
Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE) 

October 17, 2018 

Executive Director and Secretary 
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission  
1300 S. Evergreen Park Drive S.W. 
P.O. Box 47250 
Olympia, WA 98504-7250 submitted by email to records@utc.wa.gov 

Re: Puget Sound Energy’s Proposed Sale of Non-Controlling Interest in Puget Holdings LLC 
Docket U-180680  

To the Commission: 

Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE) is an Eastside citizen’s action group committed to 
safe and sound Washington energy policies. Unfortunately, as evidenced by PSE’s persistent foot-
dragging in providing the WUTC a long-overdue, transparent and meaningful IRP as repeatedly 
requested by the WUTC, PSE has not been serving the public interest. This irresponsible resistance is 
primarily motivated by and connected to PSE’s proposed Energize Eastside project. If PSE ever 
comes clean with the substantial amounts of data it has managed to hide regarding this project and as 
demanded by the WUTC to be included in PSE’s IRP, it would become crystal clear that there is no 
need for it, and in any event there are far better least-cost alternatives. 

For further technical and historical detail regarding much of the information PSE has kept 
hidden about this project, CSEE refers you to and endorses the comments submitted in this Docket 
by retired former PSE Vice President for Power Planning, Richard Lauckhart, attached hereto for 
your convenience. 

For numerous reasons outlined at our web site at www.sane-eastside-energy.org, CSEE 
submits Energize Eastside is a massive fraud, driven solely for the purpose of maximizing profits for 
PSE’s foreign owners. It does not serve the public interest for its Washington ratepayers. 

WAC 480-100-238 - “Integrated resource planning,” provides inter alia the following: 

“(6) The commission will consider the information reported in the integrated resource plan 
when it evaluates the performance of the utility in rate and other proceedings.” (emphasis 
added). 

This Docket is such an “other proceeding.” Clearly implicit in subsection (6) is the obvious 
fact that WUTC can and should impose consequences and conditions if insufficient information exists 
in a regulated utility’s defective IRP, such as is the case with PSE. The WUTC should condition its 
approval of the sale subject to approval in this Docket on receiving a complete, overdue, and 
transparent PSE IRP.  
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 The WUTC has now the rare opportunity to exercise meaningful regulation to exact IRP 
compliance from a rogue utility before its disastrous project is built. If there is to be a successor to 
Macquarie as a major investor in PSE, then it should not get entry into Washington State without the 
WUTC’s first obtaining from PSE a compliant IRP.  

  
Sincerely, 

Larry G. Johnson 
Attorney at Law, WSBA #5682 
Citizens for Sane Eastside Energy (CSEE), www.sane-eastside-energy.org 
8505 129th Ave. SE 
Newcastle, WA 98056 
tel.: 425 227-3352 
larry.ede@gmail.com  
  
cc: CENSE 
     



Lauckhart written comments in Docket 180680 (PSE Ownership Transfer Proceeding) 

I am an energy consultant and past employee of Puget Power.  I was a VP of Power Planning at Puget for 
the last 5 years of my 22 years of employment there until I took an exit package during their merger 
with WNG and became an energy consultant. 

Based on my involvement in transmission planning matters at PSE in the last 3.5 years, it is 
apparent that foreign ownership under Macquarie has been very problematic.   Foreign 
ownership prioritizes financial returns for distant investors over local community values.  A 
foreign investor that is investing retirement fund monies has the primary goal of maximizing 
the return they make on those invested funds.  This becomes particularly problematic when it 
comes to Transmission Planning of PSE’s internal transmission system since these owners, with 
a primary goal of maximizing profit, have worked to avoid knowledgeable review of their 
desired plans to build transmission lines in PSE’s service territory.   In pursuing profit, the 
foreign owners have the incentive to build large transmission projects that are not needed in 
order to increase ratebase and reap the WUTC regulated return on those unneeded 
investments.  
 
I have insights and expertise regarding these matters as evidenced in part by the 17 documents 
I submitted in the most recent PSE Integrated Resource Plan.  My resume’ is included as 
Appendix H to the Lauckhart-Schiffman Load Flow Study report that is the first of these 17 
documents (see attached list of the 17 documents).  The Commissioners themselves have 
acknowledged these problems in their “Acknowledgment Letter Attachment Puget Sound 
Energy’s 2017 Electric and Natural Gas Integrated Resource Plan Dockets UE-160918 and UG-
160919.”  [e.g. at Page 10 et seq in that document.]   
 
Given what we now know about foreign investors, it is my belief that the WUTC needs to place 
more conditions on any transfer of ownership that continues to result in foreign 
investors.   Conditions need to be placed on this new ownership arrangement in order to make 
sure a sale wouldn't harm PSE customers. 
 
I have over three years of first-hand knowledge of these problems since I first became involved 
in Macquarie transmission planning matters in May of 2015.   Foreign ownership under 
Macquarie has resulted in a number of abuses that need to be protected against in any new 
ownership arrangement with another foreign owner.   
 
A high-level overview of the abuses of the transmission planning process by Macquarie are: 
 

1) Failure to examine a distribution system backup option as an alternative to the 
proposed Lake Hills-Phantom Lake 115 KV looping line.   

2) Failure to request that ColumbiaGrid include Energize Eastside (EE) as a part of a 
regional plan despite the fact the line allegedly would enhance BPAs ability to move 
power to Canada and would avoid reconductoring the SCL 230 KV line through the 
eastside.  Macquarie chose not to request EE be a part of a regional plan because to be 
included in a regional plan ColumbiaGrid would have been required to study the need 



for the line in an open and transparent fashion with stakeholder input.  ColumbiaGrid 
did not do that.  Further, FERC would have determined how much each entity (PSE and 
SCL and BPA) would be required to pay for the line.  Further, if the EE line were ever 
permitted PSE would have been required to let Independent Transmission Companies 
bid to build and own the line...making its capacity available for use as needed by PSE 
and BPA under the ITCs Open Access Transmission Tariff.  Macquarie wanted none of 
that to happen because Macquarie wanted to spend the money itself and have it 
included in PSE’s ratebase by the WUTC. 

3) Macquarie also did not want BPA to be identified with paying for the line because then 
BPA would have been required to do the Environmental Impact Study.  I believe that 
Macquarie preferred to have the City of Bellevue do the EIS work because PSE could 
more easily influence that work.   

4) Macquarie chose not to use PSEs transmission planning experts to study the need for 
EE.  Instead, Macquarie hired an east coast consulting firm to study the need for EE, a 
consulting firm that Macquarie uses for other purposes outside of its PSE involvement.  
There is no evidence that this outside consulting firm has adequate knowledge of the 
northwest power grid and there is an appearance that the firm is very interested in 
keeping Macquarie happy rather than performing an appropriate study of the need for 
EE.    Their studies are clearly flawed as I have pointed out in the 17 documents I filed in 
the PSE IRP.   

5) Macquarie refused to let the EE line be studied in the PSE IRP in an open and 
transparent fashion with stakeholder input.  They simply (a) refused to answer 
questions placed by non-PSE individuals and (b) refused to show their studies to 
stakeholders who requested them and who had CEII clearance from FERC. 

6) Macquarie could have chosen to use EFSEC to do the permitting work on the line.  
Instead they chose to have 5 different jurisdictions each separately perform permit 
hearings.  And they chose to have the City of Bellevue actually conduct two separate 
hearings…one for the line in the south half of Bellevue and one for the line in the north 
half of Bellevue.  Through this problematic approach the interested public (e.g. PSE 
customers) would be required to participate in all of these hearings.  And if one 
jurisdiction rejects the permit, then PSE can appeal that rejection to EFSEC.  PSE 
customers are harmed by having to participate in all of these permitting proceedings in 
order to make their points. 

 
There are current mechanisms in place in Washington State to avoid these abuses.  PSE owners 
should be using these mechanisms.  Macquarie chose not to use them.  The WUTC should be 
requiring any new owner to agree in writing to use these mechanisms in the future.   
 
I am proposing seven conditions to be added to the list of conditions proposed by the 
purchasing parties.  These proposed conditions will ensure that the sale will not harm PSE 
customers when it comes to the new owners proposed transmission projects.  These conditions 
require the new owner to make better use of existing mechanisms available to transmission owners.   
 
These seven conditions are: 



 
1) If PSE believes it may need to make major improvements to its Transmission System in 

order to meet reliability requirements, PSE will first address the matter in the IRP.  PSE 
will provide their studies to interested parties in the IRP process for review and 
inspection and will answer questions from those parties.   The process will include a 
robust analysis of alternatives to any proposed transmission line.   If necessary, the 
interested parties will get CEII approval from FERC and/or sign non-disclosure 
agreements with PSE in order to get the information they think they need about the 
justification of the line and alternatives to it.   This process is the same process that FERC 
calls "an open and transparent process with stakeholder input."  This is required by 
FERC for FERC jurisdictional transmission studies.  It would be consistent with the PSE 
IRP rule regarding transmission needs.  The WUTC should require the new owner to 
agree in writing that the new owner will do this.   
 

2) PSE will do its transmission planning work under the auspices of its own transmission 
planning staff.  They may choose to use consultants to help them, but it will be the PSE 
transmission planners that will testify to the appropriateness of the load flow work in 
the IRP and any permit proceeding.   There is no evidence that Quanta was qualified to 
study the northwest transmission system.  It is PSE transmission planners that have 
those qualifications.  Clearly Quanta made many errors as evidenced in my filings in the 
IRP. 
 

3) If after review in the IRP process PSE believes that a transmission project is necessary, 
then PSE will put the construction of the line out to bid so that third parties (i.e. 
Independent Transmission Companies…aka ITCs) can bid to do the construction and 
own the line with PSE getting use of the line under that company’s FERC approved Open 
Access Transmission Tariff.   That is consistent with FERC rules on building transmission 
lines for Regional Transmission projects.   That is also consistent with the WUTC 
competitive bidding rule for needed new generation under which the WUTC wants to 
ensure that ratepayers get the needed infrastructure at the lowest cost.     
 

4) Whether an ITC is selected to build the line or PSE itself will be building the line, the 
builder will attempt to get needed permits for building the line through EFSEC if EFSEC is 
authorized by law to permit the line.  It makes no sense for PSE to go to five jurisdictions 
for a permit (and require PSE customers to participate in all these hearings) when EFSEC 
has the authority to grant the permit.  EFSEC is much more knowledgeable about 
transmission needs studies and has an appropriate procedure where parties can submit 
testimony and cross examine PSE witnesses under oath.  That is where the permitting 
should be done.   
 

5) PSE will not tell WECC and/or ColumbiaGrid that they have committed to build a line 
until they have received permits for the line.  They can advise WECC and/or 



ColumbiaGrid that they intend to build the line if they can get permits, but WECC and 
ColumbiaGrid should run some base cases without any PSE proposed line until permits 
to build the line are granted. 
 

6) With respect to Energize Eastside, Macquarie/PSE have spent a lot of money trying to 
permit the line through filings with three of the 5 cities where they would need permits, 
but have not followed through on requesting all the permits.  They have not asked 
EFSEC to permit the line.  If the new owners believe that Energize Eastside is needed, 
they will request that EFSEC approve the line under the EFSEC procedures.  PSE will 
make available to interested parties their load flow studies they believe justify the new 
line.  Then parties can testify themselves at EFSEC on the need for the line and cross 
examine PSE witnesses under oath on their studies.  
 

7) Also, with respect to Energize Eastside, PSE will never request inclusion in ratebase of 
any dollar amounts that PSE has spent on their failed effort to get CUP permits from 5 
different jurisdictions.  It was imprudent to start down that path and then simply 
stop.  And it was not prudent to refuse to show their studies to stakeholders who 
wanted to review the studies. 

  
 
 
 
 
  



 
 

Supportive Documents provided by Richard Lauckhart in Docket No. UE-160918 
[Related to the need for Energize Eastside (EE)] 

 
Date document filed      Brief Document Description…See full Document in UE-160918 record                                                                                 
July 25, 2017 Several documents filed as follows: 

Supporting Document 1-Lauckhart-Schiffman Load Flow study showing EE is not needed 
(includes my resume’) 

Supporting Document 2- Rebuttal to PSE criticisms of Lauckhart-Schiffman including Q’s 
and challenges to PSE 

 Supporting Document 3-Part 3:  Email demonstrating that there is no Firm Requirement 
to deliver Canadian Entitlement Power to the Canadian Border 

 Supporting Document 4-Copy of “Agreement on Disposals of the Canadian Entitlement 
within the United States” covering the years 1998-2024 referred to in the email above 

 Supporting Document 5-Blowing the Whistle Slide show questioning PSE’s motive and 
proof of the need for EE 

 Supporting Document 6-Backstory on PSE’s motive to build EE 

 Supporting Document 7-Setting the record straight on EE Technical Facts 

July 31, 2017             Supporting Document 8-Comments I made to ColumbiaGrid pointing out the error in their 
System Assessment write-up regarding the need to deliver 1,350 MW of Treaty power to 
the Canadian border 

August 2, 2017 Supporting Document 9-Evidence that ColumbiaGrid had no substantive role in 
determining the need for EE 

August 14, 2017 Supporting Document 10-Email describing alternatives that would be better than EE if in 
the future there is a need for reliability improvements on the Eastside.  These include more 
DSM, batteries, 230/115 transformer at Lake Tradition, looping the SCL 230 KV line through 
Lakeside, or a small peaker plant strategically located (e.g. at the Lakeside substation).  
Some of these alternatives have the added benefit of helping meet PSE’s Total System Peak 
capacity deficiency that is indicated in this IRP while solving any local infrastructure need 
(e.g. any infrastructure need on the eastside). 

 Supporting Document 11-Comments demonstrating that the Seattle City Light line is a 
legitimate and better alternative to EE if there is a need and PSE chooses to use the FERC 
Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT) rules available to them in order to enable this 
option to happen 

August 21, 2017 Supporting Document 12-Document describing the “fatal flaws” in the Load Flow studies 
PSE ran in an attempt to justify EE.   Documents filed this day also include the documents 



that PSE has alleged show the need for EE because these documents are referenced in the 
“fatal flaws” write-up 

August 22, 2017 Supporting Document 13-Document providing further evidence that the ColumbiaGrid 
System Assessment write-up stating there exists a Firm Commitment to deliver 1,350 MW 
of Treaty Power to the Canadian Border is not correct.  Includes an email from 
ColumbiaGrid stating that BPA was the one that told them that such a Firm Commitment 
exists [even though BPA responded in a Public Record Act request that no such Firm 
Commitment exists].  ColumbiaGrid explains that it makes no check on what BPA tells them 
when they write their System Assessment document.  They just include the BPA un-
validated allegation in their System Assessment write-up.   This allegation has subsequently 
been refuted by BPA in their response to the Public Records Act request 

Sept 12, 2017 Supporting Document 14-Questions regarding EE for PSE to respond to at their October 5 
IRP Advisory Group meeting 

Sept 14, 2017 Supporting Document 15-One further question for PSE to respond to at their October 5, 
IRP Advisory Group meeting, i.e. Why has PSE chosen not to re-run their flawed EE Load 
Flow studies to fix the flaws? 

October 1, 2017 Supporting Document 16-Document explaining the difference between (1) a WECC Path 
Rating and (2) a Firm Commitment for transmission delivery.  Explains that PSE is 
erroneously treating the WECC Path Rating for the Northwest to Canada path as if it were a 
“Firm Commitment” in its Load Flow studies allegedly showing the need for EE.   This 
treatment of WECC Path Ratings is wrong.  PSE needs to re-run their Load Flow studies 
allegedly showing the need for EE to eliminate these non-required inter-regional flows.   

October 6, 2017 Supporting Document 17-Comments Lauckhart made at the October 5, 2017 PSE IRP 
Advisory Group meeting 

 



DRAFT…Oral Comments of Lauckhart at Ownership Transfer hearing…Docket U-180680 
Nov 5, 2018  Olympia, Washington  WUTC Hearing Room 

Under the Macquarie foreign ownership group, PSE has (and still is) abusing the transmission 
planning process.  I have submitted written comments in this proceeding detailing those 
abuses and suggesting that this commission put a stop to these abuses by putting seven 
additional conditions on your approval of this ownership transfer to another foreign owner 
group. 

Your trial staff advises me that this is the wrong forum to raise these matters.  They say I 
should raise these matters in the IRP or in a prudency hearing.  Of course, the problem with 
raising these matters in a prudency hearing is that the environmental damage does not get 
fixed if this Commission does not approve the expenditures on a transmission line after the 
line is built. 

One would think that the IRP process should be able to address these matters.  But if PSE 
refuses to cooperate in an IRP process and the WUTC does not require them to cooperate, 
then that is not a remedy.   

As you know, this year the Commission has admonished PSE for not properly dealing with 
transmission matters in their last IRP.  That was done in your Acknowledgement Letter 
Attachment in PSE’s last IRP (UE-160918). 

I have submitted comments on PSE’s new IRP (UE-180607) that the deficiencies articulated by 
this Commission in their Acknowledgement Letter need to be addressed in this next IRP.  But I 
see nothing in the 2019 IRP workplan that indicates these deficiencies will be addressed.  
And more telling, PSE is still telling IRP Advisory Group members that they will not be 
answering questions on their justification for EE.  In a Sept 19, 2018 letter, in response to an 
information request from Don Marsh, PSE has declined to answer questions for CEII reasons or 
confidentiality reasons.   

CEII reasons:  In that Sept 19, 2018 letter PSE stated that even though the member has 
CEII clearance from FERC, that “Please note that FERC approval does not constitute 
PSE approval. FERC jurisdictional entities such as PSE have their own CEII processes 
and procedures that are meant to function and be applied for separately and 
independently from those of FERC.”  And PSE refused to give their CEII approval and 
answer questions.    

Confidentiality reasons:  In that same Sept 19, 2018 letter PSE stated that “Historical 
loading on individual substations is confidential in order to protect customer 
sensitive information so this request is denied “ 

It appears that once again the IRP process is being abused by PSE by their refusal to conduct 
IRP related analysis in an open and transparent manner with stakeholder input.  This PSE 
continued refusal to provide information is unacceptable. 

I am suggesting in this proceeding that the Commission place “conditions” on your ownership 
transfer approval that fix these problems.  If you feel the matter does not need to be dealt 
with here because it can be addressed in the IRP itself, then you need to step up and demand 
that PSE conduct their IRP analysis in an open and transparent manner with stakeholder input.  
You could have a confidentiality agreement process in the IRP proceeding if necessary.  If PSE 
refuses to answer questions you could set a “fact finding” hearing under which PSE witnesses 
answer questions under oath on the studies they include in the IRP.  Or there is another 
possibility to assure the need for Energize Eastside is studied appropriately in the IRP in an 
open and transparent fashion with stakeholder input.  That would entail the WUTC, as a part 



of the IRP, making a FERC Order 1000 request to ColumbiaGrid to include Energize Eastside as 
a part of a Regional Plan and hence have ColumbiaGrid study the need for Energize Eastside in 
accordance with FERC Order 1000 rules.  The results of that study would be brought to the 
IRP.  I have separately filed comments on that possibility in PSE IRP Docket UE-180607. 

I agree that conditions in this hearing would not be necessary if the IRP was conducted in an 
open and transparent matter with stakeholder input.  I believe that is what is supposed to 
happen in the IRP.  But it is not happening. 

In order to protect PSE customers, you need to address these problems with PSE transmission 
planning that have arisen under foreign ownership.  You could do it by placing the conditions I 
propose on your approval of the ownership transfer.  Or you could do it by requiring PSE to 
conduct their IRP process in an open and transparent fashion with stakeholder input.  Or in 
conjunction with the IRP you could request that ColumbiaGrid do the studies of the need for 
Energize Eastside.   

You need to do at least one of these things in order to protect PSE customers.  


