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1. 2021 All-Source RFP evaluation and methodology 
Docket UE-210220 

1.1. Quantitative and qualitative analysis  
PSE initiated the 2021 All-Source RFP to bring utility-scale resources to meet the interim targets and 
annual goals from the 2021 CEIP. PSE provides an overview of the qualitative and quantitative analysis 
performed for this RFP below. 

1.1.1. Phase 1: Preliminary cost analysis and risk assessment 

In Phase 1, PSE conducted a preliminary cost analysis and qualitative risk screening to produce a list 
of the most promising resources for further consideration. Proposals were evaluated and ranked based 
on their combined quantitative (price) and qualitative (non-price) scores, which were weighted at 70 
percent and 30 percent respectively. Qualitative scoring was based on a rubric composed of six 
risk/benefit categories. The rubric describes in detail the criteria for each category and is attached as 
Exhibit A to the 2021 All-Source RFP, which was approved in WUTC docket UE-210220. The Equity 
Customer Benefit (ECB) plan category carried the highest weight of the six categories in the qualitative 
evaluation, as shown in Table D.1. 

Table D.1: Qualitative scoring categories and weights 

Qualitative scoring category Weight 
1. Counterparty Viability 3% 
2. Project Viability 3% 
3. Site Control 3% 
4. Permitting and Studies 3% 
5. Energy Delivery 7.5% 
6. Equity/Customer Benefit  10.5% 

TOTAL 30% 

Figure D.1: CETA equity plan qualitative areas 

 

https://apiproxy.utc.wa.gov/cases/GetDocument?docID=15&year=2021&docketNumber=210220
https://www.utc.wa.gov/casedocket/2021/210220
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PSE evaluated and scored each proposal based on the degree to which the proposal information and 
ECB plan addressed one or more of the five customer benefit indicator (CBI) categories in alignment 
with the CETA statute, RCW 19.405.040(8): environment, health, economic, energy and non-energy 
benefits, and energy security and resiliency. The evaluation team considered specific plans to address 
the CBI categories, as well as commitments from the bidder to carry out their plans and/or track the 
contributions of the proposed project. A proposal that minimally addressed equity and customer 
benefits across the five CBI categories received a score of one, while a proposal that strongly 
addressed at least two CBI categories received a two, with a potential highest score of five for any 
proposal that strongly addressed all five categories.  

At the end of Phase 1, sixty-seven (67) proposals with the highest combined price and non-price scores 
from each resource category were identified for further evaluation in Phase 2. No project received a 
score higher than three in the CBI category at the end of Phase 1. 

Table D.2: 2021 All-Source RFP Proposals selected for Phase 2 

Resource Category 
Phase 2 

# of Proposals Total Capacity (MW) 

Solar 19 3,118 

Wind 16 3,484 

Storage 27 4,360 

Flexible Capacity 4 959 

Other Resources 1 20 

Total 67 11,941 

Phase 2: Portfolio optimization and qualitative due diligence 

In Phase 2, PSE performed a portfolio optimization analysis and due diligence review of each proposal 
to verify proposal information, identify key commercial issues and project risks. Prior to selecting a short 
list, PSE performed a sensitivity analysis (CBI sensitivity analysis) aimed at producing a resource 
portfolio that would meet the capacity and renewable needs identified in the 2021 All-Source RFP while 
also maximizing CBIs. Since no project scored above a three in Phase 1, PSE included projects with an 
ECB plan score of two or better and no identified fatal flaws in the CBI sensitivity analysis conducted 
during Phase 2. PSE used the results of the CBI sensitivity analysis to help inform the selection of its 
RFP short list and backup list. Notably, a majority of the resources selected in the CBI sensitivity were 
also selected in the base case. 
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Phase 3: Concurrent analysis 

In the concurrent analysis, PSE brought in all three of the Demand Response programs noted above as 
part of the modeling analysis. In this analysis all three demand response projects were selected as part 
of the short-list. 

2. 2022 DER RFP evaluation and methodology 
Docket UE-210878 

2.1. Quantitative and qualitative analysis 

PSE’s evaluation of resources for the 2022 Distributed Energy Resources Request for Proposals (2022 
DER RFP) was based on a combined quantitative and qualitative assessment of all proposals that met 
the minimum requirements of the 2022 DER RFP. Taken together, the quantitative and qualitative 
evaluation criteria assessed the feasibility of proposals and measured each proposal’s ability to satisfy 
compatibility with resource need, cost minimization, contribution to Clean Energy Transformation Act 
(“CETA”) customer benefit and equity provisions, risk management, and strategic and financial 
considerations. 

PSE divided its evaluation process into three phases: 

1. A screening phase (Phase 1) 
2. The Value Fit program building and portfolio design phase (Phase 2) 
3. Concurrent evaluation with the All-Source RFP shortlist in Docket UE-210220 

In Phase 1, proposals were evaluated and scored based on the quantitative and qualitative metrics 
described in Exhibit A of the RFP2. The proposals were then ranked according to the weighted average 
of their price (quantitative) and non-price (qualitative) scores. The weights of the price and non-price 
scores in the combined scoring are 60% and 40%, respectively. Each proposal was placed into two 
categories, Category A or Category B.  

• Category A: represented turnkey resources, which were complete resources ready for deployment. 
See Figure List D.2.  

• Category B: represented vendor services that would be a component of a turnkey resource, such 
as providing customer enrollment, equipment installation and other programs activities. See Figure 
List D.3. 

The qualitative scoring rubric used for Category A proposals can be seen in Exhibit A - Evaluation 
Criteria. Category B proposals were analyzed with a similar but simpler rubric since their proposals 
were service based, instead of a turnkey project proposal. 

https://www.pse.com/-/media/PDFs/001-Energy-Supply/003-Acquiring-Energy/pdf/ExA_2022-DER-RFP_Evaluation-Criteria-and-Scoring.pdf?sc_lang=en&modified=20220215172449&hash=8D58DC817C85F506322581B215A09A8C
https://www.pse.com/-/media/PDFs/001-Energy-Supply/003-Acquiring-Energy/pdf/ExA_2022-DER-RFP_Evaluation-Criteria-and-Scoring.pdf?sc_lang=en&modified=20220215172449&hash=8D58DC817C85F506322581B215A09A8C
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Figure List D.2: Category A qualitative scoring rubric 
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Figure List D.3: Category B qualitative scoring rubric 
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2.1.1. BCA Model 

The quantitative metrics assessed in Phase 1 are expected costs associated with the capacity and 
energy prices offered for each response. PSE used the DER Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) tool 
developed for the 2021 CEIP to model the costs and benefits of each proposal. The BCA model 
analyzes both the utilities’ and customers’ economic perspectives and the interdependencies between 
the two. The BCA was selected as the primary modeling tool for the DER RFP for this ability to model 
both customer and utility economic impact as well as calculate cost tests that align with practices 
outlined in the National Standard Practice Manual (NSPM). To align with existing PSE modeling 
practices, where possible, the BCA utilizes the same base Aurora modeling assumptions used to 
develop the 2021 IRP and, when possible, updated modeling assumptions from the 2023 Electric 
Progress Report. Table D.3 below summarizes the main elements quantified in the BCA model. 

Table D.3: Main elements of BCA Model 

Costs Benefits 

Utility initial capital outlay Utility reduced system peak capacity 

Utility grossed-up return on asset base Utility reduced transmission peak capacity 

Utility O&M costs DER generation hedge value 

Utility PPA payments Utility flexibility benefit and frequency 
response offset value 

Utility owned/operated battery energy storage system 
charging costs 

Customer backup power savings 

Host customer initial capital outlay Societal greenhouse gas benefits 

Host customer program participation costs   
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Costs Benefits 

Host customer battery energy storage system market 
purchase charging costs 

  

Host customer O&M  

The three primary metrics used in the quantitative analysis mirrored closely those used in the 2021 All-
Source RFP and are shown below in Table D.4 below from Exhibit A of the 2022 DER RFP. 

Table D.4: 2021 All Source RFP primary metrics 

Metric Description Value 

Net Resource 
benefit ($) 

Difference between the net present value 
of bid resource and the net present value 
of equivalent generic resource. Projects 
may have a portfolio benefit by displacing 
higher cost DERs 

Higher is better. Useful for comparing 
projects of comparable size and 
technology type. Used to determine the 
optimal combination of resources that 
meets PSE’s resource needs. 

Net Resource 
benefit per 
offered 
Nameplate 
($/MW) 

The net present value of a proposed 
project’s net resource benefit divided by 
the net present value of the project’s 
offered nameplate capacity.  

Higher is better. Useful for comparing 
different project sizes and technologies. 
Used along with qualitative metrics in 
establishing an initial ranking of projects for 
inclusion in the portfolio design.  

Cost Test Output 
(ratio) 

The ratio of net present value of benefits 
over net present value of costs with 
different cost tests using different specific 
costs, benefits, and discount rates. 

Higher is better. Useful for comparing 
project cost and benefits from different 
perspectives. 

Proposals were then ranked based on their combined score, which was a combination of qualitative 
and quantitative attributes. PSE decided to include all projects in its candidate list, which meant they all 
moved forward from Phase 1 to Phase 2. 

For Phase 2, PSE incorporated Category B proposals into complete bids, referred to as Value Fit 
programs. Value Fit programs had to have all the elements of a turnkey resource, meaning they 
covered customer enrollment, equipment installation and other core programs activities. PSE included 
its own resources into these Value Fit programs where necessary to try to provide a complete program 
(e.g., a Category B proposal could just be for equipment installation services, so PSE estimated internal 
resources required to provide customer engagement and administrative support to build out a complete 
Value Fit program). Value fit programs were then evaluated similarly to the Category A proposals 
during Phase 1. With this collected data a more accurate comparison of Category A proposals and 
Value Fit programs was achieved. 
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Figure D.4: Overview of Category A and B evaluation process 

 

The evaluation team began to further hone projects with cyber security concerns and similar IT/OT 
issues. A few proposals with SaaS solutions that did not complete a SOCII Type 2 audit or were at least 
in progress to do so were rejected from further evaluation. 

A ranking of Category A proposals and Value Fit programs was achieved, based on the combined 
scores of the projects, which had a price and non-price weighting of 60% and 40%. Two Value Fit 
programs were developed and compared with the turnkey Category A proposals. Both Value Fit 
programs were rejected, one ranked second to last based on the combined score and was found to not 
be cost-effective based on the Societal Cost Test (SCT), and the other completely overlapped with 
another winning bid that provided more capacity. The Societal Cost Test as used in the DER RFP 
mirrors that used in PSE’s 2021 Clean Energy Implementation Plan [see Appendix D: DER Suite 
Selection and Evaluation] with minor updates to fully align the SCT with the most recent iteration of the 
Jurisdictional Cost Test outlined in Docket UE-210804. Three (3) Category A demand response 
proposals, provided by AutoGrid, EnelX and Oracle, were highly ranked and cost-effective, so they 
were shortlisted for the Concurrent Analysis with the 2021 All-Source's shortlisted projects. The three 
projects helped inform the 2021 All-Source's shortlist and not DER RFP shortlisted project was rejected 
due to the Concurrent Analysis. The three programs also did not extensively overlap with the customer 
segments they were separately targeting. The remaining programs not shortlisted in the RFP did 
extensively overlap in targeted customer segments (e.g., two bidders targeting the same C&I customer 
base). All DR providers had notified PSE during interviews that they would have to adjust their MW 
targets for DR enrollment if other DR providers were vying for the same customers. All DR providers 
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based their initial proposals off of PSE's current market conditions, which had no existing products to 
compete with. To select multiple programs with overlapping customer segments would have had an 
effect on the cost-effectiveness of all impacted programs as each program's targeted MW amount is 
reduced to a more conservative number. A summary of the shortlisted results is provided in Table D.5 
below, with details in Chapter 5, Specific Actions. 

Table D.5: Demand response shortlist programs from Phase 2 Modeling 

Program 
Bidder 

Cumulative 
2025 

Winter MW 

Customer 
Segment 

Program Type Societal 
Cost 
Test 

Combined 
Score 

Selected for 
Contracting 

(Yes/No) 

Enel X 30 Commercial Demand 
Response – 

Bundled 

10.76 66.42 Yes 

Bidder A Less than 10 
MW 

Residential Demand 
Response – 

Bundled 

4.85 58.94 No 

Oracle* 4 Residential Behavioral 4.82 55.23 Yes 

Autogrid 33.6 Majority 
Residential 

+ 
Commercial 

Demand 
Response – 

excluding 
Battery program 

4.41 42.48 Yes 

Autogrid 
(included 
with the DR 
proposal, 
but 
analyzed 
separately) 

12 Residential Battery 0.82 42.48 Yes 

Bidder B More than 10 
MW 

Majority 
Commercial 

+ 
Residential 

Demand 
Response – 

Bundled 

2.85 40.35 No 

Bidder C More than 10 
MW 

Majority 
Commercial 

+ 
Residential 

Demand 
Response – 

Bundled 
 

3.00 34.26 No 

* In contract negotiations Oracle’s bid changed from what was initially modeled. 
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3. 2023 Distributed Solar and Storage RFP 
evaluation and methodology 

Docket UE-220971 

3.1. Quantitative and qualitative analysis 

PSE’s evaluation of DERs was based on a quantitative, qualitative, and technical assessment of all 
proposals to meet the minimum requirements of the 2023 Distributed Solar and Storage RFP (“2023 
DSS RFP”). The quantitative and qualitative evaluation criteria assess the feasibility of proposals and 
measure each proposal’s ability to satisfy compatibility with: 

• Resource need  
• Cost minimization 
• Contribution to Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA) customer benefit and equity provisions 
• Risk management  
• Strategic and financial considerations 

The technical assessment involved a preliminary site assessment, similar to a feasibility study done 
under the Schedule 152 interconnection process to assess interconnection feasibility and scope.  

Proposals were scored and ranked based on qualitative and quantitative metrics, which included the 
results of the preliminary site assessment. The ranking was based on the combined score of the 
qualitative and quantitative metrics that were weighted 40 percent and 60 percent, respectively. Only 
those proposals that satisfied the RFP minimum requirements received a qualitative and quantitative 
score. Some projects were rejected during the initial intake for not being in the service territory or 
having a project site for their proposal. 

3.1.1. Quantitative analysis 

The quantitative metrics assessed are expected costs associated with the capacity and energy prices 
offered for each response. PSE will use the DER Benefit Cost Analysis (“BCA”) tool developed for the 
2021 CEIP and used in the 2022 DER RFP to model the costs and benefits of each proposal. The BCA 
model analyzes both the utilities and customers’ economic perspectives and the interdependencies 
between the two. The BCA was selected as the primary modeling tool for the 2023 DSS RFP for this 
ability to model both customer and utility economic impact as well as calculate cost tests that align with 
practices outlined in the National Standard Practice Manual (NSPM). To align with existing PSE 
modeling practices, where possible, the BCA utilizes the same base Aurora modeling assumptions 
used to develop the 2021 IRP and evaluate the 2021 All-Source RFP. The BCA model was constructed 
to quantify each of these costs and benefits, when applicable, and apply cost tests consistent with the 
NSPM. 

https://www.nationalenergyscreeningproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/NSPM-DERs_08-24-2020.pdf
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Independent Evaluator 

The qualitative and quantitative scoring of each project was individually verified by the Independent 
Evaluator (IE), who is an independent authority overseeing PSE’s evaluation. Additional information on 
the IE and PSE’s selection process can be found in PSE’s petition dated January 19, 2021, in Docket 
UE-210037. 

Societal Cost Test (SCT) 

The Societal Cost Test (SCT) ratio was used to determine each project’s overall cost-effectiveness, 
with an SCT ratio greater than 1 being deemed cost effective. The SCT indicates if the benefits of a 
DER resource will exceed its costs from the perspective of society. This test provides the most 
comprehensive picture of the total impacts of a DER resource. PSE selected all the cost-effective 
projects, based on the SCT, available from the RFP.  

To meet the 80 MW solar sub-target, PSE selected the most cost-effective solar projects amounting to 
56 MWs, which includes both hybrid and solar only projects. The remaining capacity to achieve the 80 
MW sub-target will be fulfilled through PSE Products. Over 30 MWs of the DSS RFP projects will be 
converted into community solar programs to help fulfill Condition 18 of the UTC’s CEIP Order, which 
would not be met otherwise with the brief time provided.  

While the SCT is a useful metric for gauging cost-effectiveness from a high-level, it does not 
incorporate numerous customer benefit indicators as well as programmatic and site-specific equity 
benefits communities will collect. The SCT does not account for any development and construction 
benefits such as developers complying with RCW 82.08.962 and 82.12.962, contracting a percentage 
of their overall bid to Small, Minority, Women-owned Business Enterprises, and additional benefits. The 
SCT does not account for any operational benefits such as property taxes provided to communities, 
income eligible enrollees into community solar programs and additional benefits. As noted above, the 
construction benefits were used in the evaluation of the projects in the Qualitative analysis.  

3.1.2. Qualitative analysis 

The qualitative analysis was conducted using the Qualitative Scoring Rubric in Figure List D.5 below, 
which is further described in Exhibit A of the RFP. As outlined in the Qualitative Scoring Rubric, 
information provided by the respondent was used to evaluate the following sections: 

• Counterparty viability  
• Site control and permitting  

The Preliminary Site Assessment and hosting capacity map were used to evaluate the Energy Delivery 
section of the rubric. The customer benefit indicators in the CETA Equity Plan section were evaluated 
based on PSE’s assessment of comparable projects and their benefits provided, as well as information 
collected from the respondent. The business values in the CETA Equity section were evaluated based 
on respondent information and commitments made in their proposal. The Named Communities 

https://www.pse.com/-/media/PDFs/001-Energy-Supply/003-Acquiring-Energy/Exhibit_A_Evaluation_Criteria_and_Scoring.pdf?sc_lang=en&modified=20221229202038&hash=EEBC0D3518882D6C20498D4E0DE98FC7
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Enrollment section was scored based on the project location to the Vulnerable Population and Highly 
Impacted Community layers in the hosting capacity map. 

Figure List D.5: Qualitative scoring rubric, Exhibit A 
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