, oil prices are strongly linked to natural gas prices. This occurs for a

couple of reasons. In the fuel consumption area, natural gas competes with finro refined

products, residual fuel and distillate fuel which are burned in older fossil fuel plants as an

alternate fuel to natural gas. In the exploration and production sector, natural gas and crude oil

are sometimes found together ("associated oil"), or at times have to compete for exploration

budgets. An indicator of natural gas drilling activity is `rig counts', with an 8- to 18-month lag

time between drilling and gas coming to market. PSE tracks rig counts to monitor the longer

term increasing or decreasing supply trends.
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Storage inventories provide an important gauge to natural gas supply/demand imbalances. The
natural gas industry uses salt caverns and depleted oil wells as underground storage facilities.
The relative level of inventory acts an important determinant of relative surplus or deficit in the
short-term markets. PSE tracks the weekly and monthly storage inventory levels nationally, as
well as in the western US and Canada.

As with power markets, weather and economic factors also serve as important determinants in
price volatility. PSE's gas load is predominantly heating load-based, with extreme sensitivity to
variations in load on account of changing weather patterns. PSE monitors weather patterns from
several sources including local weather stations, the national weather service and through a
weather subscription with Weatherbank.

Credit Risk Management

PSE faces sign cant constraints executing wholesale transactions in short-term and medium-
term power and gas markets, due to several factors. One, the markets have become less liquid
with fewer parties transacting, and the forward time frame shrinking to shorter-term delivery
periods. Two, default risk has become a concern, given the recent bankruptcy filing of Enron,
NRG, and TXU Europe. Therefore credit requirements have risen dramatically. Three, the
higher rated companies command a "premium" in their power and natural gas prices to transact
with them. This increases operating costs significantly for PSE since its credit rating is only just
above investment grade.

In both power and gas markets, there has been a huge decline in forward market activity by
traditional investor-owned utilities and municipal load serving entities. Moreover, the large
energy marketing companies have either exited the Pacific Northwest markets, scaled back for
strategic purposes, stopped trading altogether in North America (Aquila, Dynegy), or simply
cannot transact because of their weak credit rating. This liquidity situation has several
implications. Forward hedging becomes much more difficult, with PSE being in an
uncomfortable position of having to ration credit across multiple needs and activities (power,
gas, weather derivatives, peaking capacity, regional exchanges to improve reliability). In Core
Gas, PSE has ample storage and pipeline capacity, but because of market illiquidity, the
Company cannot optimize its assets fully, but must hold open capacity or inventory for
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significant changes in load. PSE faces challenges in displacing and dispatching its generation

units to respond to all price opportunities due to the market liquidity problem.

In addition to liquidity concerns that hamper hedging, short-teRn balancing and asset

optimization, PSE faces serious credit concerns from counterparties. Entities who would have

transacted with PSE a year ago, now have concerns over PSE's credit rating. By example, a

surprising number of natural gas producers are reluctant to sell at a fixed price to PSE due to

concerns over PSE's credit rating.

Tools And Methods

Portfolio Management

PSE utilizes an energy transaction capture and risk management system ("system") to capture,

monitor, manage, and control physical positions, exposures and variances. The system

monitors volumetric positions, and financial exposures and variability. Additionally, PSE uses

proprietary models to conduct portfolio and scenario financial analysis of the energy supply

portfolio. These models are analytical applications incorporating industry models and third party

software. The Energy Risk Management and Risk Control groups perform specific analyses to

quantify volumetric and financial exposures with internal written procedures. Risk Control is

responsible for deal capture, data integrity and reporting from the system. Exhibit B-8 provides

the KWI explanation for the Risk Analysis module.
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Exhibit B-8

Risk Analysis Model

Risk Analysis

kWRiskAnalysis.exe

The objective in using this module is to find a strategy that best improves the profiUrisk trade-off in a
portfolio or sub-portfolio of the Company. In this module the Risk Manager (or similar person) can
carry out detailed risk analysis to ascertain the expected profitability of the total portfolio or any part
of the portfolio in the potential profit at risk. Risk managers can see the effect of adding a new trade
or trades and then can assess how their position relates to a variety of categories such as
Production, Bilateral purchases, Futures (or Standard Product) purchase, Spot purchases, End user
sales, etc. These data can also be viewed in a graphical manner. Risk managers are then able to
pertorm sensitivity analysis in order to evaluate the impact on ratio between profit and risk of any
trading, production or sales strategies. This is used to develop hedging strategies that create a
portfolio including physical assets (such as generation plant and retail customers) that is robust to
changes in the market.

Fundamental Analysis Tools

To model the Pacific Northwest region's power supply/demand dynamics, the Company utilizes
the AURORA model. Energy Risk Management staff have adapted the long-term forecasting
tool to simulate economic dispatch throughout the region in short-term market scenarios.
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The intersection of projected load and the resource stack produces the theoretical market-

clearing price. PSE does not use the model as much for a point estimate for price, but more as

a tool to give an indication of market price direction, and the scale of that potential market price

move, given changes to inputs in the model. This tool is used to give a sense of relative change

in market prices given different assumptions for regional load and estimated generation

availability.

To model its natural gas portfolio, PSE utilizes a model called "U Plan G". This model enables

the energy risk management staff to simulate the gas portfolio using estimated loads and

capacity utilization. The model includes assumptions about estimated load, transportation

requirements, storage requirements and an estimated market value for unused capacity.

PSE Approach To Managing Price Risk

Risk management is the process of using financial tools to manage price volatility, and

volumetric risks in power and natural gas profiles. Risk management tools can also be used to
bring certainty to a given outcome, or "hedge." PSE bases the decision to hedge, and evaluation
of a hedge, on the information known at the time that the hedge was put on, not on the market

conditions that might exist when the hedge was recognized. In fact, existing market conditions

when the hedge was recognized prove to be iRelevant because the desired outcome was

achieved, with some other party bearing the market risk. When combined with its least cost

planning process, PSE's risk management efforts stabilize the average cost of gas to its firm

customers, but there is a cost incuRed in managing the risk.

PSE uses risk management to enhance the value of the physical, portfolio optimization

transactions, and those transactions used to supply its firm customers, within a defined risk

framework, however, it does not maintain any speculative positions. All of the financial risk

management transactions correspond to underlying physical transactions. The risk

management transactions require PSE to buy and sell power and natural gas and basis

positions on various exchanges or in over-the-counter (OTC) markets. For example, fixed and

forward prices are used to lock in the value of storage injections or future gas purchases. PSE

primarily uses fixed/floating swaps to manage the value of index-based gas sales or purchases.

PSE's goals in hedging and managing price risks in the power and gas portfolios include:
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• Providing price certainty and locking down risks

• Keeping prices stable and minimizing costs

PSE has internal risk management processes to help bring focus and order to the energy risk
management function. For power, Energy Risk Management staff develop position reports
based upon probabilities load, generation output and unit availability. The probabilities position
is driven by several important inputs. First, the analysis centers on current market prices for fuel
and power, and price dispersion around those base prices. Next, each plants operating
characteristics are modeled, with a resulting fuel need and estimated power output results.
Plants with lower heat rates (better conversion costs of fuel to power) will typically be
economically dispatched more often in the models feeding the position, whereas, peaking units
have less impact and contribution to position. Lastly, dispatchable contracts are modeled to be
fully optimized for a given set of price assumptions and load/resource balances.

This information results in a position report that illustrates the net open position for every month
for power and natural gas. The positions are generated for 12-24 months out in time. Next, the
energy risk management staff evaluate the forward positions, and explore which of them have
significant forward risks associated with them. There is a prioritization process of focusing on
these items that can be hedged, and which have the greatest risk associated with them.

Hedge strategies are developed through evaluating a wide range of deal structures. The hedge
might be a straightforward fixed price purchase or sale of fuel or power. It might be a seasonal
exchange, or a buy/sell at different locations. Still other common instruments include options,
such as a call (option to purchase) or a put (option to sell). Calls and puts can be valuable
instruments, depending upon their cost, to offset the risks PSE has in a load that is highly
weather-related.

Strategies are tested, not only against the current probalistic position, but also for the portfolio in
numerous other market scenarios (different hydro, load, energy prices, etc.). PSE seeks to
identify a strategy not only for the base case, but also for other scenarios. Sometimes the
"winning" strategy proves not to be the immediately obvious strategy, but one that takes
significant risks out of the portfolio under a range of conditions.
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PSE has just begun to utilize the new KW 3000 tool to measure how hedging strategies take out

risks in different scenarios. Exhibit B-10 shows a histogram of what a hedge strategy ideally

does in terms of reducing outlier risks and not moving expected outcome (the mean) too much

as a result of the hedged cost.
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PSE monitors how the hedge costs affect the bottom line costs. PSE sets a budget for power

costs at the beginning of the year. This includes hedging costs, as well as operating costs.

Hedge costs need to be taken into consideration so the hedge costs do not move the expected

value or outcome too much in a negative fashion.
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APPENDIX C
LOAD FORECASTING METHODOLOGY

Billed Sales and Customer Count Forecast Methodology

Exhibit C-1
PSE Econometric Forecasting Model
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The estimated equations have the following forms:
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Use per Customer by Class = f (Weather, Prices, Economic/Demographic Variables)

• Customer Count by Class = f (Economic/Demographic Variables)

where: Use per Customer- monthly billed sales/customers

Weather -cycle adjusted HDDs (base 60,45,35 for electric, base 65 for gas) and CDDs
(base 75 for electric); cycle adjusted HDDs/CDDs are created to fit consumption period
implied by the billing cycles

Prices - $/kwh for electric or $/therm for gas (constant 2000$, or the relative gas to electric
price)

EcoNDemo Variables -Income, Household Size, Population, Employment Levels/Growth,
Building Permits

(variables entered depend on class and whether it is use%ustomer or customer counts
equation and by class)

• Billed Sales =Use per customer, multiplied by customer counts

Different functional forms were used depending on the customer class. For the electric
residential use per customer equation, asemi-log form was used with the explanatory variables
(prices and demographic variables) entering in polynomial distributed lagged form. The length
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of the lag depends on the customer class equation with residential having the longest lags. A

double log form was used for the other sectors, again with explanatory variables entering in a

lagged form. Use of lagged explanatory variables in the equations account for changes in

prices or economic variables that have both short-term and long-term effects on energy

consumption. For gas, most of the use per customer equations have a linear form with prices or

economic variables entering in polynomial distribution lagged form again.

The equations were estimated using historical data from January 1993 to March 2002,

depending on the sector and fuel type. Electric billed sales from the data centers in the

commercial sector were not included in the commercial equations. The forecast of electric billed

sales from the data center was based on discussions with the customers and their planned

capacity additions in the next few years. The electric industrial equations were estimated using

data from January 1996 to March 2002. Note that the industrial use per customer and customer

count equations pertain only to industrial customers which did not go to Schedule 449 or 459

(transportation or "retail wheeling" schedules). It was only possible to go back to January 1996

to isolate the electric billed sales of these customers from the total industrial billed sales.

However, a separate equation was used to forecast billed sales for the non-core Schedule

449/459 customers using manufacturing employment and Mid-Columbia prices as explanatory

variables. The forecast for electric resale also accounted for the Seatac airport leaving the

system.

Exhibit C-2, based on the estimated coefficients for the retail prices in the use per customer

equations, provides the computed long-term price elasticities for the major customer classes for

electric and gas.

Exhibit C-2

Long-Term Price Elasticity For Major Customer Classes

Electric Gas

Residential -0.19 -0.14

Commercial -0.21 -0.21

Industrial -0.17 -0.24

All of the estfmaied puce coeltic~ents are a~so srar~sr~cany s~gn~r►canr.
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Electric customer forecasts by county were also generated by estimating an equation relating
customer counts by class/county and population or employment levels in that county. The
adding up restriction was imposed so that the sum of forecasted customers across all counties
equaled the total service area customer counts forecast. This projection also serves as an input
into the distribution planning process.

The billed sales forecast was further adjusted for discrete additions and deletions not
accounted for in the forecast equations. These adjustments include the company's forecast of
new programmatic conservation savings for each customer class, known large
additions/deletions or fuel switching, and schedule switching. Finally, total system loads were
obtained after accounting for own use and losses from transmission and distribution.

Electric Peak Hour Forecast

PSE obtains normal and extreme peak load forecasts through the use of an econometric
equation relating observed hourly system peak loads in the month with weather sensitive sales
from both residential and non-residential sectors, with deviations from normal peak temperature
for the month, and with unique weather irregularities such as EI Nino. Since the historical data
includes periods when large industrial customers left the system, the equation also accounts for
this change in historical series. Finally, PSE allows the impact of peak temperature on peak
loads to vary by season. This specification allows for different effects of residential and non-
residentiat loads on peak demand by season, with and without conservation. The functional
form of the equation is displayed below:

Peak MW = a'Resid aMW + b*Non-Resid aMW

+ c"(Deviation from Normal Peak Temp)"(Weather Sensitive aMW)`SeasonDummy
+ d`Sched48Dummy + e`ElNinoDummy

where a, b, c, d, e are coefficients to be estimated.

PSE estimated the equation using monthly data from 1991 to 2001 resulting in coefficients
which are statistically significant from zero and an R-Squared of 0.96. The standard error is
about 2.9 percent of the forecast. To obtain the normal and extreme peak load forecasts, PSE
factors the appropriate design temperatures into the equation for either condition. For PSE,
these design temperatures are 23 degrees for normal peak and 13 degrees for extreme peak,
both occumng in January.
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Gas Peak Day Forecast

PSE uses the following equation to represent peak day firm requirements:

Peak Requirements = (Number of Customers) x (Base Load per Customer +

((Heating Load per Customer per Degree Day) x (Design Day Heating Degree Days)))

• Base Load is defined in "TheRns per Dad' or "Therms per Month" per customer for daily

and annual estimates. The Base Load may or may not be significantly temperature-

sensitive depending on the sector, and is generally considered to be related to water

heating, cooking or other gas appliances.

• Heating Load is defined as "Therms per Customer per Heating Degree Day." This load

is usually due to heating or air conditioning of the ambient air temperature.

• Heating Degree Days (HDDs) are determined by deducting the daily average

temperature from 65°F.

• The number of customers by class is based on the forecast of customers by class as

presented in the previous section.

The design peak day requirements for this forecast are based on the company's historically

coldest day in the last 20 years as measured at SeaTac Airport, containing 51 degree days

(14°F average temperature, 24 hour, which occurred on February 2-3, 1989).

PSE determined the peak day requirements for the year by applying the above equation to the

design, peak day degree days in January. The heating load per customer per degree day was

derived from regression analysis of the actual billed sales per customer per degree day by

customer class for the five winter months (November—March) over the last five years versus

the respective monthly heating degree days. This resulted in regression equation coefficients

that describe the relationship of use to monthly heating degree days for each of the major firm

class customers. The estimated coefficients were statistically significant while the R-squared

were greater than 0.95. The estimated standard error is about 3.2 percent of the forecast in

January for all firm classes. Previous non-base load methodologies focused on a single HDD

series. This provided an annual average temperature response, likely over-estimating shoulder

periods and under-estimating peak periods. This method was not consistent with declining

annual per customer consumption. The newer approach focuses on isolating responses
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attributable to each month. Hence, 12 HDD series have been implemented, one for each
month. In this approach, January has the largest temperature coefficient, the greatest
temperature sensitivity and therefore more likely to experience the design day. This also allows
PSE to evaluate if there appears to be any changing temperature sensitivity over time due to
conservation or other factors, observed in the peak month. There does appear to be a declining
trend in heat sensitive loads for residential customers, but not other customer groups at this
time.

Base loads have been estimated using econometric equations, rather than being estimated
from a simple average of the last five Augusts. This allowed identification of slight temperature
sensitivities in August. It also allowed estimation of trends for each of the three core classes.
Base loads were estimated with zero HDD and then subtracted from all months. The remaining
daily demands were then attributable to temperature. All three core sectors tend to have base
loads with increasing trends.

Large volume customer daily contract demand was estimated from January, rather than from
August. These data tend to have a seasonal shape, with inteRuptible customers taking more in
January. The per customer January 2002 value is simply held constant over the forecast
horizon, and multiplied by customers to form large volume peak demand. These data are added
with their respective category, either commercial core or industrial core.

Conversion Of Monthly Billed Sales Forecast To Loads (Gpi)
Historically, the Financial Planning department at PSE has produced an annual KWh (and more
recently a monthly KWh) forecast of Billed Sales. This Billed Sales forecast needs to be
converted into a monthly total Generated, Purchased and Interchanged amount ("GPI") in order
to be used in Power Supply related load/resource models.

Summary of Methodology

Monthly GPI is forecast through a system of hourly multivariate regressions utilizing historical
temperatures and GPI loads. This method does not convert or allocate Billed Sales forecasts to
GPI; it forecasts monthly GPI "from scratch" using real GPI loads. The statistical techniques are
similar to the process for forecasting Billed Sales. To capture conservation and load growth
assumptions the GPI forecasts are adjusted to match up with annual forecasted Billed Sales.
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Input Data and Assumptions

• An annual Billed Sales forecast for the upcoming calendar year.

• Seven years of historical, hourly actual (i.e. non-temperature normalized) loads.

• Historical hourly Sea-Tac temperatures.

• An assumed annual distribution loss factor.

Validity of Methodology

Stationarity of the GPI load data:

• Stationarity ensures that the data generating process for the series is itself not dependent

on time.

— Measurement of the variance of GPI load data reveals no significant change over

the sample period. Thus the series is stationary in variance.

— Although the raw GPI load data clearly exhibit trends over time (customer growth)

the data have been de-trended to allow accurate specification through the addition

of a linear trend variable (Equation Details).

Alternative methodology -temperature splines:

• It is common to use splines to help identify the separate relations between temperature and

load depending on the level of temperature. For the calculation of this model the inclusion of

splines was rejected in favor of the quadratic equation form. This was done for two reasons:

1) Temperature splines require arbitrarily chosen temperatures to act as boundaries (e.g.

<60 F to 60 F , 61 F to 70 F , >71 F). With the changing energy demands of our

customers (air conditioning load) over recent years the arbitrary selection of spline

boundaries and the linearities they impose on the model would serve to reduce its

explanatory power vis-~-vis the quadratic specification. This is particularly tn~e with

hourly data.

2) To assist with a generalized format across all hourly equations, the quadratic format is

superior to the use of temperature splines as the equation is able to self-select the

appropriate balance point between heating and cooling for every hour of the day.
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Equation Details

aMWh= aW + R,(aMW,„) + R2(E(aMW~;}/3) + ¢a((Monthm)Temph} + (3a((Morlthm)Temph2) +

Rs(Holiday) + ~is(Trend)

where: h=1-24 (hour)

w=1-7 (weekday)

i= 2-4 (lagged hours)

j= 1-12 (months

Holiday includes all NERC holidays. Trend is a linear funcfion y--a + x.

Discussion of Load Forecasts

To determine the amount of power that needs to be generated to supply the forecasted billed
sales, the billed sales forecast must be increased to account for transmission and distribution
losses (6.4% of generation) and the time lag associated with the billing cycle. For example,
assuming a monthly billing cycle, power bills reflect the power consumed and generated in the
previous month.

To do this the annual billed sales forecast is first increased to account for the transmission and
distribution losses and then shaped or allocated among the 12 months based upon the
methodology outlined above. The base, low and high load forecasts are shown in Exhibit C-3.
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Exhibit C-3

PSE Load Forecasts (MWh/vearl
Base Low Hi h

2003 20,623,609 20,616,264 20,663,433
2004 20,818,940 20,782,992 20,907,983
2005 20,994,755 20,900,232 21,154,277
2006 21,252,369 21,082.274 21.524,529
2007 21,527,009 21,260,599 21,909,439
2008 21,816,085 21,445,549 22,297,612
2009 22.128.117 21,658,193 22.697,310
2010 22 365,522 21,793,254 23,012,717
2011 22,650,883 21,958,722 23.362.312
2012 22.937,946 22,124,724 23.686,149
2013 23,303,207 22,390,372 24,092,860
2014 23,694,736 22,689,911 24,543,722
2015 24,088,851 23,004,458 25,003,781
2016 24,493,362 23,357,857 25,485,107
2017 24,900,901 23,727,627 25.986,039
2018 25,312,603 24,096,313 26,488,900
2019 25,741,711 24,483,757 27,010,223
2020 26,183,871 24,882,072 27,559,282
2021 26,616,016 25,250,955 28,102,829
2022 27,058,693 25,615,816 28,662,113
2023 27,508,734 25,985,949 29,232,527

Peak Capacity Forecast for Resource Planning

The econometric equations discussed above in the load forecasting section are utilized to

forecast peak loads (on a GPI basis).

PSE uses the expected peak load for long-term capacity planning. The expected peak load is

the maximum hourly load expected to occur when the hourly temperature during the winter

months (November through February) is 23 degrees at SeaTac Airport. Based on historical

temperature data at SeaTac, there is a 50 percent probability of the minimum hourly

temperature during the winter months being 23 degrees or lower. The maximum expected peak

load for the year is expected to occur in January of each year given PSE customer use profiles.

PSE's expected peak loads for the 2003 through 2023 time period are in Exhibit G4. The peak

loads are forecasted to increase over time as the number of customers increase. As discussed

earlier, the growth in the peaks (about 1.6 percent per year) is slightly higher than the growth in

energy (about 1.4 percent per year) since residential energy load is growing faster than non-

residential energy loads and the residential sector has a larger contribution to peak.
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Exhibit C-4

Expected Peak Load (MV1~

2003 4,773
2004 4,819
2005 4,862
2006 4,929
2007 5,004
2008 5,089
2009 5,182
2010 5,251
2011 5,336
2012 5,421
2013 5,514
2014 5,608
2015 5,702
2016 5, 794
2017 5,888
2018 5,983
2019 6,081
2020 6,182
2021 6,282
2022 6, 384
2023 6,490
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APPENDIX D

CONSERVATION AND EFFICIENCY

PSE has been offering energy efficiency programs to customers for over 20 years. Utilities
throughout the Pacific Northwest have a unique legacy. Despite some of the lowest electricity
rates in the country, PSE and others in the region have invested heavily in conservation
programs, encouraging efficiency use by customers. Utility new construction programs of the
1980's largely resulted in Washington State's current energy codes, among the country's

strongest for encouraging energy efficiency in housing and the commercial building stock. PSE

has consistently offered programs targeted to its low-income customers, and over the years has
developed a strong working partnership with the Community Action Agencies in the
communities it serves.

Recent History

During the mid-1990s, utilities invested less in demand-side resources due to uncertainty over
future deregulation in the electricity industry. Electric and gas avoided costs were significantly
lower than they had been up until that time, with many anticipating restructured electricity
markets to produce lower prices. Most conservation incentives for residential end-uses were no
longer cost-effective, and residential programs came to rely primarily on information, education

and referral services to encourage efficiency. PSE grants and rebates, in addition to information
and technical services, continued for the more cost-effective commercial and industrial sector

programs. At the same time, Energy Service Companies (ESCOs) were beginning to actively

target the commercial building sector. These independent contractors could package services

and equipment together with favorable financing by using the energy bill savings generated by

the project. Of particular note, the Washington State General Administration Office promoted

ESCO financing for public facilities, and the State Treasurer's office made low-interest financing

available for public projects. The largest industrial customers were pursuing the option to

purchase power on the open market in regulatory and legislative forums. A period of uncertainty

ensued wherein the future requirements for utilities to acquire resources for some customer

classes might be changed through legislative or regulatory actions.

At the same time, improved energy codes were adopted in Washington State, making new

construction and major remodels more energy efficient from the beginning, thus requiring less

future investment for retrofits to homes and buildings.
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While national interests were promoting deregulation of the electric industry, the governors of
the four Pacific Northwest States convened the Comprehensive Review of Northwest Energy
System. Business interests —particularly of large consumers who viewed deregulation as a way
to lower energy costs for their "bulk" purchases —were influential. The Review committee
addressed "public purpose" issues, including conservation, low-income assistance and
renewable resources. From this committee's recommendations, the idea of "market
transformation"(MT) emerged as another potential cost-effective method to get customers to
invest in efficiency on their own. The philosophy driving market transformation held that through
undertaking MT activities now, market prices of efficiency equipment or practices could drop in
the future, making them more rapidly attractive for end-use consumers. Regional utilities
created the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance ("Alliance°), with PSE as a major funding
provider. The Alliance has pursued notable recent efforts such as accelerating consumer
adoption of compact fluorescent lamps and horizontal-axis washing machines.

The PSPL merger with WNG in 1997 provided PSE the opportunity to offer "fuel-blind"
conservation/energy efficiency programs. Instead of being sent to the "other' company,
customers now benefit from aone-stop, comprehensive conservation service. PSE is indifferent
to whether a customer upgrades efficiency of an electric heating system or converts to natural
gas.

Initially, Puget's cost-recovery of cost-effective conservation resources were added to rate base,
and amortized over 10 years. Rates allowed for a premium of plus finro percent on the allowed
rate of return for all unamortized conservation balances. To an industry facing deregulation, this
financing method, which often created outstanding debt, could be an obstacle. Washington
State passed legislation to allow conservation investments to be financed using bonds, and in
1995 PSE became the first utility to issue and obtain favorable financing terms for over $200
Million in conservation bonds. Two years later, PSE offered a second bond offering of $35
Million. WNG, by comparison, relied on a °tracker" mechanism; whereby costs spent on
conservation were collected as an expense in the year following the year ~f expenditure. After

the merger, PSE retained the "tracked' mechanism for gas conservation nd added a similar

"ride' mechanism to allow for cost-recovery of electric conservation. The rider recovers costs

for conservation in the same year as expended.
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In 1999, PSE submitted athree-year, joint electric and gas conservation program. The
Commission approved the program effective Aprii 1 of that year. The program was extended
beyond March 31, 2002 for an additional period during the course of the General Rate Case.
Three-year savings and costs for that program were 31.6 aMW and 5,084,019 therms, for a
combined electricity and natural gas cost of $30,484,713.

No one accurately predicted the events and electricity wholesale price escalations of 2000.
Price impacts hit the recently deregulated California market, complete with rolling blackouts.
The Pack Northwest had close electricity interties with California, making a regional energy
crisis inevitable. BPA and many of the region's utilities immediately sought to raise rates, and
quickly imposed sign cant rate increases, mostly in the form of surcharges. This included the
three large public utilities adjoining PSE's service territory. Rate increases of this magnitude,
particularly hitting in the middle of winter (peak load periods for the NW), were packaged with
dramatic near-term increases to conservation efforts to help manage utility and customer costs.
More broadly, a societal need existed to heavily encourage conservation as a means to manage
energy costs throughout the region, and PSE joined others to ramp up its efforts. One of the
most successful efforts was a broadly promoted, time-limited 10% bonus to commercial
conservation grants. This effort in conjunction with daily news headlines of the energy situation
no doubt aided customer readiness to adopt efficiency measures.

PSE had another tool at its disposal. Having installed new metering throughout the service
territory, and with a new billing system in place, the Company worked with the Commission to
launch aTime-of-Use pilot program to over 300,000 residential customers. Subsequently, an
additional 20,000 business customers were added to the pilot. While the program set out to
reward customers who used energy efficiently, the Company determined in fall 2002 that further
analysis and restructuring of the program was needed to enhance customer value. The WUTC
recently approved PSE's request to terminate the program.

Exhibit D-1 provides a detailed look at PSE's existing electric conservation programs and

Exhibit D-2 provides a list of gas conservation programs.
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APPENDIX E

OPERATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR EXISTING SINGLE-CYCLE CTs

Some stakeholders have questioned whether PSE should consider operating its simple-cycle
Combustion Turbines (SCGTs) to satisfy baseload energy requirements as a substitute for
acquiring new baseload resources. A number of factors must be carefully weighed prior to
committing to such astrategy - CT plant design, staffing and spare parts inventories, heat rate
and economics, emissions and environmental factors, transmission constraints, and alternative
peaking needs.

This appendix provides a preliminary discussion of those factors and offers general information
and insight into the implications of changing the duty cycle of PSE's SCGTs. If requested,
additional detail can be provided.

General Information

Puget Sound Energy (PSE) operates four dual-fuel combustion turbine plants at sites located in
Whatcom, Skagit and Pierce counties. One of the combustion turbine plants is in combined-
cycle operation, with the others configured as simple-cycle plants. Exhibit E-1 provides basic
plant information.

Exhibit E-1
CT Performance By Plant

PLANT NANfE LOCATION CAPACITY HEAT RATE~~H CYCLE
Encogen Whatcom County 170 8,700 Combined
Frederickson Pierce County 150 12,500 Simple
Fredonia 182 Skagit County 210 12,500 Simple
Fredonia 384 Skagit County 108 10,500 Simple
Whitehom Whatcom County 150 12,500 Simple

Encogen Combustion Turbine

Lone Star Energy installed the Encogen NW combined cycle plant in 1993, operating it as a
qualifying cogeneration facility until the assets of Encogen NW, LLP were purchased by PSE in
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November, 1999. Encogen consists of three General Electric heavy frame CTs of 42 MW each

and one General Electric steam turbine rated at 44 MW. The on-site management,

administrative, technical, and operating staff numbers 24.

The CTs may be fueled with natural gas or distillate oil, and the fuel source may be alternated

during operation. Operating hours on distillate fuel are restricted in the air operating permit

limited tests periods or times when the natural gas fuel supply has been curtailed. As a result,

the plant has operated almost entirely on natural gas fuel since installation.

Encogen consumes approximately 35,000 million Btus of natural gas per day and supplies an

average net output of 165 MW of electrical energy to PSE, and 55,000 pounds of steam and

150,000 gallons of warm water per hour to the Georgia-Pack mill in Bellin ham.

Encogen employs various techniques to control pollutants generated by the turbines during the

combustion process. Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) are controlled by injection of steam into turbine

combustors and the use of a Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) system. Steam injection limits

peak combustion temperatures thereby limiting the formation of additional NOx and the SCR

reacts the remaining NOX with ammonia to form elemental nitrogen and water. PSE controls

ammonia emissions by carefully regulating the amount of ammonia added to the SCR system.

Sulfur Dioxide (S02) emissions are controlled by use of natural gas the primary fuel and "road-

spec" distillate fuel for the rare occasions of liquid fuel operation.

In addition to the CTs, three above-ground storage tanks of 11,000 barrels (465,000 gallons)

capacity were installed. The tanks have a conventional cone roof design and store only distillate

oil. This plant already operates in baseload operation and no duty cycle change is anticipated.

This general information is included only for reference.

Frederickson Combustion Turbine

Frederickson 1~2 were installed in 1981, each consisting of a General Electric heavy frame CT

of 75 Mw capacity each. The CT may be fueled with natural gas or distillate fuel. The fuel may

be changed while the turbine is in operation. The Frederickson 182 turbines may be ramped

from start to full load in 20 minutes. Recent operations have been made almost entirely on

natural gas. Onsite staffing includes one technician and finro servicemen.
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In addition to the CTs, one above-ground storage tank of 100,000 barrels (4,300,000 gallons)
capacity was installed. The tank has a conventional cone roof design and stores only distillate
fuel. To control the formation of harmful NOX during combustion, PSE injects demineralized
water directly into the turbine combustor with the fuel supply. The water demineralizer system at
Frederickson can produce 75 gallons per minute of pure water for use in the turbine, or storage
in the adjacent 300,000-gallon water storage tank.

Fredonia 1 &2 Combustion Turbine

Fredonia 182 were installed in 1984, each consisting of a Westinghouse heavy frame CT of 105
MW capacity. The CT may be fueled with natural gas or distillate fuel and the fuel may be
changed while the turbine is in operation. The Fredonia 182 turbines may be ramped from start
to full load in 50 minutes. Recent operations have been made almost entirely on natural gas.
Onsite staffing includes the CT service manager (for all simple-cycle CT plants), administrative
assistant, one technician and four servicemen.

In addition to the CTs, one above-ground storage tank of 100,000 barrels (4,300,000 gallons)
capacity was installed. The tank has a conventional cone roof design and stores only distillate
fuel. To control the formation of harmful NOX during combustion, PSE injects demineralized
water directly into the turbine combustor with the fuel supply. The water demineralizer system at
Fredonia can produce 150 gallons per minute of pure water for use in the turbine, or storage in
the adjacent 500,000-gallon water storage tank.

Fredonia 3&4 Combustion Turbine

Fredonia 384 were installed in 2001, each consisting of a Pratt &Whitney aeroderivative CT of
54 MW capacity each. The CTs may be fueled with natural gas and distillate fuel. The Fredonia
3&4 turbines may be ramped from start to full load in under 10 minutes. Recent operations have
been largely on natural gas.

To control the formation of harmful NOx during combustion, PSE injects demineralized water
directly into the turbine combustor with the fuel supply. In addition, NOX emissions are further
controlled by use of a Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) system. CO emissions are controlled
with an oxidation catalyst.

March 2003 LCP Draft For Comment Appendix E - SCGT Operational Considerations -Page 3



Whitehom 2&3 Combustion Turbines

Whitehom 2&3 were installed in 1980, each consisting of a General Electric heavy frame CT of

75 MW capacity each. The CT may be fueled with natural gas and distillate fuel. The Whitehom

283 turbines may be ramped from start to full load in 20 minutes. Recent operations have been

made almost entirely on natural gas. Onsite staffing includes one technician and two

servicemen.

In addition to the CTs, one above-ground storage tank of 100,000 barrels (4,300,000 gallons)

capacity was installed. The tank has a conventional cone roof design and stores only distillate

fuel. To control the formation of harmful nitrous oxides during combustion, PSE injects

demineralized water directly into the turbine combustor with the fuel supply. The water

demineralizer system at Whitehom can produce 100 gallons per minute of pure water for use in

the turbine, or storage in the adjacent 500,000-gallon water storage tank.

Duty Cycle

The duty classification of a combustion turbine plant has important implications since it indicates

the mission anticipated for the plant as part of PSE's energy supplies, and the associated

capital and maintenance expenditures planned over its lifetime. Duty cycle also represents an

important element in the original design and installation of the facility. The anticipated duty cycle

impacts the basic plant layout, connection to external infrastructure, permitting, operation and

maintenance strategy, and economics.

The mission, or duty classification, of a combustion turbine depends on the number of service

hours and is defined by EPRI as follows:

• Standby Duty- less than 1 percent capacity factor

• Peaking Duty- between 1 percent and 10 percent capacity factor

• Cycling Duty - befinreen 10 percent and 50 percent capacity factor

• Baseload Duty -between 50 percent and 90 percent capacity factor

• Continuous Duty -greater than 90 percent capacity factor

Cost Implications

PSE's heavy-frame combustion turbine plants were designed and installed in the 1980s to be
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used as peaking resources with relatively limited operation. The Powerptant and Industrial Fuel
Use Act of 1978 governed the original permitting of these plants. PSE applied for and received
an emergency peaking exemption to the Act which allowed powerplant operations up to 1,500
hours per year. As a result, the balance-of-plant equipment, staffing, anticipated spare parts and
service, and emissions permits were all planned based on this operational limitation. At no time
was operation as a baseload facility contemplated during the design and installation of these
plants.

Economics

While the theRnodynamics of energy conversion can be extremely complex, the economics of
energy conversion are simple and driven by the efficiency of the thermodynamics. The thermal
efficiency of estate-of-the-art combined cycle powerplant can be over 55 percent. This means
that 55 percent of the energy available in the fuel source is converted to electrical energy.
Compared with <30 percent thermal efficiency typical of PSE's simple-cycle plants, the modem
combined-cycle plant is much less expensive to operate since it uses less fuel for a given
electrical output. This high thermal efficiency is an important consideration for conserving our
limited natural resources and in reducing the production of greenhouse gases.

In addition to the obvious economic issues of operating electrical generating plants at a loss, the
following issues should be considered before changing the duty cycle of PSE's simple-cycle CT
plants:

• Staffing. The O&M staff pertoRns all preventive maintenance tasks for the turbines,
generators and balance-of-plant equipment located at the plant site. In addition, during
operation of the facility, the staff takes data readings, monitors the proper operation of the
equipment, troubleshoots malfunctions, documents fuel and water consumption, operates
the water treatment system, and performs fire-watch and safety checks during startup and
shutdown of the equipment.

The simple-cycle CT plants have historically been staffed to support a peaking duty cycle of
0 to 1,500 hours per year. In the years since these facilities were originally installed,
operations have typically been limited to periodic exercise and testing, or responding to
occasional summer or winter load peaks.
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Extending the duty cycle to a baseload operation would require hiring additional staff sufficient

to support round-the-clock operations, to provide for safety pairing, and to allow for normal sick

days and vacations.

• Spares. The simple-cycle CT plants all inventory spare parts and consumables appropriate

to the peaking duty cycle. Spares include hot gas path parts, thermocouples, fuel no~les,

control cards, batteries, indicator lamps, bearings, pumps, and other equipment typically

needed for anticipated operations. Parts currently inventoried are those which experience

has shown to be needed frequently or those with very long production or repair lead times.

Peaking operations entail relatively short periods of operating activities and long idle periods

when maintenance can be performed without staff overtime or material expediting costs. To

support baseload operations, additional spares would be required to support limited

maintenance time lines, higher criticality of forced outage spares and the additional

importance of plant reliability for baseload energy.

• Balance of Plant. In addition to the turbine-generators, other plant systems, collectively

known as the "Balance of Plant," work to supply needed electrical power and control, supply

demineralized water for emission control, provide instrument air service, handle process

waste products and disposal, etc. These systems, too, have been designed, sized and

installed to support an anticipated peaking duty cycle. For example, water treatment

systems were sized to provide demineralized water service for turbine NOx emission

controls, provided that the turbines had frequent downtime between runs. The water tank

capacity, treatment system throughput capacity, and process automation levels are

insufficient to support continuous duty operations. Concurrent with the water system, waste

handling and disposal would also require substantial revision. In some cases it would be

necessary to purchase additional public water or sanitary sewer capacity to support

increased operation. No attempt has been made to quantify these costs, but they are

expected to be substantial.

Emissions Issues

Various emissions limits apply to PSE's simple-cycle combustion turbine plants which restrict

total annual operating hours. Operating hours would be further restricted if the turbines were to

be fired on distillate fuel. PSE must keep detailed records of fuel usage and operating hours to

monitor emissions and to verify compliance with all permit limits.

March 2003 LCP Draft For Comment Appendix E — SCGT Operational Considerations —Page 6



NOX

To reduce NOX emissions from PSE's simple-cycle combustion turbines, PSE injects
deminerialized water into the combustion flame to reduce its peak temperature. Water injection
effectively lowers NOx emissions, but at the expense of gas turbine efficiency, more costly
maintenance and higher CO emissions. It is not the preferred NOx emission control strategy for
continuous duty operations.

Operating Restrictions

Several combustion turbine units have limits on the total quantity of certain pollutants that can
be emitted over a 12-month period — a rolling year mass limit. These mass limits would prevent
continuous duty operations of Fredonia unit #1 and restrict operations of both Frederickson units
to less than 80 percent.

In addition, the Whitehom units may be restricted from continuous duty operations by the
equipment lease agreement. The lease agreement for Fredonia 384 should be reviewed for
potential restrictions on operation.

Greenhouse Gases

The quantity of fuel burned and the carbon content of the fuel directly impacts the production of
greenhouse gases. PSE has restated its commitment to energy conservation programs in both
the residential and commercial sectors to reduce the pressure on developing new resources.
When new resources are needed, every effort should be made to develop renewable resources
and/or resources with high thermal efficiency. Serious efforts to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and to preserve limited natural resources should not include the operation of simple-
cycle combustion turbines for baseload energy needs.

Transmission Constraints

The PSE transmission system has several congestion points in its electrical transmission
system. This issue would require considerable study before committing to continuous duty
operations of the simple-cycle CTs and may add substantial expense for system upgrades and
improvements.
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Peak Load Requirement

PSE's peak load requirements have been well-served over the years by the simple-cycle

combustion turbines. If these turbines were converted to continuous duty operations, in spite of

the disadvantages to doing so, other peaking resources would have to be acquired to serve the

peaking mission. In that event, PSE would have investments in both sub-optimal continuous

duty resources and new peaking resources. Neither would be as efficient, clean, or as cost-

effective as procuring high-efficiency continuous duty equipment and using the older equipment
in a peaking role with limited operations.
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APPENDIX G
DETAILED RESOURCE TYPE DESCRIPTIONS

OVERVIEW OF CEOTHERh~AL TECHNOLOGIES

I~trnd~cblon

Geothermal encr~y, the natural heat within the earth, arises from the anacnthcat remaining in the FartNs core, fromfriction where cuntinrtml plates side beneath each ~Iher, and hom the decay of raciioacti~c ele►~nt~ tf~ac occurnaturally in small amounts in all racks.

For thousands of years, people have benefited from hot springs and steam vents lasing than For bathing, cooking, andheating. Durir~ this cenhuy, tec6ndogica! advances ha~~e made it possible and economic to locate end drill intohydr~her►nal ~rsenvirs, pipe tt~e steam or Got water to tl~e surface. and use the heat directly (for space heatic~.aqu~uulwre, and industrial procesaesj a~ to corneR ti~eheat into electricity.

The amount of ~eathermal energy' is enurmaus. Scientists estimate that just 1 pen~nt of the heat caait~ined in just theuppermost 10 kiloa~trrs of the earth's crust is equivalent to 500 times the ectier~ contained in all of the earth's oil andhas resauras [ 1 J.

[~ydmthertnzl and #!ot Dr} Rock

This dacurnent d~racterizes elrctric pox~er generation trchnolo~y fa tvwa distinct categories of ~eaWermal resouc+c~es.

Hydrot~ermal resaut~es a►e the "her+e-anc~nonv" resauces for comcn~ercial geothe~l electricity production. They arcrelatively shallow (from a few hundred b about 3,000 meters). They contain hot water, steazn, o~ a ccxnbination of thetwo. They are inherently permeable, which means that fluids can [low fra~n ane part of the reservoir to other parts ofthe reservoir, and into and from wells that penetrate tt~ reservoir. [o hydrothermal reservoirs, v~ater descends tocansidtrable depth in the cn~st, becomes heated azd then rises buoyanHy until it either becomes trapped beneathimpermeable strata, forming a bounded reservoir. ar reaches the surface as hot sp~iags ar steam vents. 71~ venterconvects substantial amounts of heat from de~xhs Do relatively tear the surface.

Hoc Dry Rock (HDR) resources, un the other hand, am relatively deep masses of rock that. cnnlain little or no s~raroar water, and an not very permeable, 7?~ exist whale ~othamal gradients (die vertical profile of chanpr~
temperature) are well above average 1'S0~°Chm:1. The rook oernpaature reaches ~omm~rcial usefulness at d~ths ofabout 4.00(! meters or more. To exploit hot dry rock, a peaneable reservoir must 6e created by hydraulic fracturing,
and wooer from the surFa~ must be pumped h tt~ fiactures to extras beat frcxn the rock

There art both strong sim~arities and large diffen~nces between hydrothem~al and HDR geothermal reswrces andexploitation systems. Most of the component technold~es, i.e., the power pl~rt an d we11 drilling methods, an verysimilaz f~ both systems. The most important differences are thee. (a> Hy~rothertn~l systems arc comrnercitil today,
wtale HDR sy are not, whereas (b) HDR ~esowces are enormoiuly lazger (between 3,170,000 FJ and 17,940,000EJ of accessible energy in tie U.S.) than 4ydt~ntf~ermal reso~oes (on the onier of 1,060 EI to 5,300 EJ of accessible
ener~;~•j [2]. By way of comFarison, in 1991 the U.S. used abaait 95 Ef of primary enemy. L.S. hydrathetmal sources
could supply that amount for 10 to 50 year. But L.S. Hot Drp Rock resources could supply that amount for
somewhere between 34,W0 and X00,000 years.

Because of these differrnces~. the general strateUic approach of national geothermal R&:D pro~ams including Wet of
the [.'.S.► bas been to try to lower costs in the hydrothrlmal commercial arena today and, by so dain~ to improve
~-ic "geothermal" technology enough to make HDR exploitation econanically Feasible in the rat-too-distant future.

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, ice of Energy Efficiency and Renewab/e Energy
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OVERVIEW OF GEOTH~tlV1AL TTGRNOLOCIES

Nydrotlurnal Features

~lydrott~ermal resources ate categorized as dry sham (vapor dcxninated) nr hot water resources, depending on tha
pcedaninant phasr oi'the fluid in the resxrvoir. Aldiuu~h the technolag}r is similar for both. dry• sUeam technolc~y is
not included in this Technology Characterization bc~ausc dry steam resources are relati~•ely rare. Hot water r~esouraes
are further categorized as being high temperatwe (~200°C'.`392~F), modcmte temprmture (between 100°Cf212"F and
200'°C~392°~`), aryd low temperature (~100~°Gl2liaF). Only the hi~hh and moderate trmperatu~e reswrces are a~uate
fix commercial mower genzration.

Two separatr power b~nec~doa technologies. !lash and binary: air characterized. The bailing tc~nperature of water
depends on its pressure, sca as the pressure of the high tcmperatu~ geothermal fluid is lowered in tht plant, a portion
CAboui ! 0 to 2Q9'a of i~ dep~ding on Mmp~rnture and pa~essuce) "flashes" to sham, v►~hich is used to dri~~e a turbine to
produce electricity. For mnder~t~ ~ernpetawre regourxs, hir~ary techtyology is rnorc efficient. It is termed "binary"
because the heat is transfierred from the geothermal fluid to a socandary working fluid with a lover bc►iling temperature
than water. The secaauiary fluid, r$paized try the heat, drives the hubinc.

Begi~win~► canmercinll} in the 195ps, hydrothermal electric power ger~rntion has grown into an ~cti~~e and k~enithy,
albeit not lame, industry..4bout 7,004 MWr of electric ~netalion capacity hair barn d~evelc~prd w~addwidr, including
about 2,800 MW in the G.S. [3]. Supply and demand forces and ancicipatrd reswcturing in the U.S. electric markets
havt n~sttlied in ~~ry low demand for new geothermal capacit~~ since 199A. However. peothexmal ener~,y is competing
very wep in markets outside the U.S., cspeciall~ in Indonesia and the Philippines, where demand is high, ~othem~al
resources are ple~ntiFul, and ~overnnxnt policy is fa~•orable. Appmximately 2,000 ~iitional MW will lilcely be
ci~~~eloFed worldwide in 1996 thc~ough 2000, with tf~e majo~iry of this being in !1sia.

I~lot I3ry Rock Features

flash or binary technadog~r could be us~rd with ~IDR resources depending an ttbe ternperatur~e. However: because of
the consvaints imposed 6y high well costs, a lamer pcxtion of the accessibly HDR resource wiQ produce well-head
fluids in the tr~derate temperature range. Ttierefa~r, binary teclwology is d~racterized fur ~IDR resources.

Ta date, HDR resc►urces have not been dc~~elape~ caanmertinlly fcu tv~a reasons, Well casts in~.tease ex~nNally
with depth, and since HDR r~cscsurces an much dear then hydrothermal resounce~ they are much rn~e ea~pensive
to develop. Also, although the technical feasibility of creating HUR reservoirs has been demonstrated at ~cperimental
cities in the U.S., Earnpe, and Japan, operatio~ral uncertainties ~e~ardin~ irnpedanae (rosistance of tht reservoir to flow),
tl~em~al drawYiown war time, and water loss make rnmmerGial de~~lopcment tno risky.

Resoarce Debits

In the U.S., the higtrr quality ge~hem~al resources (both hydrothermal and HDR) are predominately located in the
western stales, i~ludiag Alaska aced Hawau, as shown in the map below. Development of hydrotluKtnal tesourees far
electric poH~er gentruda~ his tern limited ro CAlifomia, Nevada, Umh, end Hawaii. Most of the western L.S. contains
HDIt ~escxuces, with the highest grade resuurc~s probably lncnted in Culifcxnia and Nevada.

Scientists have made various ~stirnates of the geothermal resource in the U.S. The U.S. Geologic 5urve}• {USGS)
completed the nation's most comprehensive assessment of ~eathermal resources, ~cumented in LSGS Circular 7~U.
published in l9?S [2]. C7rcular 790 ~stimatcd the knov~n* accessible hydrothennal resource to be about 23,000 MW

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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UVERVIE1v OP CEOTHERiNAL TECHNOLOGIES

~~~~Figure L Geothermal resource quality in ifie C;nitrd States.
ofeleciric opacity for 30 gears, end the as yet undiscovered accessible h}~drothermnl resource to be 95.000 to 150,000M W of ekctri~ cspaaty for 3Q years. It should be noted that the accessble resource is that which is accessible withcurrent oachn~logy, but not neasserily economic. Cmsiderat~e geod~ermal exploration and de~elc~~nent in the U.S.
since the mid 1S~SOs has identified and cl~ara¢txrizod Imoderatrly well) about 3,000 to 5,000 NW oP hoc water
hydrUthcrmal resources. E+~plcuatian work in the Cascade Mountaitu of Oregon in the 1S15~Os sre~~ to ~;dtxla thee!cistence of the significant hydratham~il ersource once astimat~d fog chat area.

An unpublished study by the Laiversiry of Utah Research Insrituoe in 14 1 estimated about S,OOd MW of electric
capacity fior 30 years would lx available at a cost of 5.5~!kVVh [4). Resent prdimit~ary enalyses by the authors of the
~eothertna) TCs suggest that far Hydrod~ermal electricity in 1997, no capacity would be available at ~c!kWh, about
S,DOU M1b` would be a~~ailablt at _'3~;kKfi, and about 1Q000 M~1' available at <5¢IkWh. If the predicoed technology
improvements far 2020 hod tn~e, then 6,OOD MW woWd ba avuilatile at ~~rkWh, alert 10,000 MW available of
~~!kWh, and ahc~ut 19,tMOQ A+(W available at Sc.~CVl~h. (Theca pricas are levelized in conctani dollars using the
"GenCo" financins assumpNon~ described in Chapter 7.) Also note that the lowed prices given here arc lower than
tlree price calculated fcx live charaeteriaed ~eoU~m~il llas6 power plant because the chara~ria;d plant is for n "typical"
rather then "least cxpa~sive" ~;cathermal high-ternperatu~e ~rsenvir.

Althangh the potential of the nation's HDR resauroe has been studied less and is less well understood, it is txlirved
to be very much larb~er than tt~t of the hydeothermal trscxuce. Tester and l~cc~,og estitnaUed the L.S. high grade HDR
resource to ham tt~e potential of~ener~ting 2.ii(X1,000 MW ut a cost_i~.7~:'kW"h (]446$) using (!990 tecluxilogy [S].
For the }'ear N320 tec6ncdogy projected in the Hot Ury Rock TC, the currrat authors estimate that about 2,OW.U00 MW
wwld br availabl e from very high quality resource re~ians at =~¢?kV4'h, and that as much as 17,044,000 ;41W {about

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Enerigy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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O~'ERVIEVI' OR CEOTHER:i~IAL TECHNdLOGIES

24 times the current installed electric capaaty in the U.S,) of HDR would be available at_'G~:'kVVh. ("i'he economic
assurnprtians here are the same as stated in the par~paph abrne.}

Aspects of Cost Estimates

The current state of many nspccts of geothermal technolo~v is f~idy wall da~umentrd lndecd, the timing of tf~is
Characterization of ~eothermnl uecUnolo~ies is opp~rtuna in that it follov►~s the first major rnguxrru~ ~lysis of the
cost and performance ofgeotherrnal power plants in 15 }ors. The "text Generation Geothermal Power Plants" studp
(NGGPP), published in l99G, characterizes cm~rent flash and binary technola~y and ew~aluates new terhmlo~ies
proposed for the next generation of ~evthermal power plants [6]. Prior to taus sWdy, it bus been difficult t~ obtrsin
current cost and perFormanoe data fns gec~ahermal power plants because of the proprietary nature of this inf~am~atia~.

Tlu Hydrotherrnal and Hit Ord Rock TC.s inccxpaatt mph data hnm the NGGPP. Hov►ev~r. the characteri~tion
~f Hydrotharnal Flash refile~ts d~ecoeased flash plant capital costs (ap~prnaimately dU"~61ess than those docurnent~ed in
the NGGPP) due t~ inl~nse competition. As of mid-1997, capital costs for binary plants appear to twee been unaffected
by these factors.

The HDR technology characterizatiam drFenejs an the NGGPP for binary power plant cost and perfomuince data. The
NGGPP includes an a~ralysis of !{DR tc~hnology that some believe is too conscr~ativc. The current ~~UR
characterizarion is based on a hi,~her Bade HDR resource than that in the NGGPP, Thee NGGPP HDR well cost
(including fracturing] estimates ware about 3a'/o higher than the TC HDR well costs, which wee estirnat~d by an
experienced ~rotherrnal cjrilling e~;ineer eased on the casts of deep geothermal walls drilled recently in Nee~ada. Thr
costs ofereating the F~DR res~r4nir, ns well as its perfa~roance, arse based on estimates of ~~DR sci~tists at Los Alamos
Nati~anal Lnboratary, wl~ra HDR has been studied for the last 20 }~ea~s.

PrnjeQiogs of Technology tsupro~emeats

For ,geothermal, as for other renewable energy eJc;etric simply technolc~ies, the "accuracy" of pmjectic~.a of
improvements in cost effectiveness am very irnpa~tant beeuuse in mangy• instances, use afthe technologies at specific
locations v~ill not be cost effecti~~e until the technalo~ies are imprrn~ed somewhat. Thy prbje~fions fur improvements
in the cost and performance of hycirothermal and HDR technologies ~r~e a synthesis of what various ~cperts belie~-e is
possible.

The prujeeUons for improvements in bydreK3~etmal technology aze bawd on trends in performance and cost since about
l 985 when U.S. firms first started ronstructin~ many hydratt~ermal power systems. It bus been apparent that for bath
wells and power pannts, the earliest farn~s of the tachnal~gies —borrowed mane or less wholly from other industries
and uses —have bc~n constantly analyzed, rethought, and improved. 'The past five years especially have sin much
ne►~ attention Focused on Mw ro imprm~r the cast. effectiveness of power plants, through chafes in the unckrlyin~
process cycles and conditions used to convert heat to alectriat~.

Thr single major exception to Uus ten-year (1gS3-1995 trend of apparent iniprovem~ents has beefs in chi area of
industry~s ability ro locate and target, in many reservoirs, high-permeability zones for fluid collection and delivery_ But
here too, ccanstant thc~netical progress is being made, that is soon likely to eng~enckr praGti~al progr~ss~

The estimates for current and projected HDR cost and perfom~at~ce are more speculative than those for hydrothermal
t~chrwlo~ since NDR tachnolo~y is much less mature and ties not been applied commercially. Therefore, there is
heater unceriaint}~ in thG HDR trctuiolagy ~stimatrs. With HDR technology, the stand estimates err fur tt~ bes-t cost

Source: U.S. Department of Enemy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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OVERVIEW OF GEOTHER~ti1AL TECHNOLOGIES

and perfarmnnce ti~at is nrasonably passible; the estimated uncertainty values reelect the passibility of lower
(xrFormance and less improvement in the tech nalagy.

The projections are predicated on carious assumprions nbuut factors that will affect the timing and extent of
improvements in the rechndogies. These iaclude the Itwels of funding for hydrotharmal and HDR R&D to s~weral
countries as well ns fossil fuel driAing and well completia~n Rk.D, supply and demand in electricity markets, su~lp
arxl demand in petroleum markets (this greatly intlue~es driAiag costs and pm~ate fundir~ of drilling rese~arch~, public
policy (especially regardittg r~rgy and the environment) in several countries, currency fluctuations, and trchtwlo~irnl
progress in ad~er electric supply technologies.
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O~~ERVIEV~' OF PHOTOVOLTAIC TECHNOLOGIES

latroduction

5alarphatrnroltai~ modules. called "~ahorovoltAics" or "P1i .aye solid-srat~ semiconductor 3e~ices ~~ith nn moving parts
that concert sunlight info direet~cument electricity. although based on science that bean v~~th Alexandre Edmond
Becquerel's discovery of light-indue~d vdtage in electrolytic cells over 15U years ago, si~ficant develnp~ryent really
been following Bell Labs' in~~ention of the silicon solar cell in 1 JSd. PV's Fast major applicarian was t4 power man-
made earth satellites in the late 1954s, as applicntian where simplicih• and reliatzlity ~Tre paramount and cost wns
nearly i~noted. Enorrt~us ~ in PV performance and cost reduction, driven at first by the U.S. space program's
needs, has bey made crver the last ~i~-plt~ years. Sipe the early 19TOs, privatc,~public sector collaborative efforts in
the U_S., Fauvp~ dnd Japan ha~~r Been tier primary Uechnology drivers, Today, annual global module production is e~~rr
10~ MW, which raighlytranslates into a $1 billionlyear business. In addition to PV's ongoing use in space, its presrnt-
day cost and performance also make it suitable fa many grid-isolated applicatia~s in bc►th diw~lo~~ed and ckr~clapinR
parts of the world, and thr t~~chnnlo~y stands on the th~eshvdd ofrnajor e~r~y-si~nihcant a plicafio~s worldwide.

P~' enjoys so m3try advantages they ns its comparatively high initial cost is brought ~avm mother amdcr of magnitu~,
it is very easy to imagine its becoming nearly ubiquitous late m the 2l i° century. PV would then lilcely be emploJ~d
on many scales in vastly differing environments, i'mrn microscopic cells integraaGed into and powering di~~rncmd-hosed
optoeloctronic de~7aes in kilotneters~eep wells to IUaMW or larger ̀ central statia~' generating pleats covering square
kilometers on the earth's surface and in ~aa~. The technical and economic driving foro~s Favaic~ PV's use in these
widely di~traa applications will be equally di~~erse. However. comrnop among them will he PV's durability, high
efficiency, law cost, and lack of moving parts, which combine b give an ec~ncrmic power source wide minimum
maintenance and unmatclxd reliahality. to short, PY's simplicity, ~rrsatility, reliability, lanv environmental impact,
and~ltimetely—low cosh should help it to become an important souroe of eco~mical premium-quality power within
the next 50 years.

It is ea.,y to foresee P~%'s 21"-century ~eeminence, but the task of this chapter is a difficiilt one of ascuratel7• ~dicting
P1~"s de~~elopment trajectory toward that tune. The three applications described here (Residential !'V; lstility-Scale,
flat-P1aUe Thin Film PV; and Concentrating I'V's illustrate highly fcasibae rlernents of that trajectory. `17~ese
applicarions likely w~iq blossaan at different robes and may riot all develop na forecasted. Furthermore, they arc nit the
only major applicaticxis likely to erner~. Nevertheless, the three scznarios presented serve m ~i~~ v sense of the time
scale in which PV is likely b evolve from its present-day state, to the pervasve low-priced appliance of the latter half
of the nest centwy. Uurit~g the time period cwrreci by these charactrrimaons, pY vaill cwolve from a technolo~ty
serving niche markets, to one entering and then playing an nnportant acxi growing role in the world's energy markets_
Up to lO~Yo of L:.S. rapacity caild be Pti' by 2030, and significant PV will be used waldv~lde as global demand for
electricity grows.

Econot~ic :volution

Empirical progress in manufacturing pmocesses is frequently displayed by means of a "learning" or "experience" curve.
C~mrenrionally, Bch curves an plotted using logarithmic races, ro show per-unit cast versus cumulative pmoduction
volume. Most often, such a plot will produce a straight line over a very• larR~ range of actual productic►n volumes crud
unit costs. 1'he slope of t}iat line, ~cpressed as the percent of cost remaining after each doubling in volume, is called
the "progress ratio." (Since a progress ratio of 100°l~ would tept~sent no lesmit~g —i.e., ~rro cost redudiotr—it would
perhaps be Ueroer called a '~ladc-af pr~agress rntio.'~ A+iost msnufaccured goods am found to yi~el~ progress ratios
between 70%o and ~Ov/o, but d~e~re appears bQ be no generally applicable rule far assigning a pNorf ~Xpectatiais of
~rogres~ ratios for a given process.

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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O~'ERV'1E1i' OF PHOTQI~ 0[.TAIC TECHNOLOGIES

Figure l shows the experience curve o~~r the past 20-sane years for PV module prices ~-ersus total sales. Price and
total sales are used as proxies fio~ cost ~ niaaufaaured volume because the actiml cost and production informationfor the entire industry is not available. '~otr. Wa4 although cl~ pleXueci data co►nprise a number ~f teehnola~ies, the
dominant technolu~y--crystalline silicon—has set the paoe fior the price-yolumc relation. Ther+~fore, this figure mgtclosely represents an experience curve for crystalliru silicon PV, and this cun~e was used within the Technolo~ry
Chnractierizarinn for Resic~ntial PV s~~sbem~. The 82'~ value falls within the rata typacal for manuFactuned ~ouds,and the projections of crystalline-silicon module sales sixi prices provided within ~t TC are Turther s~~pparted by a"bottom up" analysis of the industry.
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rigurC 1. Learning curve for crystalline-siGcan PV.

A major departure from d~c hisrotical trend could be causes by etnerget~ce of a fu~damcntally new technalo~ v~~tlere
tha learning pmocess would need to begin ~vr•. Both thin-film and canc~enm~tor PV are likely candidates for just sucha fundamental technology shift. Becaust historical data ire nar available, a great deal of uncertsint}~ exists regarding
the fu1u~ co6ts of th in-film and cocioentrator PV systems which one sa d~pendrnt on R&D funding and for which much
industry data is prc~xietary.

Teetinolo~y Comparison

Solar Rcsouroe: Orn 9~nificant difference between concentrating and otl~r P~' s}~sMms pertaicls to the solar lesixuee
used. Concentrating PV systems use ~~nlight which is incident perpendicular to the active materials Cdirect normal
insolarion). Otfier PV systemms utilize both direr and indirect (diffuse) solar radiation. Prorided in Figure 2, below,
aiz two maps: the first is a map of direct normal insulation, the second is a map depicting ~labal insalation for the L .S.

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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Figure Z. Di~ecK normal insulation resouroe for cc~ncencramr P~' (above) and ~lohal
insolatia~n resauroe for cry~t~lline-~licon and this film P~' systems (below).

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, ice of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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I'he main eonsequeace of this diffeeenoe is that concentrator systr►ns should be drploy~ed in m~ions that ,are
predominundy cloud free. While other PV s~^stems do not have this requirement, total molar resource quality does ~f
course influence s}~stcm perf~rir~nce. The PV Trchnolc~y Characterizations take ~esour~cc~ quality into consideration
by darn iding performance estimates baszd nn a+~~era~ and high solar rzsourae asa~rnptic~ns.

Deplavmenr. The deployment nerds of the two utility scale applications described in this report are similar. Mcdiurn
and lar~sc~le dcploymenLs have significant land trquirements. However, it is important to note that cosioeNrator
systems are less app~opri ate for ~tiry mall-scale deployments (less than a few teas of kiluv►~atts 1 due t~ their costs andccnnplexity. Cu~omer (b~ildin~y sited P1~' have no land ~uirements, however several structural requirements arc
imnortaat (i.t. mof inte~►rity and orientation, shading, pitch, etc.).

Anelic~ anon The PV sy~sirms chatacberized here all provide distributed benefits. Resid~ngal P~' systems either feedpov►~er into the grid ur~;~er reduce autorner damund for grid power. 1~fedium and lamer scale systems add ~~apacity
incrementally, sold ba the ardent that they match load patterns. may reduce the rneed for major capital in~~es-trnents inc~ntr~l ~nerarioa

~: Pl~; generating systems fve easily scaled Do meet de~mnd_ P1~ systems can he constructed using one ormac modules, ~ci[~ 6rm a few bens of watts Do megawatts. For example, the residential PV systems ch~rnrterized
in this repeat are a feu kW in siu, while the concenusting rend utility s~cnle thin film PV systems are multi-rrxgawattapplications.

1 o`~~o;~ration and r_r+~inte._+Ance: P1~' systems have few ma~ing parFs. Flat-plate types without tracking l~a~~e t~
moe~n~ parts, and men two-e.~cis tracki~ requires only a relatively small number oflaw-speed mo~~ng parts. This
tends to keep aperatian and maintenance costs down. indeed, some earl• kilowatt-scale first-af-a-kind plants
demonstrated O&M costs around 30.ODStkWh

5~mmary

The P~' applicarions described here are bath cornpetitift and mutually suppc~tiv~c at the same time. Tluy are
competitive because successful pwsuit of o~ application will divert enthusiasrn and resources from the others to some
depee: but supportive, because techrwlogy and marketing advances fuelod by acry one of tbcm will also some►~hataid
the test: They do c~mpetr to same extrnt far conunun markets, buc they each sern cuff eiently distinct needs to expect
tt~ir respective nict~ to persist indefinitely. despise We likelihood that a single one of them rna} dominate the a~~rall
maticet.

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, ice of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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O~ ERVIEW OF BIO~L'~SS 7'~CHNOLOGIES

Situation Analysis

BiopoKer(biomass-to-elecficiry power generation) is s proven eloctricity-gen~dtin~ option in the United Statties. With
about lU GV4 of installed capaciry~ bio~ower is the single lar~st saut+c~e of nom-hydra r~enawabla electricity. This
installed eap~city cws is~s of about 7 GVti' derived from fc~-product-industry imci agricultu rat-industry residues, about
2.5 GVI+ of rnwricipal solid waste (MSW) gencratir~g rapaaty, acid 0.5 GW ofother capa~ty uich as lAndfll gas-based
producaoa The electric-ity production fra~n biomass is beiAg used, and ~ expected to congnua to be tts~d, as base load
power in the existing electric-power system

In the U.S., biopower experienced dramatic h aflrr the Pnblic Utilities Re~darory licy Act (PURPA) of 1978
guara~eed small ekctriaity producers ~ less than 80 MW) that utilities would purchase tt~i surpl~n electricit}• at a price
equal tv the utilities' a~vided-cost of produang electriary. From less i~en 2W [NiVI~ in 1.79, biopovwer capacity drew
to 6 G~1% is 19~I and to today's capacity of 7 GW. [n 1~~239 alone. 1.84 GW' of capacity was added. 'fhe present low
buyback rtes from utiGries, combined with uncertainties about industry restructuring, have slovvcd indus~ grmhth
and led bo the closure of a munber of facilities in recent yews.

The 7 GW of traditional biomass capacity ropresrnts about 1°:6 of total electricity genernting capacity and about 83~
of aU non-utility generating capacity. I~~ore than S00 faalities around the caintry are curRntly using wood or wood
waste to generate electricity. Fewc~ ttmn 20 faalities are owned and a~crated by irn~stor-owned or publicly-owned
electric utililies. The majority of t2~e capacity is produced in Cunained Fieat aad Pawcr 1CIIP) facilities in the
industrial stctor. primarily in pulp ut~ paptr mills and papeboard manufacturers. Some of the.4e CHP facilities havt
buyback agtaernents with 1ac31 utilities w ~x~rcAase net ~~ess generarion. Additicxially, a rnad~rata percentage of
biomass power facilities are ov~neci and upernt~ed bynon-unlit}~ ~encr~tors, yvch as independent power producers, that
havepowrrpurchase ants witi~ local utilities. The numberoCsuc~h facilities is drereasin~ some+~iwt as utilities
buy back existing contracts. To ~~rnrtate rl~ctricity, the stand-alone povvrer production facilities lar,~ely use non-captive
resdu~es. including wood waste ptachas~d frodn fcxest products industries and urban woad waste smeurns, used wood
pallets. some waste woad from construction and demolition, azyd some agricultural residues from pruni~, han~esting.
and processing. In mast i[~xtances the generation oPbiomass power by these facilities also reduces local and regional
waste streams.

All of today's capacity is based on matum, duect-combustion boilerlstram turbine technology. 7'he u+~eragrr size of
existing biopowe~ plants is 20 MVIi (the lar~st approaches 75 MW) and the average biomass-to-clectriaty efficiency
of t1~ industry is 20°!0, These small plant saes lead to hi~lxr capital cost per kilowatt of installed capacit~~ and to high
operating costs as fewer kilowatt-hours arse prodwced per zmpldyee. These fxtcus, combined with low ~fficia~aes
which incr~ose s~nsitiviry to fluctuations in fredsto~k price, have kd to ekctri~ity costs in the 8-12e/kV~'h range.

The nest gemration of stand~alca~e biopower production will substantially reduce the high costs and effcicn~~•
disadvar~q;cs of today's industry. Tl~e industr}• is ~cpccicd to dram~tieally improve process et~iciency thrwgh the use
of co-firing of biamuss in existing goal-fired power stations, ttuou~h the intro~uctian of hi~eh-efficiency gasificarion-
cornbirxd-cycle systett~s. and through etfi'iciency improvements m direct~rombustion systems made passible b}• the
addirion of fuel drying and higher perfiorrrtianca suarn cycles at lamer scales of operation. Technologies p~es~tly at
the rc~ear~h and c~evelaprn~t st~~e. Bch as V►~hale Tree EnrrgyTM inl~rated gasification fuel ~rlt sysrtems, acxi
modular s-~stems, arc expected ca be competitive in the future.

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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OVERVIEW O~ BiO~SS TECFI\OLUGIES

Tec~~robgy Alternatives

The nearest tcrrn low-cost option far the use of biomass is ro-firing with coal in existing boilers. Co-firing infers to
the ptactiae of introducing bicxnass ay a supplcmontary energy source in high effiarncy boilrrs. Co-firing has been
practiced, tested, or evaluated t'ar a variety of boiler tec:hnc~la~ies, including ~Iverized coal filers of 6c>th wall-Fired
and tangentially-fired desi~ens, coal-fired cyclurye boilers. fluidizedd~eed boilrrs. zinnd spreader stokers. The ciur~rrt coal-
fired pov~~er ,grrnernting system p~eseats an opportunity for curbc~n mitigation by substituting biomass-based ~newable
carboy Fc~ fossil carbon. Exte[~si~r demonstrations end trials have shown tlxit elfiedive substitutions of bicxnass energy
can be made in tt~e ran@e of 10-15°~ of the total ener~ty input with little mae than bumcr and fi~+d intake sv~trrn
modifc~rions ro existing sra6ons. One preliminaq~ first reached 4U"io of the ener~,*y fmm biomass. Witfvn the current
31d GW of installed coal capacity. plant sizes rarer fran 100 MV4 to 1.3 GW_ Therefore. the biomass potential in a
single boiltr rnnges from 15 MW to 13U MW. Pre ration of biomass for c~-firing imolt~es well kn~n and
commercial tachnologi~s. After "tuning" the boiler's combustion output there is very littlz loss in total efficiency.
Sinac biomass in gencal has much less sulfiu than coal, there is an SOS benefit, and early test results su~~est that Uxre
is also a'vOx reduction potential of up to 30'a ~~t6 vwoady bia~nass co-fired in the !0- l5"% rank. Im~estment levels
are very site-s-p~eci6c ;md are atTected by thr a~~ailable ice Por yardii~ and stortr~ bicana~s, installation of size
r~educ6on bad drying faalities, and tine natwe bf the boilex burner modificati~s. {mestments are expected ro be 5140-
7(X3'kW of biomass capaciCy, with a ~neclian in the ~ 1R0-20(b'kW range_ ticrte that these ~~alues are per kVV o1'biomass,
so. at 10~~ co-fire, S140ykW adds $1McV1' oa the total, coal plus biom~cs, capacity costs.

Mother potentially attractive biopovwer ~tian is gasification. Gasification for power producdan iavdves the
de~rolatilizarion and conversion of hiornass in an atrnosphere oP steam or uir ro pmduce a medium-or low-ca larific ,gas.
This "bioFas" is dlen usad as fuel m a combined cy~cla pdwa generation plant that includes a has nubine tcrppinF cycle
and a ~e~m turbine bottoming ~cle. A Ittrgc number of variables inthience gasifier design, including ~asiflcntion
median (aa«~en or no crrygen), ~*asi6er c~erating presarre, and gasifier type. Advanced biomass power sy^sterns bawd
on @m7ficulion benefit fnxn the substantial investments n~aeie in coal-based gasificat cap nnmbinerl cycle (.GC'C}systems
in the areas of hot gas particulate removal and syvthesis has cornbustioa They also lever~Ge imestmertts made is the
Clean Coal Tzchnolc~y Progam Iccanm~cial demanstrotion cleanup and uulizatioa technolo~esl u~id in those made
as part of DOE's Advatxed Turbi~ Systems (ATS} prr~ram. Biomass gasin~ation systems will also be appr~riate
to provide furl to fuel cell and hybrid fuel-celUgas-turt~ne systems, particularly in derrloping or rural arras without
cheap fossil fuels a having a pro6~mntic transmission infrasCruc~ure. 17~e first geturati~n of biomass GGC:' tiy~temK
would 1w~T rtfiaencies neazly double Chat of direct-cornbuspon sy~ems (e.~., 37% ~~s. 20'3£_>. In co~encration
applications, total plant et~iciencies caWd exceed ~°la. This ue~hnology is very near h~ canrneraal availability with
one small (9MVV equivalent) plant operating in Sweden. Costs of a fast-of-a-kind biomass GCC plant are estimated
to bt in the S 1,800-2,000ikW range, with the cast dro~ppit~ rapidly to the S 1,400rkW range f~ a maraca plant in the
X010 time frame.

Direct-aired combustion techndo~ies are another option, rsp~ciaUy ~~th retrofits of ~cisting facilities to imprrne
prac;ess efTciency. Direct combusticm irnoh~s tl~e ertidntic~ ni' biomass Kith exe;ess air. educing hot [tun gases
which prc~ducc steam in the heat exehan~ sections of boilers. The steam is used to produce electricity in a Rankine
cycle. In nn elaGriat}manly process, all oP the steam i condrnsrd in tl~c turbine cycle while. in CHP operncion, a
portion of the steam is extracted w provide pr+orrss t~a~ Today's biomass-fired steam cycle plants .typically use si~l~
pass steam turbines. to the past decade, howeti~er, r~ciency and design ~atuies found ptevious}y in large-scale steam
turbine ;generators have been ttansferced to smaller capacity units. Thee designs include multi-pressure, reheat and
regenerative steam t~ubine cycles, As well :ts supercritical steam lurliir~s. The two eornmon boiler designs used for
steam gzn~raaon wiW biomass am s~rionary and traveling-grate combustacs (stokers} sod atrnospheric fluid-bed
ccanbustors. The addition of drying processes and incorporation of higher perfcatnance steam cycles is ~cpectrd to
raise the efficiency of direct~arnbustion systems by about l4"~ over today's best dinect~nrnbustion systems, and to
lower the capital investarnt from the {aesrr►t S2.000rr7cV~' to about 31,30d~kVV or below.

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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OVERVIEW OF BIU?I1ASS TECHlv~l O(fIES

The three technalo~ies discussed in the detailed technology chorart~rizaci~ns are all at either tht commercin] or
c~nmencial-prnmt}~e st~ga. There aic additional t~chn~loei~s that are at the conceptual or research and da~~elc~xnent
stagy and thus do ncrt warrant deg°rlup[nrnt of a caanpamble technology cl~aracterizatic~n ac tlris time. Nc~we~er, Ihese
options are pot~ntiall}~ attzs~tire from a performance and cost perspe~ti~z gnd therefore do merit discussion. These
technologies include the VVl~ole free Energy proccsg, biatnass gasification fuel cell processes, and anal! modular
sysnems such as bicxn~cs gasification 5rirling engines.

The Whole Tree F.nergy~ prcicess is under dcvelopun~nt b}• Er~er~y Perf'i~imance Systems, with the support of FPRI
and DOL', fay application to lark-scnlc ener~,v crop productia~ and power ~tx;ratic~n facililies, wit3~ ~+~nerating
capacities above IQO I4iV1~. T~ improve U~ennal e[ficie~icy, u 16.G'1 tVfAur33~R
lkhole trees arc ko be han~ested by cutting the trees at the base, then tcansponed by tnick to the power plant stacked
in a riryin~ building fa~ abo~uf 30 days, dried b~• air heated in tine seccmd stake ~f the air heAter davrn~tream o('the boiler,
and t~umed under starved-air ccxiditions in s ~~-ha~ comin~tnr at the bottom of the furnace. A portion of the
moisriuc in the flue gas Kill be condensed in the second stage ofthe air heater anti ~oll~cted along with tf~e t]y ash in
a v+•et particulate scrubber. The remainder of Ifie plant is similar to e Broker plant. Elements of the process hie been
Bested, but tht sysorm has not been tested on an inte~raoed basis.

Gosificdtion fuel cell systems hold the prcanise of high effiae~xy end low cost at a variet~~ u Fsrales. The benefits rnny
be particularly pronounced at scales previcxisly assodated with high coast and low ct3iciency Ii.e., from < 1;bIW to
20 MW). Fuel cell-bAsed pewee systems ate likely ro be particularly suitable as part of distribut~cd pawerge~rarion
stratc,~ies is the l .S. and ataoacL Factcnsi~c de~elupment of molten carbonate furl sell (1+tCfC) techndo~y has been
ca[xiucted w~der:DOE and EPRI's sponsorship, lamely with natural gas as a best -fuel. Se~~~al demon ration projects
one underway in tl~ t1.S. for lard-berm casting of th~sc cells. A limited amount of testing was also bona with '1+ICFG
techndog}• on s~~nthesis gas frc~an a eQal gasifier at Dow Enemy S~sUems' (DESTECy facilit}• in Plaqufunine. LA. The
results from ttus test were quite prcuni~ng.

No fuel cell testing has been dcme b~-date with biomass-derived gases despite the sever,~l advsnt~ges that biomass has
over coal in this application. Biomass' primary ~dvant~c is its very low sulfur content. Sulfur-c~tainin~ species are
a major concern in fossil fuel-based fuel cell sysDems sin~oe fuzl cells err very sensitive to this conr~minnnt. An
additional biomass advantage is its high neactivit}~. This allows biomass gasifiers to due nt lower temperatures and
pressures while maintaining thra~hput levels comparable to their fossil-fueled counterparts. These relatively mild
operating ca7ditions and a high throughput should pem~it economic ccx~strudion of g~sitiars of a relatively small scale
that are cornp~Gble with planned fuel cell sy~em Braes. Additia~lly, the operating temperature anti pressure of MCFC
units may' allow a high degree of thermal inte~ra6on o~~cr the entire ~asificrrfuel cell system. Despite these obvious
sr+slern advsrtages~, it is still noc~;sary for acnuil test data to be obtained and market assessments perfomud bo stimWst~
commercial development and deployment. of fuel call systems.

The Slirlit~ en~,ine is designed to use any heat sourer, and any ccmvenieat wcuiung gas, ro generate enemy, in this c~s~e
electricity. The basic components of the Stirling engirye include a eampressian space and an expanson space, with a
heater, re~xnerator, and cooler in betwee~L Heat is supplied to the v~vrking gas at a higher ternperatuie by the heater
and is rejected at a lower Uemperatu~e in the caoltr. The regenerator provides a means for stcmng heat deposited by'
the hat gas in one stage of the cycle. aad releasing it to heat the cool gas in a subsequent stage. Stirling engine systems

biomass are i~ieul for remote applications, stand-alone ~ cogeneration applicarions, car as backup power systems.
Sine the Stirling; engine is an external combustion system, it requires less fuel-gas cleanup than gas tur~incs. A
feasibility test of biomass gasificatia~ ~tidin~ engine g~neratioa~ has been pertbmied b}~ 5tirlin~ Thermal Motors using
a ?~ kW engine connected to a s1u~11 Chipt~ec updraft gasifier. While chr results v►~erc encouraging, further
demonstration of the concept is required.

Sourice: U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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OVER~IEw O~ BIOMa~.fi'I'E.CHNO[AGIES

Biapnwer s}•stems encarnpass the entire cycle — ~xowing end lwrvesting the rcsa~~e, convertir~ and deli«ri~electricity, ar►d recycling carbon dia+ddt during growth of addirioNel biomass. Biomass feedstocks pan be of many
types from diverse sources. This diversit}~ a~eates technical aa~d eca~nomic chalknges for biopower plant aperatcasbecause each f~•edstcn:k Iws dilTerent physical and fl~errriochemical characticristics and deli~rred costs. Increased
fredstcxk flacihility ar~d smaller scales relative to fossil-fuel power plants prc~ent o~x~rhmiries fnr biopower mnr~c~pen~tratia~. Feedstock type and availability, proximity to users or transmission stations, and markcxs for pcatentialb}products will in0uer~ce which biomass com~ersion technology is selected and its scale of operatica~. A number of
campefing biopower technologies, such as those discussed previotffily, will likely be a~-ailable. These will provide a~•ari~t}• of advanta@es fay the U. S. ecacrom}•. from creating jobs in noel areas tc~ inc~asin~ manufacturing jobs.

The ae~r-tam domestic opportunity for GCC technda,~y is in the Faust pmciucts industry. A majority oCits ~K~er
boilers will mach the end of their usefiil life in the nand 10-15 years. This in~usuy is al~ady familiar with use of itslow-cost rrsidu~ ("hod' fuel and e~~en a waste product called "black liquor"~ for generation of electricity and heal for
its proces.~ir~ needs_ 7'he higttieretlicia~cy of gasification-bnseci systems would baler this elf-~et~ration (niTsettin~the need for increased electricity purchases from the grid) and pert~ps allow sales of electricity m the grid The
industry is also irnestigaring the ~e of black liquoa~ ~asificadon in combined cycles ro tepJace the aging fleet of la~aftrecovery boilers.

M c~~ea mote near-term and low-cost option fa the use of 6iamass is co-firing with coal in existing boilers. Co-firingbiomass with coal has the pooential to produce 10 to ~0 GW in the next tw•erny years. Though die currcat substitution
rate is negligible, a rapid expansion is possible u~ng wood rtsidues (urban wood„ pa11eL~, secondary manufacturingproduas) and dedicx~trd tredslodc supply ry~tems such as willow, poplar and s~vitct~rass.

Resoerce Isms

Nationally, there appears co be a genemir~ fuel supply. Huw~ver, the lack of en infr~ructure to otxain fuels and thecurrent lade of demonsasted tectu~olc~gy ro combust or gasify new fuels cumenUy p~evants udlizati~ of much of dos
supply. Axord~g m researcMrs at Princeton Uni~zrsity, of die total U.S. biomass residues mailable. half could beecanomicaUy used as fast They estimate that ofthr 5 ~xejaules (~1.7~ quads) of rocov~erahle residues per yearx one
third arc made up of a~icultur~l warner and two thuds composed of fomtry products industry residues (60°/a of whichare mill resid~ses). Urban wood and paper waste, recoverable in the amau~t of 0.~6 EJ per year, will also be animp~tant sow. Ara-cor~mer biann~ wn~e is also of increasing interest to urban utilities seeking 1'~Is for ~~-6rit~. and suds use also pno~vidts a useful service to the waste producer.

In the Southeast, biomass resources are plentiful, with 91.R Tg of biomass ft~el produced annually ncccxding to a study
done in the mid-1980s 6y the Southeast Regional Sicxna~s Enar~y Program. This ttanslatcs to an estimated p~roential
of 23 FJ of annual energy. North Canalina and Virginia aro Che biggest vwood fuel pmoducers (10.4 and IO.I Tg,respectively}. Tl~e rc~idues cone primarily frmn looming applications. gulls ami surplus ~rc~a~th, and ore in the frnm
of whole hr~ chips. In the wesbem L.S.> California is another major user of biomass energy. The C~lifomin biomass
market grew from about D.~~ Tg in 19~ to about 5 'fg in the early 1994x_ Feedstocks include mill r+esidurs. in-forest
raidu~es, a~ricult~irnl wastes and urban wood v►~ste.

Worldwide, biQma~ ranks fourth as an cnerfry nesourae, pro~~di[~ approximately 14°l~ of the world's energy needs.
In developing countries, bi~nass necounts Cor appracirnat~ly 35/0 of the enec~y used. and in the rural arNns of these
nations, biomass is often U~r only accessible and atTordable source of er~~y [l~J_ There is much optimism that
biama~s Kill eontinuc ro play a significant, and probably inerzssin~, role in the world's future energy miJc. The basis

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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O~~ ERYI:~:W UE B[041ASS '['EC;HNUl.00IES

for this optimism sterns from: (1) the photosynthetic producriviry ofbiomass (conscnatively an order of magnitude
greater than Use world's total ~ergy constmiptia~); (2) the fact Wat bioenergy can be produced and used in a clean and
sustainable manntr, and (3) continuing ndvancert~nts in bic~m~ss ccxiversicm technolc~ies along se~~trAl fronts.
Incros~d biaener~y use, especially in industriaGzc~ cwatries. will deEsend a► ~matrr exploitation of ~xistin~ bi~~tttuss
stocks (particularly residues] and tie de~~elopment ufdedicated fceds~ock supply systems.

Becuusr the futum supply a~fl~Qmuss fuels snd their prices can be volatile, miury belie~c that the best wey to ensure
future fuel supply is tiuough the development of dcdic~ted f~~clstacks. Large-scalt dedicated fc~adstoek supply systems
designed ~lel}~ for use in biomass power plants do not exist in the I.S. tc~da~~ on a ccxnrru~reial basis. The DC?~
Bioinvss PoKer ProFtam f BPP') teco~nizes this fact, and a major part of the commercial demapstration pra~;rfun directly
addresses dedicated feedstock suppl}~ is~~c~c. The ̀ Biomass Pav►-er for Riunl Devrlapment' projects in New York
(willow), Iowa (switchgrass}, and laiintke.~ta {alfalfa) are developing the ccxnmercial fetdstcick infrawucture for
d~+dicated feedstocks. The lVlitmesota Ynlle}~ alfalfa producers pmojecc will involve the production of 700,000 tom`yr
ofnlfalfa on 101.0(ND hectares (~50,04U acres) of lack. L nused agricultural lands in the U.S. {31.6 rnillian ha in 1988)
are primary candidates for uee plantations ar herbacecaus energy sops. About ",~'~ of the land within an SO km radius
could supply a 100 MVIW plant operncing at 70'~r~ wEmcity. Although. Were are raquirc~~nts fay water, soil type and
climate that wip restrict certain species to certain areas an assured regional fuel supply can reduce variab~7ity in ~iees.

Oak Ridge Narional Lab~Arory also has an extensive fce~4stock de~•elopment and r~eso~e assessm~t prop~m that
is closely integrated with the UOE BPP. ORNL is responsible for development and to ling of the switch~ss and
hybrid poplar species that ale receiving intense interest b~~ not only the cr~mmercial }x,~erproject da~~elapes, but also
the forest products iudusfry.

Although not directly applicable, thc~ are nwnerous examples in the a~ricultu~ and pulp and paper industries tl~t
serve to illustrate the f+aasible siza of sustainable commercial biomass op~radons. There are over fifty pulp and paper
mills in the L.S. that produce rn~e than ~U,OOU to~yr ofproduct [3]. The feed into such plants is at least o~ third
higher than the product output, with the additi~al increment being used for internal paK~r and heat generation. T'he
sugarcane industry also routitxly hancsts, transports and processes large quAntities of biomass. In the U.S. alone,
mope ttwn a dozen sage r mills each process moro than 1.3 million tans of cane per year, inducting four plAnts in Florida
that ~occss more than 2.25 million rons:~+r [4]. Sweden and the uth~r Scandinavian countries hAve long been leaders
in the bi~ss eaerg}~ arena. C~rnndy. Sweden has aver 16:50t} hectares of farmland planted in willow far e~ergY
use The market for woody biomass for energy in Sweden has exp~rirne~ed stron6 ~owch, with a steady increase
c~uivalent to 3-~ 'TWh extra each ~~ear fay the last f ve years. This .equals c~nr nuclear power station in ag~;ie~at~ every
cwo years. Additionally, Denmark atwually produces roughly 7 million tins of what strm~ that c~rmc~t, by lour, be
burned in-field This straw is increasit~ly being used for energy production Thus, them is ample e~~dence that
agrieulmral, harv~s~ transport. and management teehnalogies ~cist ra sUpp~an prn~a plants of the sue contern~lated.

Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
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OV ERVI EW OF BIUMASS '1'~C'HNOI.[)CIES

En~~rn~mcntAl Issues

Twu primary issues that could create a tremendous oppommity for biaanass are: i(1') global climate change and 12) theimplementa4on of Phase !I ofTiHe 1~' of the Glean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA}. Biomass offers the banefit
nfreducing NOr 50~, and CO, emissions. The envirorunental ber~fits of biomass technologies are among irs grzatestassets. 71ic first issue, ~lohal climate chan,~e, is ,gaining greater salience in the scientific community. 'there now
appears to bye a can~en~~s among the wand's leading errvironmental scientists and informed individuals in die energ}~
and environmental communities that there is a disc~mnble hiunan influence cm tl~ climate, and that there is a link
bet~•een the concentration of carbon dioxide ~i.c.. greenhouse g~es1 and the increase in global temperatures. T'he
recc~nitinn of this link is what led to the signing of the Global Climate Change treatX. Co-hrin~ biomass with fossilfuels end the ~~e of int~~rated biornass~gasification combined cycle sy~~mc can bean effective strategy for electric
utilities td n~uce their emissions of ~eenlxwse gases.

The second issue, the arrival of Phase II emission requirements, could also create a number of new opportunities forbiomass to tae used rrore widely in industrial facilities and electric power generating units. The key detercnin~nt will
be whether biomass fiuls offer tlx least rx~ensive gxian for a canpany when compamd ro the installaricrn of polluriancontrol equiFnnent or s►rritching to a "caner" fossil fuel.

The seoo~d and move resMctive, pt~sc of the CAAA goes into effect in 2U00. CAAA is tlesi~nad to roduce emissionsof sulfur dioxide (~O~) and nitrogen oxides (NO,~, that make up acid rain, and arr primarily emitted by t'vssil-fuel
powered generating staticx~s. The first phase of CAAA affxls the lamest emitttn of SQ2 and h0„ while the ~eco~phase will place tighter ~estrictior~s on ~mission~ not only trom these facilities, but also from almost all fossil-fuel
pawercd electric genantc~as of 2i MW or neater, utiliries and ncm-utilities alike. The impact of Phase it will be
tempered by the fact [trot most of tlye utilities that Imd to comply with Phase I chase w over cwnply, t.~eret~y cteatit~a surplus of allowances for 4'hase Il use. The planned stratrpes for compliancy by utilities su~gesf Ihal fuel switc~hiu~
will be the compliance of ehoic~. Fuel switching wiU be ~imarily to bw sulfur coal. Other strat~~ics inclwde co-tirir~with natural has, purchasing of allowances, iastnllin~ scrubbers. repowcring of ~istin~ capacity, and retir~ecment of
existing capacity. An opportunity exists for baomass, especially if credit is liven fc~r sarnultaneous reduction in,~eahou9e gases.

Use of bi~xnass crops also tins thr pQt~tial ba miti~abe wAter polluticm. Siac:r many dedicated crops under
cc~nsideradon are perennial, soil disturbance. and Ifius erosion can be subshantially reduced. The need for a,grieulh~ral
ct~nie~ils is often lower for cirdicated energy croFs as well leading bo lower stmam and riti~rr pollution by a~rri-chanical
runoff:
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Northwest Power Planning Council
New Resource Characterization for the Fifth Power Plan

Wind Power Plants

August 27, 2002

This paper describes the technical characteristics and cost and performance assumptions to be
used by the Northwest Power Planning Council for new wind power plants. The intent is to
characterize a typical facility, recognizing that actual facilities can differ from these assumptions.
This is particularly true of wind power projects. Energy production is sensitive to the quality of
the wind resource and costs are sensitive to location and size of a wind farm. The value of
energy from a wind power plant is a function of the seasonal and daily variations of the wind.
The assumptions that follow will be used in our price forecasting and system reliability models
and in the Council's periodic assessments of system reliability. The Council may also use these
assumptions in the assessment of other issues where generic information concerning wind
power plants is needed. Others may use the Council's technology characterizations for their
own purposes.

Wind energy is converted to electricity by wind turbine generators. A wind turbine generator is a
tower-mounted electric generator driven by rotating airfoils. Because of the low energy density
of wind, bulk electricity production from wind power requires tens or hundreds of wind turbine
generators arrayed in a wind power plant. A wind power plant (often called a "wind farm")
includes meteorological towers, strings of wind turbine generators, turbine service roads, a
control system interconnecting individual turbines with a central control station (often remote), a
voltage transformation and transmission system connecting the individual turbines to a central
substation, a substation to step up voltage for long-distance transmission and an electrical
interconnection to the main transmission grid. On-site service buildings may be provided.

The typical wind turbine generator being installed in commercial-scale projects is a horizontal
axis machine of 600 to 1500 kilowatts capacity with athree-bladed rotor 150 to 250 feet in
diameter. The machines are mounted on tubular towers currently ranging to over 250 feet in
height. Trends in machine design include improved airfoils; larger machines; taller towers and
improved controls. Improved airfoils increase energy capture. Larger machines provide
economies of manufacturing, installation and operation. Because wind speed generally
increases with elevation above the surface, taller towers and larger machines intercept more
energy. Turbine size has increased rapidly in recent years and multi-megawatt (2000 - 2750kW)
machines are being introduced. These machines are likely to see initial service in European
offshore applications.

Many of the issues that formerly impeded the development of wind power have been resolved in
recent years, clearing the way for the significant development that has occurred in the
Northwest. Concerns regarding avian mortality, aesthetic and cultural impacts have been
alleviated by the choice of dry land agricultural areas for project development. The resulting land
rent revenue has also garnered political support from the agricultural community. The impact of
wind machines on birds, which has been significant at certain wind development sites has been
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reduced by better understanding of the interrelationship of birds, habitat and wind turbines. The
resulting improvements in turbine design (e.g., tubular towers), choice of project locations and
siting of individual turbines have resulted in low rates of avian mortality at recently developed
projects.

Though per-kilowatt installed costs of wind power plants have not greatly declined in recent
years, turbine performance, reliability, site selection and turbine micro-siting have improved.
This has increased the efficiency of energy conversion and thereby reduced energy production
costs. The resulting busbar energy production costs at the better sites are in the range of 4 to 5
cents per kilowatt-hour. However, because wind is an intermittent resource, to these costs must
be added the costs of shaping and firming, and, if the site is remote from load centers, the cost
of long-distance transmission, which can be especially high for wind because of its relatively low
capacity factor.

Though the cost of energy from wind power plants is not yet economically competitive with the
average energy production costs of gas-fired combined-cycle plants, wind power has benefited
from a variety of economic incentives, leading to unprecedented development of wind power in
certain regions, notably Minnesota, Texas and the Pacific Northwest. The most important
incentive is the federal production tax credit, currently about $18/MV1/h, available for the first ten
years of project operation. Complementing the production tax credit have been energy
premiums resulting from the robust market for "green" power that has developed in recent
years. This market is driven by retail green power offerings, utility efforts to diversify and "green
up" resource portfolios, green power acquisition mandates imposed by public utility
commissions as a condition of utility acquisitions, renewable portfolio standards and system
benefits funds established in conjunction with industry restructuring.

In spite of the recent wind power development activity, issues affecting continued development
of the resource remain. Wholesale power costs are currently low and are anticipated to remain
so for several years. The cost of firming and shaping wind farm output to serve load are not well
understood and can be substantial. While it appears possible that several hundred megawatts
of wind power can be shaped at relatively low cost using the Northwest hydropower system, the
cost of firming and shaping additional amounts of wind energy are uncertain, pending further
operating experience and analysis. In addition, wind power, because of its intermittency, has
been subject to generation imbalance penalties intended to constrain gaming by operators of
schedulable thermal resources. The Bonneville Power Administration has recently exempted
wind power from imbalance penalties for a period of one year. The issue has received
considerable publicity and is likely to be addressed in federal energy legislation and discussions
of future transmission management. Northwest wind development to date has not required
expansion of transmission capacity, which can be expensive for wind because of its relatively
low capacity factor. However, the availability of prime sites with easily accessible surplus
transmission capacity is limited. Finally, the competitive position of wind power remains
dependent upon the federal production tax credit

The first commercial-scale wind plant in the Northwest using contemporary technology is the 25
MW Vansycle project in Umatilla County, Oregon. Since Vansycle entered service in late 1998,
four additional wind projects have been placed in service or are under construction. Now in
operation or under construction within the region are 412 megawatts of wind capacity, producing
about 130 average megawatts of energy. In addition, Northwest utilities have contracted for 110
megawatts of capacity, producing about 44 megawatts of energy from the Rock River and Foote
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Creek projects in Wyoming. Northwest wind farms range from 25 to 265 megawatts capacity.
These projects are comprised of 16 to nearly 400 machines, ranging in size from 600 to 1500
kilowatts capacity. Several of the project sites are capable of expansion and additional sites
have been proposed for development.
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Northwest Power Planning Council
New Resource Characterization for the Fifth Power Plan

Coal-fired Power Plants

August 19, 2002

This paper describes the technical characteristics, cost and performance assumptions used bythe Northwest Power Planning Council for new coal-fired power plants. The intent is tocharacterize a reasonably typical facility, recognizing that any actual new plant could differ fromthese assumptions in many respects. These assumptions will be used in our price forecastingand system reliability models and in the Council's periodic assessments of system reliability.The Council may also use these assumptions in the assessment of other issues where genericinformation concerning coal-fired power plants is needed. Others use the Council's technologycharacterizations for their own purposes.

Coal-fired steam-electric power plants are a mature technology in use for over acentury. Coal-fired power plants are the major source of power in the east and the second largest powersupply component of the western grid. Currently, over 36,000 megawatts of coal steam-electricpower plants are in service on the western electricity grid, comprising about 23% of generatingcapacity. In recent years the economic and environmental advantages of combined-cycle gasturbines, low load growth and promise of advanced coal-based technologies with superiorefficiency and environmental characteristics eclipsed coal-fired steam-electric technology fornew resource development in North America. Since 1990, less than 500 megawatts of coal-firedsteam electric plant entered service on the western grid.

The future prospects for coal-fired steam-electric power plants may be changing. The economicand environmental characteristics of coal-fired steam-electric power plants have greatlyimproved and show evidence of continuing evolutionary potential for improvement. Thesefactors, combined with the prospect of stable or declining coal prices may reinvigorate thecompetition between coal and natural gas and lessen the near-teRn prospects for revolutionarycoal-based technologies.

The capital cost of coal-fired steam~lectric plants has declined about 25% in constant dollarssince the early 1990s with little or no sacrifice to thermal efficiency or reliability. Environmentalperformance has improved. This reduction in cost is attributable to plant performanceimprovements, automation and reliability improvements, equipment cost reduction, reducedconstruction schedule, and increased market competition (DOE, 1999). Coal prices also havedeclined during this period as a result of stagnant demand and productivity improvements inmining and transportation. By way of comparison, the Council's 1991 power plan estimated the
overnight capital cost of a new coal-fired steam-electric plant to be $1775/kW and the cost ofPowder River coal at $0.68/MMBtu (year 2000 dollars). The comparable capital and fuel costs
proposed for the Fifth Power Plan are $1230/kW and $0.71/MMBtu, respectively.

Though the economics have improved, many issues associated with development of coal-fired
power plants remain. The issues cited in the Fourth Power Plan -air quality impacts, carbon
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dioxide production, water impacts, solid waste production, site availability, coal transportation,
electric power transmission and impacts of coal mining and transportation -remain significant

A conventional steam-electric coal-fired power plant consists of coal handling equipment, a
steam generator, a steam turbine-generator, flue gas treatment equipment and stack, ash
handling system, condenser cooling system, switchyard and transmission interconnection.
Typically, two to four units of similar design will be located at a site to take advantage of
economies of design, construction and operation. In the west, coal-fired plants have generally
been sited near the mine-mouth, or at intermediate locations befinreen mine-mouth and load
centers having good rail and transmission access.

The proposed reference plant is a 400 megawatt pulverized coal-fired unit of subcritical steam
cycle design, co-located with several similar units. The plant would be equipped with low-NOx
burners and selective catalytic reduction for control of nitrogen oxides. The plant would also be
equipped with flue gas desulfurization, fabric filter particulate control and activated charcoal
injection for additional reduction of mercury emissions. Because the Council forecasts delivered
coal prices for speck geographic areas, some of which could host mine-mouth plants and
others that would require rail delivery of coal, the base case does not di tinguish befinreen fuel
supply methods. The estimated costs include a shared local switch and and transmission
interconnection, but do not include dedicated long-distance transmission facilities that might be
required for some plant sites (the cost of long-distance transmission is captured elsewhere in
the Council's models).

The base case plant uses evaporative (wet) condenser cooling. Dry cooling uses less water,
and other factors equal, might be more suitable for and areas of the West where new coal-fired
power plants might be located. But dry cooling reduces the thermal efficiency of asteam-electric
plant by about 10 percent, and proportionally increases per-kilowatt air emissions and carbon
dioxide production. The effect is about three times greater for steam-electric plants than for gas
turbine combined-cycle power plants, where recent proposals have trended toward dry
condenser cooling. For this reason, we assume that the majority of new coal-fired power plants,
if developed, would be located in areas where water availability is not critical and would use
evaporative cooling.

Specific proposals for new coal-fired power plants could differ substantially from this case.
These differences can significantly affect the cost and perFoRnance. Important variables include
the steam cycle, method of condenser cooling, transmission interconnection, the level of
equipment redundancy and reliability desired, unit number and size, level of air emission
control, the type of coal used and method of delivery.

Advanced coal technologies, including supercritical steam cycles, atmospheric fluidized bed
combustion, pressurized fluidized bed combustion and coat gasification offer higher thermal
efficiency, improved control of air emissions and reduced water consumption. Supercritical units
are widely used in Europe and Japan. Many were installed in North America in the 1960s and
70s but more recent installations are uncommon because of low coal costs and poor reliability
associated with early units. Recent European and Japanese experience has been satisfactory
(World Bank, 1999). Atmospheric fluidized bed technology is in commercial use, but has been
generally limited to smaller units using waste or low-grade coal. Coal gasification has been
commercially employed in the petrochemical industry, but electric power applications are in the
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demonstration phase. Both coal gasification and pressurized fluidized bed combustion designswould offer the benefits of highly-efficient gas turbine combined-cycle technology, but to datehave been limited by lack of cost-effective and reliable product gas cleanup technology. Thegenerally superior competitive position of natural gas has been a major factor impeding morewidespread adoption of advanced coal technologies. If more aggressive attempts at reducingcarbon dioxide production are made, advanced coal technologies will be increasingly attractivebecause of superior energy conversion efficiency.
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Northwest Power Planning Council
New Resource Characterization for the Fifth Power Plan

Natural Gas Combined-cycle Gas Turbine Power Plants

August 27, 2002

This paper describes the technical characteristics and cost and performance assumptions to be
used by the Northwest Power Planning Council for new natural gas combined-cycle gas turbine
power plants. The intent is to characterize a facility typical of those likely to be constructed in the
Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) region over the next several years,
recognizing that each plant is unique and that actual projects may differ from these
assumptions. These assumptions will be used in our price forecasting and system reliability
models and in the Council's periodic assessments of system reliability. The Council may also
use these assumptions in the assessment of other issues where generic information concerning
natural gas combined-cycle power plants is needed. Others may use the Council's technology
characterizations for their own purposes.

A combined-cycle gas turbine power plant consists of one or more gas turbine generators
equipped with heat recovery steam generators to capture heat from the gas turbine exhaust.
Steam produced in the heat recovery steam generators powers a steam turbine generator to
produce additional electric power. Use of the otherwise wasted heat in the turbine exhaust gas
results in high thermal efficiency compared to other combustion-based technologies. Combined-
cycle plants currently entering service can convert about 50 percent of the chemical energy of
natural gas into electricity (HHV basis'). Additional efficiency can be gained in combined heat
and power (CHP) applications (cogeneration), by bleeding steam from the steam generator,
steam turbine or turbine exhaust to serve direct thermal loads2.

A single-train combined-cycle plant consists of one gas turbine generator, a heat recovery
steam generator (HSRG) and a steam turbine generator ("1 x 1" configuration). Using "FA-class"
combustion turbines -the most common technology in use for large combined-cycle plants -this
configuration can produce about 270 megawatts of capacity at reference ISO conditions3.
Increasingly common are plants using two or even three gas turbine generators and heat
recovery steam generators feeding a single, proportionally larger steam turbine generator.
Larger plant sizes result in economies of scale for construction and operation, and designs
using multiple combustion turbines provide improved part-load efficiency. A 2 x 1 configuration
using FA-class technology will produce about 540 megawatts of capacity at ISO conditions.
Other plant components include a switchyard for electrical interconnection, cooling towers for

The energy content of natural gas can be expressed on a higher heating value or lower heating value
basis. Higher heating value includes the heat of vaporization of water formed as a product of combustion,
whereas lower heating value does not. While it is customary for manufacturers to rate equipment on a
lower heating value basis, fuel is generally purchased on the basis of higher heating value. Higher
heating value is used as a convention in Council documents unless otherwise stated.
Z Though increasing overall thermal efficiency, steam bleed for CHP applications will reduce the electrical
output of the plant.
3 International Organization for Standardization reference ambient conditions: 14.7 psia, 59° F, 60%
relative humidity.
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cooling the steam turbine condenser, a water treatment facility and control and maintenance
facilities.

Additional peaking capacity can be obtained by use of various power augmentation features,
including inlet air chilling and duct firing (direct combustion of natural gas in the heat recovery
steam generator). For example, an additional 20 to 50 megawatts can be gained from a single-
train plant by use of duct firing. Though the incremental thermal efficiency of duct firing is lower
than that of the base combined-cycle plant, the incremental cost is low and the additional
electrical output can be valuable during peak load periods.

Gas turbines can operate on either gaseous or liquid fuels. Pipeline natural gas is the fuel of
choice because of historically low and relatively stable prices, deliverability and low air
emissions. Distillate fuel oil can be used as a backup fuel, however, its use for this purpose has
become less common in recent years because of additional emissions of sulfur oxides,
deleterious effects on catalysts for the control of nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide, the
periodic testing required to ensure proper operation on fuel oil and increased turbinemaintenance associated with fuel oil operation. It is now more common to ensure fuelavailability by securing firm gas transportation.

The principal environmental concerns associated with gas-fired combined-cycle gas turbines
are emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and carbon monoxide (CO). Fuel oil operation may
produce sulfur dioxide. Nitrogen oxide abatement is accomplished by use of "dry low-NOS'
combustors and a selective catalytic reduction system within the HSRG. Limited quantities of
ammonia are released by operation of the NOx SCR system. CO emissions are typically
controlled by use of an oxidation catalyst within the HSRG. No special controls for particulates
and sulfur oxides are used since only trace amounts are produced when operating on natural
gas. Fairly sign cant quantities of water are required for cooling the steam condenser and maybe an issue in and areas.- Water consumption can be reduced by use of dry (closed-cycle)
cooling, though with cost and efficiency penalties. Gas-fired combined-cycle plants produce less
carbon dioxide per unit energy output than other fossil fuel technologies because of the
relatively high thermal efficiency of the technology and the high hydrogen-carbon ratio of
methane (the primary constituent of natural gas).

Because of high thermal efficiency, low initial cost, high reliability, relatively low gas prices and
low air emissions, combined-cycle gas turbines have been the new resource of choice for bulk
power generation for well over a decade. Other attractive features include significant operational
flexibility, the availability of relatively inexpensive power augmentation for peak period operation
and relatively tow carbon dioxide production. Combined-cycle power plants are an increasingly
important element of the Northwest power system, comprising about 87 percent of generating
capacity currently under construction. Completion of plants under constn~ction will increase the
fraction of gas-fired combined-cycle capacity from 6 to about 11 percent of total regional
generating capacity.

Proximity to natural gas mainlines and high voltage transmission is the key factor affecting the
siting of new combined-cycle plants. Secondary factors include water availability, ambient air
quality and elevation. Initial development during the cuRent construction cycle was located
largely in eastern Washington and Oregon with particular focus on the Hermiston, Oregon
crossing of the finro major regional gas pipelines. Development activity has shifted to the I-5
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corridor, perhaps as a response to east-west transmission constraints and improving air
emission controls.

Issues associated with the development of additional combined-cycle capacity include
uncertainties regarding the continued availability and price of natural gas, volatility of natural gas
prices, water consumption and carbon dioxide production. A secondary issue has been the
ecological and aesthetic impacts of natural gas exploration and production. Though there is
some evidence of a decline in the productivity of North American gas fields, the continental
supply appears adequate to meet needs at reasonable price for at least the 20-year period of
the Council's power plan. Importation of liquefied natural gas from the abundant resources of
the Middle East and the former Soviet states and could enhance North American supplies and
cap domestic prices. The Council forecasts that US wellhead gas prices will escalate at an
annual rate of about 0.9% (real) over the period 2002 - 21. Though expected to remain low, on
average, natural gas prices have demonstrated both significant short-term volatility and longer-
term, three to four year price cycles. Both effects are expected to continue. Additional
discussion of natural gas availability and price is provided in the Council issue paper Draft Fuel
Price Forecasts for the Fifth Power Plan (Document 2002-07). The conclusions of the paper
with respect to natural gas prices are summarized in Appendix A of this document.

Water consumption for power plant condenser cooling appears to be an issue of increasing
importance in the west. As of this writing, water permits for two proposed combined-cycle
projects in northern Idaho have been recently denied, and the water requirement of a proposed
central Oregon project is highly controversial. Sign cant reduction in plant water consumption
can be achieved by the use of closed-cycle (dry) cooling, but at a cost and performance penalty.
Over time it appears likely that an increasing number of new combine-cycle projects will use
dry cooling.

Carbon dioxide, a greenhouse gas, is an unavoidable product of combustion of any power
generation technology using fossil fuel. The carbon dioxide production of a gas-fired combined-
cycle plant on a unit output basis is much tower than that of other fossil fuel technologies. The
reference plant, described below, would produce about 0.8 Ib CO2 per kilowatt-hour output,
whereas a new coal-fired power plant would produce about 2 Ib CO2 per kilowatt-hour. To the
extent that new combined-cycle plants substitute for existing coal capacity, they can
substantially reduce average per-kilowatt-hour CO2 production.

The proposed reference plant is based on the General Electric 7FA gas turbine generator in 2 x
1 combined-cycle configuration. The baseload capacity is 540 megawatts and the plant includes
an additional 70 MW of power augmentation using duct burners. The plant is fuelled with
pipeline natural gas using a firm gas transportation contract with capacity release provision. No
backup fuel is provided. Air emission controls include dry low-NOx combustors and selective
catalytic reduction for NOx control and an oxidation catalyst for CO and VOC control.
Condenser cooling is wet mechanical draft.
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Northwest Power Planning Council
New Resource Characterization for the Fifth Power Plan

Natural Gas Simple-cycle Gas Turbine Power Plants

August 27, 2002

This paper describes the technical characteristics and cost and performance assumptions to be
used by the Northwest Power Planning Council for new natural gas simple-cycle gas turbine
power plants. The intent is to characterize a typical .facility, recognizing that actual facilities will
likely differ from these assumptions in the particulars. These assumptions will be used in our
price forecasting and system reliability models and in the Council's periodic assessments of
system reliability. The Council may also use these assumptions in the assessment of other
issues where generic information concerning natural gas simple-cycle power plants is needed.
The Council's technology characterizations are available to others for their own purposes.

A simple-cycle gas turbine generator set consists of a gas compressor, fuel combustors and a
gas turbine. Air is compressed in the gas compressor. Energy is added to the compressed air
by combusting liquid or gaseous fuel in the combustor and the hot, compressed air is expanded
through the gas turbine. The gas turbine drives both the compressor and an electric power
generator.

Gas turbine power plants are available as heavy-duty "frame" machines spec~cally designed for
stationary applications, or as aeroderivative machines -aircraft engines adapted to stationary
applications. Because of higher rotor speeds and pressure (compression) ratios, aeroderivative
machines are more efficient and compact than frame machines, but are more costly to purchase
than frame machines. Aeroderivative machines exhibit excellent operational flexibility with
superior black start capability, short run-up periods, capability for overpower operation (at a
shortening of maintenance intervals, however) and ability to trade off higher power operation at
low ambient temperatures for overpower operation at high ambient temperatures (constant
power operation). Aeroderivative machines are highly modular and major maintenance is often
accomplished by swapping out the engine for a replacement, shortening maintenance outages.
Both frame and aeroderivative stationary gas turbine technology development is strongly driven
by developments in military and aerospace gas turbine applications.

A typical simple-cycle gas turbine power plant consists of one to several gas turbine generator
sets. The generator sets are typically equipped with inlet air filters and exhaust silencers. Water
or steam injection, intercooling or inlet air cooling can be used to increase power output. Steam
injection requires a heat recovery steam generator. Increasingly, exhaust gas catalysts are used
to reduce nitrogen oxide and carbon monoxide production. Other plant components may include
a switchyard for electrical interconnection, fuel gas compressors (if line pressure is inadequate
for the gas turbine generator) a water treatment facility (if units are equipped with water or
steam injection) and control and maintenance facilities. Simple-cycle gas turbine generators are
often co-located with gas-fired combined-cycle plants to take advantage of shared site
infrastructure and operating crew.
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Gas turbines can operate on either gaseous or liquid fuels, however pipeline natural gas is the
fuel of choice because of historically low and relatively stable prices and low air emissions.
Though still occasionally used, distillate fuel oil is has become less common as backup fuel in
recent years because of environmental concerns, the periodic turbine testing required to ensure
proper operation on fuel oil and increased maintenance associated with fuel oil operation. It is
now more common to ensure fuel availability by securing firm gas transportation. A few plants
have used propane as backup fuel.

The principal environmental concerns associated with simple-cycle gas turbines are emissions
of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and carbon monoxide (CO). Noise has been a concern at sites near
residential and commercial areas. Fuel oil operation may produce sulfur dioxide. Within the past
decade, the commercial introduction of "low-NOS' combustors and high temperature selective
catalytic controls for NOx and CO, has enabled the control of NOx and CO emissions from
simple-cycle gas turbines to levels comparable to combined-cycle power plants. Water is
required for water or steam injection but is not usually an issue for simple-cycle machines
because of relatively low consumption. Gas-fired simple-cycle plants produce moderate levels
of carbon dioxide per unit energy output because of the moderate thermal efficiency of the
technology and the high hydrogen-carbon ratio of methane (the primary constituent of natural
gas).

Because of the ability of the Northwest hydropower system to supply short-term peaking
capacity, simple-cycle gas turbines have been a minor element of the regional power system.
As of January 2000, about 900 megawatts of simple-cycle gas turbine capacity were installed in
the Northwest, comprising less than 2% of system capacity. The power price excursions, threats
of shortages and abnormally poor hydro conditions of 2000 and 2001 sparked a renewed
interest in simple-cycle turbines as a hedge against high power prices, shortages and poor
water. About 360 megawatts of simple-cycle gas turbine capacity has been installed in the
region since 2000, primarily by large industrial consumers exposed to wholesale power prices
and by utilities with direct exposure to hydropower uncertainty (including Bonneville "Slice"
customers).

The proposed reference plant is generally based on a large aeroderivative gas turbine generator
such as the General Electric LM6000, Pratt ~ Whitney FT-8 or Rolls-Royce RB211. The rated
capacity of these machines ranges [up to] 48 megawatts. Recently-developed simple-cycle
projects in the Northwest have tended to use smaller machines, though this is believed to be an
artifact of machine availability and permitting requirements. Fuel is assumed to be pipeline
natural gas. A firm gas transportation contract with capacity release capability is assumed, in
lieu of backup fuel. Air emission controls include dry low-emissions combustors plus selective
catalytic reduction for NOx control and an oxidation catalyst for CO control. Costs are
representative of a machine located at an existing gas-fired power plant site, or two or more
machines located at a greenfield site. Fuel gas delivery pressure is assumed to sufficient to not
require additional compression.

References:

GE (2000): General Electric Power Systems. GE Aeroderivative Gas Turbines -Design.

March 2003 LCP Draft For Comment ~ Appendix G —Detailed Resource Type Decisions —Page 26



2



APPENDIX H

PUG ET
SOUND
ENERGY

FINAL REPORT

Assessment and Report on
Self-Build Generation Alternative

for Puget Sound Energy's
2002-2003 Least Cost Plan

Prepared by Tenaska, Inc.
Omaha, Nebraska

March 2003



Tenaska, Inc.
Assessment and Report on

Self-Build Generation Alternative
for Puget Sound Energy's
2002-2003 Least Cost Plan

Table of Contents

Section Page
1 Introduction 3
2 Report Approach 3
3 Basic Project Configurations 4
4 Current Status of Equipment and EPC Markets 9
5 Potential Sites 10
6 Site Specific Project Description and Cost 11

Estimates
7 Project Permitting 12
8 Project Construction 15
9 Operating and Maintenance Requirements and 16

Cost Estimates
10 Summary of Results 17

Disclaimer

This report is based on information obtained from various sources and Tenaska's
best judgment and experience as of December 2002. This report also contains some
forward-looking opinions. Certain unanticipated factors could cause actual results to
differ. While we believe the information to be correct, Tenaska makes no assurances
or warranties as to accuracy or completeness, and assumes no responsibility for the
results of any actions taken by Puget on the basis of this report.
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Section 1 —Introduction

Tenaska, Inc. (Tenaska) is pleased to provide this document for use in Puget SoundEnergy's (PSE's) 2002-2003 Least Cost Plan. As part of its resource planningprocess, PSE retained Tenaska to prepare an assessment and report on alternativesfor generation project self-development by PSE. Tenaska has extensive knowledgeand experience as a developer of new electric generating facilities, including siting,permitting, design, major equipment procurement, and construction management forover 9,000 megawatts (MW) of project capacity. Tenaska also provides operationsand maintenance services for all six of its domestic, operating projects and willprovide similar services for three more domestic projects which are currently underconstruction. This experience includes development, ownership and operation of acombined-cycle facility near Ferndale, WA.

Natural gas-fired, combined-cycle combustion turbine technology is the mostcommon type of new electric generation resource now being developed in NorthAmerica. PSE could potentially acquire long-term power supplies from this type ofresource under several alternative mechanisms, including: (a) self-building a projectat a greenfield site; (b) purchasing and completing a project that is partially-developed; or (c) purchasing power output from a project that is owned by a thirdparty. Comparison of the advantages and disadvantages of these three alternativeresource acquisition methods is beyond the scope of this report. However,information provided in this report may be useful for comparing the self-buildalternative with other methods of acquiring power from natural gas-fired, combined-cycle resources.

Following this introduction, the discussion provides more detailed information onvarious aspects of self-development including project design, siting, permitting,equipment procurement, project construction, startup, operation and maintenance.Estimates of project development costs and time schedules are also provided. Abrief overview of current market conditions affecting the price and availability ofcombustion turbines and other prime mover equipment, as well as similar informationfor EPC (engineering, procurement and construction) contractor services is alsoprovided.

Section 2 —Report Approach

Tenaska's assignment for this report can be summarized as follows:
• identify and screen a range of potential sites;
• narrow the potential sites to a short list of leading candidates;
• describe possible project configurations;
• estimate project permitting and construction costs and schedules;
• estimate non-fuel project operating costs; and
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• finally integrate all project performance and cost characteristics to estimate total
resource costs of a hypothetical self build option.

For costing purposes, the primary focus of this report is to identify representative
"reference" costs under market conditions that are relatively stable. Tenaska also
discusses recent industry events that have caused actual EPC and equipment prices
to vary from "equilibrium" levels. The report uses abottom-up approach to develop
cost estimates, including breakout of costs into major categories. A standardized
format, or "template" is used to present the cost estimates for "generic" plants. Actual
costs are very project-specific; we have used our experience and judgment to
customize these generic estimates to several project configurations for two PSE sites
possibilities. This template can then be used to evaluate specific self-build project
development opportunities in a systematic, consistent fashion as such opportunities
arise in PSE's ongoing resource identification and evaluation process.

The focus for this report is to develop estimates of capital costs and non-fuel
operating and maintenance costs for the self-build alternative. Topics such as capital
structures that might be used to finance aself-build project and forecasts of costs for
natural gas supply to fuel a project do not receive extensive attention in this report.
While total power, or PSE "resource," costs are estimated at several points, many
financial, macro economic and energy market parameters need to be consistent with

in the analysis of other PSE resource alternatives before final least cost
comparisons can be reached.

Finally, this report does not draw conclusions about which site or sites PSE might
actually select to construct a generating project. Instead, the purpose of this report is
to assess and develop reasonable estimates of costs, permitting, schedules and
other project development considerations. Any decision to proceed with self-build
development of a generation project by PSE would require more specific and detailed
analysis. As indicated above, such a project would also have to be shown to be
consistent with PSE's least cost electric resource plan and preferable to other
available alternatives.

Section 3 —Basic Project Configurations

Gas-fired power plants can be separated into two basic types depending on their
intended market service. "Peaking units" operate and produce electricity only during
periods of high electricity demand. These peak demand periods generally occur
during the extreme hot spells of summer and extreme cold spells in the winter.
"Baseload units," on the other hand, generally operate full time. For gas turbine (GT)
power plants, peaking units are usually comprised of simple cycle GT's and baseload
units are usually comprised of GT's operating in combined cycle with one or more
steam turbines (ST's).
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A simple cycle gas turbine is a combustion engine with three major parts: an air
compressor, bumer(s), and power turbine. In the air compressor, a series of bladed
rotors compresses the incoming air from the atmosphere. A portion of this
compressed air is then diverted through the burners (also called combustors), where
fuel (usually natural gas at pressures of 325 to 500 psig) is burned raising the
temperature of the compressed air. This very hot gas is mixed with the rest of the
compressed air and directed to the power turbine at temperatures up to 2350°F. In
the power turbines, the force of the hot compressed air as it expands pushes another
series of blades, rotating a shaft. Greater than 60 percent of the mechanical energy
produced by the power turbine is consumed to drive the air compressor. The balance
of the mechanical energy turns a generator and makes electricity. The cycle
efficiency, defined as a percentage of useful shaft energy output to fuel energy input,is typically in the 30 to 35 percent range.

The difference between simple cycle and combined cycle is that in combined cycle,
the hot exhaust gases from the GT do not directly go to the atmosphere. Instead, thehot exhaust gases, which are typically above 1000°F, are ducted through a waste
heat boiler (a heat recovery steam generator, or "HRSG") to generate steam. This
steam is then used to 'drive a steam turbine generator (or "ST") to make additional
electricity. The recovery of the heat energy in the exhaust of a gas turbine in this
manner can increase the cycle efficiency of a combined cycle plant to 50 percent or
more. The additional electricity that can be produced by a combined cycle installation
is accompanied by additional capital costs for the HRSG, ST and a cooling system.However, the operating cost per unit of electricity produced is usually lower
compared to that of simple cycle turbines due to the higher energy recovery. Figure
4.1 illustrates the basic components of a combined cycle facility.
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Because it appears that a portion of PSE's need for new resources could be met with
base load generation, Tenaska focused on combined cycle plant designs, or
"configurations." The cost and performance of combined cycle plants is very
dependent on the size and number of the basic GT unit(s) around which the overall
plant is designed. These plants are commonly referred to by the number of gas
turbines and steam turbines they feature. A "one by one" (1 X 1), for example,
represents one gas turbine, paired with one steam turbine/HRSG. Larger plants can
be designed as "3 X 1" (three GT's and three HRSG's paired with one larger ST), "4
X 2,"and so on.

Initial Results

In June of 2002, Tenaska provided basic performance and cost information for five
generic or "reference" combined cycle plants based on two standard General Electric
(GE) frame gas turbines (FA's and EA's). Refer to Table 4.1. As indicated, these
five plants cover a range of combined cycle capacity from 146 MW (1 X 1 EA) to 893
MW (3 X 1 FA).

The capital and operating costs associated with these plants were our first estimates
and feature only very high-level detail. The initial estimates were based on
Tenaska's experience with similar projects. The capital and operating costs were
"inputs" to an economic model which also added the various financial parameters and
assumptions necessary to determine an all-in cost of electricity expressed in $/MWh.
PSE provided many of the financial assumptions such that the results reflect a utility's
analytic approach and determination of total project cost and revenue requirement
rather than that of an IPP developer. The afl-in costs shown on Table 3.1 represent
the price of electricity needed per MWh, assuming 7884 annual operating hours , to
cover fuel, all fixed and variable operating costs, debt service and to earn a return on
invested equity. A summary of the results follows:

Table 3.1
Gas

Turbine
T e

Configuration MW Total
Capital
MM$

Total
Capital
$/kW

All-In
Cost

$/MWh
GE 7FA 1 X 1 294 216.4 735 43.07

2 X 1 593 367.8 620 40.25
3 X 1 893 490.4 549 38.81

GE 7 EA 1 X 1 146 158.0 1081 53.73
2 X 1 295 234.4 794 46.91

Figures 4.2 and 4.3 graphically show the results from this high level analysis for all
five generic plant configurations. These graphs clearly show how project size
impacts cost. Capital costs range from about $1100/kW for the smallest EA-based
plant (about 146 MW) to under $600/kW for the largest FA-based plant (about 893
MW). All-in costs in $/MWh range from about $54 to about $38, respectively, over
the same range (using common financial assumptions and fuel cost). FA-
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based plants are also clearly more economic than EA technology if resource
requirements match this plant size.

Revised and Updated Results

These high level results formed the basis for more detailed analysis of PSE's self-
build options and some of the plant design trade-offs which need to be considered.
Subsequent to Tenaska's initial work for PSE, which was highlighted above, we
increased the level of technical and cost detail for the five original generic plants
during a second phase of our assignment which was conducted in November and
December of 2002. This analysis includes more detail on the components of capital
and operating costs and indicates many of the physical requirements of each generic
configuration (fuel use, water requirements, site size, etc.). Once again this data was
combined with the requisite economic parameters in a financial model to estimate all-
in project costs and revenue requirements, the results of which are discussed in later
sections.

Two design issues should be mentioned at least briefly. First is oling. Refer back
to Figure 4.1. When steam exits the steam turbine it is condensed back into water
and further cooled to be recirculated through the steam cycle o discharged. "WeC
cooling uses large open towers and evaporation to cool process water while "dry' or
"aid' cooling condenses steam and passes hot water through large radiator-like
facilities in a closed system. Wet cooling has a large raw water requirement,
approximately 2 million gallons per day for a generic 1 X 1 on Table 3.1 depending
on climatic conditions and technical configuration. Typically more than 80% or so of
this raw water is "consumed" due to evaporation. For the same 1X1, dry cooling
uses only a small fraction of the daily raw water volume of wet cooling, typically less
than 10%, but suffers finro disadvantages: efficiency is lower (hence project capacity
is reduced by 2-3% or about 6-8 MW at summer conditions) and capital costs are
higher (15% more EPC cost or about $10MM). Dry cooling can be an important
option, however, if water is not physically available in the quantities required or if
environmental or community circumstances restrict its use. Municipal wastewater, if
available, is another source of make-up water for a wet cooling system. Additional
pretreatment may be required and typically more wastewater is produced also due to
the lower quality raw feedwater. The fact that this water is often very low cost (often
free), usually offsets the incremental treating and wastewater discharge costs.

The second design issue is duct firing. When ambient temperatures increase, gas
turbine output and overall plant output decrease. This loss of output can be more
than offset by adding supplemental firing, via "duct burners," to the hot gases passing
through the HRSG's into the steam turbine. Typically, combined cycle steam
turbines are "over-sized" to accommodate duct firing during such ambient conditions.
Over-sized steam turbines do suggest a small cost and efficiency penalty when duct
firing is available but not in use. The overriding benefit, however, is that although
duct firing adds capital cost, the cost per incremental MW added is quite attractive.
For a generic 7FA 1 X 1 on Table 3.1, duct firing adds 38 MW of capacity from 256
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MW to 294 MW) and about $6MM, or about $150/kW. Simple cycle peaking plantstypically cost about finrice this per kW. The incremental heat rate for duct firing is also
much lower than the simple cycle peaking alternative (say 9,200 btu/kWh versus
11,000 to 12,000).

Additional output over and above duct firing can also be derived on hot days by inletair cooling either by evaporative cooling or mechanical refrigeration. Evaporativecooling (or fogging) is the most cost effective technique but gas turbine compressor
inlet temperatures are of course limited to the ambient wet bulb temperature.Typically inlet cooling is not placed in service unless ambient dry bulb temperatures
exceed 59 degrees F.

Section 4 —Current Status of Equipment and EPC Markets

The largest portion of a combined cycle plants capital cost is the EPC contract(Engineering, Procurement and Construction) and the cost of the major equipment
components. Contracting practices obviously vary by project and from developer todeveloper, but a common approach is to negotiate a single EPC contract with one
construction firm to serve as the "general contractor' and to provide all construction
materials, labor and supervision and all "balance of plant" components.
Developers/owners often independently provide the major equipment components
and "tumke~' contracts for the interconnects (power, fuel and water). Some or all of
these latter items can also be assigned to the EPC contractor contractually.Contractor fees vary depending the scope of services and materials provided and theamount of project risk, both in terms of schedule and dollar budget, the EPCcontractor takes on.

EPC costs and fees and equipment prices vary with market conditions. In general,
both have fallen with the 2002 down-turn in the energy sector. Making
generalizations can be di~cult because both can be very project-specific; however,
we observed a change in EPC and equipment costs during 2002 befinreen our initial
(June) and final (December) work based on Tenaska's judgment and conversations
with industry sources, contractors and equipment vendors. EPC differences are the
most difficult to determine because so few new contracts have been announced or
awarded recently. The reduction has generally been 5 to 10%. Appropriately scaling
these changes up or down with project size is also project specific. EPC costs have
fallen; this reflects a revision in our scaling factor for smaller projects not an increase
in price.

Changes in equipment prices are much easier to observe. Gas turbines have a high
degree of interchangeability and hence a "secondary' market exists were GT's are
bought and resold. The price of gas turbines rose quickly in the late 1990's and early
2000's with the surge in gas-fired plant development. Waiting periods for delivery
reached "years." The opposite has occurred this year. FA turbines peaked at about
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$40MM each in early to mid 2001. Today's manufacturer price is perhaps $30MM;
prices on the secondary market are pefiaps $20MM. Steam turbines and HRSG's
are less "commodity-like" and a larger number of manufacturers exist than for GT's.
Hence prices have not been as volatile as prices for GT's, but in our view some
softening has occurred.

Occasionally, very distressed pricing can be observed in the secondary market,
usually through equipment brokers which protect the identity of the actual
owner/seller. The lowest price Tenaska has observed has been a package of three 1
X 1 FA power islands for about $70MM (a GT, ST and HRSG). We do not
recommend basing an investment decision in a resource planning context on such
numbers. Availability of this pricing on an ongoing basis is very uncertain and such
sales are "as is, where is." Significant costs can be associated with relocating and
reusing such equipment components.

Section 5 —Potential Sites

Selection of a suitable site is a major step in the development of a new power
generation facility. A number of site-specific factors can significantly influence a
particular location's feasibility and attractiveness. Some factors are 'knockout'
factors, such as when zoning for a prospective site would prohibit its use for power
generation. Other factors influence the cost of development, including availability or
accessibility of electric transmission.

It should be noted that discussion of potential sites in this report is primarily for the
purpose of illustrating various factors that need to be considered and estimating
representative costs associated with particular sites. Nothing in this report should be
interpreted to mean that a particular site has been selected for development, or that
other sites would be excluded from future consideration.

In the site review, transmission constraints and regulatory uncertainties, as discussed
elsewhere in this document, were of primary concern. Early in the process it was
determined that the company should avoid building new generation in locations
where the ability to deliver the power to the company's retail loads was uncertain.
This first meant that new generation sites should focus on west of the Cascades as
there are already trans-Cascades constraints on the regional transmission system.
West of the Cascades, there are some south-north constraints as well, which
removed Whatcom and Skagit counties from consideration. After eliminating some
geographic areas, the search focused on PSE's service territory in King, Pierce and
Thurston counties.

Map A-6-1 shows the location of finrenty-four sites that were considered. None of the
sites were perfect in every aspect. For example, some substation sites were large
enough, but they were not close to a gas supply line, while other sites had become
encumbered with suburban growth. For a first cut, it was determined to remove the

Page 10



sites with non-economic constraints: zoning and public acceptance. A group of PSEmunicipal land planners reviewed the sites and identified a "short list" of sites whichcould provide the appropriate zoning environment (Map A-6-2). The process led to afundamental paradox: the further a site was located from its customers, the greaterthe cost for gas, transmission and water.

PSE personnel and Tenaska conducted on-site inspections of the short list propertiesbefore initiating financial analyses. The on-site inspections allowed for discovery ofdevelopments and other locational issues that did not show up on inspection ofmaps. These issues were further investigated by direct contact with local authorities,and PSE personnel who were knowledgeable of specific sites and processes.

The financial analysis will focus on two sites: Dieringer, which is a substation near theWhite River hydro plant; and Frederickson, which currently holds finro gas turbinepeckers. The Dieringer site could contain a "one-on-one" 250+ megawatt combinedcycle turbine with a steam generator as it is limited by size. The Frederickson sitehas more room for expansion and could be used for either a "one-on-one" or a "two-on-one" (250+ mw and 500+ mw, respectively).

The evaluations of these sites by Tenaska included many important issues such aspower system upgrades and fuel and water availability and costs. Nevertheless, thisreport is still a rough cut to be used as a benchmark for comparison with otheralternatives. A detailed analysis would still require engineering reports forconstruction, OASIS-based transmission upgrade studies, and negotiations withmunicipalities for services and taxes

Section 6 —Site Specific Project Description and Cost Estimates

Table 6.1, based on the technical characteristics of the generic combined cycleplants detailed on Table 3.1 and the specific attributes of PSE's two main sitealternatives listed on Table 6.1, summarizes Tenaska's view of the capital cost of a 1X 1 and a 2 X 1 project at Frederickson and a 1 X 1 project at Dieringer. Twoscenarios are provided for each configuration to highlight the impact of possibleequipment price differences. As discussed previously for the initial June results,these capital costs were added to an economic model that calculated "soft costs" andthen total installed project cost. A summary follows using "Base" equipment pricing:
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Table 6.1
Units Frederickson

1X1
Frederickson

2X1
Dieringer
1X1

Ca aci MW 294 593 294
EPC Cost MM$ 76.0 137.4 75.6
Equipment (GT,
ST & HRSG's

MM$ 54.8 102.5 53.6

Interconnects MM$ 31.2 75.3 14.4
Soft Cost MM$ 68.3 105.7 65.4
Total Cost MM$ 230.4 420.8 209.0

$/kW 784 710 711

The economies of scale associated with larger plants usually suggest declining
capital cost per kW as plant size increases as is evident with the two Frederickson
cases ($784/kW falling to $710/kW using higher equipment pricing). Notice that the
Dieringer 1 X 1 shows about the same capital cost per kW as the Frederickson 2 X 1.
Interconnect costs at Frederickson are a significant issue. This location may have
offsetting system benefits to PSE, but all other things equal, Frederickson appears to
be a higher cost site.

Section 7 —Project Permitting

The construction and operation of a new project will require approvals from certain
federal, state, and local authorities. The following information characterizes the
process of obtaining these approvals and the costs and schedule associated with
completion of the peRnitting process.

Requirements

PSE would need to self-certify under the requirements of the Power Plant and
Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978. A Certificate of Compliance would be filed with the
Office of Fuels Programs, Department of Energy. Publication of a Public Notice by
the Department of Energy would also be required.

Stationary thermal power plants to be sited in Washington with a net electrical
generating capacity greater than 350 MW are included within the definition of Major
Energy Facilities and subject to licensing review by the Washington State Energy
Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC or Council) and case-b~-case approval by
the governor. The state's energy facility license is obtained m the form of a Site
Certification Agreement. The licensing process includes application to the Council,
evaluation of the application, and recommendation by the Council to the governor to
approve and sign a Site Certification Agreement. The Council will apply its regulatory
standards to subject facilities, and is currently in the process or reviewing those
standards.
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Smaller projects (i.e., less than 350 MW) that do not meet the definition of a MajorEnergy. Facility do not require a Site Certification Agreement or governor approval,
but are subject to applicable state and local permitting requirements, including federalair quality and water quality reviews that are delegated by the United StatesEnvironmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to the State of Washington or localjurisdictions. Such requirements include air quality permits, wastewater discharge orpretreatment permits, and local land use or zoning and building construction permits.

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) process provides broad interdisciplinaryenvironmental review and will be lead by EFSEC for Major Energy Facilities or byother state or local agencies for smaller projects. In the event that there is a materialfederal environmental review required by the National Environmental Policy Act(NEPA), the lead agency under SEPA may conduct a coordinated review with federalagencies whose action with respect to the Project is subject to NEPA.

Notable federal jurisdiction is that of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) overcertain construction activities in waterways and wetlands. If such construction isnecessary, including interconnecting water, gas, and electrical infrastructure, someform of permit may be required from the USAGE. Review of permit applicability andcompliance by the USAGE also includes review of cultural resource issues under therequirements of the National Historic Preservation Act as well as review of potentialimpacts to threatened and endangered species required by the Endangered SpeciesAct. The USAGE will coordinate the reviews- of state and federal agencies withexpertise in these areas, or coordination will be provided by the lead agency underNEPA. A detailed delineation of wetlands and other waters of the United States mustbe developed to help avoid jurisdictional waters and to determine potential USAGErequirements.

The potential site alternatives include discharge of cooling water and minor volumesof other process effluents to the collection systems of publicly owned wastewatertreatment works. Storm water drainage, retention, and discharge facilities will alsocomply with the treatment requirements and approvals established by local
ordinances, State of Washington regulations, and the National Pollutant DischargeElimination System.

Given available emissions control technology, combined cycle combustion turbine
projects subject to EFSEC are also likely to be subject to federal new source review
or Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit requirements. Smaller project
alternatives may not necessarily be subject to PSD depending on final equipment
and emissions control selection decisions. Federal land management agencies, such
as the National Park Service and U.S. Forest Service, must be consulted in the PSD
permitting process with respect to air quality impacts on certain public lands that they
administer, such as national parks and wilderness areas. Detailed air quality
modeling, potentially including emissions from other sources as well as the Project,
may be required to address federal land manager concerns.
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The air quality permitting process includes a review of applicable construction
standards, assessment of potential project impacts to ambient air quality, and a
determination of best available control technology. An air quality construction permit
will establish operating and emission limits for project equipment, requirements for
initial emissions testing, as well as monitoring and reporting requirements.

New projects must also apply for a permit under the Clean Air Act acid rain
prevention program at least 24 months prior to the date when electricity is first
provided to the grid system. The acid rain prevention program includes additional
monitoring requirements for emissions of sulfur dioxide, oxides of nitrogen, and
carbon dioxide. Projects must certify and operate a continuous emissions monitoring
system in accordance with the requirements of the acid rain prevention program.

After completion of construction, projects will also apply for an operating permit.
When issued, the operating permit will identify applicable regulatory requirements
including a requirement to regularly certify compliance with all applicable air quality
regulations and conditions of the operating permit. The acid rain permit is issued as
one part of the operating permit.

Unless site conditions dictate otherwise, new projects gener~lly will not require
hazardous waste transfer, storage, or disposal permits or underground storage tank
registration (no underground storage tanks are included). Projects will be required to
submit to the USEPA and Ecology a Facility Response Plan detailing contingency
plans for oil spills and a Risk Management Plan governing hazardous materials
contingencies.

Estimated Costs

Budgetary cost estimates for permitting range from $0.8 to $1.7 million exclusive of
preliminary design engineering that may be required to support permitting efforts. In
addition to costs directly associated with project permitting, new EFSEC global
warming mitigation costs could be imposed as a result of currently ongoing regulatory
rulemaking. One of the regulatory options for such mitigation is based upon Oregon
Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC) requirements. Under the Oregon program,
these mitigation costs are paid lump-sum prior to commercial operation (i.e. the fee
would be treated as another up-front capital cost). For the size range of projects
Tenaska evaluated for PSE, the fee would range from about $4MM for a small 146
MW project to over $14MM fora 3 X 1. Given the status of the debate on this
subject, however, no mitigation costs have been included in Tenaska's project cost
estimates.
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Schedule

EFSEC's web site provides a generalized siting process timeline. EFSEC suggests a
potential schedule involving four to eight months of preliminary site study plus an
additional 14 months for the various other steps for development of air and water
permits and the Site Certification Agreement as well as public hearings and other
procedural steps. A smaller project not subject to Council requirements could
anticipate a permitting timeline of 10 to 14 months, depending upon procedural
options selected by the lead SEPA agency and assuming no significant federal
involvement.

Section 8 —Project Construction

As an example, Table 8.1 lists the major components of the cost to construct a 1 X 1
at the Frederickson site. At this level of detail, construction costs (often called total
installed cost) are highly site-specific. The EPC contract reflects all balance of plant
requirements (i.e. non-equipment requirements) such as buildings, cooling towers,
site preparation and excavation, footings and foundations, installing utilities and all
piping, fans and control systems. The EPC contract also includes the contractor's
fees and profit and is reflective of the amount of risk the contractor assumes. One
important risk is related to labor (both hours and wage rates). With fully loaded wage
rates of $50/hour and 600,000 total man-hours the Frederickson 1 X 1 would have
about $30MM of labor cost, or almost 40% of the total EPC contract. Typically EPC
contracts also contain premium/penally provisions that set out the cost or benefit of
achieving or missing key schedule milestones and/or equipment performance.

Table 8.1
Exam le of Total Installed Pro'ect Costs $2002

000 $ Percent of Total
EPC contract

$ 76,000 33.0%
E ui ment

$ 54,840 23.8%
Interconnects

$ 31,190 13.5%
Subtotal

$ 162,030 70.3%

Interest Durin Construction
$ 11,479 5.0%

Contin enc
$ 10,238 4.4%

Sales Tax
$ 

9,512 4.1
Develo ment Costs

$ 7,000 3.0%
LTSA-related and S ares

$ 

5,782 2.5%
Startu Includin Fuel

$ 5,639 2.4%
Pro'ect Mana ement

$ 5,500 2.4%
Lender-related

$ 

5,472 2.4%
Insurance-related

$ 2,900 1.3%
Land- related

$ 

2,500 1.1
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Exam le of Total Installed Pro'ect Costs $2002

000 $ Percent of Total
Workin Ca ital

$ 1,750 0.8%
All Other

$ 591 0.3%
Subtotal

$ 68,363 29.7%

Total Installed Cost
$ 230,393 100.0%

This example suggests that costs other than EPC, equipment and interconnects
(commonly called "soft costs") comprise about 30% of total installed costs. These
costs are very dependent on what type of company sponsors and builds a project
(regulated utility or independent power producer) and how it is financed. The costs
related to bank financing (interest during construction and lender-related fees and
reimbursables) total about $17MM. The philosophy on contingency and spare parts
also varies from sponsor to sponsor and may be dependent upon lender
requirements.

A schedule should reflect site and project specific characteristics, but in Tenaska's
experience a general rule of thumb fora 3 X 1 configuration is 24 months. 2 X 1's
and 1 X 1's might be one month less each (i.e. 23 months and 22 months). This
particular schedule also assumes a finro or three month "Limited Notice To Proceed
(LNTP)"during which the contractor and sometimes subcontractors get a "head start"
on certain site-preparation and engineering items. The permitting and construction
timelines, of course, are additive. The following table summarizes the total timeline
for a new gas-fired project. 1 X 1's might range from 33 to 39 months; 2 X 1's might
range from 40 to 48 months. Some of the individual activities can be accomplished
concurrently. In our experience the regulatory process is highly uncertain; it is
critically important to gain local community support and communicate regularly with
all of a project's stakeholders.

Table 8.2
Configuration Site Study EFSEC? Regulatory Construction

Permit Approvals
Pre aration

1 X 1 2 — 4 mos No 10 — 14 mos 21 mos
2 X 1 4 — 8 mos Yes 14 —18 mos 22 mos

Section 9 —Operating and Maintenance Requirements and Cost Estimates

Non-fuel operating and maintenance ("O&M") costs are typically broken into finro
categories. The first category, "fixed" costs, generally does not vary with a plant's
level of output. Fixed costs include plant labor, ongoing utilities and building/grounds
upkeep, usually some allocated corporate overhead and fees paid to the operator.
Operator fees of course are eliminated if Puget self operates.
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Variable costs generally change with a plant's annual hours of operations. Water
treatment, chemicals, environmental controls and catalyst replacement, etc. all are
directly related to hours of operation. The largest single item in the variable category
is major maintenance of the gas and steam turbines. Scheduled, routine
maintenance occurs on a very carefully managed timeline related to annual hours
and the number of starts per year, typically as follows:

Table 9.1
Activity Operating Hours Befinreen

Each Activi
Starts Between
Each Activi

Combustion Ins ection 8,000 400
Hot Gas Path Ins ection 24,000 800
Ma'or Overhaul 48,000 2,400

Although some plant owners/operators manage and conduct these major
maintenance activities themselves, others opt to contract with third parties for these
services, frequently with the manufacturer of the equipment. In such cases Long
Term Service Agreements (LTSA's) describe these maintenance practices and
include all the parts and labor needed. LTSA's usually levelize annual maintenance
costs using a charge per fired hour with an annual fixed minimum fee ($450 to
$500~red hour fora 1 X 1, for example). In this fashion, the manufacturer assumes
most of the risks associated with parts availability, premature wear, etc. and some
equipment performance issues.

Section 10 — Summary of Results

As discussed in previous sections, Tenaska looked at finro Puget self-build site
alternatives for Frederickson (1 X1 and 2 X 1) and one for Dieringer (1 X 1): Table
10.1 integrates all of these estimates for plant performance, capital and operating
cost, permitting and construction schedules as well as all of the necessary financial
modeling assumptions to calculate total installed capital cost (in MM$ and $/kW) and
all-in power costs (in $/MWh). Capacity cost in $/kW-month estimates the fixed
payment that a plant owner needs to receive to support the full cost of new capacity.
This payment covers all fixed costs including repayment of debt and earns the project
owner a minimum "profit." The capacity payment is independent of hours of
operation (i.e. it's take or pad'). The all-in cost in $/MWh covers the capacity
payment as well as fuel and all variable costs (i.e. all of the costs which are incurred
based on hours operated). The all-in cost is clearly very dependent on the
assumption about annual hours of operation. A summary of the results using "Base"
equipment pricing follows:
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Table 10.1
Units Frederickson

1X1
Frederickson

2X1
Dieringer
1X1

Ca aci MW 294 593 294
Ca ital Cost MM$ 230.4 420.9 209.0

$/kW 784 710 711
Ca aci Cost $/kW-mon 8.36 7.17 7.68
All-In Cost $/MWh
Ca aci Factor 60% 52.33 49.34 51.01

70% 49.17 46.29 47.77
80% 46.54 43.98 45.32
90% 44.48 42.18 43.41

Capital costs for the 1 X 1's range from $711/kW at Dieringer to $784/kW at
Frederickson. Interconnect costs account for the vast majority of the difference.
Notice that interconnect costs for a Frederickson 2 X 1 are substantially higher than
fora 1 X 1, but the scale of a larger plant offsets the increase. If lower priced
equipment is available, capital costs for the lower cost sites fall to about $660/kW.
The only difference in non-fuel operating costs is water and wastewater cost at
Dieringer (less cycles of cooling concentration due to water quality). All-in costs,
based on $3.63/mmbtu fuel, and other financial assumptions, range from about
$42/MWh fora Frederickson 2 X 1 with a capacity factor of 90% to about
$52.33/MWh for a Frederickson 1 X 1 with a capacity factor of 60%. Lower
equipment prices and hence capital cost push the all-in costs down about $.80/mWh.
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Maps A-6-1, A-6-2
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