Scoping Comment Summary Report, Part 1
April 14 – May 31, 2016 Scoping Period
June 30, 2016

INTRODUCTION
The City of Bellevue is overseeing preparation of a phased
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Puget Sound
Energy’s (PSE’s) Energize Eastside project. The City of
Bellevue is overseeing this process in cooperation with the
jurisdictions of Kirkland, Newcastle, Redmond, and Renton
(collectively referred to as the Partner Cities). The City of
Bellevue is the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) nominal
Lead Agency.
This report summarizes the public comments received by the
City of Bellevue during the April 14–May 31, 2016 scoping
period on the Phase 2 Draft EIS, including written comments
submitted via letters, the EIS project website, and emails, as well
as oral testimony provided at three scoping meetings. The
written comments and the transcripts of oral comments were
collated and are summarized within this report (for the full
packet of submitted comments and testimony, see the City of
Bellevue EIS project website: www.EnergizeEastsideEIS.org).

Phased Environmental Impact
Statement
The Partner Cities are
conducting a two-phase Draft
EIS process under SEPA for
PSE’s Energize Eastside project,
as allowed under WAC 197-11060(5).
The Phase 1 Programmatic Draft
EIS was published on January
28, 2016. It evaluated, at a more
general level, the environmental
impacts of alternative methods
to address the electrical
transmission capacity deficiency
identified by PSE.
The Phase 2 Draft EIS is
currently being prepared and will
include a project-specific and
geographically referenced review
of PSE’s proposal, along with
other reasonable alternatives.

Under SEPA, the scoping process invites the public and
regulatory agencies to help determine the content of an EIS. The
purpose of scoping is to narrow the focus of analysis to
significant environmental issues, identify alternatives to be
analyzed in the EIS, and identify potential mitigation measures. The scoping process provides the
public and interested parties an opportunity to provide input regarding the alternatives and necessary
analysis to the Lead Agency. Information previously unknown or not yet considered by the Lead
Agency about a proposal’s potential impacts may come to light during scoping.
The first scoping period for the Phase 2 Draft EIS began on April 14, 2016. Washington State and
City regulations require a mandatory 21-day scoping comment period (Washington Administrative
Code [WAC] 197-11-408(2)(a)(i) and Bellevue City Code 22.02.036.D.1.a). The City of Bellevue
conducted “expanded scoping” (WAC 197-11-410) for this project and extended the scoping period
to 45 days, ending the first scoping period on May 31, 2016.

A second scoping period for the Phase 2 Draft EIS began on June 30, 2016. The scoping comment
period was reopened to provide the public with the opportunity to comment on two new alternatives
identified by PSE in a comment letter submitted to the City of Bellevue on May 31, 2016. Comments
on the new alternatives must be submitted by August 1, 2016. The project website provides more
information on the route alignment of the new alternatives and how to submit written comments.

WHAT IS THE ENERGIZE EASTSIDE PROJECT?
The Energize Eastside project is a PSE proposal to construct approximately 18 miles of new 230
kilovolt (kV) electrical transmission lines and add a new substation (Richards Creek) adjacent to the
existing Lakeside substation to serve PSE customers in the area generally between Lake Washington
and Lake Sammamish, in King County, Washington (Figure 1). Electrical power would be
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transmitted to the new substation and the voltage
lowered, or “stepped down” (transformed), from 230
kV to 115 kV for distribution to local customers.
These facilities are proposed to address a deficiency
in electrical transmission capacity during peak
periods that PSE has identified through its system
planning process. PSE expects this deficiency to
arise as a result of anticipated population and
employment growth on the Eastside, and expects it
to negatively affect service reliability for Eastside
customers within the next few years. The proposed
project would improve reliability for Eastside
communities and supply the needed electrical
capacity for anticipated growth and development on
the Eastside. Project details and plans are available
in the project file and on the project website at
www.EnergizeEastsideEIS.org.

WHAT IS THE ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW PROCESS FOR THIS
PROJECT?

Figure 1. Project Map

The City of Bellevue determined, and PSE agreed, that an
EIS is needed for the proposal. The majority of the proposal
would be located within the jurisdiction of Bellevue, and PSE
submitted an application for preparation of an EIS to the City
of Bellevue on August 19, 2014. Submittal of this application
triggered the start of the SEPA process, and the Partner Cities
with jurisdiction agreed that the City of Bellevue would be
the nominal Lead Agency for the SEPA process.
The scoping period for the Phase 1 Programmatic Draft EIS
began when the City of Bellevue issued a Determination of
Significance and Scoping Notice for the proposal on April 30,
2015, and closed on June 15, 2015. The Phase 1 Draft EIS
Scoping Report summarizes the scoping process for Phase 1
(see the project website at www.EnergizeEastsideEIS.org for
a copy of this document).
On January 28, 2016, the City published the Phase 1 Draft
EIS, which evaluated alternative methods to achieve PSE’s
project objectives. The Phase 1 Draft EIS broadly described
the types of impacts that the alternatives could have and
mitigation that could minimize or avoid such impacts. The
Phase 1 Draft EIS was not required by state rules to be
undertaken. It was prepared as a broad evaluation to provide
decision-makers and community members from the affected
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What is the purpose of an EIS?
An EIS evaluates the probable
significant environmental impacts
of a proposed project or program.
The EIS does not evaluate whether
or not a project is needed, although
it does consider the project
objectives in establishing what
alternatives should be included. An
EIS is not a permit, although it is
used by officials making decisions
about whether to approve, deny, or
conditionally approve a project.
Decision-makers are not required
to choose the alternative with the
least impacts as identified in an
EIS, but the EIS provides decisionmakers with options that could
reduce or eliminate some or all of
the impacts of the project. An EIS is
not a cost-benefit analysis for a
project; rather, an EIS provides
environmental information to be
considered alongside economic
and other policy considerations in
reviewing projects that could
significantly affect the environment.
JUNE 30, 2016

jurisdictions with a better understanding of the potential
environmental consequences of constructing and operating the
project and reasonable alternatives to the project. It also helped
determine how to best evaluate the environmental impacts in
greater detail in Phase 2. The Phase 1 Draft EIS did not analyze
impacts associated with specific development at particular
geographic locations. The publication of the Phase 1 Draft EIS
was followed by a 45-day public comment period (WAC 19711-455), which ended March 14, 2016. The Phase 1 Draft EIS
Comment Summary Report summarizes the comments received
and provides a general response to those comments (see the
project website at www.EnergizeEastsideEIS.org for a copy of
this document).

What is a Reasonable
Alternative?
WAC 197-11-440(5)(b) defines a
reasonable alternative as an
action that could feasibly attain
or approximate a proposal's
objectives, but at a lower
environmental cost or decreased
level of environmental
degradation. Reasonable
alternatives may be those over
which an agency with jurisdiction
has authority to control impacts,
either directly or indirectly
through requirement of mitigation
measures.

The Partner Cities began Phase 2 of the EIS process with the
initial Phase 2 Draft EIS scoping comment period, which ran
from April 14–May 31, 2016. The scoping process was reopened
on June 30, 2016 for additional comment on alternatives
proposed by PSE and will close on August 1, 2016. The next step is the preparation of the Phase 2
Draft EIS. Following publication of the Phase 2 Draft EIS, anticipated in early 2017, another 45-day
comment period will be provided (see Figure 2). A summary report of the comments received on the
Phase 2 Draft EIS will be prepared, along with general responses. After the close of this comment
period, a Final EIS will be prepared that responds to the comments received on both the Phase 1
Draft EIS and Phase 2 Draft EIS in greater detail.

Figure 2. Two-Phase Draft Environmental Impact Statement Process

WHAT WAS PRESENTED DURING THE PHASE 2 DRAFT EIS
SCOPING COMMENT PERIOD?
During the initial Phase 2 scoping process (April 14–May 31, 2016), the City provided multiple
opportunities for interested members of the public to learn about the proposal and the EIS process,
and to provide scoping comments. The City invited agencies, affected Tribes, and members of the
public to provide scoping comments through a variety of methods, including:
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•

Online at: www.EnergizeEastsideEIS.org

•

By email at: Info@EnergizeEastsideEIS.org

•

By mail to: City of Bellevue

•

At public meetings (by oral testimony or in writing)

Three public meetings were held during the Phase 2 scoping period, one each in Renton, Bellevue,
and Kirkland. Each meeting included an open house with information provided about the project and
an opportunity for the public to talk to City and consultant staff, as well as PSE staff; a presentation
describing the project, preliminary alternatives, and the EIS process; and a public comment period to
take oral testimony on the scope of the EIS (a more detailed description of the public meetings is
available on the EIS project website). During the public comment period, oral scoping comments
were recorded by a court reporter in the form of a hearing transcript. Hearing transcripts are posted
on the EIS project website.
As presented in the Phase 2 Draft EIS Scoping Notice published on April 14, 2016, the Partner Cities
identified the preliminary alternatives to be carried forward into the project-specific Phase 2 Draft
EIS. In addition to PSE’s proposed preferred alignment, route and pole options within some
segments of the alignment were identified by PSE. The Partner Cities, in cooperation with PSE,
determined that these route and pole options are reasonable alternatives that could attain or
approximate PSE objectives for the project. The No Action Alternative was also presented, and
provides a benchmark against which the proposed project and other action alternatives can be
compared. The Phase 2 Draft EIS Scoping Notice describes the alternatives and is posted on the
project website (www.EnergizeEastsideEIS.org).
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WHAT DID THE COMMUNITY SAY DURING THE PHASE 2 DRAFT
EIS SCOPING COMMENT PERIOD?
In total, 643 comments were received during the 45day scoping comment period in the form of website
comments, emails, oral testimony, and letters (see
Figure 3). About three-quarters of the emails
submitted were directed at the Bellevue City Council
and not the EIS project email. These emails were
subsequently forwarded to the EIS project email and
included as part of the EIS scoping record. All the
comments submitted represent a total of 544
individuals (many people submitted multiple website
forms and/or spoke at more than one scoping meeting)
(see Figure 4). Comments were submitted by 8
different organizations (e.g., homeowner associations,
PSE) and 4 public agencies (see Figure 5). Of the 643
submissions received, about half (321 comments)
were submitted as form letters or were associated with
a signed petition. Of the unique submissions,
comments focused on the following top ten themes,
listed in order of frequency: project alternatives,
pipeline safety, EIS process, purpose of and need for
the project (including related aspects of costs, costbenefit, and PSE’s motivation for the project), views
and visual resources, property values, plants &
animals and water resources, electric and magnetic
fields (EMF), land use and housing, and greenhouse
gas emissions (see Figure 6).
The comments submitted as form letters indicated
support for Alternative 2B, an alternative developed

Figure 3. Comment by Type

Figure 4. Scoping Comment Summary

Figure 5. Comment by Origin

Figure 6. Comments by Major Topic
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by industry experts hired by the Coalition of Eastside Neighborhoods for Sensible Energy (CENSE)
that would “meet our projected energy needs at lower cost,” “align with our core values of
innovation, livability and environmental stewardship,” “puts
safety first,” and “preserves 8,000 mature trees and
Electrical Terms and
neighborhood character.” It was presented as an alternative to
Regulatory Setting
PSE’s proposed preferred alternative. A signed petition was also
Commenters made reference to a
submitted to Bellevue City Council members and had multiple
variety of technical reports,
signatures indicating support for “a safer, cleaner, smarter
regulatory agencies, and
solution than what PSE is proposing.”
The following is a summary of the comments provided by the
community during the Phase 2 Draft EIS scoping comment
period. The comments are organized around the top ten key
issues listed above and are summarized below and in the
following pages, beginning with general topics (purpose and
need, EIS process, and project alternatives), followed by
environment or resource topics. This section summarizes public
comments. It does not explain or verify the accuracy of the
statements made.

technical electrical terms. See
Chapters 1 and 2 of the Phase 1
Draft EIS for an explanation of
key terms, the regulatory
framework that PSE must
operate within, and references to
key PSE studies. See the Library
page on the project website to
access the chapters
(www.EnergizeEastsideEIS.org).

Issue 1 - Purpose and Need Comments
Approximately 99 commenters discussed the purpose and need of the project. Many comments were
similar to comments received on the Phase 1 Draft EIS. Comments and questions on the purpose and
need from commenters focused on the following general themes:
PSE’s Planning Data and Assumptions: Commenters expressed concern that PSE’s planning data
and assumptions regarding future energy demand are too high and therefore exaggerate the need for
the project. These commenters further stated that the independent studies cited in the Phase 1 Draft
EIS are not sufficient because they either did not run their own load flow studies, or they used load
scenarios and assumptions provided by PSE (asserted as flawed).
Commenters stated that PSE has provided inconsistent reasons to justify the Energize Eastside
project, including conflating separate issues related to transmission capacity deficiency (load growth)
and peak demand assumptions. These commenters suggested that PSE used incorrect assumptions
and inconsistent values in calculating the forecasted energy requirements for the area. Related to load
growth and peak demand assumptions, several commenters requested further response to the
Lauckhart-Schiffman study (a load flow analysis completed by Richard Lauckhart and Roger
Schiffman, which rejects PSE’s needs assessment for the project), asserting that satisfactory
responses to the Lauckhart-Schiffman study have not yet been provided. Several commenters
requested that the City pause the EIS process and review the need for this project by either accepting
the Lauckhart/Schiffman study or contracting for an independent study of the load flow study.
Richard Lauckhart, co-author of the Lauckhart-Schiffman study, provided comments in rebuttal to
Stantec’s responses to the report’s main findings provided in the Phase 1 Draft EIS Comment
Summary Report (see the City of Bellevue EIS project website at www.EnergizeEastsideEIS.org for
Lauckhart’s scoping comments). [Stantec is an electrical system planning and engineering
subconsultant working in support of the Energize Eastside EIS effort.]
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The following is a summary of comments that address PSE’s load growth and peak demand
assumptions, including comments based on the Lauckhart-Schiffman study:
•

Independent studies only looked at the methodology of the data - how the data were used, not
where the data came from. If erroneous assumptions were made to develop the data, then the
data are corrupt and need to be voided.

•

PSE needs to provide its load flow data files so stakeholders can see for themselves what PSE
used.

•

A request for an updated analysis that includes current load flow studies, information from
PSE’s 2015 annual report, and detailed presentation and materials submitted to the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC).

•

The Lauckhart-Schiffman load flow study asserts several technical discrepancies with the
Quanta, Stantec, and U.S.E. reports, as well as with PSE’s Eastside Needs Assessment
Report. The Lauckhart-Schiffman study also asserts that PSE’s reports are at odds with the
ColumbiaGrid 2013 System Assessment report. Commenters asked how these discrepancies
will be thoroughly and completely reconciled before moving forward to a Phase 2 EIS.

•

Commenters asked for a citation from the North American Electric Reliability Corporation
(NERC) reliability criteria that require a scenario where six local generators need to be
offline, or that any other similar “stress” scenario is required by NERC.

•

Commenters asked why PSE is assuming in their forecast that the winter peak will grow,
when it has not grown since 2008. Electrical consumption declined per PSE’s 2014 annual
report even when their customers grew in number. Commenters further posit that studies
show there is no correlation between economic activity and energy demand.

•

Historically, power has flowed from Canada to the U.S., and not the other way around.

•

Commenters asked why PSE used certain assumptions in their load flow studies, and
requested reasons for apparent discrepancies. The Phase 1 Draft EIS assumed 1,500
megawatts (MW) of power being transferred to Canada, while emergency generation
facilities are assumed to be turned off. However, for PSE’s submissions to the Western
Electricity Coordinating Council, it was assumed that only 500 MW of power would be
transferred to Canada. Commenters asked what specific federally mandated regulation
dictates these assumptions.

•

At the March 1, 2016 Phase 1 Draft EIS Public Open House in Bellevue City Hall, Mark
Williamson (representing PSE) stated in recorded testimony that 1,500 MW of power to
Canada must be included in the power flow studies because it is a “firm commitment.” If the
firm commitment of power delivery to Canada was eliminated, all power flow studies would
need to be re-done. Given that Bonneville Power Administration has not produced a written,
documented contractual obligation for power delivery to Canada, commenters requested that
power flow studies be re-done, with the 1,500 MW flow to Canada assumption eliminated
from the study. The hearing examiner must closely examine this issue.

One commenter submitted information contained in a PSE Petition filed in April 2016 with the
WUTC regarding the generation capacity that PSE expects to need. The following is a summary of
the comments submitted:
•

PSE’s energy efficiency and demand response improvements are sufficient to meet
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incremental capacity needs until the year 2021. Additional renewables are not needed until
2023. PSE plans to acquire 532 MW of conservation and demand response resources to meet
all projected needs until 2021.
•

PSE will be updating its load forecast in the summer of 2016 in light of the new load
forecast, and the Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC) is expected to issue a
new assessment of regional adequacy in May 2016.

•

PSE’s conservation and demand response resource acquisition will be adequate to address
their projected need for 154 MW of capacity, as stated in PSE’s 2015 Integrated Resource
Plan (IRP).

In light of this information, the commenter urged the City Council and City staff to issue a delay in
the Energize Eastside Phase 2 EIS scoping until after June 15, 2016, when new load forecasts are
available from the NPCC and PSE.
Growth Projections: Commenters included questions and assertions about population growth
projections used in PSE’s planning data. These comments assert that PSE’s proposal is oversized
because they have overestimated projected growth. The following is a summary of comments that
address growth projections:
•

PSE is using a 2.4 percent growth rate, while Seattle City Light forecasts a growth rate of 0.5
percent.

•

Commenters requested an explanation on the methodology leading to a 2.4 percent demand
growth rate.

•

The current PSE demand forecast is out of date and inconsistent, varying depending on what
agency PSE is submitting information to. PSE used a forecast growth rate of 2.4 percent per
year to justify the project. PSE sent WECC a forecast of only 0.5 percent per year. If PSE’s
forecast sent to WECC is used, the project would not be needed. Further, the final version of
the Seventh Power Plan from the NPCC will be released in late February. Commenters
concluded that the Energize Eastside project is not needed.

•

At least one commenter asserted that, per U.S. census data, the rate of population growth in
Bellevue has slowed over the past 16 years, dropping from 26.1 percent growth down to 11.7
percent, with a current projected growth of 11.5 percent.

PSE’s Objectives: Commenters identified questions about the overall objectives of PSE’s proposal,
stating concerns that PSE’s profit motivation creates a bias in their planning assumptions. Comments
on this topic were the same, or similar to, comments made on the Phase 1 Draft EIS. The following is
a summary of comments that address PSE’s objectives:
•

PSE is owned by foreign interests. PSE can recover their entire project cost through its
ratepayers. They have an incentive to spend more so they can earn more.

•

PSE is incentivized to build an expensive, oversized solution to the problem because it leads
to higher returns on equity.

•

The current plan appears to be about maximizing the infrastructure costs to gain a long-term
10 percent return on the largest amount of capital possible.
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•

PSE is owned by an Australian and Canadian investment fund that wants to maximize the
fund value and eventually sell the company at a profit. However, investors are demanding
they take action to improve their financial performance. By building this power line, they are
guaranteed a 9.8 percent return on investment for at least 40 years. This will be charged to
PSE customers in the form of increased rates and fees.

•

PSE profited from the sale and demolition of the Shuffleton steam plant in Renton where
PSE is now forecasting transformer overloads. Commenters asked, “where did that money
go?”

•

The WUTC only reviews and approves electricity infrastructure projects after they are built –
not before. PSE is a regulated monopoly with a captive customer base, protected from
competition, charges government-approved prices, and receives guaranteed returns. PSE is
not subject to free market competition that continually offers better value propositions –
better products at competitive prices. With weak Washington regulations, commenters asked
what incentive does PSE have to do what is in the public’s best interest.

•

PSE’s IRP identifies that additional emergency generation, not transmission, is needed.
Therefore, Energize Eastside is a huge transfer of wealth from Eastside residents to the
Macquarie Group of more than $1 billion over the next 50 years.

•

Ownership of PSE is held in a closed-end fund managed by the Macquarie Group, which will
be forced to close the fund in 2019 and seeks to maximize the value of their asset regardless
of local needs and interests. Commenters asked whether PSE is focusing on the wrong
problem with Energize Eastside.

Cost-benefit Analysis: Commenters requested that a cost-benefit analysis be conducted for the EIS.
This included requests for a full breakdown of costs and benefits by alternative, including Alternative
1 and “Alternative 2B” proposed by CENSE. A separate cost evaluation of each ecosystem value
comparing PSE’s preferred transmission line alternative against CENSE’s Alternative 2B was also
requested. Other commenters requested an evaluation of project costs vs. who benefits. Some
commenters provided specific impacts/issues that should be addressed in the cost-benefit analysis
(e.g., property value reductions, tree removal, environmental degradation, loss of ecosystem services,
impact on City tax revenues against the benefits accrued to the utility).
Utility Rates: Commenters were concerned that they would experience utility rate increases and
have to pay for the construction of an “oversized” transmission line. At least one commenter stated
that the project would result in unfair cost allocation, “requiring all 1.1 million PSE customers to pay
for a project that will marginally improve reliability 0.2 percent for less than 3 percent of PSE
customers.” This same commenter suggested that more scalable alternatives can be implemented in
ways that more fairly address cost allocation. Several commenters stated that increased utility rates
will limit economic growth.

Issue 2 - EIS Process Comments
Approximately 356 commenters addressed the EIS process. Comments and questions on the EIS
process focused on the following general themes:
Phase 2 Scoping Level of Detail: Commenters expressed concern about a lack of detail in the Phase
2 Scoping Notice, stating an expectation that there would be more detail regarding the project
alternatives and the potential for impacts during Phase 2 scoping. For example, several commenters
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stated that they needed details about specific locations and types of poles to assess potential impacts
at homes and in neighborhoods, and asked who would be addressing specific homeowner concerns.
Related comments included an assertion that the SEPA process is flawed because a formal
application has not been submitted by PSE, which would have included detailed information about
their proposal. Other commenters stated that the Phase 2 scoping process is confusing.
Requests to Extend Comment Period or Delay the EIS Process: Commenters requested that the
comment period be extended to allow more time to review and comment, with one commenter
requesting the comment period be extended by the number of days that the alternatives to be
considered were not made clear on the project EIS website. Other commenters requested that the EIS
process be delayed until a “thorough” and “true independent” study is conducted to ascertain project
purpose and need. For example, a commenter requested that the process be delayed until after the
new NPCC load forecast is issued (see Issue 1 – Purpose and Need). One commenter stated that PSE
customers who pay for this project are not being adequately notified through the EIS process;
notification is too limited and should be expanded.
Requests for Final EIS on Phase 1: Commenters requested that a Final EIS be prepared for
Phase 1. These comments included the arguments/statements that the City is using a different process
than a standard SEPA EIS process with the issuance of Phase 2 before Phase 1 is reviewed and
approved. Also stated was the expectation that there would be a final decision after Phase 1, but since
the process moved straight into Phase 2, there was no opportunity for an administrative hearing.
Alternatives in Phase 2 Scoping Notice: Commenters requested an explanation for why certain
alternatives were not included in the Phase 2 Scoping Notice. Most of these comments pertained to
Alternative 2 and the CENSE Alternative 2B. Commenters requested an explanation from the City
for why Alternative 2 and 2B were “rejected.” Others requested PSE’s response to CENSE
Alternative 2B. One commenter expressed that dismissing all Alternative 2 options does not
constitute “fair and open review.” Many commenters expressed frustration in the belief that the
Bellevue City Council is not involved in the review or approval of Energize Eastside.
Alterative 1 – New Routes: Commenters expressed concern that PSE introduced new routes under
Alternative 1 that have not undergone the neighborhood committee vetting process that PSE used to
develop its proposed alternative prior to the EIS process. This included comments on the Willow 2
transmission line alignments through the Factoria/Somerset area, including along Newport Way.
Commenters stated that this segment was never presented by PSE as part of any previous alternatives
and has had no review/input from the community.
Assessment of Project Need: Commenters stated that the SEPA process requires an assessment of
the need for the project completely independent of PSE or its consultants. This included comments
requesting that the EQL Energy Report (which was submitted as a comment on the Phase 1 Draft
EIS) be studied by “qualified and impartial reviewers,” and that this information on alternatives be
carried forward into Phase 2. Related to these comments were assertions that SEPA rules require an
EIS to evaluate the project need, yet the City has indicated that the EIS will not be used to reject or
validate need for the proposal. At least one commenter stated that the existing EIS process is
designed to funnel the public into commenting on a limited scope (e.g., pole types) when the project
need has not yet been thoroughly evaluated.
Requests to Bellevue City Council: Many commenters provided comments directly to Bellevue
City Council, with a range of requests. These included requests to reject PSE’s proposal, delay the
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EIS process until a “thorough and impartial” needs analysis is completed, and to include CENSE
Alternative 2B in the Phase 2 EIS. Several commenters questioned the City’s motivation, ability to
stay neutral, and ability to represent the interests of the public in a “fair and open manner.” Several
commenters asserted that the City has the authority to require City staff to include additional
alternatives in the Phase 2 EIS.

Issue 3 - Project Alternatives Comments
Approximately 509 commenters addressed the alternatives as presented in scoping, or provided
suggestions on new or different alternatives to consider in the Phase 2 Draft EIS. Comments and
questions on the project alternatives focused on the following general themes:
No Action Alternative. One commenter indicated that the description of rolling blackouts in the
Phase 1 Draft EIS is a false threat, asserting that an automated curtailment system was installed in
2007 by BPA that would manage generation patterns to relieve congestion on transmission lines.
Another commenter suggested that the No Action Alternative include energy efficiency components
of maintenance and conservation (including energy efficiency measures and increasing demand
response components to reduce end-use customer usage) and other activities, including additional
voluntary conservation, demand-response components including advanced metering infrastructure
(AMI), and distributed generation.
Alternative 2B (from Phase 1 Draft EIS Comments). Several commenters expressed support for
Alternative 2B, in addition to the 321 people that submitted a form letter identifying Alternative 2B
as the preferred solution. Alternative 2B was developed by EQL, consultants hired by CENSE, and
submitted during the Phase 1 Draft EIS public comment period. The alternative includes intelligent
voltage reduction, batteries that can power grid-level load during periods of peak demand,
dispatchable standby generation, day-ahead demand response, and 10-minute demand response.
PSE also submitted a comment letter during the Phase 2 scoping comment period regarding
Alternative 2B. PSE’s letter asserts that the EQL study does not demonstrate that Alternative 2B can
meet federal requirements to solve the transmission capacity deficiency, nor does it raise any
technical issues that PSE has not already addressed.
Comments were also submitted that suggested relying on approaches similar to Alternative 2B. One
commenter suggested applying energy-efficiency measures in existing buildings to save over 50
percent of the energy the Eastside is currently consuming. Others suggested the consideration of
distributed resources (such as energy efficiency, demand response, storage, combined heat and
power, dispatchable backup generation) to avoid building traditional forms of utility infrastructure.
This would provide a benefit to cost ratio of over 200 percent if the avoided costs of transmission,
distribution, and generation were considered.
Alternatives from Phase 1 Draft EIS. Commenters requested consideration of the following
Phase 1 Draft EIS alternatives:
•

Alternative 1B Seattle City Light 230 kV Overhead Transmission Lines

•

Alternative 1C Underground Transmission Lines

•

Alternative 1D Underwater Transmission Lines

•

Alternative 2 Integrated Resource Approach
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Suggested Alignment/Route Alternatives to PSE’s Proposal. Commenters requested consideration
of the following adjustments to PSE’s proposal as presented in the Phase 2 EIS Scoping Notice:
•

Use Seattle Public Utilities’ water line corridor in the City of Newcastle to avoid colocation
with the Olympic Pipeline.

•

Consolidate lines through the Somerset neighborhood by removing the lines on higher
ground and running only one line at a lower elevation.

•

Shift the pole location from the east side of the entrance to the Monthaven neighborhood to
the west side, and then cross Newport Way overhead.

•

Run the line along industrial corridors, I-405, and Factoria Boulevard.

•

Consider undergrounding the line in sensitive areas where people live close-by, such as
Bridle Trails and Newport in Bellevue, and keeping it overhead in industrial areas.

•

A few expressed support for the Willow 2 option, while others expressed opposition.

One commenter suggested that the comparison in the Phase 2 Draft EIS between potential alignment
variations should include which variations focus on existing corridors and which allow for reducing
the overall number of poles or otherwise reduce visual clutter. The commenter requested that all
comparisons include how variations affect sensitive areas, existing residences, and public safety.
PSE identified two new alignments on the last day of the April 14–May 31, 2016 scoping period that
would bypass the East Bellevue Community Council’s boundaries, citing a concern that the
Community Council may deny its permit and thus delay the project. PSE’s Bypass Route 1 would
depart from the existing 115 kV corridor at SR 520 and follow Northup Way, 132nd Avenue NE, BelRed Road, 120th Avenue NE, the Eastside Rail Corridor, and the Lake Hills Connector, at which
point it would rejoin the existing corridor. Bypass Route 2 would depart the existing 115 kV corridor
and follow Bel-Red Road, 120th Avenue NE, the Eastside Rail Corridor, the Lake Hills Connector,
Richards Road, and SE 26th Street to connect to the proposed Richards Creek substation. Note: the
bypass routes are not PSE’s preferred alternative. A second scoping comment period was reopened
on June 30, 2016 to receive public comment on these new routes.
Other commenters stated that PSE’s preferred alternative is unsafe, would cost too much, and will
not ensure reliability because PSE’s power outages are caused by tree strikes.
Other Proposed Alternatives. Several commenters suggested developing a public utility district in
place of PSE. Commenters suggested relying on transmission lines located in rural areas to carry
power to Canada.

Issue 4 - Pipeline Safety Comments
Approximately 411 commenters addressed the potential for the Olympic Pipeline, a flammable liquid
petroleum product pipeline that runs in the same corridor as the proposed transmission line, to
explode as a result of the project and cause loss of life and property damage. Comments and
questions on pipeline safety from commenters focused on the following general themes:
Construction Near the Pipeline: Commenters questioned whether there is adequate distance from
the pipeline for PSE to safely install the poles. Minimum distances for safe construction were cited,
such as more than 100 feet, 50 feet, and 25 feet. Commenters asked if people would be required to
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evacuate their homes during construction, and if so, what would be done to ensure that people with
special needs were not adversely affected. Commenters asked if PSE would drive heavy equipment
over the pipeline, and whether the weight and vibration associated with that equipment would
damage the pipeline. Would water underground create instability, making driving over the pipeline
even more dangerous? Commenters suggested that pipeline failure could occur months after
construction.
Corrosion: Commenters expressed concern that the transmission line, once constructed, could cause
the pipeline to corrode, which could eventually lead to a leak, rupture, or explosion. One commenter
stated that PSE had discussed “zigzagging” the lines to provide a buffer between the transmission
poles and pipeline. The commenter said that zigzagging would increase the electromagnetic coupling
and corrosion of the pipeline because the lines would be directly over the pipes, and zigzagging also
increases the lateral forces of each tower. A commenter asked whether the increased power would
accelerate pipeline corrosion. As the voltage is stepped up, a commenter noted, the risk of arcing
during a fuel line rupture would increase.
Response to Pipeline Rupture: Commenters expressed concern that the presence of a co-located
230 kV transmission line and the Olympic Pipeline prevents any viable attempt at safely suppressing
a pipeline fire (foam cannot be used around electrical equipment).
Impacts from a Pipeline Rupture: Commenters expressed concern that homes and schools would
be destroyed by a pipeline explosion, specifically citing Tyee Middle School and the Olympus
neighborhood. One commenter suggested that neighborhoods within 200 feet of the pipeline would
be destroyed.
Analysis: Commenters asked to identify the specific locations where a pipeline rupture (e.g., as a
result of an earthquake or terrorist attack) could cause significant damage. A request was made for a
criticality analysis of transmission and pipeline systems, and the potential for cascading failures.
Another request was to identify the likely magnitude of the safety risk and the areas most at risk
should a natural disaster, leak, or other damage to the pipeline or transmission line occur. The
analysis should look at criteria that establish risk level, for example, separation distance, power line
current, collocation length, and collocation angle.
Mitigation: Commenters requested that mitigation measures address best practices, best available
technological solutions, and other approaches to avoiding or minimizing risk. Best practices should
effectively mitigate across the whole line of permitting authorities. Commenters stated that PSE
should work with Olympic Pipeline to implement state-of-the-art safety measures, pinpoint the
original easement locations for the power poles and pipeline, and determine if the existing structures
(and the ones that are planned) meet current safety guidelines in their real locations and not just
based on abstract plat maps. Commenters suggested that the City should inquire about or appoint a
neutral pipeline safety consultant to review each of PSE's proposed pole locations and their
installation plans.

Issue 5 - Views and Visual Resources Comments
Approximately 79 commenters addressed the views and visual resources impacts from the project.
Comments and questions on views and visual resources focused on the following general themes:
Impact to Private and Public Views: Commenters described the 230 kV transmission lines as a
chain of mega-towers that would create an “18-mile scar” across the landscape. It was suggested that
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the proposed pole heights would be taller than is required by national engineering standards.
Concerns were raised about the effect the project would have on private and public views,
specifically how the new transmission lines would impact views that were previously unobstructed.
In general, commenters placed value on their views of trees, rivers, and mountains and voiced their
dislike of views of transmission poles. In addition, commenters expressed concern over how the
removal of tree canopy for clear zones would negatively impact territorial views and change the
visual quality of the surrounding area. It was suggested that PSE’s preferred alternative in particular
would seriously impact the natural beauty of the area for thousands of residents.
Simulation Locations: Commenters stated that viewpoints affected by the project would likely
include schools (e.g., Tyee Middle School) and homes within hundreds of meters of the transmission
line. It was suggested that visual impact simulations be conducted along the entire alignment (at
various locations along all segments) in order to provide an accurate representation of how the visual
impacts may vary depending on the different types of surrounding geography, topography, and land
uses. Commenters also requested that simulations be created for public vantage points in parks and
public rights-of-way.
Commenters specifically requested that impacts to the Somerset neighborhood be assessed for the
Willow 2 option. Somerset homeowners stated that photo simulations are needed for homeowners to
be able to assess the full impact of Willow 2 on the lower Somerset neighborhood, particularly the
west-viewing section of the neighborhood. Commenters opposed the new transmission poles and
conductors on Newport Way, and stated that the alignment would impact views of lakes, mountains,
and the downtown Seattle and Bellevue skylines.
Commenters asked that simulations include information detailing the height of the transmission lines,
diameter of the poles, base construction, and the separation between the poles and neighboring
homes. Commenters requested that the visual impact simulations show the construction phase as well
as the final outcome, with construction simulations showing staging areas, the equipment to be used,
and how construction activity would occur around the Olympic Pipeline, parks, and schools.
Mitigation Measures to Offset Aesthetic Impacts: Requests for a full range of mitigation options
were made, with an emphasis on undergrounding the transmission lines, using lower pole heights,
making alignment and profile modifications, considering a variety of pole spacing options, and
minimizing visual clutter. It was also suggested that “best available technologies” be used to
minimize the bulk and scale of the transmission line infrastructure. One of the most frequently
mentioned mitigation measures was undergrounding the transmission lines. It was suggested that
state regulations and utility tariffs should be reviewed to determine if undergrounding the
transmission line would be a viable mitigation strategy when the facility is located within regulatory
proximity to the Olympic Pipeline. A commenter also requested that an analysis be conducted to
determine how much area would be required for undergrounding, where undergrounding would be
feasible and would mitigate identified impacts, whether or not adequate space would be available
within the existing shared utility corridor, and whether or not there would be safety impacts
associated with underground colocation.
Concern was also expressed over negative impacts on property values for homeowners in lower
Somerset. Commenters requested that mitigation strategies be developed for compensating the
economic loss to homeowners as a result of direct and indirect impact to views. It was also noted that
a contingency reserve should also be planned for to compensate future losses to homeowners that are
above and beyond initial prediction.
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Issue 6 - Property Values Comments
Approximately 71 commenters addressed the potential impact to property values from the project.
Commenters were concerned about the impact on property values and requested the issue be
evaluated in the EIS. Visual and view impacts, pipeline safety, and EMF concerns were most
frequently cited as the reasons for impacts to property values. A frequent comment was that houses in
the area get a significant boost in property values from having views, and that new poles and
conductors will detract from those views and result in substantially lowered property values.
Comments about property values were often neighborhood-specific. Many comments addressing
property value impacts were provided by Somerset residents, particularly in regard to the Willow 2
option. At least one commenter requested that the Phase 2 Draft EIS include additional economic
information from other jurisdictions to identify potential changes in land use, acknowledging that a
change in property value could result in a change in land use.

Issue 7 - Plants & Animals, and Water Resources Comments
Approximately 40 commenters addressed issues related to plants and animals, and water resources.
Comments and questions on focused on the following general themes:
Tree Removal: A frequent concern cited by commenters was the removal of 8,000 trees for the
project. This included requests for a full accounting of significant trees that would be removed, and
disclosure of impacts to species of concern or wildlife corridors as defined in local critical areas
regulations. At least one commenter stated that the removal of 8,000 trees is contrary to the City of
Bellevue Comprehensive Plan tree canopy goals and King County’s 2015 Strategic Climate Action
Plan. Commenters asked the City of Bellevue to stand by their vision of a “City in a Park,” and
expressed related concerns of livability and economic development should a large number of trees be
removed. Commenters also included requests for an evaluation of the economic impact of removing
8,000 trees as part of an overall project cost-benefit analysis, in consideration of ecosystem service
values provided by the trees. For example, it was mentioned that removing 8,000 trees would
increase costs for stormwater services. Other commenters questioned the clear zone requirements for
the transmission line, stating that the Phase 1 Draft EIS and PSE’s “story line about clear zones” has
not been consistent.
Protection of Watersheds/Water Resources: This category includes general comments requesting
that watersheds and green spaces within the project area be protected. Several commenters addressed
Bypass Route 1 and Bypass Route 2 by submitting comments on the same day that PSE identified
these two new alternatives. These included comments requesting that the Lake Hills greenbelt be
protected, adding “don’t sacrifice green spaces because of disagreements with East Bellevue
Community Council.” Other commenters expressed concern with impacts to the Kelsey Creek
watershed, Kelsey Creek Park, sensitive wetland areas along Wilburton Hill Park, and the Bellevue
Botanical Garden. Other commenters questioned how sensitive wetlands and the estuary at the
confluence of Richards Creek, Kelsey Creek, and Mercer Slough will be protected. Low impact
development (LID) principles were mentioned in several comments, and it was suggested that
Alternative 1 is counter to LID principles and projects the City of Bellevue has adopted for surface
water management.
Mitigation: Several commenters requested that the Phase 2 Draft EIS evaluate modifications to
avoid or minimize tree loss, as well as other mitigation measures including undergrounding of the
transmission line and/or replacement of trees removed in construction. Some commenters requested
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tree topping instead of outright removal, and others requested the use of existing rights-of-way over
“virgin land” to minimize tree removal.

Issue 8 – Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF) Comments
Approximately 37 commenters addressed the electric and magnetic field (EMF) impacts of the
project. Comments and questions on EMF from commenters focused on the following general
themes:
Health Concerns: Commenters expressed concerns about the potential for the EMF produced by the
transmission lines to adversely affect people’s health. They cited specific health hazards, including
headaches, fatigue, anxiety, and cancer. Commenters were primarily concerned about the health of
children who attend schools or day cares near the proposed transmission lines and substations,
specifically citing Tyee Middle School, Newport High School, Chestnut Hill Academy, Renton
Technical College, and Sierra Heights Elementary School. One commenter expressed concern that
her children would both live and attend school near the lines. One commenter stated that EMF is
considered a Category 2B possible carcinogen. Another cited EMF readings that were done by PSE
in 2013 at Chestnut Hill Academy that showed levels of EMF exposure as high as 18 milligauss,
which the commenter stated is above the Environmental Protection Agency’s recommended 1.0
milligauss threshold.
Analysis: Commenters requested that the EMF levels associated with 60-foot tall poles (versus 130foot tall poles) be provided, and what the area of impact would be assuming the maximum electrical
capability load for a 230 kV line and a 115 kV line on a single pole.
Potential Mitigation: Commenters wondered what PSE is planning to do to ensure the health and
safety of school children when the power running through the existing lines would double in 2018 as
a result of this project. Mitigation measures suggested include: installing higher lines, using
transposed phasing/split phasing, and requiring regular testing after the project is built to ensure the
health and safety of the children and staff at any of the schools impacted by this project.

Issue 9 - Land Use and Housing Comments
Approximately 23 commenters addressed land use and housing impacts from the project. Comments
and questions about land use and housing from commenters focused on the following general
themes:
Neighborhood Compatibility: Commenters questioned the compatibility of the project with the
existing neighborhood character, referring to it as “industrial blight,” an “18-mile scar,” and “chain
of mega-towers.” They also mentioned that the removal of trees and alteration of views would blight
the affected neighborhoods.
Housing and Property Impacts: Concerns were raised that the project would destroy homes and
require property condemnation. A request was made to analyze these impacts, and the resulting
impacts to land use.
Essential Public Facility: Commenters asked why the project is considered an essential public
facility when transmission lines are specifically and intentionally omitted from the legal definition of
essential public facility.
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Mitigation: Commenters asked that a full range of mitigation be assessed, including eliminating or
minimizing impacts, landscaping, tree replacement, screening, and development of compatible land
uses and neighborhood enhancement features.

Issue 10 – Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Comments
Approximately 15 commenters addressed the GHG impacts of the project. Several commenters stated
that the EIS should fully assess and mitigate carbon emission and sequestration issues for all
alternatives. Support for a “clean energy” future and reducing the area’s carbon footprint were
frequently cited as reasons for support of CENSE Alternative 2B. Several comments related to GHG
focused on the removal of trees under Alternative 1, and the loss of carbon sequestration provided by
trees. Similar to comments received previously on the Phase 1 Draft EIS, a number of commenters
again expressed concern with the GHG contributions of PSE’s coal-generating plants, asserting that
Alternative 1 would do nothing to reverse progress on reducing GHG emissions. For example, it was
stated that by increasing capacity, “the proposed project would encourage and enable the continued
widespread and growing overuse of unclean energy rather than support alternative sustainable
options and conservation.”

WHERE CAN INTERESTED PARTIES GET MORE INFORMATION?
The City of Bellevue is available to answer questions and provide information about the SEPA
process for the proposed project. Information is available on the project website, hosted by the City
of Bellevue on behalf of the five Partner Cities, at: www.EnergizeEastsideEIS.org.
Interested parties may also contact Heidi Bedwell, Energize Eastside EIS Program Manager, at the
City of Bellevue, at 425-452-4862 or on the City of Bellevue EIS project website at:
info@EnergizeEastsideEIS.org.

Next Steps
The immediate next steps in the Energize Eastside EIS process include the following:
1. Additional scoping comments will be collected on the PSE proposed Bypass Route Options 1
and 2 during the reopened scoping comment period that ends on August 1, 2016.
2. Part 2 of the Scoping Summary Report will be prepared and posted to the project website that
will include a summary of comments received during the April 14–May 31, 2016 scoping
comment period and the June 30–August 1, 2016 reopened scoping comment period. The
report will also identify the alternatives and elements of the environment that will be
analyzed in the Phase 2 Draft EIS.
3. The EIS team will use these scoping comments to shape the analysis in the Phase 2 Draft
EIS, specifically by informing the development of the alternatives, identifying key issues,
and analysis of impacts.
4. Preparation of the Phase 2 Draft EIS, scheduled for publication in January 2017.
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