From: Larry Johnson

To: UTC DL Records Center
Cc: Don Marsh Russell Borgman B|II Pascoe; ebulko, Bradley (UTC) Brlan Grunkenmeyer 2; Colamonici, Carla

David Broustls DaV|d Lowrey; |ght|nga|e DaV|d (UTC); Devin McGreal Don Marsh Doug HoweII Ed Finklea;
Osborne, Elizabeth (COM); emoe@umci.com; Franco Albi; Hill, Nate; James Adcock; Jay Story; Snyder. Jennifer
(UTC); John Fazio; Kelly Hall; Ken Nichols; Frankiewich, Kyle (UTC); Lea Fisher; Liz Thomas; Mannetti, John;
Mark Sellers-Vaughn; Michael O"Brien; Milos Stefanovic; Nicole Luckey; Nicols Matz; Norm Hansen; Popoff
Phillip; Renee Gastineau; Saldivar, Marty; Scott Richards; Shauna Jensen; Johnson, Steven (UTC); Vlad Gutman-
Britten; Warren Halvrseeson; Willard Westre; Reynolds, Deborah (UTC); Kvam. Michele;
steveo@newcastlewa.gov; Richard; Sue Stronk; Lynne Prevette

Subject: Fwd: CSEE submission to Docket UE-160918, PSE"s 2017 IRP
Date: Monday, August 14, 2017 11:33:38 AM
Attachments: letter to utc re PSE 2017 IRP.pdf

CSEE comments to Phase 2 draft EIS - 5222017.pdf
Lauckhart-Schiffman Load Flow Study.pdf

Dear Honorable Commissioners:

I have discovered that CSEE’s email of June 1, 2017, along with its three attachments, have not been made
part of the record in Docket UE-160918, even though that email and attached letter specifically reference
that docket number. Apparently my mistake was in not sending the email to records@utc.wa.gov rather than
to the Commissioners themselves. Is the WUTC really that myopic?

I would appreciate an explanation for why my 6/1/17 email and letter were not made part of
the official record. I also wonder how many other public comments have been discarded or
ignored in this process.

Sincerely,

Larry G. Johnson, WSBA #5682
Attorney at Law

8505 129th Ave SE

Newcastle, WA 98056

tel.: 425 228-3786

email: larry.ede@gmail.com

Begin forwarded message:

From: Larry Johnson <larry.ede@gmail.com>
Subject: CSEE submission to Docket UE-160918, PSE's 2017 IRP
Date: June 1, 2017 at 4:57:34 PM PDT

To: david.danner@utc.wa.gov, Ann.Rendahl@utc.wa.gov,

Jay.Balasbas@utc.wa.gov, lisa.gafken@atg.wa.gov, judyg@atg.wa.gov
Cc: Sue Stronk <SSBuds@comcast.net>, Russell Borgmann

<rborgmann@hotmail.com>, Brian <Br98799@comcast.net>, Lynne Prevette
<lynnepre@comcast.net>, Keith Hargis <hargbusiness1@yahoo.com>, Cense EC
<ec@cense.org>, Board CENSE <board@cense.org>, Ron Chatterton

<rchatt@gmail.com>, Bruce Williams <docwilliams1@comcast.net>, Warren
Halvrseeson <WHalvrsnl@frontier.com>, Norm Hansen <Hansennp@aol.com>

To the Commissioners of the Washington Utilities and Transportation
Commission and the AG Public Counsel:
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Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE)

8505 129th Ave. SE
Newcastle, WA 98056

tel.: 425 227-3352
www.sane-eastside-energy.org

June 1, 2017

The Washington Ultilities and Transportation Commission
98504-7250, 1300 Evergreen Park Dr. SW
Olympia, WA 98502 sent by email to the individual Commissioners

Re: Puget Sound Energy’s 2017 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket UE-160918
Dear Commissioners:

On May 8, 2017, I sent you a letter on behalf of Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy
(CSEE) regarding PSE’s false claims regarding Energize Eastside (“EE”). That letter also makes
a brief reference to PSE’s need to supplement its inadequate 2017 IRP. This letter is intended to
amplify and expand on that statement.

EE is a proposed 18-mile $200-$300 million transmission project that would run through
densely residential areas and over two aging Olympic Pipeline Co. petroleum pipelines transport-
ing jet fuel and other flammable products under 500 psi. If allowed, that project would severely
hamper PSE’s ability to fulfill its already deficient 2017 IRP by misallocating resources to an
unnecessary project, or by failing to pursue vastly safer, more proportionate and cheaper least-
cost alternatives.

Not only would EE not add any new power generation, it would not even serve the pur-
poses PSE claims it would. According to CSEE’s and CENSE’s independent expert and former
Puget Power Vice President for Power Planning, Richard Lauckhart, “on a cold winter peak load
day the existing eleven transmission lines crossing the Cascades from the mid-Columbia area
into the Puget Sound area south of Talbot Hill provide just enough power to meet local demand;
there would be virtually no power left to move to the Canadian border through a new transmis-
sion line (i.e. EE) on the Eastside -- certainly not 1500 MW.” Yet those 1500 MW were included
in the PSE/Quanta load flow studies as the key factor to justify the need for EE.! But besides
other flawed assumptions in those studies, they have an additional Achilles’ heel: they apparently
assume there will be construction of at least one and probably two new cross-Cascades lines that
neither BPA nor any other utility contemplates building.

Thus, if built, EE would be “a Bridge to Nowhere.”

1 Two years after those studies were done, PSE spokespersons Mark Williamson and Keri Kravitz have
stated in emails that the inclusion of the 1500 MW to Canada in the Quanta studies was a mistake. But
despite that fact, PSE has done nothing since then to reduce the size of EE or redo the load flow studies
without the 1500 MW to determine whether EE is needed without that assumption. As noted further in
this letter, Richard Lauckhart and Roger Schiffman did those studies and found no need for EE.





In Docket UE-160918, the WUTC issued Order 01, dated April 13, 2017, which includes
the following language:

5 Following additional discussions with Staff and other stakeholders, PSE
filed a revised Petition on April 7, 2017, which includes the following
commitments:

(9) PSE’s Chapter on System Planning, which includes a transmission and
distribution planning discussion, will include an overview and explanation
of the system planning process, including transmission that is not related to
resources. This chapter will also identify geographic areas that may be-
come capacity constrained in the future to guide future planning analyses.
Additionally, for transmission projects that may affect the topology of
PSE’s transmission system, the System Planning Chapter will include the
following information:

o List of transmission projects completed since the 2015 IRP;

o Future planned transmission projects, brief description of the project,
and references where interested parties can find additional information that
may include needs, alternatives, etc., depending on the magnitude of the
project.

PSE thus agrees that a project of EE’s magnitude must be scrutinized as part of PSE’s
IRP, including “needs, alternatives, etc.” WUTC’s insistence on getting all the relevant detailed
facts from PSE may therefore be the only meaningful moment where the WUTC can and should
impede this dangerous and wasteful project before it is built.2

On the issue of the lack of need for EE, please find attached CSEE’s May 22, 2017,
comments sent to the City of Bellevue regarding the current draft of the EIS for the project, in-
corporated by reference herein as if fully set out.

The more time, labor and money PSE pours into EE the less it has to devote to its 2017
IRP and future power responsibilities. The WUTC has a duty to thoroughly investigate the need
and appropriate size of Energize Eastside, and to require PSE to make the Quanta load flow stud-
ies PSE has relied on to justify EE available to all stakeholders.

Such stakeholders include Richard Lauckhart. He and Roger Schiffman performed proper
and transparent load flow studies relevant to EE, and they found no need for the project. The re-
port on their studies is attached to the email that includes this letter. Attachment A to that report
is a letter from FERC to Lauckhart granting him CEII clearance to examine the data inputs and

2 Washington State, despite its often being perceived as a progressive, high-tech state, is inexplicably ret-
rograde in its inability to prevent a disaster like Energize Eastside. Unlike most states that require a Cer-
tificate of Public Use and Necessity before a utility project is approved, apparently the WUTC can only
stand idly by and do nothing until affer a project is built to determine its need in the context of a rate-base
hearing. Of course, by then it will be too late if there is no need for a project. Not surprisingly, the WUTC
has never used even this limited power to disapprove an infrastructure project like EE.

Please see “The Toothless Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission” at https://docs.wixstat-
ic.com/ugd/740e62 259798f5d1347349610fde60d34ec43.pdf, which urges the WUTC to a least issue
non-binding advisory opinions to private utilities regarding the prudence of their proposed future projects.
Why should the WUTC be silent if it sees folly unfolding before it? Non-binding advisory opinions could
be implemented immediately without the need for new legislation.




https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/740e62_f259798f5d1347349610fde60d34ec43.pdf
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basic assumptions PSE used in its load flow studies. Lauckhart is clearly entitled to see that data,
yet PSE has stubbornly refused to grant him access to or copies of those studies.

You need to ask PSE: What are you trying to hide?

If the PSE/Quanta studies had been done by ColumbiaGrid in the manner required by
FERC Order 1000, such studies would have been done openly and transparently, involving all
stakeholders. But PSE as a member of ColumbiaGrid chose not to go that route, claiming Ener-
gize Eastside is a local load project only and thus outside ColumbiaGrid’s jurisdiction. This, de-
spite the fact that Energize Eastside is identical to the Sammamish-Lakeside-Talbot project that
PSE submitted to ColumbiaGrid in 2011-2012 as a regional solution to perceived curtailment
problems in the Northern Intertie.

PSE’s 2017 IRP (or rather, lack thereof) affects all of Washington ratepayers, not just the
Eastside. We are entitled to the whole truth about the supposed need for Energize Eastside. It is a
boondoggle that would dramatically subtract from PSE’s already depleted resources (e.g., re-
duced generation from Colstrip; Firm Commitment contracts PSE has allowed to expire).

We hope the WUTC will not act like a captive regulator but rather use all the tools at its
disposal, including fines, to assure the public interest is fully served by a detailed, defensible and
comprehensive 2017 IRP from PSE.

CSEE is engaged in efforts to replace PSE with a King County Public Utility District
where we citizens can directly elect responsive commissioners, assert local control over power
decisions, and monitor the PUD’s operations through public records requests. We have none of
that now with PSE and meanwhile must therefore rely on you to act on our behalf.

Sincerely,

Larry G. Johnson

Attorney at Law, WSBA #5682

Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE), www.sane-eastside-energy.com
8505 129th Ave. SE

Newcastle, WA 98056

tel.: 425 227-3352

larry.ede@gmail.com

cc: CENSE
Attorney General Robert W. Ferguson
Lisa Gafken, AG Public Counsel






Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE)

8505 129th Ave. SE
Newcastle, WA 98056

tel.: 425 227-3352

email: larry.ede@gmail.com

May 22, 2017

Ms. Heidi Bedwell

Energize Eastside EIS Program Manager
City of Bellevue Development Services Dept.
450 110th Ave. NE

Bellevue, WA 98004 submitted by email to info(@EnergizeEastsideEIS.org

Re: Comments regarding Energize Eastside Phase 2 Draft EIS

According to section 1.3 of the Phase 2 Draft EIS, “the lead agency is responsible for
ensuring that a proposal that is the subject of environmental review is properly defined. The
process of defining the proposal includes an understanding of the need for the project, to
enable a thorough understanding of the project’s objectives” (emphasis added). CENSE’s
expert on Northwest regional power planning, Richard Lauckhart, submitted on May 17, 2017, a
white paper detailing the complete failure of the EIS process and EIS drafts to address the
fundamental issue of project need. His comments are attached hereto as Attachment A.

We agree. It is manifestly absurd to blindly push ahead with evaluating a proposed
project’s potential environmental impacts if the project itself makes no sense. And certainly
nothing could be more central to the project’s “No Action” “alternative” than proof that building
Energize Eastside (“EE”) would satisfy no legitimate need.

Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE) is composed chiefly of persons who are most
directly threatened by the dangers to life and property if PSE’s proposed Energize Eastside
project is allowed to go forward. While some may find it easy to dismiss CSEE as
“NIMBY” (“Not In Our Back Yard”), the truth, no matter by whom spoken, still remains the
truth. We submit EE is driven solely by PSE’s foreign investor owners who stand to make up to a
handsome 9.8% return on EE if built. That is the real motivation for PSE’s wanting to build a
boondoggle that should be in no-one’s back yard.

It is difficult to assess the many problems associated with EE, not only because of a
number of complex technical issues involved, but also because PSE has been from the outset
duplicitous and fraudulent in presenting a number of misleading justifications for the project.

There are at least four major areas of such deceit underlying PSE’s determined efforts to
hard-sell Energize Eastside that will be addressed here. They are:
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1. EE is based on a failed ColumbiaGrid flow study that included exaggerated, false NERC
criteria.

The project’s foundational justification is a uniquely strange, failed load flow study
conducted by ColumbiaGrid in 2013, the results of which (the studies did not “solve”) were
dismissed by ColumbiaGrid then as something one could comfortably ignore since the studies
bizarrely exceeded NERC requirements.! But those unnecessarily beefed-up, false criteria for
that failed “informational” study nevertheless found their way into the Quanta flow studies that
are fundamental to PSE’s argument for the supposed need for EE. For further details, see
Attachment A.

In short, the core rationale for EE is based on a fairy tale.

The fact that PSE’s aggressive pitches for EE are founded in myth is further buttressed by
the fact that PSE steadfastly refuses to release to CENSE’s expert the data inputs used in the
Quanta studies done under PSE’s supervision and control, even though FERC has made it clear
to PSE that CENSE’s expert is entitled to see and study that information.

The Lauckhart-Schiffman flow studies are the only untainted studies ever done for EE,
and they show no need for EE. Yet an email from PSE’s Bradley Strauch to Mark Johnson of
ESA, dated 3/25/2016, attached hereto as Attachment B, reveals that PSE still clings to the
exaggerated “informational” ColumbiaGrid flow studies criteria beyond those required of NERC
when criticizing the Lauckhart-Schiffman studies for not meeting those absurd criteria which
Strauch mischaracterizes as “minimum:”

“...as we have already stated in PSEs Phase 1 DEIS comments, the Lauckhart
and Schiffman document does not meet the minimum federally required
planning standards necessary to provide or develop meaningful results;
therefore, it has no relevance when evaluating PSE [sic] thoroughly vetted
project proposal.”

1 See page 12 of the ColumbiaGrid 2013 System Assessment Report, first full bulleted paragraph, which includes
this language: “This case is being studied for information purposes and mitigation is not required as it goes
beyond what is required in the NERC Reliability Standards” (emphasis added). That is to say, the study used
three major failure events occurring in the scenario tested, or what NERC calls an “N-1-1-1 event,” when only two
critical system component failures are required for NERC compliance, i.e. an “N-1-1 event.” ColumbiaGrid is not
known to do studies for “information purposes” only, and we submit that PSE wanted these bizarre studies done in
order to create a justification for EE. The ColumbiaGrid 2013 System Assessment Report is available online at
https://www.columbiagrid.org/Notices-detail.cfm?NoticeID=109.
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Ironically, it is rather the PSE/Quanta studies that are wrong and irrelevant, since their
foundation is that failed, bogus ColumbiaGrid study.?

CSEE submits that a project of EE’s magnitude, costing $200 to $300 million and
portending catastrophic and irreversible consequences, should be solidly based on complete and
totally transparent flow studies, trust, and clarity, involving simultaneously all stakeholders. If
done fairly and openly, all parties affected by this controversial project stand to benefit.

2. PSE has misrepresented its desire and efforts to seek an alternative route with Seattle
City Light.

One must conclude from the current EIS draft that PSE has apparently succeeded so far
in selling the notion that PSE tried but failed to obtain Seattle City Light’s (SCL’s) permission to

2Probably aware that its rationale for EE as a reliability solution has become flimsy, PSE’s justification for EE has
morphed into one based on the need for a vague “system upgrade,” discussed further in Item 4 in this document and
Attachment F. A chronology:

1) October 2013. PSE/Quanta release their Eastside Needs Assessment. It states the need was identified with a
power flow model (a/k/a load flow model). They indicate their input assumptions include 1,500 MW to Canada and
a shut down of local generation from several peaker plants (built specifically to meet reliability emergencies!). This
results in the very exaggerated NERC N-1-1-1 event that ColumbiaGrid found to be irrelevant and thus merely
“informational.”

2) December 2013. PSE (without Quanta) provides an Executive Summary of the Eastside Needs Assessment. That
Executive Summary provides the infamous "Eastside Capacity and load line (The Problem)" graph where brownouts
could start as soon 2017. The Executive Summary indicates that Quanta ran load flow studies, but the Executive
Summary changes the justification for EE’s need: the need to meet generic customer demand as shown in the "The
Problem" graph (included in Attachment F-1 hereto). Note that Quanta did not sign on to this Executive Summary; it
is a PSE-developed document.

3) 2014-2015: PSE draws a number of questions and criticisms regarding the assumptions in the Quanta load flow
studies. Eventually, PSE’s lead project consultant, Mark Williamson, goes on the record to admit that including the
1,500 MW to Canada in the Quanta studies was a mistake (YouTube video at https://youtu.be/UixzsxOmPic), yet
PSE has never done anything to correct that mistake or counteract the wrong conclusions others have made from
that mistake. PSE also cannot explain why it had Quanta shut down six local generators (peaker plants) in the load
flow study. Not surprisingly, PSE has abandoned the myth that EE’s need derives from a load flow study. Yet they
refuse to re-run the load flow study without 1,500 MW to Canada or with all PSE generators running. The
Lauckhart-Schiffman’s studies do just that, however, resulting in their conclusion that there is no need for EE.

For the PSE/Quanta 1,500 MW assumption, see page 8 of the Eastside Needs Assessment at https://
energizeeastside2.blob.core.windows.net/media/Default/Library/Reports/

Eastside Needs Assessment Final Draft 10-31-2013v2REDACTEDRI.pdf.

For the PSE/Quanta shut down of local generation, see Table 4-4 on page 32 of the same document.

4) 2016: PSE begins focusing on the aforementioned “Problem" graph that it published in its December 2013
Executive Summary. PSE revises that graph to include a mysterious "capacity" line at 700 MW and an exaggerated
Eastside load growth that is some ten times greater than what Seattle City Light predicts for booming Seattle. See
Attachment F-2. PSE removes the embarrassing 2013 graph from its website and abandons use of it as the basis for
the need for EE.

5) 2017: PSE’s selling point for EE is now: "Nothing has been done to update the Eastside grid for 50 years,” a
blatantly false claim refuted in Attachment F.



https://youtu.be/UixzsxOmPic
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share SCL’s Eastside line as a route for EE, a route PSE spokespersons repeatedly assured
citizens at public meetings was PSE’s “first choice” for EE.

A variant of this misleading narrative is found on the FAQ page of PSE’s website
dedicated to EE:

“Routing

“ «Why can’t PSE use the Seattle City Light corridor that runs from Redmond to
Renton?

“PSE looked into using the Seattle City Light corridor and yes, if rebuilt, the
corridor could work to meet the Eastside’s energy needs. However, PSE has been
told by Seattle City Light that this corridor is a key component of their transmission
system and is not available for our use.” (emphasis added; from http://
energizeeastside.com/fags)

The underlined words in the last sentence of that paragraph are a link to a June 2, 2014,
letter from Uzma Siddiqi, SCL’s System Planning Engineer, to the City of Bellevue’s Mr.
Nicholas Matz, Attachment C, where she writes:

“SCL foresees current and future uses of these existing east side facilities and
prefers not to utilize SCL’s transmission lines for PSE’s native load service
needs.” (emphasis added).

“Prefers not to utilize” is hardly the same thing as “refuses to allow.” And note that Ms.
Siddiqi’s letter is directed to a City of Bellevue employee and not to PSE, who in fact never even
tried to make a formal request for sharing those lines. That conclusion is made crystal clear in an
April 25, 2017, letter from SCL’s Sephir Hamilton, Engineering and Technology Innovation
Officer, to me, Attachment D:

“As your letter mentions, although PSE and Seattle City Light have had
limited discussions about PSE’s Energize Eastside Project, PSE has never
formally requested transmission service on Seattle City Light’s
Eastside transmission lines. Obviously, if PSE would make a formal
request for transmission service on Seattle City Light’s Eastside lines,
Seattle City Light would respond appropriately.” (emphasis added)

CSEE submits that PSE never tried to act on its “first choice” for an EE route because
to have done so would have deprived its owners of a highly lucrative project, boondoggle
though it be.

Further, virtually none of the information PSE has provided the authors of this latest draft
EIS about the very real and superior SCL Eastside lines alternative to EE (assuming arguendo



http://energizeeastside.com/faqs
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something like EE is needed) is accurate. In the May 11, 2017, letter of CENSE’s expert, Richard
Lauckhart, to Ms. Heidi Bedwell, Attachment E, there are paragraphs cited from the current draft
EIS which in part or in whole contain incomplete or erroneous information, with his rebuttals of
same. Those comments further buttress the conclusion that if PSE were to follow the steps as
outlined in FERC Order 888, SCL would have little choice but to cooperate with PSE in coming
up with a far more workable, less expensive, and above all, less dangerous solution than EE,
assuming there is any objective need for EE.

The Phase 2 draft EIS is woefully inadequate and simply wrong when it comes to the
SCL Eastside line alternative, and it needs to be completely done over again without PSE
pressure or interference.
3. PSE has mounted an aggressive PR campaign, similar in kind and credibility to a
political campaign,’ in order to mislead the public into thinking EE will fulfill a need to
meet future Eastside growth that PSE claims is 10 times that of booming Seattle.

For details, see Attachment F-1 and F-2.
4. PSE repeatedly and falsely advertises the lie that EE is needed as a “long overdue
Eastside grid upgrade” despite several expansions of the Eastside grid in the past two
decades.

For details, see Attachment F-2 through F-4.

Sincerely,

Larry G. Johnson
Attorney at Law, WSBA #5682
Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE)

cc: CENSE

3 To head up PSE’s aggressive PR campaign, it went as far as Wisconsin to hire lawyer Mark Williamson to act as
its chief consultant for getting the project through the approval processes. Williamson’s website brags about his
prowess in getting projects like Energize Eastside approved by treating them the same way as a political campaign:
“Williamson has developed a strategic communications technique patterned on ‘election campaigning’ — polling,
message development and communication — tools that he employs, and has for years, to get utility projects
approved, sited, built and on-line. He is a hands-on utility executive that gets the job done from day one.” http://
prwcomm.com/now/?page_id=71. PSE’s strategy is all about winning rather than fairly arguing the merits of the
project or considering possible options that would better serve the public interest.
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May 17, 2017 Attachment A - 1

Heidi Bedwell
City of Bellevue Development Services Department

450 110* Avenue NE
Bellevue, WA 98004

Re: Comment for Energize Eastside Phase 2 Draft EIS

Dear Ms. Bedwell:

| am writing to submit comments on the Energize Eastside Phase 2 Draft EIS.

These comments relate to the “need” for Energize Eastside

As I have mentioned in previous submissions, the need for Energize Eastside has never been
established. I have provided significant documentation which supports the idea that it is not only
not needed, but that PSE is attempting to push this project through using multiple baseless

justifications.

The debate on need is rooted in a dispute about a proper load flow study. What keeps us from an
open and honest discussion of the facts on which this entire project is based is PSE’s refusal to
allow any kind of scrutiny into the assumptions used by Quanta in load flow studies which they
conducted for PSE. These studies, along with the studies conducted by USE, are the
centerpieces of the justification for Energize Eastside.

PSE continues to refuse to show the details of the Quanta load flow study despite multiple
requests and despite the fact that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) says I have
a legitimate need to see this information. Yet the EIS process continues to march forward,
presumably to its completion, while multiple red flags exist concerning how Quanta did their
load flow study. The EIS staff continues to sidestep any real resolution of these red flags.

A $200-$300 million project with devastating and irrevocable consequences cannot be subject of
guess work. No permit for Energize Eastside should be issued until a truly transparent, scientific

process has been completed.

A new load flow study needs to be done in an open and transparent fashion with input from all
stakeholders. That is what I asked FERC to require ColumbiaGrid to do. But FERC said that
since PSE had not asked for Energize Eastside to be a part of the Regional Plan, then Energize
Eastside is not subject to Order 1000. If PSE had asked for Energize Eastside to be part of the
regional plan, this would have required ColumbiaGrid to do the studies in an open and
transparent fashion with full stakeholder input. The ColumbiaGrid Regional Plan looks out over
a ten-year planning horizon and identifies the transmission additions necessary to ensure that the
parties to the ColumbiaGrid Planning and Expansion Functional Agreement can meet their
commitments to serve regional load and meet firm transmission service commitments.
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It appears there were many reasons that PSE chose not to ask for Energize Eastside to be a part
of a Regional Plan. I believe this was a deliberate step on their part.

o If Energize Eastside were part of a regional plan, then FERC would say how much BPA
would pay for Energize Eastside BPA would pay PSE. By doing that, PSE pays less out
of its own pocket. And that would mean a smaller increase in the PSE ratebase. Which
means smaller PSE investment that will be given the 9.8% return by the WUTC.
Macquarie wants to invest more money in PSE new ratebase. It does not help if BPA

pays a lot of that money because that reduces what Macquarie spends and therefore the
amount of the return on the investment.

o Ifpart of a Regional Plan, ColumbiaGrid would have been required to do the studies (not

Quanta) and ColumbiaGrid studies would have to be done in an open and transparent
fashion with stakeholder input, and

e If part of a Regional Plan, then stakeholders would also get to identify alternatives.
Those alternatives would include, for example,

e Meeting any identified needs with DSM
o Simply increasing the capacity of the Talbot Hill transformer
o Building a small peaker plant somewhere on the Eastside

o Utilizing the SCL Transmission line option.

According to section 1.3 of the EIS, “the lead agency is responsible for ensuring that a proposal
that is the subject of environmental review is properly defined. The process of defining the
proposal includes an understanding of the need for the project, to enable a thorough
understanding of the project’s objectives.” Without an open and transparent load flow study
with stakeholder input, there can be no shared understanding of the need for the project. The EIS
staff needs to ensure full accordance with this statement before the EIS is finalized.

Sincerely,

Richard Lauckhart
Energy Consultant
44475 Clubhouse Drive
Davis, California 95618
530-759-9390
lauckjr@hotmail.com






From: Strauch, Bradley R <bradley.strauch@pse.com> A tt ac h men t B
Sent time: 03/25/2016 11:24:12 AM

To: Mark Johnson <MJohnson@esassoc.com>
Cc: records@energizeeastsideeis.org; Bedwell, Heidi; Claire Hoffman <CHoffman@esassoc.com>; Nedrud, Jens V <jens.nedrud@pse.com>
Subject: RE: E2- Questions for PSE regarding the Lauckhart-Schiffman report

Attachments: Lauckhart-Schiffman Draft responses 20160318 PSE Response.docx

Mark,

PSE is providing the following information in response the questions posed in the attachment. However, as we have already
stated in PSEs Phase 1 DEIS comments, the Lauckhart and Schiffman document does not meet the minimum federally required
planning standards necessary to provide or develop meaningful results; therefore, it has no relevance when evaluating PSEs
thoroughly vetted project proposal.

If you have any additional questions, please let us know as we will be glad to assist.
Brad Strauch

Sr. Land Planner/Environmental Scientist

PUGET SOUND ENERGY

P.O. Box 97034, PSE-09N

Bellevue, WA 98009-9734

Office: 425-456-2556

Fax: 425-462-3233

Cell: 425-214-6250

From: Mark Johnson [mailto:MJohnson@esassoc.com]
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2016 6:25 PM

To: Strauch, Bradley R

Cc: Heidi Bedwell; Claire Hoffman; records@energizeeastsideeis.org
Subject: E2- Questions for PSE regarding the Lauckhart-Schiffman report

Brad

As we mentioned a couple weeks back, we have a few questions that arose from reading the Lauckhart Schiffman
Report. We are trying to address issues raised by the report in the comment summary, the first draft of which is due very
soon, so we ask for a quick turnaround on these. The attached is a draft section we have created to respond to the
issues raised. Our intent here is to clarify facts that we believe PSE can best provide, and the questions are as close-
ended as we could make them. Could you take a look and let us know how quickly you can turn this information around?
If we could have answers by the end of the week, that would be great.

Mark S Johnson

Director

ESA | Northwest Community Development
5309 Shilshole Avenue NW, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98107

206.789.9658 main

206.576.3750 direct | 206.550.0723 cell

mjohnson@esassoc.com <mailto:mjohnson@esassoc.com> | <Www.esassoc.com>

Follow us on Facebook <http://www.facebook.com/pages/Environmental-Science-Associates/347741357652?
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@ls) City of Seattle

Seattle City Light

June 2, 2014

Mr. Nicholas Matz

Planning & Community Development Department
450 110" Avenue NE

P.0O. Box 90012

Bellevue, WA 98009

Dear Mr. Matz:

Seattle City Light (SCL) has transmission facilities that run through the City of Bellevue and other
jurisdictions on the east side of Lake Washington. The SCL transmission lines in Bellevue were
installed in the early 1940’s to transfer power from hydro-generation in the North Cascades to the
west side of Lake Washington. Puget Sound Energy (PSE) has lines in the same general vicinity
which primarily serve the PSE customer load east of Lake Washington.

SCL’s double circuit 230kV transmission lines are used to meet current and future operating needs.
Specifically, SCL needs the connectivity and capacity of these transmission lines to:

Maintain a contiguous Point of Delivery for transmission service from BPA;
Serve existing load growth and maintain reliability;

Provide for future SCL growth;

Support regional transmission flows; and

Meet NERC reliability requirements.

SCL foresees current and future uses of these existing east side facilities and prefers not to utilize
SCL’s transmission lines for PSE’s native load service needs.

Please contact me via email at uzma.siddigi@seattle.gov if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Uzma Siddiqi, PE
System Planning Engineer

cc: Phil West
Tuan Tran

®

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3200, P.O. Box 34023, Seattle, WA 98124-4023
Tel: (206) 684-3000, TTY/TDD: (206) 684-3225, Fax: (206) 625-3709
An equal employment opportunity employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.
Seattle City Light is the 10th largest publicly owned utility in the nation dedicated to exceeding our customers’ expectations in safely producing
and delivering power that is low cost, reliable and environmentally responsible.





700 Sth Ave. | P.O. Box 34023 | Seattle WA 98124-4023
TeL (206) 684-3000 Trv/T0D (206) 684-3225 FAX (206) 625-3709

seattle.gov/light

@ Seattle City Light twitter.com/SEACityLight facebook.com/SeattleCityLight
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Mr. Larry Johnson

Attorney at Law

Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE)
8505 129th AVE SE

NEWCASTLE, WA 98056

Re: PSE’s Energize Eastside Project
Dear Mr. Johnson,

This letter responds to your letter dated March 20, 2017 to our General Manager, Larry Weis. We
appreciate your interest in the regional energy issues and are aware of your concerns regarding Puget
Sound Energy's ("PSE") Energize Eastside Project. As your letter mentions, although PSE and Seattle City
Light have had limited discussions about PSE's Energize Eastside Project, PSE has never formally
requested transmission service on Seattle City Light's Eastside transmission lines.

Obviously, if PSE would make a formal request for transmission service on Seattle City Light's Eastside
lines, Seattle City Light would respond appropriately. Likewise, Seattle City Light remains willing to
discuss options with PSE regarding the potential use of Seattle’s Eastside lines. However, as PSE's
project located entirely within its own service territory, PSE’s project remains within PSE's discretion.

In addition, the Energize Eastside Project is not subject to the Order No. 1000 regional approval process
because it is located completely within Puget Sound'’s service territory, it was included in Puget Sound'’s
local transmission plan to meet Puget Sound’s reliability needs, and neither Puget Sound, nor any other

eligible party, requested to have the project selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of
cost allocation.

We trust that this resolves the concerns expressed in your March 20" letter with respect to Seattle City
Light.

Sincerely,

Sephir Hamilton
Engineering and Technology Innovation Officer
Seattle City Light

e Larry Weis, General Manager, Seattle City Light

An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.
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May 11, 2017

Heidi Bedwell

City of Bellevue Development Services Department
450 110" Avenue NE

Bellevue, WA 98004

Re: Comment for Energize Eastside Phase 2 Draft EIS
Dear Ms. Bedwell:

| am writing to submit comment on the Energize Eastside Phase 2 Draft EIS.

This comment relates to pages 2-52 of the Phase 2 Draft EIS. In particular section 2.2.1 “Seattle
City Light Transmission Line” option.

In order to understand how this option works, one needs to be familiar with FERC’s ProForma Open
Access Transmission Tariff (OATT). The FERC ProForma Open Access Transmission Tariff can be
found at:
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/electric/indus-act/oatt-reform/order-890-B/pro-forma-open-

access.pdf

Section 6 of the OATT discusses "Reciprocity". If SCL uses the lines of one or more FERC directly
regulated utilities, then SCL will have agreed to these terms when they use those lines. Meaning
under reciprocity, SCL agrees to also deal with requests for use of their transmission grid under the
FERC OATT approach.

Other sections of interest to this SCL Transmission Line option are:
Section 15. Service Availability
Section 16. Transmission Customer Responsibility
Section 17. Procedures for arranging for Firm Point to Point transmission service

[This section is particularly relevant to how PSE needs to ask SCL for use of its line to serve a new
230/115 KV transformer at Lakeside. There is a requirement to make a formal application in the
format that is described in the OATT. PSE has never made such an application. An informal
request does not meet the required format for making a request to use the SCL line. PSE needs to
make this formal request to SCL).
Section 19. Additional studies procedures for Firm Transmission

With an understanding of how FERC's OATT waorks, it is clear that just about every sentence in the
discussion of the SCL option is incorrect, meaning these sentences are not consistent with the
OATT.

First sentence:
"'SCL has indicated to the City of Bellevue that they expect to need the corridor for their own
purposes and are not interested in sharing the corridor with PSE (SCL, 2014)."
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The EIS staff should already be aware that FERC does not allow a utility like SCL to "hoard" its
transmission capability. Further, the FERC OATT requires a utility like SCL to increase the rating of
its infrastructure (with needed construction) if that is what it takes to honor a request for
transmission and the requesting utility agrees to pay what FERC requires them to pay. No one
has performed a System Impact Study (as required by the OATT) to see what it would take to
honor a PSE request to use the SCL line to serve a new 230/115 KV transformer at Lakeside.

Second sentence:

"The existing SCL line would have to be rebuilt to provide a feasible solution for the Energize Eastside
project, because the current rating of the SCL line is insufficient to meet PSE’s needs (Strauch,
personal communication, 2015)."

If it can be shown that the existing SCL line would need to be rebuilt to provide a feasible solution
for the Energize Eastside project, then that is what the FERC OATT would require be done as long
as PSE agreesto pay what FERC would require them to pay for that construction. Until a study is
done, one cannot tell for sure what the rebuild cost would be. But it certainly would be less than
the cost of Energize Eastside. Further, it should be clear that the request to use the SCL line is
only for purposes of serving a new 230/115 KV transformer at Lakeside. The study to determine
what this cost must not include a requirement to deliver 1,500 MW to Canada unless BPA makes
that request and BPA would pay the bulk of the needed cost if the SCL line is also being used to
increase the ability of BPA to deliver power to Canada.

Third Sentence:

"PSE has estimated that rebuilding the SCL line would provide sufficient capacity for a period of less
than 10 years, which does not comply with PSE’s electrical criteria (as described in Section 2.2.1 of
the Phase 1 Draft EIS) to meet performance criteria for 10 years or more after construction."

Under the FERC OATT rules that SCL needs to comply with, SCL does not get to stop serving
Lakeside afterten years even if SCL has a legitimate need for more use of its SCL line at that time.
The FERC OATT has clear rules on how a utility like PSE can assure its transmission service from
SCL can be retained even after SCL decides it needs the line for its own use. The FERC OATT
protects a utility like PSE from SCL stopping to provide them transmission service.

Fourth Sentexnce:
"Neither the City nor PSE can compel SCL to allow the use of this corridor; therefore, this option is
not feasible and was not carried forward."

This statement is wrong. PSE can compel SCL to use its line to serve a new 230/115 KV
transformer by making a FERC Order 888 request (under the FERC OATT) for such transmission
service. If SClrefuses, FERC will compel them to do so. FERC uses its "reciprocity” ruling to
compel SCL. [f SCL refuses, FERC will refuse to let SCL use any transmission lines that are under
direct FERC jurisdiction. SCL could not meaningfully its service obligations to its own customers
without usingthe transmission lines of FERC directly jurisdictional utilities.

Fifth Sentence:
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"Even if compelled use of the corridor were allowed, the negotiations would likely prove lengthy,
and would likely preclude completion of the project within the required timeline to meet project
objectives.”

The FERC OATT has tight timelines for dealing with requests for transmission service. FERC
intentionally put in these tight timelines to prohibit a utility like SCL from denying service by
delaying service. Further, PSE currently is not saying when it thinks it needs a new 230/115 KV
transformer to be in service at Lakeside. Any needed construction on the existing SCL line will
take considerably less time than permitting and building EE. Further, according to the only
reasonable load flow study done regarding serving the east side (the Lauckhart-Schiffman Load
Flow study), there is plenty of time before any new 230/115 KV transformer is needed at
Lakeside.

Thank you for the opportunity to clarify how this SCL Transmission Line option would work.

Sincerely,

Cochot bl

Richard Lauckhart
Energy Consultant
Davis, California
530-759-9390
lauckjr@hotmail.com





Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE)

May 8, 2017

Attachment F -1

The Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
98504-7250, 1300 Evergreen Park Dr SW
Olympia, WA 98502 sent by email to the individual Commissioners

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is in response to comments made in an email by Mr. Jens Nedrud of PSE to you and
others, dated May 4, 2017, regarding PSE’s Energize Eastside project and a 3/16 IRPAG meeting.

Mr. Nedrud’s remarks are misleading and distort the facts, yet they are unfortunately consistent
with PSE’s determined hard-sell methods to get the $200-$300 million project built at all costs, regard-
less of the economic waste and the grave risk to lives and property if built as proposed, i.e. too close to
two aging pipelines transporting highly flammable petroleum products under pressure.

The two chief mantras PSE keeps repeating in its PR efforts to sell Energize Eastside are: 1)
There is so much economic and population growth on the Eastside, the project is needed to meet a
generic “consumer demand;” and 2) Nothing has been done “since the 1960s” to upgrade the grid in
the Eastside. The ads PSE has published in numerous media outlets repeatedly beat these “Consumer
Demand” and “Need for Upgrade” drums. CSEE has collected over two dozen of them.

PSE’s inflated consumer demand claims

In December of 2013, PSE had on its website dedicated to the Energize Eastside project the fol-
lowing chart, which was its prime lead-in to justify the project. Words introducing the chart stated that
“[g]rowth studies predict that demand for reliable power will exceed capacity as early as 2017:”
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Two years later, in December 2015, that chart was replaced by this one: Attachment F - 2
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This chart was accompanied with a warning: “Without substantial electric infrastructure up-
grades, tens of thousands of residents and businesses will be at risk of more frequent and longer power
outages.”

That is a gross and irresponsible exaggeration. From the graph above, it appears PSE antici-
pates a spectacular (and preposterous) Eastside demand growth rate of 4% in the next four years. That
is ten times the future growth rate predicted for a wildly booming Seattle by Seattle City Light’s Sephir
Hamilton, Engineering and Technology Innovation Officer, who in 2014 laid out these facts (https://
youtu.be/gZWM-yNxwZY, starting at 0:52 into the video):

“In the last four years nationwide, per-customer energy use has declined by 2%,
both residential and non-residential. Here in Seattle it’s declined 2.7% for non-resi-
dential, and it has declined 7.6% per customer for residential energy use. Even with
all the growth that you see here in Seattle and south Lake Union, we’re projecting
total load growth of less than a half of a percent over the next five years. This is a
huge change in the entire makeup of energy use industry in the United States, and
especially here in Seattle where we're leading the way.”

I have asked Mr. Hamilton to update this data with what is known now in 2017, and I will up-

date with that information when received. Meanwhile, PSE no longer has a chart on its Energize East-
side website with growth projections. But that does not deter it from making outlandish growth claims.

PSE’s false “no update since the 1960s” claims

Here is an example of one of several ads of like content that PSE has published in various me-
dia outlets:





protect the
Eastside’s

future with
yesterday’s
electric grid

The Eastside’s electric grid was last upgraded in the 1860s — not for today's fast-growing cormmunities
‘ and the 21st-century emeargency services they must rely on. Without substantial upgrades soon, we risk
more disruptive and longer power cutages. To protect cur futurs, PSE is working with Eastside communitiss
on a safs, reliabls solution. Learn more at pes,convensrgizesastside

pse.com/energizeeastside @ PUGET SOUND ENERGY

Note the blatant falsehood contained in this ad: “The Eastside electric grid was last upgraded in
the 1960s.” The ad also makes a false correlation between general daily electricity usage and power
outages, when PSE knows full well the ostensible need for Energize Eastside is to meet very rare
N-1-1 emergency events where federally mandated reliability is the only issue, not the general daily
supply and demand for electricity.

As former Puget Power Vice President for Power Planning, Richard Lauckhart, has argued in
documents he has sent you, there have been numerous upgrades and expansions made to the Eastside

grid since the 1960s, as illustrated in this graphic for lines added and the years they were built:

New 115 KV lines built in the Eastside in recent years

2009

2004
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In conclusion, whether in terms of PSE’s complying with your requirements for a proper and
adequate IRP, or whether as evidence at some future rate hearing on Energize Eastside when you will
need all the facts, it remains that PSE simply cannot be trusted to tell the truth when so much of its
future profits are at stake. You will recall that the WUTC levied its greatest fine ever on a utility,
$1.25 million, for PSE’s having intentionally falsified gas pipeline safety inspection records over a
period of four years (see https://sane-eastside-energy.org/2014/04/30/pse-fined-1-25-million-in-falsi-
fying-gas-pipeline-safety-inspection-reports-for-4-years-running/). It is thus not totally surprising
that, while Mr. Nedrud finds flaws in the Lauckhart-Schiffman load flow studies, PSE has yet to re-
lease CEll-related data PSE submitted for the studies it relies on that would reveal what sorts of fun-
damental assumptions were used, even though FERC made it clear to PSE that Mr. Lauckhart and
CENSE’s Don Marsh have CEII clearances and should be given access to that CEII data.

PSE has stubbornly refused to provide that information. The WUTC should demand that they
do.

I realize the power the WUTC has to regulate and influence PSE is woefully inadequate. But
for a project with such great potential for irrevocable damage, I hope the WUTC can use its own re-
sources to conduct fully unbiased and untainted flow studies, if need be, to determine for itself the
need for Energize Eastside, or at least to establish the validity of such studies as have been done.
This is, after all, your area of expertise and public trust. That would be a positive effort undertaken
for the common good of all Washingtonians and for the future of our environment.

Sincerely,

Larry G. Johnson

Attorney at Law, WSBA #5682

Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE), www.sane-eastside-energy.com
8505 129th Ave. SE

Newecastle, WA 98056

tel.: 425 227-3352

larry.ede@gmail.com

cc: CENSE
City Councils of Bellevue, Newcastle, Redmond and Renton
NW Energy Coalition
Sierra Club
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Executive Summary

In November 2015, the citizen group CENSE asked Richard Lauckhart and Roger Schiffman
to study the scenario that motivates Puget Sound Energy’s transmission project known
as “Energize Eastside.” We (Lauckhart and Schiffman) are nationally recognized power
and transmission planners with specific knowledge of the Northwest power grid.

It is standard industry practice to use a “load flow model” to determine the need for a
transmission project like Energize Eastside. In order to assess the reliability of the grid,
analysts use specialized computer software to simulate failure of one or two major
components while serving peak load conditions. For Energize Eastside, PSE simulates
the failure of two major transformers during a peak winter usage scenario (temperature
below 23° F and peak hours between 7-10 AM and 5-8 PM).

We ran our own load flow simulations based on data that PSE provided to the Western
Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC). We used a “Base Case” for winter peak load
projected for 2017-2018. PSE confirms this is the same data used as the basis for the
company’s “Eastside Needs Assessment.”

Our findings differ from PSE’s as follows:

1.PSE modified the Base Case to increase transmission of electricity to Canada from
500 MW to 1,500 MW. This level of energy transfer occurring simultaneously with winter
peak loads creates instability in the regional grid. Transmission lines connecting the
Puget Sound area to sources in central Washington do not have enough capacity to
maintain this level of demand.

2.PSE assumed that six local generation plants were out of service, adding 1,400 MW of
demand for transmission. This assumption also causes problems for the regional grid.

3.Even if the regional grid could sustain this level of demand, it is unlikely that regional
grid coordinators would continue to deliver 1,500 MW to Canada while emergency
conditions were occurring on the Eastside.

4.We found that the WECC Base Case contains a default assumption that PSE may not
have corrected. The ratings for critical transformers are based on “summer normal”
conditions, but the simulation should use significantly higher “winter emergency”
ratings. The default value could cause PSE to underestimate System Capacity and
overstate urgency to build the project.

5.The Base Case shows a demand growth rate of 0.5% per year for the Eastside. This is
much lower than the 2.4% growth rate that PSE cites as motivation for Energize Eastside.

Our study finds critical transformers operating at only 85% of their winter emergency
rating, providing enough capacity margin to serve growth on the Eastside for 20
to 40 years.










Qualifications

Richard Lauckhart served as a high level decision maker at Puget
Sound Power & Light (the predecessor of Puget Sound Energy). His
employment with the company spanned 22 years as a financial and
transmission planner as well as power planning. He served as the
company’s Vice President of Power Planning for four years.

Richard took a voluntary leave package when Puget Power merged
with Washington Energy Company in 1997. He provided additional
contract services to PSE for more than a year following the merger.
After leaving PSE, Richard worked as an energy consultant, providing
extensive testimony on transmission system load flow modeling
before the California Public Utility Commission.

Roger Schiffman has 23 years of energy industry experience covering
utility resource planning, electricity market evaluation, market
assessment and simulation modeling, regulatory policy development,
economic and financial analysis, and contract evaluation. Roger has
led a large number of consulting engagements for many clients. He
has extensive knowledge of industry standard modeling software
used for power market analysis and transmission planning.

We are well acquainted with the physical layout and function of the
Northwest power grid and the tools used to analyze its performance.
Our resumes can be found in Appendix H.

Richard has provided pro bono consultation to CENSE since April
2015. He has received no financial compensation other than
reimbursement of travel expenses. Roger had no relationship with
CENSE prior to this report.





Methodology

The power grid is a complex interconnected system with behaviors
that cannot be easily understood without computer modeling software.
We acquired a license to run the industry standard simulation software
known as “GE PSLF”! to perform our studies.

The PSLF software uses a database that is supplied by the operator.
We had hoped to use the same database that PSE used in its studies,
but PSE refused to share it after months of negotiations. Instead, we
received clearance from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) to access the database PSE submitted to the Western Electricity
Coordinating Council (WECC). FERC determined that we presented no
security threat and had a legitimate need to access the database (see
FERC’s letter in Appendix A).

We used the WECC Base Case for the winter of 2017-18, which PSE
confirms is the database the company used for that time period. We
and PSE have made subsequent changes to the Base Case model in
order to incorporate various assumptions. We don’t know exactly
what changes PSE made to the database, but we will be explicit about
the changes we made.

N-O base scenario

To ensure that everything was set up correctly, we ran a simulation
using the unmodified Base Case and checked to see if the results
aligned with those reported by WECC. This is referred to as an “N-0"
scenario, meaning that zero major components of the grid are offline
and the system is operating normally. The outputs of this simulation
matched reported results.

The WECC Base Case assumes that the Energize Eastside project has
been built. In order to determine the need for the project, we needed
to study the performance of the grid without it. We reset the transmission
configuration using parameters from an earlier WECC case that did
not include the project.

N-1-1 contingency scenario
An “N-1-1" scenario models what would happen if two major grid
components fail in quick succession. Utilities are generally required

! http://www.geenergyconsulting.com/pslf-re-envisioned





to serve electricity without overloads or outages in this scenario to
meet federal reliability standards.

PSE determined that the two most critical parts of the Eastside grid
are two large transformers that convert electricity at 230,000 volts
to 115,000 volts, the voltage used by all existing transmission lines
within the Eastside. To simulate the N-1-1 scenario, the Base Case is
modified to remove these two transformers from service.

PSE apparently made two additional modifications to the WECC Base
Case. First, the amount of electricity flowing to Canada was increased
from 500 MW to 1,500 MW. Next, the company reduced the amount
of power being produced by local generation plants from 1,654 MW
to 259 MW. The rationale behind these modifications isn’t obvious,
and we were concerned how the regional grid (not just the Eastside)
would perform with these assumptions in place.

To our surprise, simply increasing the flow to Canada to 1,500 MW
while also serving peak winter power demand in the Puget Sound
region was enough to create problems for the regional grid. The
simulation software could not resolve these problems (Appendix E
describes the problems in greater detail). While it’s possible that PSE
and Utility System Efficiencies found ways to work around these
challenges by making additional changes to the Base Case, we do not
know what these changes were. We are confident that prudent grid
operators would reduce flows to Canada if an N-1-1 contingency
occurs on the Eastside during heavy winter consumption. PSE would
turn on every local generation plant. These responses resolve the
problems. This is the more realistic scenario we modeled in our
N-1-1 simulation.

The WECC Base Case uses default values for transformer capacity ratings
that correspond to a “summer normal” scenario. The summer rating is
reduced in order to protect transformers from overheating during hot
summer weather. The “winter emergency” rating would be consistent
with best engineering practice for equipment outages during very cold
conditions (less than 23° F) that produce peak winter demand. We used
this higher rating in our simulation.





Results

N-O resuits

To compare the N-1-1 results with normal operation of the grid serving
peak winter demand, we ran an N-0 study using the WECC Base Case
for winter 2017-18 with the following modifications:

1 Energize Eastside transmission lines are reverted to present
capacity.

2.Flow to Canada is reduced from 500 MW to 0 MW.

3. Transformers run at “winter normal” capacity.

Figure 1 shows load as a perentage of “winter normal” capacity on
each of the four transformers.

N-0 Case Load
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Figure 1: With all transformers in service, winter peak load causes no overloads.





N-1-1 results

The N-1-1 results are based on the WECC Base Case for winter 2017-18
with the following modifications:

1 Two transformers are out of service.

2.Energize Eastside transmission lines are reverted to present
capacity.

3.Flow to Canada is reduced from 500 MW to 0 MW.

4.Transformers run at “winter emergency” capacity.

Figure 2 shows that the remaining two transformers, Talbot N and
Sammamish W, remain within “winter emergency” capacity ratings.

N-1-1 Case Load
(% of Winter Emergency Rating)

-~ TelbotS (out of service)

taibotn (Y -
Sammamish W — 79%
~Sammamish £ (out of service)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 5S50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Figure 2: Loads on two remaining transformers are in a safe range.
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Analysis

We carefully analyzed the results of the N-1-1 simulation to get a
broader view of how the grid is behaving in this scenario. Electricity
is served by a combination of high-voltage transformers (transforming
230,000 volts to 115,000 volts) and low-voltage transformers
(115,000 volts to 12,500 volts).

When we simulated failure of two high-voltage transformers located
at Sammamish and Talbot Hill, as PSE did, we discovered that some
of the load is redistributed to other high-voltage transformers in
the Puget Sound area (see Figure 3). This is a natural adaptation of
the networked grid that occurs without active management by PSE
or other utilities. The regional grid has enough redundant capacity
to balance the load without causing overloads on any transformer or
transmission line in the region.

|

Beverly Park '
BPA Snohomish 2-4

Percentage of original load
8 = out of service

8 =1-5%

$3 =5-10%

$8 =10-25%

Sammamish Novelty
Hill

YR

Talbot Hill

O’Brien 1-2
Berrydale .

BPA Tacoma 1-2
White River Trans 1-2

Figure 3: Load is distributed among other
transformers after two transformers fail.





We conclude that the grid is capable of meeting demand in emergency
circumstances in the winter of 2017-18. How soon after that will system
capacity become strained?

Concerns about future capacity are illustrated in Figure 5, PSE’s
demand forecast graph.2 This graph raises several questions. For
example, it’s not clear how PSE determined the “System capacity
range” of approximately 700 MW. If this value is derived from the
transformer capacities listed in the WECC Base Case, these capacities
are set to default values corresponding to “summer normal” conditions.

PSE’s graph shows Customer Demand growing at an average rate

of 2.7% per year. However, data submitted by PSE to WECC shows a
growth rate of only 0.5% per year. An explanation of this discrepancy
is necessary to understand this graph.
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= 650

O = . = System capacity range

E 600 Customer demand forecast with 100% of conservation goals met
O Customer demand forecast with 75% of conservation goals met

w

-

o 550

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Figure 4: PSE’s graph shows customer demand exceeding system capacity in 20182

2 http://www.energizeeastside com/need

1
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Although we don’t have enough information to create a graph
suitable for long-term planning, we we feel Figure 5 is a better
approximation of system capacity and demand growth on the Eastside.

The “System capacity” is based on “winter emergency” transformer
ratings, which are more appropriate than summer ratings for this
scenario. The higher ratings raise the overall capacity to approximately
930 MW.

The “Customer demand” line shown in Figure 5 is based on loads
reported in the load flow simulation for the two remaining Eastside
transformers. The 2014 value is higher than in PSE’s graph, because
these transformers serve loads outside the Eastside area. The growth
rate matches the 0.5% rate observed in WECC Base Cases.

- O S F - F e P s v e LinEE Cross

in 2058
0.5% demand growth per year

- o+  oms  Sysiern capacity [from transtformeer capaciog)
Curtamaer demand (froem simalatian and WESC)H

e ¥ 2048 2019 2020 @1 A3 dOE3 2024

Figure 5: Alternative Demand Forecast shows slower demand growth and higher system
capacity (based on “winter emergency” transformer ratings).
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Comparison with other studies

The conclusions of the Lauckhart-Schiffman study differ from previous
studies. We stand by our conclusions and will share our models and
results with anyone who has clearance from FERC.

Here we review the other studies and explain why their conclusions
might differ from ours.

PSE/Quanta

Two different load flow simulations were performed by PSE and
Quanta, a consultant employed by PSE. We have the following concerns
with both studies:

1. An unrealistic level of electricity is transmitted to Canada.
2. Nearly all of the local generation plants are turned off.

3. The appropriate seasonal ratings for the critical transformers
were not used.

4. It’s not clear how the customer demand forecast was developed,
but there is an unexplained discrepancy between the forecast
used for Energize Eastside (2.4% annual growth) and the forecast
reported to WECC (0.5% annual growth).

The first two assumptions cause regional reliability problems for the
WECC Base Case that must have required additional adjustments by
PSE/Quanta. We don’t know what those adjustments were.

Utility System Efficiencies

The City of Bellevue hired an independent analyst, Utility System
Efficiencies (USE), to validate the need for Energize Eastside. USE

ran one load flow simulation that stopped electricity flow to Canada.
According to USE, 4 of the 5 overloads described in the PSE/Quanta
studies were eliminated, and the remaining overload was minor.

Our load flow simulation studied the same scenario (N-1-1 contingency
with no flow to Canada and local generators running), but we did not
find any overloads. We believe three assumptions explain the different
outcomes:

1. USE does not specify what level of generation was assumed for
local generation plants. In verbal testimony before the Bellevue
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City Council, USE consultants said that they did not assume all
of the capability of local generation was operating. Our study
assumes these plants will run at their normal capacity.

2. USE says emergency ratings were used for the critical transformers,
but it isn’t clear if USE used “winter emergency” ratings. Our
study assumes winter emergency ratings.

3. USE does not independently evaluate the customer demand
forecast (2.4% annual growth is assumed). Our study assumes
the load growth forecast that PSE provided to WECC.

We believe our assumptions more accurately reflect the actual conditions
that would occur in this scenario.

Stantec Consulting Services

In July 2015, the independent consulting firm Stantec was asked to
review the studies done by PSE and USE. Stantec issued its professional
opinion without performing any independent analysis or load flow
simulations. Stantec says PSE’s methodology was “thorough” and
“industry standard.” However, Stantec does not address the shortcomings
we have identified with previous studies.





Clearance from FERC

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20426

SEP 01 2015 Letter of Release,
Re: CEIl No. CE15-130

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL

Richard Lauckhart

Dear Mr. Lauckhart:

This is in response to the July 15, 2015 request you submitted under the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission’s (Commission or FERC) Critical Energy Infrastructure
Information (CEII) regulations at 18 C.F.R. § 388.113(d)(4) (2015). Specifically, you
requested a copy of the Puget Sound Energy, Inc. FERC Form No. 715, Annual Transmission
Planning and Evaluation Report.

By letter dated August 21, 2015, the Commission issued a finding that you are a
legitimate requester with a need for the information. In accordance with 18 C.F.R.
§ 388.112(e), the enclosed DVD contains the information requested and is being released to
you subject to the non-disclosure agreement executed by you concerning this matter.

As provided by 18 C.F.R. § 388.113(d)(4)(iv) of the Commission’s regulations, you
may appeal this determination pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 388.110. Any appeal from this
determination must be filed within 45 days of the date of this letter. The appeal must be in
writing, addressed to David L. Morenoff, General Counsel, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 888 First Street, NE, Washington, DC 20426. Please include a copy to Charles
A. Beamon, Associate General Counsel, General and Administrative Law, at the same
address.

Sincerely,

AN

LLeonard M. Tao
Director
Office of External Affairs

Enclosure
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Choice of Base Case

To perform a load flow study, one needs a database reflecting the
physical characteristics of the power grid. FERC has recognized that
stakeholders need to have access to a Base Case that reflects the
system. Each utility or a designated agent is required to file power
flow base cases with FERC on an annual basis.?> WECC acts as a
designated agent for most of the utilities operating in the western
U.S. In an email dated November 19, 2015 Jens Nedrud, the Senior
Program Manager for Energize Eastside, confirmed that PSE uses
Base Cases filed by WECC as its Base Cases.

For the purposes of this study, Lauckhart and Schiffman obtained
the 2014 WECC Base Cases from FERC.* These included 13 Base Case
runs, four of which are Heavy Winter scenarios. In order to evaluate
the need for the EE project, the heavy winter 2017-18 Base Case was
modified so that the Energize Eastside project was not included. ®

We do not know if this modified 2017-18 Base Case is identical to
the one used by PSE to justify the project, because PSE has refused to
share their 2017-18 Base Cases for independent review. The WECC
Base Case assumes 500 MW is transmitted to Canada. PSE apparently
increased that amount to 1,500 MW. The WECC Base Case assumes
local generation in the Puget Sound Area is running at normal capacity.
PSE appears to have reduced those contributions by 1,395 MW. Our
PSLF modeling suggests that PSE’s modifications are not feasible and
grid operators would not allow these conditions to occur on a heavy
winter load day.®

Load data from the WECC Heavy Winter Load 2017-18 Base Case is
chosen as the basis for this study. This is the latest data provided by
FERC/WECC for the winter of 2018. PSE was involved in the development
of this Base Case along with other utilities including BPA and Seattle
City Light (SCL). All utilities use these Base Cases to determine if the
grid is capable of moving power from sources to loads. Further, it is
the only data available in which there are identified loads on specific
substations.





The loads on the main Eastside substations in the WECC Heavy Winter
2013-14 and 2017-18 Base Cases have been examined and analyzed.
All of the Eastside substations were included:

Medina Overlake South Bellevue
Clyde Hill Lochleven Factoria

Bridle Trails North Bellevue College
Evergreen Center Phantom Lake
Ardmore Midlakes Eastgate
Kenilworth Lake Hills Somerset

The total load on these substations in the 2013-14 Base Case was
394.6 MW. The total load on these substations in the 2017-18 Base
Case was 402.4 MW. This is a peak load growth of 2.0% over the 4
year period (an average increase of 0.5% per year). This is in line with
predicted growth of energy and peak in King County.

PSE and USE appear to be extrapolating the higher growth rate of a few
substations due to “block loads” and applying it uniformly to 600 MW
of existing substation load. This simplification overestimates the overall
growth rate. Furthermore, the total load on the substations listed
above is only 400 MW. It is not clear how PSE arrived at a 600 MW load.

 http:/lwww ferc.govidocs-filing/forms/form-715/instructions.asp#General%20Instructions

“On July 9, 2015 FERC provided Lauckhart the most recent WECC Base Cases that it had
available to send to requesters. Those Base Cases were ones filed in 2014 by WECC.

>On Dec. 4, 2015 Lauckhart also received from FERC a copy of the 2015 WECC FERC
Form 715 filing. In that filing there was no Base Case filed for the winter of 2018. However,
there was a Base Case filed for the winter of 2020. A review of that 2020 Base Case showed
very little growth on the Eastside from the 2018 Base Case. It also showed that the rest of the
Northwest actually reduced their load forecast for the year 2020 over their forecast for 2018.
In total, the loading on the eastside 230/115 KV transformers in the 2020 case were lower
than the loading on the Eastside 230/115 KV transformers in the 2018 case. The trend is

that the situation is not getting worse since the load forecasts for the northwest are dropping
overall which also reduces loading on the Eastside 230/115 KV transformers.

® With no other changes to the WECC Base Case for the winter of 2018, increasing PNW to
BC transfers to 1,500 causes the system to need to import more power across the Cascades
Jfrom Central Washington. This causes the PSLF model run to fail to find a solution. When
we say no solution, we mean the voltage in the Puget Sound region gets too low and the
model cannot find a way to correct that.
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Generation pattern used

PSE’s gas-fired generation plants located in the Puget Sound area
have a total rated capacity of 1,654 MW. How much of this capacity
should be used to serve peak demand during a heavy winter load
event? There are three choices:

1. The Eastside Needs Assessment prepared for PSE by Quanta
assumed generation of only 259 MW, without explaining why
such a low level was used.

2. The load flow study performed by USE also ran the plants at a
reduced rate, but the study did not specify the exact amount.

3. Three of the four WECC heavy winter Base Cases assume the
plants are running at their rated capacity of 1,654 MW. One
of the Base Cases turns off one plant for reasons that are not
clear, resulting in a lower level of generation at 1,414 MW.

The 1,654 MW capacity used by WECC in 3 of its 4 heavy winter Base
Cases is a prudent choice for several reasons. First, PSE built and/or
acquired these plants for the explicit purpose of meeting its load
obligations during cold winter events. Second, PSE has a well-documented
shortfall of generation capacity to serve peak demand, and it will be
less risky and less expensive to run these plants than to buy power
on the spot market. Third, because these plants generate electricity
at 115 kV, the strain on PSE’s overloaded 230/115 kV transformers
would be reduced by increasing the supply of 115 kV electricity.





Exports to Canada

PSE and USE assume that 1,500 MW of power must be delivered to
Canada, even if PSE is experiencing failure of two critical system
components (an N-1-1 contingency) during heavy winter load conditions
(temperatures less than 23° F in the Puget Sound region).

The WECC Base Cases assume otherwise. In the WECC Base Case for
heavy winter 2013-14, 500 MW of power is flowing south from Canada
to the U.S. In the WECC Base Case for heavy winter 2017-18, with the
Energize Eastside project in place, 500 MW of power is flowing north
to Canada, not 1,500 MW.

PSE and USE imply that it is the Columbia River Treaty that provides a
Firm Commitment to deliver 1,500 MW of power to Canada. It is clear
from reading numerous Treaty documents (e.g. the original treaty,
the amendment to the treaty in 1999, and related documents) that
the Treaty itself imposes no obligation on the United States to deliver
Treaty Power to Canada. To the contrary, Canada has stated they do
not want the Treaty Power delivered to Canada. Instead, PowerEx takes
delivery of Canada’s share of Treaty Power at the point of generation
in the U.S. and delivers it for sale to U.S. entities. Canada finds it
preferable to receive money for their share of Treaty Power rather
than having the power delivered to Canada.

The reasonable assumption for this study is that no power will flow
from the U.S. to Canada during a major winter weather event and
simultaneous facility outages in the Eastside.
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Regional grid capacity
limitations

Most of the electrical generation facilities that serve the Puget Sound
region are located east of the Cascade Mountains. The electricity they
produce is transmitted to customers in the Puget Sound area through
eleven major transmission lines known collectively as the “West of

Cascades - North” (WOCN) transmission path.

WEST OF CASCADES NORTH FLOWGATE
Actual Loadings and OTCs: 28Apr10 - 27May10 (30 Days)
MEAN 15-MINUTE LOAD: WEST OF CASCADES NORTH FLOWGATE (43515)
oW ===MEAN 15-MINUTE OTC: WEST OF CASCADES NORTH FLOWGATE (61465)
~to-
11000 | WEST OF CASCADES NORTH FLOWGATE: Average 15-min Loadi B(mw):]
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Source: 15-minute average of 2-second SCADA readings via Pl

Figure 6: Chart from BPA shows load (in yellow) and maximum capacity (in red) for the WOCN path.
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The exact transmission capacity of the WOCN path is confidential

information which cannot be discussed in detail here. However, there
is a report available on the web from the Bonneville Power Administration
that discusses a problem that occurred on the WOCN path in May 2010.7
On page 31, the report includes a chart showing loads and capacities





of the WOCN path over a 30-day period. The load (shown in yellow)
varies from 5000-7000 MW and the path capacity (in red) varies from
7000-9000 MW.

During a heavy winter usage scenario, the loads are likely to be
higher than during relatively mild weather conditions in May. PSE’s
assumptions for Energize Eastside would further increase the load.
To deliver 1,500 MW to Canada, loads on the WOCN path would need
to increase by approximately 1,000 MW. To make up for the loss of
electricity that could have been generated by six local generation
plants, an additional 1,400 MW must be transmitted on the WOCN
path. In total, loads would increase by approximately 2,400 MW.

If the increased load exceeds the capacity of the WOCN path, grid
operators and utilities would have to make adjustments like they did
in May 2010. Some of these steps and consequences are described
on page 40 of the BPA report:

“Many customers (e.g., TransAlta, Calpine, PSE, PGE)
were not able to use low cost power purchases, and
instead had to operate higher cost thermal projects

that otherwise were idled or were out or planned for
maintenance. Although there were multiple complaints
regarding the ability to serve load, the basis for the
complaints appeared to be economic or financial impacts.”

We feel that WOCN path capacity limits explain why the simulation
software could not find a way to maintain voltage levels in the Eastside
given PSE’s assumptions. We conclude that it is not reasonable to
build local infrastructure to support these conditions if regional
infrastructure cannot reliably serve the implied loads.

7 http://pnucc.org/sites/default/filess BPAWOCNLessonsLearned pdf
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Equipment ratings

Ambient temperature affects the capacity of electrical transmission
facilities. Colder temperatures help avoid overheating. For this reason,
it is industry standard practice to provide different ratings for summer
and winter seasons.

It is also industry standard practice to allow higher loading of equipment,
including transformers, during emergency events due to the fact that
emergencies do not last long. Utilities can take advantage of the fact
that transformers can safely handle brief over-peak conditions to
reduce installation costs and maintain system reliability.

The WECC Data Preparation Manual requires transmission owners to
provide the following ratings for its transformers:

e Summer Normal Rating

e Summer Emergency Rating

e Winter Normal Rating

e Winter Emergency Rating

Relative transformer capacities

o 131%
115% 109%
Summer Summer Winter Winter
Normal Emergency Normal Emergency

Figure 7: Ratings for different scenarios, normalized to Summer Normal rating.

PSE has indicated that the rating on the Sammamish and Talbot Hill
transformers are approximately 352 MVA (Mega-volt amperes).
According to the data that PSE provided to WECC, this is the Summer
Normal Rating of these transformers. PSE has advised WECC that (a)
its Winter Normal ratings are about 9% higher than Summer Normal,
and (b) Winter Emergency Ratings are about 21% higher than Winter
Normal Ratings.





When running the PSLF model, the run parameters must be set to
point to the correct rating that has been provided in the data base. 8

In the N-0 analysis, our load flow studies used the winter normal
rating which is 9% higher than the 352 MVA summer normal rating.

In the N-1-1 analysis, our load flow studies used the winter emergency
rating that is 21% higher than the winter normal rating.
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Ssummer load scenario

Most of the load flow modeling done by PSE and USE to justify
Energize Eastside has been focused on a winter peak load scenario.
Recently, PSE has mentioned reliability concerns in the summer to
provide additional motivation to build Energize Eastside. So far, PSE
has refused to provide input data and results for both winter and
summer scenarios.

We briefly reviewed the WECC Base Case for heavy summer demand
in 2019. The peak load on Eastside substations is 281 MW in this
scenario. This is 30% lower than the total load for heavy winter
demand in 2017-18 (402 MW). The drop in transformer ratings due
to summer heat is only 9%, so this scenario should be significantly
less stressful on PSE’s infrastructure than the winter scenario. Rapid
growth in air conditioning is a concern, but if there is a summer
need, then rooftop solar in Bellevue and other cities will be helpful
and should be encouraged. Further study is warranted.





Resumes
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J. Richard Lauckhart
Energy Consulting

J. Richard Lauckhart has 40 years of experience in power supply planning, electricity price forecasting
and asset valuation. He began his career as a distribution engineer with Pacific Gas & Electric Co., and
held various positions at Puget Sound Power & Light Co. (now Puget Sound Energy) in power supply
planning, culminating as vice president of power planning.

For the last 12 years Mr. Lauckhart has performed consulting assignments related to power market
analyses, price forecasting services, asset market valuation, integrated resource planning, transmission
line congestion analysis, and management of strategic consulting engagements for clients in North
America, including investor-owned and municipal utilities, independent power producers, and lenders.

Mr. Lauckhart received a bachelor of science degree in electrical engineering from Washington State
University in 1971 and a masters degree in business administration from the University of Washington
in 1975

Representative Project Experience

Black & Veatch

September 2008 to October 2011

Managing Director

Mr. Lauckhart oversees wholesale electricity price forecasting, project revenue analysis,
consults regarding wind integration matters electric interconnection and transmission
arrangements for new power projects, and other related matters in the electric power
industry. In addition, he heads Black & Veatch’s WECC regional power markets
analysis team.

WECC Power Market Analysis and Transmission Analysis, Henwood/Global Energy
Decisions/Ventyx

2000 - 2008

Senior Executive

Mr. Lauckhart oversaw wholesale electricity price forecasting, project revenue analysis,
consulted regarding electric interconnection and transmission arrangements for new
power projects, and other related matters in the electric power industry. In addition, he
headed Global Energy’s WECC regional power markets analysis team.

Lauckhart Consulting, Inc.

1996 - 2000

President

Primary client - Puget Sound Energy (formerly Puget Sound Power & Light Company):
Involved in power contract restructuring, market power analysis, FERC 888 transmission
tariffs, and other matters. Testified at FERC regarding Puget’s 888 tariff. Testified for
Puget in June, 1999 arbitration with BPA regarding transmission capability on the
Northern Intertie.

Northwest IPP

Under retainer with IPP from July 1996 through December 31, 1999. Involved primarily
in merchant power plant development activities including permitting activity, owner’s
engineer identification, environmental consultant identification, water supply
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arrangement, transmission interconnection and wheeling arrangements, gas pipeline
arrangements, economic analysis, forward price forecasting, marketing, and related
issues.

Levitan & Associates (Boston)

Participated in teams involved in electric system acquisition activities. Performed
preliminary analysis for a major retail corporation regarding possible participation as an
aggregator in the California deregulated electric market. Involved in the evolving
discussions about deregulation in the state of Washington including participant in HB
2831 report and ESSB 6560 report.

Member of advisory task force for Northwest Power Planning Council study of
generation reliability in the Pacific Northwest. Participating writer in a newsletter
advocating electric deregulation in the state of Washington.

Puget Sound Power & Light Company

1991 - 1996

Vice President, Power Planning

Involved in all aspects of a $700 million per year power supply for a hydro/thermal utility
with a 4,600 MW peak and 2,200 aMW energy retail electric load. Included
responsibility for a 22 person department involved in power scheduling (for both retail
and wholesale power activity), power and transmission contract negotiation and
administration, regulatory and NERC compliance, forward price forecasting, power cost
accounting, and retail rate activity related to power costs. Activity included matters
related to 650 MW of existing gas-fired, simple cycle combustion turbines. In addition,
660 MW of combined cycle cogeneration “qualifying facilities” were developed by
others for Puget during this time frame. Detailed understandings of the projects were
developed both for initial contractual needs and later for economic restructuring
negotiations. Mr. Lauckhart was the primary person involved in developing Puget’s
Open Access transmission tariff in accordance with FERC Order 888.

Puget Sound Power & Light Company

1986 — 1991

Manager, Power Planning

The company’s key person in developing (1) a WUTC approved competitive bidding
process for administering PURPA obligations, and (2) a WUTC approved regulatory
mechanism for recovery of power costs called the Periodic Rate Adjustment Mechanism
(PRAM).

Puget Sound Power & Light Company

1981 - 1986

Director, Power Planning

The company’s key person in developing a power cost forecasting model that was
customized to take into account the unique nature of the hydro generation system that
exists in the Pacific Northwest.

Puget Sound Power & Light Company

1979 — 1981

Manager, Corporate Planning

Responsible for administering the corporate goals and objectives program.

Puget Sound Power & Light Company
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1976 — 1979

Financial Planning

Improved and ran a computerized corporate financial forecasting model for the company
that was used by the CFO.

Puget Sound Power & Light Company

1974 - 1976

Transmission Planner

Performed transmission engineering to assure a reliable transmission system.

Pacific Gas & Electric Company

1971 - 1974

Distribution Engineer

Performed distribution engineering to assure a reliable distribution system.

Other Relevant Experience

° Expert testimony for Montana Independent Renewable Generators
related to avoided cost regulations and pricing filed February 2009 at the Montana PSC

° Expert Testimony for LS Power in the SDG&E Sunrise Proceeding
regarding economics of in-area generation vs. the cost of transmission and imported
power Spring 2007

° Expert Testimony for BC Hydro in the Long Term Resource Plan,
February 2009 dealing with natural gas price forecasts and REC price forecasting

° Expert Testimony for John Deere Wind in a proceeding in Texas in
November 2008 related to avoided costs and wind effective load carrying capability

° Expert Testimony for Two Dot Wind before the Montana commission
regarding wind integration costs Spring 2008

° Expert Testimony in the BC Hydro Integrated Electricity Plan
proceeding regarding WECC Power Markets. November 2006.

° Expert Testimony for Colstrip Energy Limited Partnership before
Montana PUC regarding administration of QF contract prices. July 2006.

° Expert Testimony for Pacific Gas & Electric regarding current PURPA
implementation in each of the 50 states. January 2006.

° Expert Testimony in CPUC proceeding regarding modeling procedures
and methodologies to justify new transmission based on reduction of congestion costs
(Transmission Economic Analysis Methodology — TEAM). Summer 2006.

° Expert Testimony for BC Hydro regarding the expected operation of the
proposed Duke Point Power Project on Vancouver Island, January 2005

° Expert Testimony for PG&E regarding the cost alternative generation to
the proposed replacement of steam generators for Diablo Canyon, Summer of 2004.

° Expert Testimony in an arbitration over a dispute about failure to deliver
power under a Power Purchase Agreement, Fall 2004.

° Integrated Resource Plan Development. For a large investor-owned
utility in the Pacific Northwest, Global Energy provided advanced analytics support for
the development of a risk-adjusted integrated resource plan using RISKSYM to provide a
stochastic analysis of the real cost of alternative portfolios.

° Expert Testimony for SDG&E, Southern California Edison, and PG&E
regarding IRPs, WECC markets and LOLP matters before the California PUC, 2003.
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° Miguel-Mission Transmission Market Analysis-San Diego Gas &
Electric. San Diego Gas & Electric retained Global Energy to oversee an analysis of the
economic benefits associated with building the Mission-Miguel transmission line and the
Imperial Valley transformer. Global Energy performed an analysis of the economic
benefits of the Mission-Miguel line, prepared a report, sponsored testimony at the CPUC,
and testified at the CPUC regarding the report.

° Valley-Rainbow Transmission Market Analysis-San Diego Gas &
Electric. San Diego Gas & Electric also engaged Global Energy to analyze the economic
benefits associated with building the Valley-Rainbow transmission line and to respond to
the CPUC scoping memo that “SDG&E should describe its assessment of how a 500 kV
interconnect, like Valley-Rainbow, will impact electricity markets locally, regionally, and

statewide.” Global Energy analyzed the economic benefits of the Valley-Rainbow line,
prepared a report, sponsored testimony at the CPUC, and testified at the CPUC regarding
the report.

° Damages Assessment Litigation Support. Global Energy was engaged

by Stoel Rives to provide damages analysis, expert testimony and litigation support in for
its client in a power contract damages lawsuit. Global Energy quantified the range of
potential damages, assessed power market conditions at the time, and provided expert
testimony to enable Stoel Rives’ client to prevail in a jury trial.

o Expert Testimony, Concerning the Economic Benefits Associated with
Transmission Line Expansion. Testimony prepared on behalf of San Diego Gas &
Electric Company, September 2001.

° Expert Testimony, Concerning market price forecast in support of Pacific
Gas and Electric hydro divesture case, December 2000.

° Expert Testimony, Prepared on behalf of AES Pacific regarding value of
sale for Mohave Coal project to AES Pacific for Southern California Edison, December
2000.

° Expert Testimony, Prepared on behalf of a coalition of 12 entities

regarding the impact of Direct Access of utility costs in California. June 2002.

Mr. Lauckhart was Puget’s primary witness on power supply matters in eight different
proceedings before the Washington Ultilities and Transportation Commission.

Mr. Lauckhart was Puget’s chief witness at FERC in hearings involving Puget’s Open

Access Transmission Tariff and testified for Puget in BPA rate case and court
proceedings.
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ROGER SCHIFFMAN

SUMMARY OF QUALIFICATIONS

Mr. Schiffman has 23 years of energy industry experience covering utility resource planning,
electricity market evaluation, market assessment and simulation modeling; regulatory policy
development; economic and financial analysis, and contract evaluation. Mr. Schiffman has worked
with public and private utility companies on resource planning decisions, power plant retirement
decisions, avoided cost determinations, and on power supply procurement activity. Mr. Schiffman
has worked extensively with electric utility staff, power plant developers, regulatory personnel,
investment bankers and other industry participants in both consulting and regulatory environments.
Mr. Schiffman possesses extensive financial analysis skills, supported by thorough knowledge of
financial, economic and accounting principles. He has a strong technical understanding of the
electric utility industry and excellent analytical problem-solving skills, including quantitative analysis
and computer modeling techniques.

EXPERIENCE
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Principal, Black and Veatch Corporation, Inc., Sacramento, CA, March 2009 to
October, 2015

= Initiated Integrated Resource Plan for the Virgin Islands Water & Power Authority. This
project is a multi-faceted IRP, where detailed planning and potential siting impacts must be
considered in the overall planning, due to geographic and topology limitations on the islands.
Mzr. Schiffman directed the analysis and playing the lead analytic role in assessing resource
needs. This included directing the data gathering efforts, taking technical lead in completing
production cost and financial modeling, and managing Black & Veatch’s team of technical
experts. Mr. Schiffman also developed a stakeholder process and gave multiple presentations
before stakeholder and customer groups.

= Completed nodal market simulation and congestion study for a concentrating solar plant in
Northern Nevada. This engagement includes a review of transmission system impact studies,
power flow data and development of a PROMOD nodal simulation database to assess
congestion likelihood for the project.

m  Completed economic assessment of a large pumped storage project in Southern California,
including development of energy market arbitrage, capacity market and ancillary services
market revenue forecasts. Developed pro forma financial statements examining economics
of project under different ownership and off-take agreement structures.

= Completed Integrated Resource Plan for Azusa Light & Water, a municipal utility in southern
California. This project involved using Black & Veatch’s EMP database and price forecast,
specifying thermal and renewable resource options, and completing detailed market
simulation and financial modeling to determine a preferred power supply plan for Azusa. A
key focus of the study is to identify resource options to replace output from the San Juan 3
coal plant, which is scheduled to retire.

e Completed Integrated Resource Plan for Pasadena Water & Power, a municipal utility in
southern California. This project involved using Black & Veatch’s EMP database and price
forecast, specifying thermal and renewable resource options, and completing detailed market
simulation and financial modeling to determine a preferred power supply plan for Pasadena.
The project also included reflection of key stakeholder input, and testing stakeholder driven
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policy proposals for advancing renewable resource procurement beyond state-mandated RPS
levels. A key focus of the study is to identify resource options to replace output from the
Intermountain coal plant, which is scheduled to retire.

Completed generation reliability study for the Brownsville Public Utility Board. This study
included directing the completion of detailed reliability modeling using GE-MARS, and
evaluating loss-of-load probabilities for BPUB based on its existing system and based on the
addition of a 200 MW ownership share in the combined cycle power plant being developed in
Brownsville by Tenaska. The study also included detailed pro forma modeling of partial
ownership of the combined cycle plant, and a financial and risk assessment presented to
BPUB’s Board of Directors, and also used to address rating agency questions about credit
impacts of the new power plant. On behalf of Southern California Edison, completed nodal
power price forecast and assessment of high voltage transmission upgrades and additions in
Southern California. This project included an assessment of congestion, locational marginal
pricing, transmission system losses, and economic impacts of adding new transmission
facilities in WECC, with particular focus on Southern California. PROMOD IV was used to
complete the nodal market analysis, and PROMOD simulation results were translated into
GE-PSLF for more detailed transmission system modeling of power flow cases under a
variety of supply and demand conditions throughout the year.

Completed four projects focused on nodal market modeling in California, Arizona and
Southern Nevada. These studies were used to assess congestion risk faced by solar and wind
generation projects at the sites where each is being developed. Completed PROMOD IV
dispatch and nodal analyses for each project, and developed risk assessments for generation
curtailment risk. Also developed analyses of transmission system congestion along delivery
paths for each project, and on key economic transmission paths in Northern and Southern
California, transmission import paths into Southern California, and transmission paths in
Southern Nevada.

Completed resource and power supply planning/procurement project for confidential SPP
energy supplier. Completed a competitiveness assessment of major electricity supplier in
Nebraska, examining cost structure, net resource position, generation asset characteristics,
transmission access and delivery options, and overall competitive positioning of SPP, MISO
and MRO entities that have potential to provide wholesale electricity service in Nebraska.
Worked collaboratively with client and a wholesale customer task force

Completed due diligence analysis of portfolio of power supply assets to support bid
development. The generators being sold were located in SPP, WECC, and the Northeast. The
WECC asset is a qualifying facility, which required detailed representation and modeling of
the California PUC Short-Run Avoided Cost tariff and pricing formula. One of the SPP
assets 1s also a qualifying facility, which required detailed analysis of the steam load and
interaction between joint power and steam production. Completed modeling analysis and risk
assessment of power supply agreements, developed revenue forecasts for each power plant,
and completed merchant plant analysis of plant operations after PPA expiration.

On behalf of a municipal utility client, developed database of renewable energy resource bids
solicited through an RFP process, developed assessment of delivery terms and transmission
tariffs associated with power delivery from distant resources, and completed bid screening
analysis of 240 separate bids/pricing options.

Completed PROMOD 1V dispatch analysis and economic assessment of 6,000 MW portfolio
of coal and natural gas-fueled resources operating in the Midwest ISO market region.
Developed expected operations, cost, market sales and revenue forecasts for portfolio assets,
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under several market scenarios. Prepared Independent Market Report for potential use in
Offering Memorandum.

Completed detailed review of California ISO ancillary services markets, and opportunity for
renewable energy and energy storage markets to participate in those markets. Analysis
included assessment of day-ahead, hour-ahead, and real-time market operation.

Completed dispatch modeling and power supply planning study examining construction of a
pumped storage hydro project in Hawaii. The evaluation included assessments of project
revenue in energy, ancillary services, and capacity markets in Hawaii, expected dispatch and
operation of the pumped storage project, and comparison of long-term power supply plans
with and without addition of the pumped storage project.

Completed deliverability and congestion analysis of wind energy resources being located in
California. Developed nodal market simulations, and examined locational marginal price
differences, congestion components, and transmission line loadings of facilities impacted by
the wind assets being studied.

Completed detailed financial and dispatch modeling (deterministic and stochastic) of energy
storage project being developed in Southern California, to create dispatch profile and
estimated long-term project value of the facility. The evaluation included assessments of
project revenue in energy, ancillary services, and capacity markets in Southern California.

Completed dispatch analysis and financial modeling of pumped storage hydro project in
Colorado, for use in regulatory proceedings. The evaluation included assessments of project
revenue in energy, ancillary services, and capacity markets in Colorado.

Completed nodal power price forecast and assessment of high voltage transmission upgrades
and additions in Southern California. This project included an assessment of congestion,
locational marginal pricing, transmission system losses, and economic impacts of adding new
transmission facilities in WECC, with particular focus on Southern California. PROMOD IV
was used to complete the nodal market analysis, and PROMOD simulation results were
translated into GE-PSLF for more detailed transmission system modeling of power flow
cases under a variety of supply and demand conditions throughout the year.

Completed PROMOD 1V dispatch and economic analysis of Lodi Energy Center, with focus
upon expected dispatch of the project, and its fit into the overall power supply portfolio of a
Southern California Municipal Utility.

Completed PROMOD 1V dispatch analysis of a 100 MW biomass project in Florida, with
focus upon expected dispatch and market revenue for the project in Florida wholesale power
markets. Prepared Independent Market Report for use in financing construction of this
project.

Completed PROMOD IV market price forecasts and detailed analyses of power markets in all
North American regions, including hourly energy price forecasts, annual capacity price
forecasts, and detailed assessment of supply/demand conditions and generator dispatch. The
assessments included forecasts of renewable energy development in each region/submarket,
forecast greenhouse gas regulation, and economic assessment of fossil and renewable energy
technologies.
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Vice President, Ventyx, Inc., Sacramento, CA, June 2007 to March 2009

Managed project and led analysis for consortium of upper Midwest utilities focused on
developing plans for long-term transmission expansion to ensure reliability in the region and
to accommodate economic transfer of large-scale wind-based electricity generation. This
project examined congestion, reliability and economic benefits associated with large-scale
wind generation expansion in the upper Midwest, and accompanying needs for transmission
system expansion. Hvaluation was completed on both nodal and zonal basis.

Assisted investor-owned utility in the upper Midwest in completing an economic transmission
planning study consistent with FERC requirements. Provided guidance to client in
establishing study framework, and in completing detailed technical evaluation of transmission
upgrade projects. Provided assistance with stakeholder group interactions and debriefing.

Conducted study for Western Area Power Administration examining economic impacts of
wind project integration from new wind projects located on Native American lands. Worked
with multi-party stakeholder group in completing study. Specific focus was upon power
system modeling and economic evaluation of long-term costs and benefits of wind energy
integration into the WAPA system.

Developed projections of expected dispatch, revenue, and operating costs for new combined-
cycle power plant under development in Southern California. Prepared financial projections
under merchant plant and other likely economic scenarios. Completed evaluation of tolling
agreement terms and conditions.

Assisted Southern California energy supplier in completing due diligence analysis for
investment and development of 300-500 MW wind generation project located in
Central/Southern California. Reviewed due diligence documents and completed economic
evaluation of expected revenue, operating costs and investment cash flows for the project at a
range of capacities varying from 100 MW to 500 MW.

Director, Navigant Consulting, Inc., Sacramento, CA, April, 2000 to June, 2007

Responsible for managing the price forecasting subpractice within Navigant Consulting’s
Energy Market Assessment group. Responsibilities included a wide variety of engagements
focused on evaluating wholesale power market conditions. Completed market assessment and
simulation studies of all North American regional power markets, including Canada and
Mexico.

Created and Developed NCI’'s PROSYM market simulation practice and capabilities in
modeling WECC and Eastern Interconnected markets. Completed numerous market
simulation and assessment engagements throughout the U.S. covering all North American
market regions.

With a team of consultants, assisting the California Energy Commission in defining and
evaluating scenarios for its 2007 Integrated Energy Plan. Reviewing market simulation results
from each of the scenarios and completing analysis of industry and consumer risks likely to be
faced in California over the next decade (ongoing).

Directed NCI’s market simulation efforts as independent consultant to the State of California
Department of Water Resources, leading to the successful underwriting of $11 billion in bond

financing and supporting the execution of power supply agreements aggregating to over
13,000 MW.
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Developed projections of lost revenue and operating profits due to construction delays at a
large combined-cycle project in the Desert Southwest. Prepared evaluation of WECC power
market conditions during the construction period for this project, and completed power
market simulations used to measure likely dispatch, revenue and operating profits of the
project during the construction delay period. Successfully presented and defended those
estimates before an Arbitration Panel, resulting in a significant financial award for our client.

Completed PJM Market simulations and led analytical support for recent financing of a large
coal plant in PJM-West. Worked closely with investment banks and rating agencies in
identifying and assessing cash flow risks to the project.

Prepared carbon regulation risk assessment of a new coal plant being developed in Nevada, to
evaluate long-term potential impacts on project costs. Evaluated ratepayer risks associated
with this new project.

Developed and maintained power market simulations to evaluate likely dispatch, costs, and
spot market purchases and sales associated with the California Department of Water
Resources purchased power contract portfolio. Results from these simulations have been
used in each of the last five years to support CDWR’s annual revenue requirement filing
before the California Public Utilities Commission. Provide ongoing regulatory support to
CDWR, including consultation and limited training of CPUC staff in power market modeling.

Directed a number of nationwide market simulation and valuation engagements examining
current market value of power plant portfolios owned by Calpine, Mirant, NRG and other
independent power producers. Worked with bond investors to develop refined valuation
estimates for subsets of each portfolio.

Served on WECC’s Power Simulation Task Force which was formed to assess available
options for the WECC to procure, maintain and use a power market simulation database and
model in its generation and transmission planning efforts. Participated in task force meetings
where criteria were developed for selecting a simulation database and model, and assisted in
evaluating proposals submitted to the WECC task force

Performed power market simulations of Mexico, using NewEnergy Associates’ MarketPower
simulation model. Developed market price forecast and dispatch analysis of the Altamira I1
project under a variety of projected fuel market conditions. Results from these analyses were
used by Senior Lenders to evaluate ongoing feasibility of the project under its financing terms.
Annual updates were provided to the lenders.

Assisted a California investor-owned utility in conducting RFP and in evaluating bids received
for short-term and medium-term power supply contracts. Developed cost rankings,
economic screening, risk assessment and preferred bid evaluations, and assisted the utility’s
planning and bid evaluation staff in presenting results to the company’s senior management.

Developed WECC market simulations and assessment of investment conditions for
numerous clients used in feasibility analysis and financing support of new generation projects
being developed in WECC markets. These analyses included separate evaluation of power
market conditions in California, Mexico (Baja), Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, Oregon,
Washington, British Columbia, and Alberta.

Reviewed and verified long-term resource plans of a major investor-owned utility located in
the Desert Southwest region. Conducted power market simulations of preferred and
competing resource plans and developed relative ranking of results.
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Senior Consultant, Henwood Energy Services, Inc., Sacramento, CA, 1998 to 2000

e Prepared numerous forecasts of wholesale market electricity prices using Henwood’s
proprietary market simulation tools. Drafted reports presenting price forecasts to consulting
clients. Worked closely with clients and sponsors of new merchant power plants to provide
customized market price forecasts and to serve individual client needs. Presented study
results to clients and their constituents.

e Directed project evaluation and revenue forecast for major merchant power plant in Texas.
Presented revenue forecast to investment bankers, and to several potential equity investors.
Advised and worked with project developer to successfully obtain debt and equity financing
for the project, which is currently under construction.

e Conducted economic study of market rules and entry barriers faced by developers of new
merchant power plants in domestic electricity markets. Applied study results to specific
conditions in Texas. Met with a variety of industry representatives in Texas including project
developers, transmission service providers, power marketers, utility regulators and
environmental regulators to gather market intelligence and develop study conclusions.

e Advised and worked with PricewaterhouseCoopers to perform economic evaluation and
market simulations of proposed Purchase Power Arrangements under development in
Alberta, Canada. The Power Purchase Arrangements are to be sold at auction in coming
months. Prepared economic study of market power held by incumbent electricity suppliers in
Alberta.

e Developed software and modeling tools to estimate investment cash flows and pro forma
financial results for new merchant power plants. Developed Henwood approach for
evaluating profitability of new market entrants and incorporating equilibrium amounts of new
entry in its market studies.

Senior Financial Analyst, Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Madison, WI,

1990 to 1998

e Developed policy proposals for restructuring wholesale and retail electricity markets.
Evaluated competing policy proposals for impacts upon consumers and upon electrical
system operation. Drafted formal electricity industry restructuring policy adopted by the
Wisconsin Commission.

e Developed policies for addressing wholesale and retail market power in Primergy and
Interstate Energy Corporation merger cases. Evaluated feasibility and corporate finance
implications of asset divestiture and spin-off options for mitigating market power.

e Presented evaluation of proposed electric utility merger legislation to subcommittee of
Wisconsin legislature. Advised individual legislators on merger policy.

e Developed policy proposal and draft legislation for reforming power plant siting law and for
allowing development of new merchant power plants in Wisconsin.

e Directed industry-wide efforts to revise the PSCW generation competitive bidding
procedures. Conducted workshops on proposed revisions for utility and other industry
participants. Drafted policy reforms adopted by the Wisconsin Commission.

e Conducted primary economic and engineering analysis of power plant proposals submitted in
generation competitive bidding cases. Prepared financial analyses of key contract terms and
risks. Evaluated economic and engineering characteristics of bid proposals using production
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cost and system expansion computer modeling. Recommended preferred projects to
Wisconsin Commission.

e Completed numerous financial analyses of new stock and bond issuances by Wisconsin
investor-owned utilities to evaluate investment risks and impacts upon the corporation.
Drafted formal administrative orders authorizing each issuance.

Research Assistant, University of Wisconsin, Madison, W1, 1989-1990

e (Co-authored and provided research support for study of consolidation and mergers in the
electric utility industry.

EDUCATION

University of Wisconsin-Madison
e  Graduate Studies toward MS-Finance, September 1988 - May 1990.
e Bachelor of Business Administration, Finance, Investment and Banking, May 1988.

e Curriculum concentrated heavily upon financial economics, with additional emphasis upon
economics, mathematics, and accounting.

PUBLICATIONS

Electric Utility Mergers and Regulatory Policy, Ray, Stevenson,  Schiffman,
Thompson. National Regulatory Research Institute, 1992.

The Future of Wisconsin’s Electric Power Industry: Environmental Impact Statement, co-
author, Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, October 1995, Docket 05-
EI-114.

Report to the Governor on Electric Reliability, co-author, Public Service Commission
of Wisconsin, Summer 1997.
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Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 6630-UR-104, Wisconsin
Electric Power Company Rate Case, 1990, “Rate of Return on Equity, Cost of
Capital and Financial Condition.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 6690-UR-106, Wisconsin
Public Service Corporation Rate Case, 1991, “Rate of Return on Equity, Cost
of Capital and Financial Condition.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 4220-UR-105, Northern
States Power Company (Wisconsin) Rate Case, 1991, “Rate of Return on
Equity, Cost of Capital and Financial Condition.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Rate of Return on Equity, Cost of
Capital and Financial Condition, Wisconsin Electric Power Company, Docket
6630-UR-105, Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, 1991

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 05-EP-6, Advance Plan 6,
1992, “Alignment of Managerial Interests and Incentives with Integrated
Resource Planning Goals” (with Paul Newman).

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 6680-UR-107, Wisconsin
Power & Light Company Rate Case, 1992, “Rate of Return on Equity, Cost of
Capital and Financial Condition.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 4220-UR-106, Northern
States Power Company (Wisconsin) Rate Case, 1992, “Rate of Return on
Equity, Cost of Capital and Financial Condition.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 6630-UR-106, Wisconsin
Electric Power Company Rate Case, 1992, “Rate of Return on Equity, Cost of
Capital and Financial Condition.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 05-EI-112, Investigation on
the Commission’s Own Motion Into Barriers to Contracts Between Electric
Utilities and Non-Utility Cogenerators and Certain Related Policy Issues, 1992,
“Contract Risk in Long-Term Purchase Power Arrangements.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 3270-UR-106, Madison Gas
and Electric Company Rate Case, 1993, “Rate of Return on Equity, Cost of
Capital and Financial Condition.”
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TESTIMONY (CONTINUED)
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Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 6630-CE-187, Wisconsin
Electric Power Company, 1993, “Memorandum to Commission Presenting
Economic Analysis of Competitively Bid Proposals for New Power Plants”
(co-authored).

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 6680-UR-108, Wisconsin
Power & Light Company Rate Case, 1993, “Rate of Return on Equity, Cost of
Capital and Financial Condition.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 4220-UR-107, Northern
States Power Company (Wisconsin) Rate Case, 1993, “Rate of Return on
Equity, Cost of Capital and Financial Condition.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 6630-CE-202, Wisconsin
Electric Power Company Auburn to Butternut Transmission

Line Case, 1994, “Economic Cost Comparison of Transmission Upgrade and
Distributed Generation Wind Turbine Project.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 3270-UR-107, Madison Gas
and Electric Company, 1994 “Rate of Return on Equity, Cost of Capital and
Financial Condition.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin,. Docket 6690-CE-156, Application
of Wisconsin Public Service Corporation for Authority to Increase Electric
Generating Capacity (Stage One Competition Among Alternative Suppliers),
1994 & 1995, “Economic Analysis of Competitively Bid Power Plant
Proposals” (with Paul Newman), “Contract Risk in Purchased Power
Arrangements,”  “Accounting Treatment for Long-Term Purchased Power
Contracts,”  “Contract Risk and Analysis of True-Up Mechanisms and
Balancing Accounts.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 6630-UM-100/4220-UM-
101, Wisconsin Electric Power Company/Northern States Power Company
Merger Case, 1996, “Market Power Remedies; State/Federal Jurisdictional
Issues.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 05-EP-7, Advance Plan 7,
1996, “Risk-Adjusted Discount Rates.”
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TESTIMONY (CONTINUED)

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 6680-UM-100, WPL
Holdings/TES Industries/Interstate Power Merger Case, 1997, “Market Power
Remedies; State/Federal Jurisdictional Issues.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 6630-UR-110, Wisconsin
Electric Power Company Rate Case, 1997, “Rate of Return on Equity, Cost of
Capital and Financial Condition.”

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Docket 05-EP-8, Advance Plan 8,
1997, “Purchased Power Costs, Supply Planning Risks and Supply Planning
Parameters.”

North Dakota Public Service Commission, Docket No. PU-399-01-186,
Montana-Dakota Ultilities Co., 2000 Electric Operations Annual Report
(Commission Investigation of Excess Earnings), February, 2002, “Wholesale
power market conditions in the upper midwest, and the impact on the level and
profitability of off-system sales for Montana-Dakota Ultilities Co.”

California Public Utilities Commission, Rulemaking 02-01-011 Implementation
of the Suspension of Direct Access Pursuant to Assembly Bill 1X and Decision

01-09-0.  June, 2002. “Rebuttal Testimony of Roger Schiffman on behalf of
the California Department of Water Resources: Market modeling issues.”

Washington DC Arbitration Panel, “Estimate of lost energy sales and lost
revenue due to construction delay” for two new combined cycle projects that
were built in Michigan and Arizona markets, January-February, 2006.
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Attached to this email are the following documents submitted to you under
Docket UE-160918:

1. CSEE letter of June 1, 2017, to you regarding issues presented in Docket UE-
160918.

2. CSEE letter of May 22, 2017, to Ms. Heidi Bedwell, Energize Eastside EIS
Program Manager, referenced in item 1 above.

3. The Lauckhgart-Schiffman Load Flow Study, dated February 18, 2016, also
referenced in item 1 above.

Thank you for considering their content and making these documents a part of the
official record. We hope you will take the actions recommended.

Sincerely,

Larry G. Johnson

Attorney at Law, WSBA #5682

Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE); www.sane-eastside-energy.org
8505 129th Ave SE

Newcastle, WA 98056

tel.: 425 227-3352

email: larry.ede@gmail.com


http://www.sane-eastside-energy.org/
mailto:larry.ede@gmail.com

