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I. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY

A. PURPOSE

Bates White, LLC (Bates White) is pleased to present this final report on Puget Sound Energy’s
(PSE’s) 2021 All Source Request for Proposals (RFP). Bates White serves the Washington Utilities
and Transportation Commission (UTC or Commission) as the Independent Evaluator (IE) for the RFP.
Bates White has extensive experience as an IE for renewable and conventional resource transactions in
the Pacific Northwest, Oklahoma, California, Hawaii, and elsewhere as well as for full requirements
transactions throughout the Northeast.

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

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

B. SUMMARY

As a result of this 2021 RFP PSE has finalized five contracts. They are;

. Mt Vernon Battery Storage (Mt. Vernon) — A tolling agreement with NextEra
Energy (NextEra) for supply from a 200 MW, 4-hour battery energy storage
system to be located in Skagit County, WA. The contract covers a duration of 25
years and has a target COD of June 30, 2027.

o Greenwater Battery Storage (Greenwater) — A tolling agreement with
Brightnight and Cordelio Power for supply from a 200 MW, 4-hour battery
energy storage system to be located in Pierce County, WA. The contract covers
a duration of 25 years and has a target COD of December 2026.

. Haymaker Wind Project (Haymaker) — A power purchase agreement (PPA) with
Clearway Energy (Clearway) for supply from a new 315 MW wind project

' WAC 480-107-023(g).
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located in Wheatland County, Montana. The contract covers a duration of 25
years and has a target COD of February 2028.

Vantage Wind Project (Vantage) — A power purchase agreement with Invenergy
for supply from an existing 90 MW wind farm located in Kittitas County,
Washington. The contract covers a duration of 15 years and begins delivery in
October of 2025.

Appaloosa Solar Project (Appaloosa) — An EPC agreement with Hanwha Q
Cells for the construction of a new 142 MW solar facility in Garfield County,
Washington. The contract has a target COD of December 2026.

This represents a total of 547 MW of renewable capacity and 400 MW of dispatchable
capacity. Per PSE this is a total of about 540 MW of summer capacity and 506 MW of winter
capacity on an Effective Load Carrying Capability (ELCC) basis. These bids will produce an
estimated 1,740 GWh of clean energy per year.

As the Independent Evaluator we participated in all phases of the RFP, from the review of
the RFP design through the solicitation and intake of bids and evaluation of offers and the

negotiation and signing of final contracts. We make the following conclusions.

The selected offers represent a lowest reasonable cost package of offers when
considering factors such as cost, need and development risk.

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

The communication with bidders was adequate. Bidders were allowed to ask
questions prior to the bid due date. We were able to review Q&A to ensure that
questions were answered fully and in line with the RFP rules. We also reviewed
communications with bidders to ensure that evaluators had the proper data and
that non-compliant bids understood their defects and had a chance to cure their
proposals.

All bidders were treated fairly. Bidders had equal information with which to
prepare their bids and were given chances to ask questions and cure deficiencies.
While the process did take an inordinately long time as compared to other
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procurements PSE did make reasonable attempts to give all qualified bidders a
chance to refresh their prices at various intervals.

o The process was aligned with the 2021 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP). The
acquisition is above the original CETA need for the RFP but below the capacity
targets. The 2021 RFP result makes a significant contribution towards clean
energy and reliability targets, though more supply is needed on both counts.
Through its 2024 All Source RFP PSE currently is seeking 2.3 million MWh of
annual clean energy by 2030 to meet CETA needs and about 1,600 to 1,700 MW
of winter and summer capacity.

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

While the RFP was ultimately successful, a key problem was that it took far too long to
conclude. From RFP issuance to signing of the final contract took over three years. A similar RFP from
Portland Gas and Electric took about half that time. Delays were not driven by neglect or incompetence
- the PSE team worked very hard to be thorough and fair - but rather a confluence of an open RFP
design, changing market conditions, detailed evaluation techniques and conflict between a traditional
utility procurement setup and the more process-based RFP method.

While PSE evaluation team was very diligent in pursuing the best deals for customers we
believe that all parties would be better served if the process could move faster. To that end we have
made several suggestions to PSE which are being implemented in the current 2024 All Source RFP.
More detail is provided later in this report.
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II. BACKGROUND

A. RESOURCE NEED

The resource need in this RFP was primarily based off of the findings in PSE’s 2021 Integrated
Resource Plan (IRP) and Clean Energy Implementation Plan (CEIP). The IRP was filed in final form in
April of 2021 in UTC Docket UE-200304.2 Per WAC 480-107-009.(2) because the IRP demonstrated a
resource need within the next four years the PSE was required to issue an All Source RFP.

The 2021 IRP sought to meet both reliability needs and the requirements of Washington’s
Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA). On the reliability side PSE was forecasting needs starting
in 2026. PSE also planned to reduce its reliance on market purchases, further increasing resource need.
At issuance, the RFP forecast the following capacity needs.’

Table 1 2021 All Source RFP — Reliability Needs (Winter)

Need/(Surplus) and Additions in MW 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027
2021 Draft IRP Need/(Surplus) (230) (350) (306) (257) 369 527
Reduced Market Reliance Need 185 372 574 776 979
Total Resource Need/(Surplus) (230)  (165) 66 317 1,145 1,506
Net Hydro Capacity Additions (101)  (106) (71) (71) (71)

Adjusted Total Resource Need/(Surplus) (331) (271 5) 246 1,074 1,506
Estimated Glide Path of Incremental Resource additions 300 300 300 300 306

On the clean energy side, PSE forecast extensive needs for CETA-compliant resources to

achieve the clean energy mandates in the legislation. The chart below shows the CETA needs as

forecast in the RFP.*

Table 2 2021 All Source RFP — CETA Needs

CETA Need in GWhs 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
CETA qualifying resources 7,398 9,045 9,087 8,963 9,016
2021 IRP Draft CETA Energy Target — Mid with Conservation 7,398 8,345 9,297 10,059 10,958
CETA Need/(Surplus) 0 (699) 210 1,096 1,942
Net Hydro CETA energy additions (499) (499) (442) (275) (273)
Adjusted CETA Need/(Surplus) (499) (1,198)  (232) 821 1,669
Need Assuming 36% Capacity Factor (WA Wind) (MW) 260 529
Need Assuming 24% Capacity Factor (East WA Solar) (MW) 391 794

2 UTC Case Docket Document Sets | UTC (wa.gov).

https://www.utc.wa.gov/casedocket/2020/200304/docsets?doc_type=Plan. April 1, 2021. Accessed November 10, 2023.

3 RFP, p 6. Needs expressed as Winter Peak needs.
4 Ibid p 4.
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Since that time PSE has revised and updated its needs. Due to load forecast growth PSE’s more
recent planning documents have shown aggressive amounts of resource procurement. The table below
shows planned additions of nameplate capacity in the preferred portfolio of the 2023 Electric Progress
Report.’ Per this update PSE forecasts a need for over 5,000 MW of supply-side resources by 2030.

Table 3 2023 Electric Progress Report — Preferred Portfolio Resource Additions (Nameplate Capacity)

Resource Additions (Nameplate MW) Total by2030 Total by 2045
Demand-side Resources 618 1,265
Conservation 281 818
Demand Response 337 446
Distributed Energy Resources 739 2,392
DER Solar 552 2,124
Net Metered Solar 284 1,393
CEIP Solar 79 79
New DER Solar 189 652
DER Storage 187 267
Supply-side Resources 5,360 11,174
CETA-compliant Peaking Capacity 711 1,588
Wind 1,400 3,650
Solar 700 2,290
Green Direct 100 100
Hybrid (Total Nameplate) 1,450 1,748
Hybrid Wind 600 800
Hybrid Solar 400 398
Hybrid Storage 450 550
Biomass - -
Advanced Nuclear (SMRs) - -
Standalone Storage 1,000 1,800
Total 6,717 14,830

B. RFP DESIGN AND APPROVAL

Bates White was approved as the Independent Evaluator for the Company’s 2021 All Source
RFP by Commission Order in January of 2021.° Per WAC 480-107-023.(5).(b) we were engaged in the
design of the RFP. PSE provided us with draft copies of the RFP as well as the related exhibits in
March of 2021. We provided multiple rounds of comments on the drafts. Our primary areas of focus
included minimum bid requirements, the bid evaluation process, and bid submission materials. We
reviewed a second copy of the draft in late March.

We also checked to see that all requirements from the Washington Administrative Code (WAC)
were present. Per the WAC, All-source RFPs must allow bids from different types of resources that

52023 EPR p 1.6.
® Order 01. Docket UE-210037. January 28, 2021.
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may fill all or part of the resource need.” RFPs must define the utility’s resource need, request
information related to a bid’s impacts on customer benefits, explain the specific ranking procedures
and assumptions used to evaluate bids, and set forth minimum bidder requirements.® The utility must
also conduct outreach and provide proper notice of its all-source RFP.’

The draft RFP was filed in UTC Docket UE-210220 on April 1, 2021. PSE filed an updated
draft RFP on May 10, 2021 to reflect updated needs following the signing of two power purchase
agreements. In mid-May comments were received from several parties on the RFP draft. Suggestions
included a) more information regarding the basis for PSE’s capacity need, (b) more detail on
assumptions and modeling around ELCC metrics, and other updates. June 1, 2021 PSE submitted a
revised RFP in response to comments with an additional revision filed on June 8, 2021.

The RFP was approved with conditions on June 10, 2021. Conditions included; a) requirements
to post workshop materials and circulate notices, b) requirements to respond to comments regarding
the Commission’s notice, ¢) a requirement to solicit public comment on PSE’s ELCC methodology, d)
providing a detailed timeline of informational activities, and e) removing a cost adder for rate of return
for PPAs.!°

TWAC 480-107-009.
$§ WAC 480-107-025.
> WAC 480-107-015.
19 Order 01, Docket UE-210220, June 14, 2021.
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III. RFP ISSUANCE AND BID EVALUATION PHASE I
A. RFP ISSUANCE

The Commission approved the RFP with Order 01 in Docket UE-210220 on June 10, 2021. The
RFP was issued to the market on June 30, 2021. PSE held a bidders’ conference on July 29, 2021. In
this conference PSE communicated the goals of the RFP, reviewed resource need, reviewed the
evaluation process, explained the bid submittal process and addressed questions from potential bidders.

We monitored the bidders conference to ensure that the RFP was properly explained and that
bidders questions were answered consistent with the RFP rules. We also continued to review bidder
Q&A and draft responses from PSE. We also held meetings with PSE personnel to discuss the progress
of the RFP and issues raised in the process.

One topic of discussion during the RFP approval process was PSE’s calculation of capacity
contribution from each resource. PSE utilized the Effective Load Carrying Capability (ELCC) method
to calculate a given resource’s contribution to meeting peak demands. Under this method a utility first
calculates the amount of “perfect” (i.e. always available around the clock) capacity needed to meet a
certain reliability standard (say, 1 outage every ten years). A resource is then added to the resource mix
and the analysis is re-run, typically simulating a wide variety of conditions with respect to load,
weather, and more. The reduction in the subsequent amount of perfect capacity needed to meet the
reliability standard represents the ELCC of the resource. So ifa 100 MW (nameplate) wind project
reduces the need for perfect capacity by 25 MW the ELCC of the resource is 25 MW.

Parties were concerned that PSE’s calculated ELCC values were too low. In response a third
party consultant was commissioned to review PSE’s methodology and a workshop was held on
August 31, 2021 to present these findings. Per Commission Order these were also posted to the docket
and comments were allowed to be filed. The consultant provided a final report in October of 2021
which was posted to the RFP website.!!

PSE also held a market reliance workshop on September 23, 2021. This workshop was related
to addressing PSE’s assumptions around reliance on short-term market purchases. Specifically, PSE
had previously relied on purchases from the Mid-C hub to fulfill a portion of their resource adequacy
needs. PSE was looking to reduce their market reliance from 1,500 MW down to 500 MW. PSE
presented their findings to support the reduction in market reliance. PSE stated that they would update
their market reliance assumptions in the RFP phase 2 analysis and update resource adequacy modelling
needs based on climate change impacts on load and hydro conditions and other recommendations.

Bids were due on September 1, 2021. Bids were submitted electronically and shared with us.

1 Review of Puget Sound Energy Effective Load Carrying Capability Methodology, E3, October 2021.
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B.  BID EVALUATION

A total of fifty-one companies submitted at least some form of offer. The following table shows
a summary of the bids received. This summary comes from the required filing to comply with WAC
480-107-035(5). Note that many bidders offered different options in terms of contract term and other
items.

Table 4 Bids Received °

#of Total Offer Structures(s) Status
Resource Type Proposals Cg\]})[i{;l)ty Ownership PPA’  Both | Development Operating
Solar Only 20 4,094 14 6 20
Solar
Hybrid: Solar + Capacity/Storage 10 1,381 9 1 10
Wind Only 20 6,986 17 3 18 2
Wind Hybrid: Wind + Capacity/Storage 2 800 2 2
Hybrid: Wind + Solar + Capacity/Storage 2 451 2 2
Storage: Battery 29 4,360 28 1 29
Storage
Storage: Pumped Hydro 3 800 2 1 3
Flexible Natural Gas-fired Generation® 3 1,247 1 1 1 3
Capacity Biofuel-fired Generation® 4 857 3 1 4
Other Hydro — Run of River 1 20 1 1
Resource Hydrogen Fuel Cell 1 10 1 1
Total 95 21,008 1 80 14 89 6

[1] Generation may include CCCTs, SCCTs, and reciprocating engines.
[2] Includes power purchase agreements, tolling agreements and capacity agreements.
[3] Bidders allowed to submit up to three (3) offers per proposal. Total nameplate capacity shown in table is based on first offer. Offer count = 221.

A total of 95 projects were provided. As can be seen from the table offers were split fairly
evenly between solar, wind and storage. Most projects were in development. Attachment One shows
more detail regarding the projects and the bidders. A total of 242 different options were submitted.

Bid Qualification

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

PSE sent out requests to bidders to fill in any missing information. Most bidders were able to
cure the various deficiencies identified. However, some bidders were not able to meet the RFP
requirements. The table below shows the number of projects and options rejected for various reasons at
this stage.

12 PSE, 2021 All-Source RFP: Proposal Summary Prepared Pursuant to WAC 480-107-035(5), October 1, 2021. Available
at https://www.pse.com/en/pages/energy-supply/acquiring-energy/2021-All-Source-RFP
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Table 5 Bids Rejections

Projects | options

Total Intake 95 242

Disqualifications
Site Control 1 1
Fuel Supply 3 6
Transmission 6 12
Interconnection 2 6
Withdrawn 4 8
Total 16 33
Remaining Projects 79 209

We were consulted on each of these decisions and agreed with PSE that the bids did not meet
the RFP requirements and could be removed from the evaluation. In general PSE was fairly
conservative in its rejections, trying to work with bidders if possible to keep projects in the evaluation.

Bid scoring

Once the elimination decisions were made the bids were scored. Bids were scored per the
scoring system as laid out in Attachment A of the RFP. The scoring was based on a split that awarded
30 points for non-price characteristics and 70 points for price characteristics. On the non-price side,
bids were given points in several categories based on the published RFP rubric. Categories included:
a) counterparty viability, b) project viability, c) site control, d) permitting and studies, €) energy
delivery, and f) CETA equity plan.

On the price side bids were ranked by portfolio benefit. Per the RFP, this is the
“Difference between the net present value portfolio revenue requirement with the proposed project in
the portfolio replacing an equivalent amount of generic resources, and the net present value portfolio
revenue requirement of the all-generic portfolio.”!* PSE used the PSM and Aurora models to calculate
the resource selection and portfolio costs with and without each bid in an attempt to calculate the
portfolio benefit of the resource.

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

13 RFP Exhibit A, p A-3.
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PSE began to share preliminary scores with us at the beginning of February of 2022. We
reviewed several iterations of the scores, asking questions about various bid ranking and scoring
decisions as well as bid valuation inputs. Scores were further revised based on our feedback and more
data received from bidders.

We were able to finalize a list of offers selected for Phase 2 at the end of March 2022 which are
shown on the following pages. In order to ensure a diversity of technologies in the next phase of
evaluation the offers were separated by technology type and, in some cases, location. The first group
shown below is Washington and Oregon Wind and run of river hydro projects. Bids that are shaded
were selected to go on to the next phase.

Table 6 Phase I Scores — WA/OR Wind and Hydro

- . .
Project Proposal Name Cg:i;ty' PoNrtl;'(\llio QuaST(:::m ¢ nglcl(::‘ : Combined Corﬁfi::?tion Cz:)[::ckity
Offer ID (MW) Benefit / (PB/N?) SQ‘%'u Score (MWh) Contribution
Nameplate 70% Weight Weight (MW)
5088 2 31.77 100.00 50.47 85.14
5088 1 28.09 96.59 50.47 82.75
1573 1 11.41 81.13 72.00 78.39
5438 1 18.09 87.32 53.25 77.10
5438 2 16.83 86.15 53.25 76.28
8150_1 6.20 76.30 44.25 66.68
1524 1 3.53 73.83 44.25 64.95
8150 3 (2.60) 68.15 44.25 60.98
3325 1 (15.70) 56.00 44.25 52.47
4091_1 (26.45) 46.03 67.28 52.41
33253 (16.94) 54.86 44.25 51.67
1524 2 (17.44) 54.39 44.25 51.35
3180 1 (25.89) 46.55 34.69 43.00
3971 3 (35.94) 37.24 48.14 40.51
3971 2 (41.58) 32.01 48.14 36.85
7103 _1 (44.55) 29.26 47.92 34.86
2659 3 (53.05) 21.38 59.92 32.94

6430_1 (45.61) 28.27 41.36 32.20
39711 (52.86) 21.56 48.14 29.53

2659 2 (58.63) 16.21 59.92 29.32

2141_3_Own (67.11) 8.35 59.17 23.59
2141_1 Own (68.77) 6.82 59.17 22.52
26591 (69.36) 6.26 59.92 22.36

2141_2_Own (69.39) 6.24 59.17 22.12
2141_2_PPA (70.72) 5.00 59.17 21.25
2141_1_PPA (70.95) 4.79 59.17 21.10
2141_3_PPA (76.12) - 59.17 17.75

PSE took a significant amount of supply in this category, roughly 1.5 times it’s CETA need
(after accounting for mutually exclusive projects) though some of that is due to the large size of some
of the offers — the i project alone could produce of 1 GWhr of clean energy per year. The
next table shows solar projects offered.
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Table 7 Phase I Scores - Solar Projects

Offer NPV Quantitative Qualitative CETA Peak

Project Proposal Name Capaci Offer Portfolio Score Score Combine Contribution Cap‘acity

Offer ID ty Term Benefit / (PB/NI?) 1?0‘% d Score (MWh) C ontrlblvmon
(MW) Nameplate 70% Weight Weight (MW)

2892 1 25 12.80 100.00 43.17 82.95

2899 3 25 2.67 87.18 50.14 76.07

2899 2 20 2.01 86.34 50.14 75.48

8652 1 25 1.74 86.01 47.92 74.58

MW)

8652 2 25 1.38 85.56 47.92 74.27

7621_1_PPA 20 (1.40) 82.04 55.28 74.01

9696_1 20 1.94 86.26 40.25 72.46

7991 3 25 (1.67) 81.69 50.14 72.22

1261 _1 20 (2.75) 80.33 48.28 70.71

7991 2 20 (4.56) 78.04 50.14 69.67

9015_1 20 (7.14) 74.77 55.69 69.05

2725 1 20 (6.47) 75.62 48.36 67.44

2807_1 20 (12.82) 67.58 51.61 62.79

3947 1 20 (11.88) 68.78 47.58 62.42

7374 3 25 (12.39) 68.13 47.03 61.80

2587_1_PPA 20 (19.08) 59.65 55.28 58.34

2587 2 PPA 20 (20.41) 57.98 55.28 57.17

7621_1_Own Own (25.22) 51.88 55.28 52.90

7621_2_Own Own (25.45) 51.59 55.28 52.70

3345 2 15 (24.51) 52.78 4225 49.62

2892 2 Own (27.03) 49.60 43.17 47.67

33451 20 (28.30) 47.98 42.25 46.26

7374 2 20 (30.47) 45.25 47.03 45.78

6549 1 20 (31.80) 43.55 41.36 42.90

6185 1 20 (31.89) 43.45 33.03 40.32

5864 _1 25 (36.11) 38.11 40.58 38.85

2587_1_Own Own (41.15) 31.73 55.28 38.79

2587 2 Own Own (42.57) 29.92 55.28 37.53

5056_1 20 (41.59) 31.17 38.92 33.49

2351 1 29 (44.20) 27.87 43.14 3245

31551 20 (45.76) 25.89 39.69 30.03

5703 _1 20 (55.05) 14.13 36.92 20.97

3060_1 20 (66.22) - 46.25 13.88

Again, PSE proposed to take roughly 1.5 times the CETA need to the shortlist. Note that here
we see a limited net positive benefit from most of these projects. The next table shows hybrid solar
projects (i.e. solar paired with storage projects).

11|Pacg

Q

€

4}

PUBLIC

VERSION




Table 8 Phase I Scores

Hybrid Projects

NPV Quantitative Qualitative Peak
Project Pr IN COffel:w c ESS. (s Offer Portfolio Score Score Combined c (iE:At Capacity
Offer ID roposal Name *R’m‘)- ‘:‘I&’::,‘)~ Term | Benefit/ (PB/NP) 30% Score °:'NR~,‘I“)‘°" Contribution
( Nameplate 70% Weight Weight (MW)
1627 2 20 (8.78) 100.00 33.03 79.91
9696 3 20 (12.22) 96.02 40.25 79.29
9374 1 20 (18.97) 88.20 57.03 78.85
2725 2 20 (18.52) 88.72 48.36 76.61
2725 3 20 (18.71) 88.50 48.36 76.46
2899 1 20 (27.04) 78.85 50.14 70.24
7991 1 20 (27.76) 78.02 50.14 69.65
9696 2 Own (24.89) 81.34 40.25 69.01
6236_1_PPA 20 (31.94) 73.17 55.28 67.81
1627 3 20 (25.20) 80.98 33.03 66.59
9015 2 20 (34.75) 69.92 55.69 65.65
1261 2 20 (33.10) 71.83 46.61 64.26
9015 3 20 (36.93) 67.40 55.69 63.89
33252 30 (32.23) 72.84 40.92 63.26
8150 2 30 (32.93) 72.03 40.92 62.69
1524 3 20 (33.36) 71.53 40.92 62.35
3669 2 20 (32.73) 72.26 33.03 60.49
1627 1 20 (33.92) 70.88 33.03 59.52
6549 2 20 (39.91) 63.94 41.36 57.17
6185 2 20 (38.34) 65.76 33.03 55.94
1796_1 20 (44.19) 58.98 40.58 53.46
3947 2 20 (47.56) 55.08 47.58 52.83
7374 1 20 (47.83) 54.76 47.03 52.44
6236_1_Own Own (51.31) 50.73 5528 52.10
3947 3 20 (50.13) 52.10 47.58 50.74
3155 2 20 (51.18) 50.88 39.69 47.52
6236_2_PPA 20 (58.34) 42.59 55.28 46.40
3669 3 20 (50.51) 51.66 33.03 46.07
1796_2 20 (54.50) 47.03 40.58 45.10
6236_3_PPA 20 (60.96) 39.55 55.28 44.27
7405_1 20 (70.84) 28.11 79.78 43.61
3669_1 20 (56.20) 45.07 33.03 41.45
5234 1 _PPA 20 (67.30) 32.20 55.28 39.13
1796_3 20 (62.23) 38.09 40.58 38.84
5234 2 PPA 20 (68.88) 30.38 55.28 37.85
2807 2 20 (66.63) 3298 43.69 36.20
6236_2 Own Own (71.11) 27.80 55.28 36.04
6236_3_Own Own (73.08) 25.51 55.28 34.44
6518 1 20 (73.97) 24.48 57.03 34.24
5234 1 _Own Own (80.11) 17.36 5528 28.74
3060 _2 20 (78.15) 19.64 46.25 27.62
5234 2 Own Own (82.43) 14.68 55.28 26.86
5703 2 20 (86.13) 10.40 36.92 18.35
5684 3 20 (95.10) - 54.69 16.41

These bids scores were a little more closely bunched so PSE extended the offers cutoff to
include a bit more quantity. Note here that the projects look less competitive than other categories on a
price basis - portfolio benefits are negative for all resources indicating that costs outweigh benefits.
The next table shows the pumped storage hydro projects offered. Due to the limited offers in this
category PSE selected both projects offered.
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Table 9 Phase I Scores -Pumped Storage Hydro

NPV Quantitative Qualitative CETA Peak
Project Proposal Name Offer Portfolio Score Score Combined Contribution Capacity
Offer ID P Term Benefit / (PB/NP) 30% Score Contribution

Nameplate 70% Weight Weight (CINH) (MW)

30 (48.05) 80.83 40.69 68.79
30 (52.92) 78.10 40.69 66.88
20 (62.29) 72.86 40.69 6321
20 (66.68) 70.40 40.69 61.49
30 (84.12) 60.64 40.69 54.65
20 (98.31) 52.70 40.69 49.10
1810 3 Own Own | (169.38) 12.91 42.92 21.91
1810 2 Own Own | (176.92) 8.69 42.92 18.96
1810 3 PPA 30 (177.55) 334 42.92 18.71
1810 2 PPA 30 (182.12) 5.78 42.92 16.92
1810_1_Own Own | (191.26) 0.66 42.92 13.34
1810_1_PPA 30 (192.45) = 42.92 12.88

The next table shows the selected offered in the standalone BESS category. PSE proposed
taking most of the offers here as these are the primary source of new capacity on the system.

Table 10 Phase I Scores — BESS Projects

- o P .
) Offer ESS NPV ) Quantitative Qualitative : CETA Peal\.

Project Proposal Name Capacity St Offer Portfolio Score Score Combined Contribution Capacity

Offer ID P pacity paciiy Term Benefit / (PB/NP) 30% Score Contribution

(MW) (MW) (MWh)

Nameplate 70% Weight Weight (MW)
1054 3 20 (13.80) 100.00 4325 82.98
1058 3 20 (19.65) 96.72 4325 80.68
1054 2 20 (20.63) 96.18 4325 80.30
1054 1 20 (30.08) 90.89 4325 76.60
1058 2 20 (30.09) 90.88 4325 76.59
9831 3 20 (30.36) 90.73 4325 76.48
4101 2 GREENWATER ENERGY STORAGE 20 (37.07) 86.97 51.03 76.19
7871 1 20 (30.03) 90.91 41.69 76.15
8179_1 20 (38.58) 86.13 47.03 74.40
4644 3 20 (44.28) 82.94 50.14 73.10
9788 1 20 (42.29) 84.05 47.03 72.95
4101_1 20 (4597 81.99 51.03 72.70
9136_1 20 (38.76) 86.03 4036 72.33
9831 2 20 (41.90) 84.27 4325 71.97
10581 20 @221) 84.10 4325 71.84
4644 2 20 (47.49) 81.14 50.14 71.84
4644 1 20 (48.58) 80.53 50.14 7141
2889 1 20 (52.62) 78.27 54.25 71.06
5008 3 20 (53.37) 77.85 51.25 69.87
2841_1 SPIRE STORAGE | 100 | 20 (55.88) 76.45 5425 69.79
5008 _1 20 (58.44) 75.01 51.25 67.88
5008 2 20 (60.17) 74.04 51.25 67.20
9831 1 20 (55.80) 76.49 4325 66.52
9439 1 20 (63.90) 71.96 48.69 64.98
2608 1 20 (64.82) 7144 48.69 64.62
33873 20 (62.41) 72.79 3692 62.03
3387 2 20 (66.61) 70.44 36.92 60.38
5684 1 20 (81.49) 62.11 54.69 59.89
9439 2 20 (83.00) 61.27 48.69 57.49
5999 1 2 (78.63) 63.71 38.58 56.17
9851 3 20 (83.82) 60.81 43.9 55.74
6465 3 20 (83.98) 60.71 43.92 55.67
7418 3 20 (83.98) 60.71 43.92 55.67
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Table 10 Phase I Scores — BESS Projects

NPV Quantitative Qualitative Peak
Project Proposal Name C;)f:igi’ CaESafitv Offer Portfolio Score Score Combined Corﬁfi::?tion Capacity
Offer ID P pacity PACIY  Term |  Benefit/ (PB/NP) 30% Score : Contribution

(MW) (MW) (MWh)

Nameplate 70% Weight Weight

(79.20) 63.39 36.92 55.45
22 (82.09) 61.77 38.58 54.81
20 (87.29) 58.86 43.92 54.38
20 (88.02) 58.45 43.92 54.09
20 (88.37) 58.26 43.92 53.96
20 (88.37) 58.26 43.92 53.96
20 (84.60) 60.37 36.92 53.33
20 (91.03) 56.77 42.58 52.51
20 (92.27) 56.08 43.92 52.43
20 (88.92) 57.95 36.92 51.64
20 (92.79) 55.79 40.36 51.16
20 (113.81) 44.02 61.60 49.29
20 (100.43) 51.51 43.92 49.23
20 (100.53) 51.45 43.92 49.19
20 (100.93) 51.23 43.92 49.03
20 (99.26) 52.16 36.92 47.59
20 (110.60) 45.82 43.92 45.25
20 (112.38) 44.82 42.58 44.15
20 (123.93) 38.35 40.14 38.89
20 (128.36) 35.87 40.14 37.15
20 (133.00) 33.27 40.14 35.33
20 (179.43) 7.29 54.69 21.51

(MW)

While there were many options accepted once we account for mutually exclusive offers this list
only represents a maximum of 843 MW of capacity or about 110% of the 2027 need. Of course, other
projects also provide capacity. The next category was termed “flexible capacity” and consisted of
proposed peakers that would utilize renewable fuel or natural gas.

Table 11 Phase I Scores — Flexible Capacity

NPV Quantitative Qualitative CETA

Project Portfolio Score Score Combined Peak Capacity

Benefit / (PBINP) 30% Score  Comtribution | o G tion (VW)

"
Nameplate =~ 70% Weight ~ Weight (MWh)

Offer ID Proposal Name

(117.19)
30.0 (118.85) 98.19 4536 8234
30.0 (114.78) 100.00 36.69 81.01
20.0 (146.50) 85.92 65.75 79.87
30.0 (132.06) 9233 4536 78.24
30.0 (134.20) 91.38 4536 7157
25.0 (135.95) 90.60 4536 77.03
10.0 (137.69) 89.83 65.75 76.49
25.0 (129.53) 9345 4536 76.42
30.0 (157.35) 81.10 36.69 76.49
25.0 (132.58) 92.09 36.69 75.47
2343 1 Own Own (191.62) 65.88 37.81 57.46
2343 2 Own Own (206.02) 59.49 36.14 52.48
2343 3 Own Own (237.67) 45.44 36.14 42.65
2343 1 _PPA 40.0 (340.01) - 37.81 11.34
2343 2 PPA 40.0 (339.60) 0.18 36.14 10.97
2343 3 PPA 40.0 (339.63) 0.17 36.14 10.96

The final two categories were small enough that PSE proposed taking all the bids offered. They
were hybrid wind, solar and storage and Montana and Wyoming wind.
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Table 12 Phase I Scores — Hybrid Wind/Solar/Storage

NPV Quantitative Qualitative CETA Peak

Project Offer ESS Offer Portfolio Score Score Combined Capacity

Offer Proposal Name Capacity Capacity Contribution
ID MW) (MW)

Term Benefit / (PB/NP) 30% Score (MWh) Contribution
Nameplate 70% Weight Weight MW)

(26.72)
(27.63)
(54.00)
(70.70)

(102.27)
(119.89)
(131.04)

Table 13 Phase I Scores — Montana and Wyoming Wind

NPV Quantitative Qualitative CETA Peak
Offer Portfolio Score Score Combined Con t‘rib;: tion Capacity
Term Benefit / (PB/NP) 30% Score Contribution

Nameplate 70% Weight Weight (GINE) (MW)

27.49

13.32
20 w5 Cwoas |
(36.91)
(46.22)
(109.54)

Project Offer ESS
Offer Proposal Name Capacity Capacity
D (MW) (MW)

IE Analysis

We used several steps to confirm these selections. First, we reviewed the bids to confirm they
met the minimum requirements to bid. Second, we scored the bids independently on a non-price basis.
Third we input the bid details into a separate cost model to roughly check the levelized cost of the bids.
Fourth, we compared our results to PSE and held discussions wherever significant differences were
present. Fifth, we reviewed inputs and processes used in the Aurora modelling to ensure we understood
the evaluation process and that the inputs used were up to date with PSE’s planning process.

To check the bid rankings we also conducted two further analyses. First, we substituted our
non-price scores for the ones used by PSE and re-ranked the offers in order to see if there would have
been any change in the bid selection. We chose this method due to the large number of offers —
matching each score would have taken an unnecessary amount of time and effort. We concluded that
even with our non-price scores the same bids would have been chosen.

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

Our non-price scores and costs are included in Attachment Two.
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IV.  BID EVALUATION PHASE II

Once the initial Phase I evaluation had been completed PSE moved on to the second phase of
this evaluation. In this Phase the shortlisted bids were subject to additional due diligence. Bidders were
also invited to submit a price update. This was particularly important given the passage of the Inflation
Reduction Act (IRA) in August 2022 so that bidders could price in the effects of any new tax credits
for their offer.

Digging deeper into the bids PSE identified several items that threatened the viability of some
of the offers. Due to the risks identified PSE proposed to eliminate several more offers. PSE shared
information with us and consulted with us regarding eliminations. One notable risk factor was a
limitation on charging energy for three battery projects located on the Kitsap peninsula that was
identified through power flow analysis and line and load studies from PSE.!* Ultimately the decision
was made to eliminate several more offers from consideration.

14 Specifically, PSE identified through power flow modelling (and PSE transmission confirmed) that none of these BESS
resources could charge during the peak load scenarios without causing system overloads in multiple near and long-term
scenarios. All three identified projects would have to be limited in their charging in some way. While the Kitsap upgrade
project (projected in service in 2031 and costing about $250-$350 MM) would mitigate these effects the Kitsap project is
intended to support load growth in the area and so adding these resources would likely accelerate the need for additional
upgrades. Therefore, all units would be limited in function until sometime around 2031 and might accelerate/cause more
upgrades to be needed subsequently.
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The remaining bids were modeled in the Aurora model. The model looked over a 20-year time
frame to estimate the combination of offers that would meet PSE’s reliability and clean energy needs at
the lowest cost. We reviewed the inputs of the model - including the bid data - to ensure they were up
to date.

PSE delivered us initial results in late September of 2022. We then asked questions regarding
the inputs and results. We looked for a selection of offers that made sense given the identified costs of
the bids and the scenario modeled. We looked at the sensitivities and requested new ones to draw out
the impact of the various decisions. In addition, the selected projects from PSE’s 2022 Targeted
Distributed Energy Resources RFP were added to the portfolio as part of an evaluation of those offers
and the overall effectiveness of distributed resources.

The table below shows the final base case run as of late October 2022.

Table 14 Base Case Phase II

Term
(Years)

Offer ID

Project Name

VANTAGE WIND

Technology

I S R EETETN

WND 15 2025 10/5/2025

2958 2
1261 _1
2892 1

APPALOOSA SOLAR PROJECT LLC
(100/150 MW)

1810 3

5438 2
8918 DER
5247 DER
1714 DER
5684 1
7508 2
9851 3

WND

25

2025

12/1/2025

SOLAR

20

2025

12/31/2025

SOLAR

25

2024

07/01/2024

SOLAR

20

2024

12/1/2024

SOLAR

25

2024

12/31/2024

12/31/2024

PSH

30

2026

12/31/2026

3/9/2025

1/1/2023

1/1/2023

1/1/2023

BESS

20

2025

12/1/2025

BESS

20

2025

10/31/2025

BESS

20

2026

10/31/2026

This represents 1,291 MW of summer capacity and 746 MW of winter capacity as well as
2.8 GWhr of CETA contribution annually.

Overall, the model selected wind and solar projects without batteries and selected standalone
storage resources and hydro resources for capacity. This is somewhat expected as the solar and wind
offers tended to have more positive benefits in the Phase I modelling. The three distributed energy
resources were also selected as part of the lowest-cost portfolio.

Within each category the bids that were selected were generally those with the lowest costs. For
example, the Vantage and _ projects were two of the lowest cost offers in their category in
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the Phase I evaluation.'® On the solar side _, Appaloosa, and _ were among the
least-expensive choices in Phase I and were picked here.

In some cases, bid size also made a difference. For example, the _ solar project had
a very low levelized cost but was a small resource. We found that it would get passed over in the
optimization in favor of a larger project. This was due to the fact that the combination of _
and another, more expensive project was less optimal than simply taking a slightly more expensive but
larger project that would also fill the need.

On the BESS side the bid selection also made sense as the least-expensive offers were selected.
For reference, the table below shows PSE’s calculated cost for all the 4-hour BESS options. The

_, _ and _ storage offers were the three least expensive options.

Table 15 4-Hour BESS Costs

Effective Total Capacity
Price + Tx + Network
Costs ($ / kKW - year)

Project
D
9851 3
9851 2
7508 3
7508 2
5684 1
9851_1
7871 _1
7508_1
7418 3
9788 _1
41012
7418 2
8179_1
9136_1
7418 _1
6465 3
4101_1
6465 2
5435 3
5435 2
3387 3
6465 1
9439 2
28411
5435 1
3771_1
2889 1
5999 1
5999 2
1058_3
9831 3
1058_2
9831 2
14121

g wind facility was the lowest-cost offer in this category but was dropped due to ||| | GcNIEzN
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Table 15 4-Hour BESS Costs

Effective Total Capacity
Price + Tx + Network
Costs ($ / KW - year)

Project
ID

We were somewhat surprised to see the project get selected.
However, it did contribute a large amount of capacity at a fairly reasonable cost. Its levelized cost of

$-/kw-year was in line with many BESS units and it provided a longer duration of storage.

PSE conducted multiple scenario runs of the model to examine optimal portfolio choice under
different projected futures. The next table shows the selections at low and high load cases.

Table 16 Phase Il Selections under Base, High and Low Load

5 Term
Offer ID Project Name Technology (Years)

15732 VANTAGE WIND WND 15 | 2005 | tospo2s | e0 | s | 0] 264,280 | Yes Yes
2958 2 WND 25 | 2025 | 121102025 Yes | Yes | Yes
1261 1 SOLAR 20 | 2025 | 123102025 Yes | Yes | Yes
2892 1 SOLAR 25 | 2024 | 070172024 Yes | Yes | Yes
7621 2 APPALOOSA SOLAR SOLAR 20 | 2024 | 127172024 150 64 7 292305 | Yes Yes

PROJECT LLC (100/150

MW)
8652 2 SOLAR 25 | 2024 | 123172024 Yes | Yes | Yes
9015_1 SOLAR 20 | 2024 | 123172024 Yes Yes
5438 2 HYDRO 20 | 2025 | 3902025 Yes | Yes | Yes
8918 DER DER 30 | 2023 1/1/2023 Yes | Yes | Yes
5247_DER DER 30 | 2023 1/1/2023 Yes | Yes | Yes
1714_DER DER 30 | 2023 1/1/2023 Yes | Yes | Yes
5684 1 BESS 20 | 2025 | 121102025 Yes Yes
7508 2 BESS 20 | 2025 | 10/31/2025 Yes Yes
1810 3 PSH 30 | 2026 | 123172026 Yes
9851 3 BESS 20 | 2026 | 103172026 Yes
1413 2 Haymaker Wind + BESS WND 25 | 2025 | 12312025

NWMT 230 kV
3971 3 WND 25 | 2024 | 120172024 Yes
8150_1 WND 30 | 2024 | 12312024 Yes | Yes
9696_1 SOLAR 20 | 2025 | 12/31/2025 Yes
1627_2Solar Hybrid/Solar 20 2025 12/1/2025 Yes
1627 2BESS Hybrid/BESS 20 | 2025 | 121172025 Yes
7418 2 BESS 20 | 2025 | 103102025 Yes
9439 2 BESS 20 | 2024 | 07/01/2024 Yes
9851_1 BESS 20 | 2024 | 103172024 Yes
1810 2 PSH 30 | 2026 | 123172026 Yes
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As might be expected, the high load case increases the number of options taken. All the base
case bids are selected, with different options from _ and _ picked and more wind,
batteries and hybrid bids are added. In the low case the optimization function results in _
being added but several projects (_, Appaloosa, and several storage projects) being dropped.
This is because of the model’s optimization. With lower loads less capacity is needed so fewer capacity
resources are selected. The — project is more expensive but more easily fills the
remaining capacity need while providing the CETA energy needed.

After consulting with us over several iterations of the results PSE also looked at several
additional scenarios. This included scenarios that a) removed bids with low customer benefit scores,
and b) gave no capacity credit to offers with conditional firm transmission (for the duration of the
conditional firm supply). PSE also looked at scenarios in which individual projects were removed.
These were generally to address projects which performed very well in the modelling but had fairly
large risk factors for their development. At the time, notable projects that fell under this category
included;

f =
=)

The following table shows selections under several different scenarios.

16 Appaloosa was a similar project but had a different interconnection plan which avoided these issues.
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Table 17 Phase II Selections under Multiple Scenarios

< q Term
Offer ID Project Name Technology (Years)
1573 2 VANTAGE WIND WND 15 2025 10/5/2025
2958 2 WND 25 2025 12/1/2025
1261_1 SOLAR 20 2025 12/31/2025
2892 1 SOLAR 25 2024 | 07/01/2024
7621 2 APPALOOSA SOLAR PROJECT SOLAR 20 2024 12/1/2024
LLC (100/150 MW)
8652 2 SOLAR 25 2024 12/31/2024
9015_1 SOLAR 20 2024 12/31/2024
5438 2 HYDRO 20 2025 3/9/2025
8918 DER DER 30 2023 1/1/2023
5247 DER DER 30 2023 1/1/2023
1714_DER DER 30 2023 1/1/2023
5684 1 BESS 20 2025 12/1/2025
7508 2 BESS 20 2025 10/31/2025
1810_3 PSH 30 2026 12/31/2026
9851_3 BESS 20 2026 10/31/2026
1413 2 Haymaker Wind + BESS NWMT 230 WND 25 2025 12/31/2025
kV
39713 WND 25 2024 12/01/2024
8150_1 WND 30 2024 12/31/2024
9696_1 SOLAR 20 2025 12/31/2025
1627_2Solar Hybrid/Solar 20 2025 12/1/2025
1627_2BESS Hybrid/BESS 20 2025 12/1/2025
7418 2 BESS 20 2025 10/31/2025
9439 2 BESS 20 2024 | 07/01/2024
9851_1 BESS 20 2024 10/31/2024
1810_2 PSH 30 2026 12/31/2026
2899 3 SOLAR 25 2024 12/31/2024
4101_2 GREENWATER ENERGY BESS 20 2025 12/31/2025
STORAGE
1261_2BESS Hybrid/BESS 20 2025 12/31/2025
1261_2Solar Hybrid/Solar 20 2025 12/31/2025
27251 SOLAR 20 2025 10/1/2025
7621_1 SOLAR 20 2024 12/1/2024
1627_3Solar Hybrid/Solar 20 2025 12/1/2025
1627_3BESS Hybrid/BESS 20 2025 12/1/2025

TN Y B ETETN

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes Yes
Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes Yes Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes Yes
Yes Yes
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The selections here showed that several projects were selected across many scenarios. This

included [N, N, IS : p<loosa Solar Sorme projec

had different options (i.e. size or in service dates) selected depending on the scenario. The _
project tended to be selected next when the higher-risk projects were withheld — this was, at the time,
the lowest-cost hybrid project so this result made some sense. The smaller _ project was
also selected in some of these scenarios, as noted above this was a low-cost project that was sometimes
passed over due to its small size.

After review and consideration of these results and discussion with the IE PSE proposed to
select the “No High Risk” scenario. This scenario eliminated the riskier projects noted above ([l

B - B 1 iable below lists these bids selected. These bids

would provide between 650 and 1,200 MW of capacity depending on the season and about 2.8 GWhr
of clean energy per year.

Table 18 Phase II Shortlist

All-Source RFP Short List

12/1/2024 SOLAR 7621  APPALOOSA SOLAR PROJECT LLC 20 2024 100 44 5 219,878 218,773
(100/150 MW)
12/31/2024 SOLAR 8652 25 2024
12/31/2024 SOLAR 9015 20 2024
12/31/2024 SOLAR 2899 25 2024
3/9/2025 HYDRO 5438 20 2025
10/5/2025 WIND 1573 VANTAGE WIND 15 2025 90 8 1 44,745 264,280
10/31/2025 BESS 7418 20 2025
12/1/2025 WIND 2958 25 2025
12/1/2025  Hybrid/Solar 1627 20 2025
12/1/2025  Hybrid/BESS 1627 20 2025
12/1/2025 BESS 5684 20 2025
10/31/2025 BESS 9851 20 2026
10/31/2026 PSH 1810 30 2026
All-Source RFP 1,859 1,204 657 1,537,681 2,802,813
TOTAL
DER RFP Short List
1/1/2023 DER 8918 5 2023
1/1/2023 DER 5247 5 2023
1/1/2023 DER 1714 5 2023
DER RFP Total 157 137 93
Combined Total 2,016 1,341 750 1,537,681 2,802,813
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PSE decided to keep several offers as backup offers. These were split between offers with
lower risk profiles that were selected at least once above and the previously mentioned offers with
higher risk profiles but potentially lower costs. The bids selected and the rationale are listed in the table

below.

Table 19 Phase Il Backups

ProposalsOffers to backup shortlist

ID Proposal Name Highlights Purpose

200 MW BESS with NRIS interconnection at White River substation with
$0 network upgrade costs. Current zoning allows for this type of facility.

4101  Greenwater BESS Backup battery project

9696 Backup solar project

220 MW MT wind project with executed LGIA. Attractive NCF of 42%/
1413  Haymaker Wind Transmission path avoids Colstrip Transmission System. Ability of Backup solar project
NorthWestern to balance resource is key question.

3971/ .
4091 Backup solar project
7508 Backup battery project

We agreed that this suite of offers was a reasonable selection. These bids were generally the
lower-cost options when compared to other resources. We agreed that risk elements cited as reasons for
not selecting offers or relegating them to the backup list were appropriate and reasonable.
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V. POST PHASE Il EVALUATION AND NEGOTIATIONS

In November of 2022 PSE notified bidders of their status and began contract negotiations. We
were periodically updated on the progress of negotiations and sat in on some calls between PSE and
bidders and reviewed some draft documents. The Vantage PPA was the first agreement exercised in
June of 2023 though the bidder did have a small price adjustment. During the next several months, as
negotiations continued, many of the selected bids either dropped out or ran into other difficulties. The
changes are summarized below.
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From the selection group only the Appaloosa Solar Project. _, and _
storage remained from the main list. Greenwater, —, _ and Haymaker
remained from the backup list however |

_. Haymaker was now pursuing another option for transmission and wanted to
upsize their project to fill a 300 MW interconnection requirement. The developer proposed that the

asset would share PSE’s 713 MW of transmission reservations through the Colstrip transmission
system and BPA to deliver the power to load. This reservation would be shared with PSE’s existing
Clearwater wind supply contract as well as a newly-signed supply contract from the Beaver Creek
wind facility that was pursued outside the RFP process. PSE examined the output of the three assets in
tandem and concluded that they would only see curtailment levels of around 1.6%. We reviewed this
analysis and did not have any objection. Based on this PSE decided to continue analyzing the
Haymaker offer.

In August of 2023 due to the fact that many previously selected projects had dropped out PSE
proposed action to attempt to identify successful bids and close out the RFP. PSE was also looking at
updated needs as a result of their 2023 Electric Progress Report. Per the EPR PSE’s needs were rapidly
increasing, making most offers at least worthy of consideration.

Under this analysis PSE would refresh pricing for bidders that were previously viable but
eliminated and were interested in offering updated prices — with a focus on bids that had feasible
transmission plans and were more advanced in their permitting and development process. They would
then run the Aurora model with and without the bid to see the portfolio cost change. This would
provide final bid selection targets. We agreed that this was a reasonable path forward.

PSE provided the results to us in November of 2023. The analysis included other projects PSE
was reviewing outside the RFP process. This notably included the Beaver Creek Wind project that PSE
would ultimately contract with in early 2024 as well as the _ project (which, to our
knowledge was not a contracted resource). We reviewed the outputs asked questions, and confirmed
the bid price inputs from the latest submitted data. The results of the analysis are in the table below.
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Table 20 Post-Phase Il Analysis Results

Total
Portfolio
Costs

Total
Portfolio # Times

Resource Costs selected

Type ‘ e WITHOUT 2?;3?225) 3 (out of Location
RFP Offer 27)
Offer

(SBillions)  (3Billions)

BESS
BESS 2889 1
BESS 4644 3
BESS 5684_3
BESS 5999 1
BESS 3387 3
BESS 9851 3 10/31/2026
BESS 4101_2 Greenwater BESS_Toll 12/31/2025 -3.91%
BESS 2841 3 Spire Energy Storage_200MW26 12/1/2026 23.34 23.96 (0.63) -2.68% 24

BESS 1054 _1 12/31/2026 23.34 24.16 (0.82) -3.52% 26
Appaloosa Solar (150MW)

8/15/2025
12/1/2027
12/31/2026

12/1/2026 23.34 23.44 (0.10) -0.44% 26
6/1/2026
7/1/12026

PIERCE, WA
KING, WA

GARFIELD, WA

Solar 7621 2 12/31/2025 23.34 23.64 (0.30) -1.30% 26

Solar 2807_1 6/30/2026 -1.23%

Solar 2807_3 6/30/2026 -1.59%

Solar 3345_1 12/31/2026 -0.34%

Solar 8784 1 6/30/2026 1.05%

Wind 8781 1 Beaver Creek Wind 3/31/2025 -4.34% Stillwater, MT

Wind 1413_1 Haymaker Wind 1 12/31/2027 -1.66% WHEATLAND/ MEAGHER, MT
Wind 8783 4 6/30/2028 -0.45%

Wind 8785_1 6/30/2026 -0.92%

Hybrid/BESS | 1627 3

12/31/2027 0.09%

6/1/2027
12/1/2027

-0.50%
0.21%

Hybrid/BESS | 6518 1
Hybrid/BESS | 6518 2

Hydro 5438 2
Biodiesel 4929 1

3/9/2025
10/31/2025

-0.11%
-2.58%

This analysis showed that the top offers were, on the BESS side, the _, Greenwater,

_ and Spire energy projects. Other top offers included the Appaloosa and _ solar

projects the Haymaker wind project and the _ These results generally followed
the pricing offered by the bidders. One note here was that this analysis did not include some larger

interconnection costs for the - project, which made the project look more competitive in this
analysis.

Looking at this analysis PSE proposed to continue discussions with _, Greenwater and
Spire BESS systems, the Appaloosa and - projects, the Haymaker project and the _
-. Per this analysis PSE decided to prioritize selecting the BESS projects, Haymaker and the
Appaloosa project. PSE would continue to review other projects, but eventually these inquiries were
dropped as the projects needed to make major price updates and a new RFP was about to be issued. We
suggested at this point that PSE drop discussions and simply invite those bidders to offer in the next
RFP.

While PSE did conduct additional inquiries in the following weeks the _ was

ultmately rejected due to the fact tha
I ' :vion, hc I projcct was dropped duc to [

27|Page

PUBLIC

VERSION




PSE was able to eventually finish negotiating the Haymaker agreement in January of 2024.
There was some delay in signing on the Clearway side and the agreement was finally signed in June of
2024. PSE concluded negotiations for the two BESS units (Greenwater and Spire (now named Mt.
Vernon)) in April and May of 2024. The Appaloosa agreements were finalized at the end of 2024. In
the next section we review these contracts.
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VI. CONTRACTS

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

Vantage

The contract is a PPA between PSE and Vantage Wind Energy (an Invenergy company) and
has an effective Date of June 21, 2023. Actual delivery obligations start on October 4, 2025, end
October 31, 2040.!7 The project is a 90 MW wind project located in Kittitas County WA.'® The
contract covers the purchase of energy and RECs from the facility.

17 Vantage Contract Section 3.1

18 Vantage Contract Exhibit A.

19 Vantage Contract Exhibit B.

20 Vantage Contract Section 2.9.

2l Vantage Contract Section 5.1.

22 Vantage Contract Section 11.2.
2 Vantage Contract Exhibit F.

24 Vantage Contract Section 9.1.(f).

* Vantage Contract Section 10. 1. |
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Mt Vernon/Spire

The contract is a tolling agreement between PSE and Mt. Vernon Energy Storage (a NextEra
company). The project covers the construction of a 200 MW, 4 hour battery energy storage system in
Skagit County, Washington. The term of the contract is 25 years following the COD.?’

S
®

Y
&
.(JJ
IS
"W
| I
.w
=

T w
by

| ‘
| #

26 Vantage Contract Section 7.1.

27 Mt. Vernon Contract, Section 3.1.

28 Mt. Vernon Contract, Exhibit F.

2% Mt. Vernon Contract, Section 4.4.(b) and 4.4.(c)
30 Mt. Vernon Contract, Section 4.4.(¢)

*' Mt. Vernon Contract, Section 4. . |

32 Mt. Vernon Contract, Section 4.5.(f)
33 Mt. Vernon Contract, Section 4.4.(f)
34 Mt. Vernon Contract, Annex 1.
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Greenwater

The contract is a tolling agreement between PSE and GREE bn, LLC (a joint venture between
Brightnight and Cordelio Power) has an effective Date of April 21, 2024. The project covers the
construction of a 200 MW, 4 hour battery energy storage system in Pierce County, Washington. The

. See Exhibit B.

40 Mt. Vernon Contract, Section 9.1.(vi).

41 Mt. Vernon Contract, Section 7.5.

42 Mt. Vernon Contract, Exhibit L.

43 Greenwater Contract, Section 3.2.

# Greenwater Contract, Exhibit F.

45 Greenwater Contract, Section 4.4.(b).
46 Greenwater Contract, Section 4.4.(c).
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47 Greenwater Contract, Section 4.5.(c) and (d).
48 Greenwater Contract, Section 4.4.(j)

4 Greenwater Contract, Annex I.

30 Greenwater Contract, Section 3.4.

3! Greenwater Contract, Section 5.1.(a) and (b).
32 Greenwater Contract, Exhibit G.

37 Greenwater Contract, Section 7.6.
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Haymaker

The contract is a PPA between PSE and Haymaker Clean Energy (a Clearway company) for the
output of a 315 MW wind facility in Wheatland Montana. The term is for 25 years following the
COD.>

A major source of risk that arose with this project had to do with interconnection and the
transmission service arrangements. As stated above, the project proposed to use PSE’s existing 713
MW of rights on the Colstrip Transmission System (CTS), Eastern Intertie, and BPA main grid to
deliver to load. These rights will be shared with the output of the existing Clearwater Wind project and
the new Beaver Creek Wind project. While this is not new service the request will still need to be
studied. In addition, PSE will establish a pseudo-tie to its system for integration and balancing. PSE is
responsible for the transmission arrangements. Clearway is responsible for the interconnection of the
facility. Interconnection requires construction by Northwestern of a new 500kV substation on the
Colstrip Transmission System (CTS). Under the LGIA between Clearway and Northwestern and the
other CTS Owners, the target completion date (initial synchronization) is January 15, 2028.

‘o
3
oY
)
c\ ‘
o

=N
(V8]
"oy
e}

oy
|

38 Haymaker Contract, Section 3.1.

39 Haymaker Contract, Exhibit F.

% Haymaker Contract, Section 4.6.(a)

! Haymaker Contract, Section 4.6.(b)

2 Haymaker Contract, Exhibit F.

3 Haymaker Contract, Section 4.4.(d) and (e).

% Haymaker Contract, Section 4.4.(b)
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Appaloosa

Unlike the projects above the Appaloosa project was acquired by PSE. This was done through
two agreements. The first was a Membership Interest Purchase Agreement (MIPA) executed in
December of 2023 between PSE and HQC Solar Holdings 1. This contract provides for transfer of the

5 Haymaker Contract, Section 4.5.(a)

% Haymaker Contract, Section 4.4.(f)

7 Haymaker Contract, Exhibit 1.

%8 In the same board presentation PSE noted that

% Haymaker Contract, Annex I.
7 Haymaker Contract, Section 2.4.

"l Haymaker Contract, Section 5.1.

72 Haymaker Contract, Exhibit G.

73 Haymaker Contract, Section 9.1.(a).(vi).
74 Haymaker Contract, Section 7.5.
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ownership interests of the project for a total price of roughly $17 million. While PSE is not currently
proposing it, the MIPA includes permit rights for an optional BESS system.

The main agreement for the Appaloosa Project is an Engineering, Procurement and
Construction Agreement between PSE and Hanwha Q Cells dated August 30, 2024 for the construction
of a 142 MW solar project located in Garfield County, Washington. The project will interconnect at
BPA'’s Central Ferry 230 kV substation and utilize surplus transmission from the Lower Snake River
Wind Farm.

> Appaloosa Contract, Exhibit C-1.

76 Appaloosa Contract, Section 3.2.3.

77 Appaloosa Contract, Section 3.4.3.

8 Appaloosa Contract, Section 3.7.3.

7 Appaloosa Contract, Section 13.1.(g).

80 Appaloosa Contract, Section 13.1.(d).

81 Appaloosa Contract, Section 10.5. ||| | GG
82 Appaloosa Contract, Section 5.1.

83 PSE estimated a net benefit of the project in November 2023 of about $302 million.
8 Appaloosa Contract, Section 5.4.2.

85 Appaloosa Contract, Section 5.4.1.

8 Appaloosa Contract, Section 2.25

87 Appaloosa Contract, Section 2.25.4.

88 Appaloosa Contract, Section 2.26.
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These contracts all appear to reflect the offers as they were analyzed in November of 2023 (or
earlier in the case of Vantage). Based on that analysis it appears that these projects are projected to be
net beneficial to ratepayers. In addition, the contracts appear to contain standard terms and protections
that we would expect to find in commercial arms-length contracts of this sort.

8 Appaloosa Contract, Section 2.26.4.
% Appaloosa Contract, Section 7.1.
°! Ibid.
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VII. CONCLUSIONS

The 2021 All Source RFP resulted in a significant acquisition of projects that PSE may use to
meet its reliability needs and environmental goals. The RFP was conducted in a fair manner by PSE.
Based on the most recent evaluations in November of 2023 the selected projects should provide
positive benefits to ratepayers over their operating life. The signed contracts generally reflect the final
bid offers and feature standard risk protections for ratepayers.

While the end result was fairly successful there is no doubt that the RFP process itself took far
too long to complete. The RFP was issued on June 30, 2021 and the final contract (the Appaloosa EPC
contract) was signed on August 30, 2024. For a comparison, Portland General Electric’s 2021 All
Source RFP was issued to the market on December 6, 2021. That RFP secured four resources (three
BESS facilities and one wind facility) and the final of the four contracts was signed in May of 2023,
taking less than half the time that PSE needed. While the PSE RFP attracted more offers this alone
does not account for the extensive time frame needed to wrap this procurement.

From our point of view there were several causes for the delays. First, the RFP was fairly open
in terms of minimum requirements. This is a positive thing in terms of attracting bids, but it also meant
that there were a large number of bids to analyze. Second, there was extensive production cost
modelling needed to evaluate each offer. This process takes quite of a bit of time to set up and to run.
Other RFPs will often use more simplistic models, for example an excel-based levelized cost model, to
find the best-performing offers in a given category before moving on to more advanced modelling.
Third, as far as we could tell there was no “next RFP” planned for a good portion of the process. As a
result PSE was very loathe to reject offers. While this is an admirable trait, it meant that bids tended to
linger in the evaluation. At this point other similar utilities will have another RFP planned for 18
months to 2 years later. With this backup it’s easier to simply reject bids that are “not ready” and feel
more secure that they will be back in the next RFP. Fourth, there were some major market movements
during the process as developers tried to work through the disruptions coming out of the COVID-19
pandemic and the Inflation Reduction Act was passed and others moved on to take deals with private
companies that were faster to resolve. These developments had an effect on bid pricing and preferences
and did require evaluators to seek price updates on several occasions. Fifth, most bids had to deal with
the BPA transmission and interconnection process, which has been plagued by extensive delays for
several years now.

Finally, in a more abstract sense, this RFP appeared to reveal a conflict between the process
laid out in the RFP documents and what we took to be PSE’s more traditional process for acquiring
resources. Per our read of the situation, under the latter process PSE would be consistently scanning the
market to create a “deal pipeline”. This included soliciting input about various project features from
subject matter experts. Over time, projects that were well-reviewed were sought out for deals. Of those
projects the ones where agreements could be reached were brought to the PSE Board for action. This is
a slow, iterative process and reflects a fairly traditional utility procurement mindset. It is also less

37|Page



transparent. In contrast, the RFP process aims to create a process where bids can be efficiently and
transparently reviewed. In some ways this RFP reflected a friction between the two processes. PSE
was, as noted, slow to reject offers and would focus on non-price aspects of offers that they thought
made good development candidates. Again, there is nothing inherently wrong with this, and PSE
evaluators did a very thorough and diligent job, but it lacks some clarity that an RFP process provides.
Ideally, the RFP design itself should both award lower-cost offers while containing enough scoring
weight to ensure that more developed projects are appropriately valued in the rankings.

We believe that with this RFP completed PSE will be able to move faster in subsequent
procurements. To that end we have made some changes in the 2024 All Source RFP. First, the initial
phase of modeling will not utilize production cost modelling. Second, the non-price scoring has been
adjusted to allow bidders to self-score their bids, with evaluators serving as a check on those scores.
Third, we have been encouraging PSE to think ahead to having another RFP within the next 18
to 24 months. PSE has been very responsive to these changes and the current process is moving quite
quickly. However, once bids are selected PSE will need to commit appropriate resources dedicated to
finalizing contract negotiations.

38|Page



NOISHAA
ormang

920T/S1/C1 oIpAH padung :08e10)g vdv

970T/S1/T1 0IpAH padung :98e10)G|uowo0Idy Ayoede)

970T/S1/T1 oIpAH padung :98e103g|yuoweaidy Ayoede)

970T/S1/T1 oIpAH padung :98e10)g|uowo0Idy Ayoede)

§C0T/1€/Cl 93e10)§ + I2[0S vdd
Se0T/1¢/Cl 93e10)S + I8]0S vdd
SeoT/1E/cl 93101 + I8[0S vdd

seoe/1e/Tt 93e101S + pUuIpm vdd

SToT/1E/Cl 93e10)S + puIp vdd

sToT/1e/cl 93e10)S + puIp vdd

§20T/1/¢1 o5e10)§ + I[0S vdd
Scoe/1/cl 93101 + IB[0S vdd
Seoc/1/¢l 23e101S + JB[0S vdd

010T/4/01 | VA smgsuorg VN {06 | VN | puLm vdd pUip\ dTeIUBA D11 A310ug PULp dTBIUBA[ELS

0102/¥/01 PUIM vdd

v20T/1/Cl o3e10)§ + Ie[0S vdd

Y20T/1/C1 PUIM vdd

€20T/1/¢1 PUIM vdd

ST0T/1¢/Cl a3e10)S + PUIp vdd

AN 0€C LNMN
10(] OM, ut MIUDY AeMILD
ST E!Eﬁa P YL ssan pu ey SRR

seoe/1e/ct PuIm vdd eIl

¥20T/1/C1 SSdd Vvdd 414!
¥20T/1/C1 SSdd vdd 414!

seoc/1e/ct PuIM vdd ¥9¢Cl

Seoe/1e/Cl a3e10)S + 160§ vdd 19¢1

SC0T/1¢/C1 1e]0g vdd 1921
920T/1¢/C1 SSHd Vdd 8601
ST0T/1¢/T1 SSdad Vvdd 8501
y20T/1¢/T1 SSHad Vdd 8501
920¢/1¢/C1 SSsdd Vdd ¥S01
ST0T/1¢/C1 SSdd Vdd ¥S01
y20T/1¢/T1 Ssdd vdd ¥S01
M (sanoy) (uoneanp SSHY
(A
aod Knede) uoneanq J0/pue [anyg)
Lede)
gea0)§ SSHAd ASojouyda,

(939/Ddd/Vdd) Jaquny
uondesueA], ST T 1applg -

1 | Page

Attachment 1




Foos T wos]  vad
[ mos]  vdd
oS TS| vad
o5e101g + JB[0g !
[ mos] vdd

§T0T/1¢/T1

¥20T/1¢/C1

Y2oT/1/L

PO/ oy
EOC/I/C |
$20T/1/C1

vy
(gl

o~
o2
v

— ~
n|oo|oo
on e
(ol Ko\l Kol

<
o
N

ON

Pue [3S31POIq - [RULIAY ],
DN pue Ud30IpAY
19SAIPOIq - [RULIdY ],

N pue udagoIpAy
‘[9Sa1poIq - [RUWLIdY [,
ON

Pue [9S1POIq - [BULIAY ],
DN pue udagoIpAy
‘[9Sa1poIq - [RUWLIdY [,
DN pUe Ud30IpAY
[9SAIPOIq - [RWLIdY [,

ON
puE [9SAIPOIq - [EUWIAY ],

93e10)S + PUIp + JB[0S !
93e10)S + PUIA) + JB[0S !
ofe10)g + pulm +ejog]  vdd]
[ pum] 0 vdd]

Vd
oIpAH padung :98e10)g !
v

JUSWIAAIT

—
=
=
Q
=
=
Q
<
8
<

JuoweaIdy Ayroede)
oweRIdy Aroede)

JuoweaIdy Ayroede)

oIpAH padung :03e101g
(€N ) (samoy) (uoye.mp SSHA
M
aod Knede) uoneanq J0/pue [anyg)
Lede)
a5e10)§ : ssad ASojouyda],

(339/0dA/Vdd) JdquIny
e JureN 3d9foag Jppig -




y20T/1/C1

YC0T/1€/C1
¥20T/1¢€/C1
y20T/1¢/C1

seoe/1e/cl

seoe/1e/t

seoe/1/cl

S20T/1/¢1
§20T/1/¢1
scoc/1/cl
920T/1/L
920T/1/L
920T/1/L
SeoT/1E/cl
Se0T/1¢E/Cl

Y20T/1/C1

y20T/1/C1

Y20T/1/C1

SeoT/1E/cl
SeoT/1¢E/cl
ST0T/1€/Cl
ST0T/1€/C1
SeoT/1E/Cl

seoz/1/ct

seoz/1/et

£20T/1/¢1

¥20T/1¢€/C1
YC0T/1E/C1
YC0T/1¢/C1
¥20T/T/¢
y20T/T/¢

seoe/1/el

seoz/1/ct

seoe/1e/cl

aod

Rels

uolsuIpng | 00T

M
Knede)

gea0)§

(M)
Lede)

(sanoy)
uonean(q

Ssad

NOISHAA
ormang

PuIm

vdd

o3e101S + JB[0S

Vvdd

93e101S + IB[OS

Vdd

Ie[og

Vdd

purm

Vdd

PuIM

vdd

SSdd

Vdd

93eI101S + IB[OS

Vdd

93eI101S + JB[OS

Vdd

o3e101S + JB[0S

vdd

SSdd

vdd

SSdd

Vdd

Ssdd

Vdd

Ie[og

vdd

Ie[og

vdd

PuIM

vdv

o3e101§ + IB[OS

Vdd

PuIM

vdd

PUIM

vdd

Ie[og

vdd

1e[0S

Vdd

a3e101§

Vdd

Ie[og

vdd

purm

vdd

PuIm

vdd

purm

vdd

Ie[0S

Vdd

Ie[og

vdd

23e101S + JB[0S

vdd

Ie[0g

vVdv

1e[0S

Vdd

SSdd

vdd

SSyd

vdd

25e10)S + PUIA + IE[OS

(uoneanp SSHY
J10/pue [anyg)
ASojouyda,

vdd

(939/2dA/Vdd)
uondesuRI],

o3e1mg amdg

JureN 3d9foag

QuowrdooAd(] S0IN0SAY ASIouy BIFIXON

1opprg

1L6€

Ly6¢
Ly6¢
Ly6¢

£C6¢

£06¢

ILLE

699¢
699¢
699¢
L8EE
L8EE
L8EE
5433
9433

9433

9433

9423

081¢
SSI¢E
SSI¢E
090¢
090¢

8C0¢

866C

866C

668C
668C
668¢C
68C
68T

688¢

DTl I¥8¢C
L0O8T

Jquiny
pig

3 | Page

Attachment 1



§T0T/1¢/1
seoT/1e/c

§T0T/1¢/1

ST0T/1€/01

ST0T/1€/C1
SeoT/1E/cl

seoz/1/ct

¥20T/1/L
¥20T/1/C1

¥20T/1/C1

(N 20)
aod Lnede)
A
gea0)§

(M)
yede)

(sanoy)
uonean(q

Ssad

[osarporq
i pajoty 100S

oIpAH padung :a8e10)g|juowoardy Ayoed

0IpAH padung :98e10)G|uowa0idy Ayoede)

oIpAH padung :08e10)g|yuoweaidy Ayoed

a3e10)S + puIpm
93e101S + PUuIm

a3e10)S + puIpm

[osatporq

IM I[Ny 1DDS
[esaIpolq

PIm pafpny 1008

Juowd0I3y Ajoe

JuoweaIdy Ayroede)

93e10)S AFI0UY 191EMUIID)

Vvdd

(uoneanp SSHY
J10/pue [anyg)
ASojouyda,

(939/DdH/Vdd)

E) 33(o0.
uopdESUBL, WEN 1932014

1opprg

Jquiny
pig

Attachment 1




800T/1/L

800T/1/L

P20C/1/21
lc00z/i/1_|
6002/1/1
S20T/1E/TT

aod

(N 20)
Knede) n
gea0)§

(M)
yede)

(sanoy)
uonean(q

Ssad

93e101S + IB[0S

s eS| vay]
oS eS| vay]

oo +wos| vad

o eS|  vad

s eS|  vad

oo +wos|  vad

[ ssdd] 0 vdd]
[ ssad] 0 vdd]
[9SAIPOIq YIIM PaJony
LDOs :Kioede) xa[4
[9SAIPOIq [IIM PIony

NS :Aoede)) xof]
[9S91pOIq tIM pajony

DOS Aioede) xop]
1DDD/5eD

Kyoede) xo14
1DD0/5eD

:Kyoede) xa1q
1DDD/5eD

Kyoede) xo14

oS s vad

o3e101S + JB[0S

| ssaq]
[ ssaq]
[ ssaq]
| o d
[ s vd
Belolg+ OS]  Vdd]
Beolg+ 10| Vdd]
[ pum vd
[ pum vdd
Ie[0S Vdd
(uope.np SSHY
J10/pue [anyg)
ASojouyda,

JuoweaIdy Ayroede)
oweaIdy Aroede)

JuweaIdy Ayroede)

JuaweRIdy Ayroed

uowRIdy Ajroed

[l
=9

<
~
A~

<
[=»

<
~
o

I
=4 o) I
<o~

<
<

II

(939/DdH/Vdd)
uorndesue.L],

JureN 3d9foag

1opprg

965
96S
£r6S

cocs |
cocs |

¥89¢

ﬁ

¥89¢

ﬁ

8

ISa)
<
Ve

A dhdhdhd bl bl bal
X|lenjenjenjen|en|enfen
Slalafafaf s
njinunininnivnnin|wn

o0
s}
f=4
v

O | ¢
v
f=4
v

Jquiny
pig

—
=
=
Q
=
=
Q
<
8
<




¥20T/1¢€/C1
YC0T/1E/C1
YC0T/1€/C1
¥20T/1¢€/C1

£20T/1€/C1
c0T/1€/01

4
¥20T/1€/01

€e0e/1E/CTH

seoT/1e/cl
§T0T/1¢/T1

seoT/1e/cl

ST0T/1€/C1
SeoT/1E/cl

seoe/1/cH

¥20T/1€/01
£20T/1¢/Cl
¥20T/1€/01

aod

[ wmos]  vdd]
[ wmos]  vdd]
| vdd
[ ssad]  vdd]
[ ssag]  VaV]
[ ssag]  VaV]
[ ssad]  VvdV]
[ ssHg]uowsaidy Awede)
[ ssdg]uowooisy Aoede)
! uowaIdy Ajoede

UM vdd

I I 71
I I 71

vl Aodwodl VN _Josk L VN | 00000 mos] vdd]

(N 20)
Knede) n
gea0)§

(M)
yede)

(sanoy)
uonean(q

Ssad

| mos]  vdd]
[ ssdduoweaidy Apede)
[ ssdg[uoweaidy Aede)
[ ssaduowwnady Apede)

SSAd [1usweaidy Aoede)

SSAd ruoweardy Ayoede)
SSAd [1usweaidy Aoed

Ie[0S

dd

o3e101S + vdd
[ mos]  vdd]

o3e101§ + IB[OS

SSAd[1uoweaidy Ayoede)
SSAd[iuoweardy Ayoede)
SSHAd [iuoweardy Ayoede)

(uone.np SSHY
(939/DdH/Vdd)
Ao/pue an) uorndesue.L],

ASojouyda,

D717 309l01d JB[OS BSOO[E

JureN 3d9foag

D711 199l01 Te[0S BSOO[

1opprg

Jquiny
pig

—
=
=
Q
=
=
Q
<
8
<




119D o0
NAd udSoIpAH udain)

[ ssag)uowoeaidy Aede)
[ ssdAg]uownaisy Aede)
[ ssHg[uowoaisy Ajoed
[ ssdg[uoweaidy Aede)
[ ssag)ueweaidy Aede)
| vdd
Beoiswers] 0 Vi)
[ mos]  vdd]
I ) S 7 ¥
I I 7 ¥
Beioiswes]  vdd]

Vdd

01§ + Je[0S

Y20T/1€/Cl

! owaIdy Aoede)
! JuawaIdy Ajoede)
o T eos]  vad

oS o vad
[ mos] vdd]
. bﬁw_luww,wu\/v M_w Juowdeidy Ayoede)
1220/58D

Kyoede) xo14
1DD0/5eD

Kyoede) xo1 ]

—
=
=
Q
=
=
Q
<
8
<

JuoweaIdy Ayroede)
Juowd0I3y AJoe

oIpAH padung :98e10)g|juowsaidy Ayoede)

JuowdaIdy Ayoede

3e10)g + IR[0S

(N0 (s.amoyy) (uoyeanp SSHA
(M)
aod Knede) uoneanq J0/pue [anyg)
Lede)
a5e10)§ : ssad ASojouyda],

(339/0dA/Vdd) JdquIny
e JureN 3d9foag Jppig -




920T

¥20¢

Y20T/1/C1

y20T/1/C1

Y20T/1/C1

scog/1/cl
Seoe/1/cl
Scoe/1/cl1

¥20T/€/9

¥20T/€/9

§20T/e/Cl
§coc/e/cl
Sc0c/1/¢l

aod

(MIN

Knede) n

gea0)§

NOISHAA
ormang

LDDD/seD
:Kyoede) xa14

8806

LDODD/seDH
Kyoede) xo14

Vdv 8806

PUIM + TB]OS vdd 1508

o5e101S + pUIA + JB[OS vdd 1508

93e10)S + PUIM + TB[OS vdd 1508

asuodsay puewoq

JuowdaIdy Ayoede) Y68L

asuodsay] puewo( [yuswoaIdy Ajoede) Y68L

osuodsay puewoq

JuowdeIdy Ajoede) Y68L

a3e10)§ + PUIA + IB[OS vdv ¥98¢

93e10)S + PUIA + JB[OS

JuowdeIdy Ayoede) ¥98¢

Jsuodsay puewaqg

JuowdaIdy Ayoede) £0SS

asuodsay] puewo( [juswoaidy Ayoede) €0S¢S

(sanoy)
uonean(q

Ssad

(M)
yede)

J10/pue [anyg)
ASojouyda,

asuodsay puewoq
(uoyeanp SSHY

JuWRAIZY Ajroede) €0SS

(1/3dd/vdd) EL IINBREINNE | 1opprg

Jquny
uondesue ], (3¢

8 | Page

Attachment 1



Attachment 2



L681
[4x44
LY'TC

PEeT
SEET
¥9'1C

10T
1€0¢

00'LT

16°€€
76'€€

L6'81

08'S¢
4343
86'LE

1€°61
16711
1611

€8¢
1578
¥8'CS

Pl
jaad!
Pl

S8'IS
79°€S
129

£9°61
Pl
jaad!

199
S8L9
1£08

vl
jaad!
000

[qut
98'6L
LT08

00°0C
8¥'€C
8¥'€C

9r'S8

S8'LL

S8'L8
Q102
S umws)

AN ME
M 21005 EOIANG

S8'LL

910§ dN Md

[ - |sLeeor

(M) UMIN)
uonnqLIu uonnqLIuo)
Kyoede) yead V14D

NOISUHIA

orrand
SLLY L1°6S - (T1'9L) 0¢ vdd € 1t1T
0r're L1'6S 6LV (s6'0L) 0T vdd 1 I¥ltC
STIT L1'6S 00°S (zLoL) 0T vdd T 1¥1T
[4%44 LT'6S ¥T9 (6£'69) umQ umQ z I¥lt
9€'7T 76'6S 97’9 (9£'69) ST 1 659T
[£X4 L1'6S 789 (£L'89) umQ umQ 1 I¥It
6S°€C L1'6S S8 (11°L9) unQ umQ € 141¢
T€°6C 76'6S 1291 (£9'89) ST T 659T
£5°67 Y18y 91T (9879) Sl 1 1L6€
07T 9¢'TH LT'8C (19'sy) 0T 1 0€v9
$6'2€ 76'6S 81T (s0°€s) ST € 6597
98'r€ 6'LY 97'6C (SS'vh) 0T 1 €01L
$89¢ vI'8t 10°C€ (8S'19) 0T T I1L6€E
1°0F Y18t YTLE (r6'5¢) ST € 1L6€
00°€y 69'7¢€ SS9¢ (68'57) 0T 1 08¢
SE'IS STy 6£¥S (L1 0T T ¥Ts1
L9'IS STy 98'%S (r6'91) unQo € STEE
178 8T'L9 £0'9% (sv'97) 0T 1 160¥
Lb'TS STy 0095 (oL'sD 0¢ 1 Seee
86°09 SThb S1'89 (090 unQ € 0518
S6'%9 SThb £8°€L £5°€ 0T 1 2SI
89'99 SThb 0£'9L 079 0€ 1 0518
8T'9L STES S1'98 €891 0T [
OL'LL STES TEL8 6081 0T 1 8€bS
86°LL 00°TL §5°08 8L01 st o6 1 . ONIMEDVINVA| T ELST
6€'8L 00°TL €118 [Tl 01 [
SL'T8 LY'0S 65'96 60'8C 01 1880
P1'S8 LY'0S 00001 LLTE S1 T 8805
- WBM %0€  WYSIOM %0L  drejdoweN L (M) -
102§ ﬁmz\n‘m—ma AI0dS /gausg \m:UNQuU QueN ﬁmmono‘nm -
e oAnTMEND)  oAnmmuEN)  ONojod AN O PO EO

oapdpy puv puig YOV M

1 | Page

Attachment 2



SO'ST

SO'ST

89°€T
0L°0¢
£1ee

8LE1
8¢°C1
9°¢l

(743
(4533
8Lv¢E

16°Cl
86T
86°C1

0'LE
66°0%
90ty

LEOT
86701
85T

15°Sv
9l'sy
68'8y

8¢l
8S°11
8I'vl

[4%:14

8S°11

69'8% 86°C1
6881 85T
Il'es 8¢°C1

£EVS

85T

€519
86'19
80°€9

8'€l
8¢l
8L'G1

LL'99
86°S9
L9°69

P8¢l
YT el
70°S1

00°1L
“w,
96'CL

8Lyl
70°S1
86°C1

00°0L
LI'SL
7'0L

861
8TSI
861

8¥'SL
9E'LL
Y6'LL

8TSI
7691
2691

8178
210§

dN Md
PIIM 2100§

(UA/$)

cloogt
Mg

8171

21008
dN Mg

L [y6ssoe

(AN

NOISUHIA

1.090€

1 €0LS

1 SSI¢

1 1S€T

19508

umQ 7 L8ST

umQ T 86T

1 $98S

1 819

1 6vS9

T YLEL

1 Spee

T T68C

[

uMQ T 179L

umQ 1 179L

Vdd T L8ST

vdd | (85T

€ pLEL

1 Ly6€E

1 L08C

1 STt

1 S106

T 166L

11921

€ 166L

19696

Vdd | 179L

T 7598

(MIN 0S1/001) DTT LOELOUd AVIOS VSOOTVddY| Vdd T 129L

12598

T 668C

orrand
STy - (z2'99) 0T
76'9¢ £I'y1 (50°5S) 0T
69'6€ 68'ST OLsh) 0T
vley LS'LT (0T 1P) 6C
76'8¢€ LT'IE (6S'1¥) 0T
8T'SS 76'6C (Lszy) unQo
8T'SS €L 1Y) umQ
8507 11°8¢€ (11°9¢) ST
£0°¢E Sy'eh (68'1¢) 0T
9¢' 1y SSey (08'1¢) 0T
€0'Ly STy (Ly'0€) 0T
ST 86'LY (0£'82) 0T
LT'Eh 09°61 (€0'L2) umQ
ST 8LTS (1$'+2) Sl
8T'SS 65°1S (sy's0) umQ
8T'SS 88'1S (zzs0) unQo
8T'SS 86'LS (1¥'07) 0T
8T'SS $9°6S (80'61) 0T
€0'Ly £1'89 (6£2D) ST
8S'LYy 8L'89 (8811 0T
1915 86°L9 (z8'T) 0T
9¢'8Y T9'SL (Lt'9) 0T
69'SS LLYL (1°L) 0T
7108 70'8L (95'7) 0T
3T8Y ££08 (sLD) 0T
71°0S 6918 L9 ST
STOv 9798 76’1 0T
8T'SS ¥0°C8 (o' 1) 0T
6Ly 95'68 31 ST
8T'SS L9'T8 (06°0) 0T
6Ly 1098 [ ST
¥1°0S €98 10T 0T
¥1°0S 31'L8 L9T ST

£ 668C

(AN

uoynqLIuO)  UOPNQLYUO)

Kede) yeaq

AAKC )

21028
paulquio)

LIty

W3PM %0E
21028
dApeNEnd

00°001
WP %0L

(dN/dd) 21008

JAnenuend)

08'Cl

epdowreN
/ygaudg
orjop.rod

AdN

ST

uL
BEY1T0)

1 768C

(AN
Lede) Jure) [esodoag

10

ar
13JJ0 199f0ag

AD]OS 2UOIDPUD]S

2 | Page

Attachment 2



NOISUHIA

ortang
8891 8801 ] 1791 69°tS - (01°56) 0z € 789
90°1C [8Lc1 | SEl 769¢ 0v 01 (€198) 07 T €0LS
S8°TC [ssc1 | 98'97 8T'SS 3911 (€1'28) umQ uMQ T ¥£CS
08°8C [sos1 ] 9LT STV 7961 (s1'8L) 0T T 090€
€LYT [sscl | PL'8T 8T'SS 9¢'L1 (11°08) umQ [N
8r°TE [pes1 | YThE €0°LS 84T (L6€L) 07 1 8159
£7°0€ [sscl | e 8T'SS 15°5T (30°€L) unQ umQ € 9€79
€0°CE [ssz1 ] $0°9¢ 8T'SS 08'LT (11 umQ umQ ¢ 9£79
98'8¢ [sLs1 | 07°9¢ 69°cr 86'CE (£9'99) 0z T 08T
¥8 €€ [ssz1 | S§'LE 8T'SS 8€°0€ (88'89) 0z vdd ¢ p€Ts
¥T8E BT ¥8'8€ 850 60°8€ (€2'29) 0z € 96L1
T1IsE [ssz1 ] £1°6€ 8T'SS 07T (0£'L9) 0T vdd | v€Ts
007t [sver ] St1y €0°€€ LOSY (0795) 0z 1 699¢
YT 1y Lo | 19°€p 8L°6L 8T (+8°0L) 07 1 S0vL
9T 0Y [sscl | LT 8T'SS S5°6€ (96'09) 0z vdd € 9€29
05"t 811 | 01'sy 850 €0°LY (0S+S) 07 T 96L1
98 [sver ] L0°9Y €0°€€ 9916 (15°05) 07 € 699¢
65T [ssz1 ] 0p'9F 8T'SS 65 Th (4£85) 0T vdd ¢ 9£79
618t [sscr | 6Ly 69°6€ 8805 (81°15) 07 T SSig
1€°0S N PL'0S 8Ly 01T (€1°05) 0T € L6E
608t [sscl | 01°TS 8T'SS €L°0S (1€19) umQ umQ [ 9€79
81°TS BT S €0°LYy 9L'tS (€8°L1) 07 1 vLEL
or'Ts A €8S 8S'Ly 80°SS (95°Ly) 07 T Lb6E
98CS 811 | 9p°€S 8501 8685 (61°+h) 07 1 96L1
19°95 [ss01 | $6°SS €0°€€ 9L'59 (b€'8¢€) 0z T 819
€€°LS [ssz1 ] LI'LS 9¢' 1y ¥6'€9 (16'65) 0T T 6vS9
9029 [sver ] [ €0°€€ 38°0L (26°€€) 0z 1 L291
£€0°€9 s ] 67°09 €0°€€ 9TTL (€L°28) 0T T 699¢
SEH9 8Tyl | SE'T9 601 €S°IL (9€°€€) 07 € ¥esl
6979 EX2 69'79 60 €0°TL (€6'2€) 0¢ T 0518
£7'59 [prvl | 97°€9 601 ¥8TL (€2C9) 0¢€ T Steg
09 E 68'€9 69°SS 0v'L9 (£6'9€) 0T € 5106
S0°59 8Lyl | 9T'h9 199 €8°1L (01°€€) 07 T 1971
6179 E $9'S9 69°SS 76'69 (SL'vE) 0T T S106
v1'69 [sver | 65'99 €0°€€ 8608 (0750 07 € L2091
08°€9 [ssz1 ] 18°L9 8T'SS LIEL (16'1€) 0T vdd | 9£79
15°69 [sscr | 10°69 STOv vE18 (68°+7) unQ T 9696
59'69 [ros1 ] $9'69 ¥1°0S T0'8L (9L'LD) 0T 1 166L
112L [coor | YTOL P1°0S S8'8L (+0°L0) 07 1 668C
6LSL N 9p'9L 9¢'8y 0588 (1,81 0T € STLT
S6'SL B 19°9L 9¢'8Y TL88 (Ts'81) 07 T St
80°LL [pest | S8'8L €0°LS 0788 (L6:81) 07 1 ¥LE6
6L 6L [ssc1 | 6T°6L STOv 2096 (cze) 07 € 9696
Sv'T8 stz ] 16°6L €0°€€ 00°001 (3L°8) 0T T LT91
21038 (UMIIS) 000 E_,A.MHNS 5 M saosg  MBPM %0E WM %0L  perdourey (N VR N ) -

AN M9 A0D1 P A uopnqLHUO) R EXTRIN (dN/dd) 2100S  /3jaudg wnRp o Awnede) LHnoede) awey [esodoag

9] 9301
Palns M4 AAK o) aApeyend) dapenuend) oroyIod AIN SSA RE1T0) JO 1991

Head

$100[0.4 pLGAE]

3 | Page

Attachment 2



NOISUHIA

Vvdd 1 0181

umQ 1 0181

Vdd ¢ 0181

Vdd € 0181

umQ z 0181

umQ € 0181

(AN (AN
uonNqLIUO)  UOHNLIU0D)
fpede) yeod  VIAD

EXTRIN
paurquio)

JUBPM %0€ ISP %0L
21038 (dN/dd) 21008

Janeyend) JAnenuend) e

epdowreN
/yyaudyg
orjop.rod

orrand
88°C1 6T 5 (Sy'zel) 0
PEEL 6T 99°0 z161) umQ
7691 6T 8L'S (T1281) 0
IL'81 6T vE'8 (S§°LLT) 0€
96'81 6T 69'8 (T69L1) unQ
16'1T (X4 161 (8€°691) unQo
L6t 69°0F 0L'TS (1£'86) 0T
$9'vS 69°0F 79°09 (1) 0€
6+'19 69°0F 0v'0L (89'99) 0T
17°€9 69°0F 98°TL (67°29) 0T

(z6'28)

(S0°81)

wL Y,
PPo

ar
1430 10foag

Jure) [esodoag

y3no.yy passnd spiq J1y - 04pApy 23p.101g padung

4 | Page

Attachment 2



NOISHAA

oriandg
[ 8891 ] 1S'1T 69'tS 6TL (£r'6L1) 07 T 189S
E £€°S¢€ v10Y LTEE (00°€€D) 0z 1 9€LL
9591 SI'LE Y10v L85€E (9¢'821) 07 T 9€LL
EX 68'8€ v10Y €8¢ (g6°€TD) 0z € 9ELL
ﬁ SU'bp 8STH [Ras (8¢°TID) 07 T vl
PLIL STSh [f32 8SH (09°011) 0T T Sevs
(v ] 6S'LY 76'9¢ 91°CS (97°66) 07 T 80SL
E £0°6% [32 €C1S (£6°'001) 0T T 1586
yLI1 6I'6t W6'Er Sy (€5°001) 0T T S9%9
(v ] €76V [f32 15°1S (£7°001) 0T [
E 6T°6¥ 0919 W0y (18°€11) 07 1 1LLE
8L91 9II'IS 9¢°0F 6L'SS (6L°26) 0T T 9¢16
(v ] $9'1S 76'9¢ S6'LS (26'88) 07 1 80SL
E £V°TS [f32 8095 (LT'26) 0T 1 Sevs
16Tl I1S'TS 8S°TH LL'9S (€0'16) 0T 1 Clvl
YLTT €€°ES 76'9¢ LE'09 (09'78) 0T £ 80SL
yLI1 96°€S W6'Er 97'8S (L£'88) 0T 1 8IL
YLTT 96°€S [X34 97'8S (L£'88) 0T 1 S99
E 60'bS (X34 St'8S (20°88) 07 11586
PLTL 8E'VS 6'ch 98'8$ (67°L8) 0T £ Sebs
[1621 ] 18'pS 85'8€ LL'19 (6028) [44 T 6665
E Sh'sS 76'9¢ 6£€9 (0z'6L) 0T 1 L8EE
vLI1 L9'SS W6'Er 1L09 (86'¢8) 0T € 81¥L
(v ] L9'SS [f32 1L°09 (86'€8) 0T € S9¥9
E pL'SS (X34 18°09 (z8°€8) 07 € 1586
1621 LT'9S 86'8¢ 1269 (€9'8L) [44 1 6665
EXT 6'LS 6987 LT19 (00°€8) 0T T 6£16
E 68°65 69°1S 1129 (67'18) 0T 1 7895
pLI1 8€09 76'9¢ A (19'99) 0T T L8€E
(v ] €079 76'9¢ 6LTL (1+'29) 07 € L8EE
E 919 6981 [ (8'%9) 07 1 809C
90'%1 8679 69'8t 96'1L (06'€9) 0T 1656
E 75'99 STEr 6v'9L (08°5S) 0T 1 1£86
E 0T°L9 STIS YObL (£1°09) 0T T 8005
oSl 88'L9 TS 10°SL (7°85) 07 18005
1061 6L°69 STYS SY9L (88°55) 0t oor [ ... dOVOLSEUS| 1_1¥8C
oSl L8'69 TS S8'LL (LE€) 07 € 8008
1061 90°IL STYS LTS8L (29'29) 0T 1 688C
E 151L ¥1°0S €508 (85°8%) 07 1 vi9r
9°€l P8IL Y1°0S yII8 (6%'LY) 0T T ¥hov
E P8'IL STEr 018 (T2 0T 1 8501
E L6IL STey LTHS (06°1%) 0z T 1£36
8L 91 £€°TL 901 €098 (92°8¢) 07 1 9516
[sco1 ] 0LTL €0°1S 6618 (L6'SP) 07 1 101t
E S6'TL €0°LY S0+8 (6T°Th) 07 1 88L6
79°€l OL'EL Y1°0S v6'C8 8TP) 0T [
B 0p'pL €0'Lb €198 (35°8¢€) 0T 1 6L18
E SI'9L 6911 1606 (£0°0€) 07 1 1L8L
8L91 os — fo  [ero €0°IS L6'98 (L0°LE) 07 HOVAOLS ADYANH ALY MNITYD! T 101y
B 8Y'IL STEr €L°06 (9£°0€) 07 € 1£86
E 6S'9L STer 8806 (60°0€) 07 T 8501
88°€l 09°9L STey 68'06 (80°0¢) 0T [
E 0€°08 STEr 81'96 (€9'00) 0T [
E 89°08 STEr 7,96 (59°61) 07 € 8501
33°€1 86'78 STEY 00001 (08°€1) 07 € 7501

epdowreN
s (€N 1) [CNN) SR WBPM %0E  IUSPA %0L (€N )

21005 (Ah-ay/$)
AN M9 D001 uonnqrLyuo) uUoPNQLHUOD) 21028 (dN/dd) 21038 /1goud L Lede) Jure) [esodoag ar
LUZNCEICINEY: | INME - goedeyyeog vieEd PRASOD oupenend  oanmpueny 1P =Y ssa R0 3o

AdN

S§S7g 2uopunis

5| Page

Attachment 2



NOISHAA
ormang

(bS'601) [ ]
(cz9p) [ 8567
(16'9¢) [ 178567
| - [sevos | ©0h) L Jozz | A 0€T LNAN SSA€ + Puti IdpuwiseH] T €1yl

j el [ eeet]
6'LT [ 1 <ot

M)
=c:ﬂ=)“_~m o (UAIN) 2100 B %0E IS %0L  ejdomeN M) (A
DRI wopnquyuoy S 21005 (dN/gd) 100§ /Igouog L1go  Awede) Goede) duiey esodoag
.a_awm,u VIAD pauiquod JApEN[EN)  dAnEIBUENQ)  ONONI0J AIN ssd nHO

ar
1430 10loag

ysno.yy passvd spiq j1y- puig AM/IN

(40 1€1) [ cosig
(68°611) [z osi]
(LT201) [ 1 osig
(0L'00) [ € Lost]
1508

3

00vs) AT
€10 BT
@90 s

M)
=c:ﬂ=”_~m o (UAIN) 2100 SPM %0E  USPM %0L  dedoweN M) (A
. _us.nn. D) uonnqLyuo) ur Ema. 210§ (dN/dd) 21038 /3gaudg dede)y Lfede) aurey [esodog
zw_swm o] LA o) pauiquiod JApejyend) dApepuend) oioyIog AIN SSsd PO

ar
10430 10foag

ySno.yy passod spiq J1y - 280.40]S/.4]0S/puly PLGAE

16'8 96°01 L0 (€9°6£€) or vdd € €T
16 L6°01 81°0 (09'6£€) o Vdd T evee
(168 ] [l - (10°0v€) or vdd | £vET

vr'Sh (L9'L£D) umQ Um0 € £vET
67°65 (20'907) uno UMQ T €p€T
88'59 (z9'161) umQ uMQ T €h€T

168 S9'Tv
8¥'TS

IV'LS

LY'SL 6026 (8s°z€D) ST
6¥'9L 01'18 (SE'LST) 0
WIL Sr'€6 (€s°621) ST
6¥'9L £8'68 (69°'LET) 01
€0°LL 09'06 (s6's€1) 54
LS'LL 316 (0THED 0
PT8L ££76 (90°z€D) 0€
L8'6L 76'58 (059%1) 0T
10'18 00001 QLI 0¢
PET8 61'86 (S8'811) 0

(61°L11)
erdowre
2 & (AN

/3udted . Lede) Jure) [esodoag ar
orjop.rod PPo 1530 10loag

21008 (€N 1) [CNN) arE JUBPM %0€ ISP %0L

AN b uoynqLIuO)  UOPNQLYUO) 21008 (dAN/dd) 21098

WIM 21005 Speded Wedod  VIAD POUIANOD o \peyendy  aanepuEng) o PO

Arovdn) 2)qixa)q

6 | Page

Attachment 2





