
Sammamish-Juanita 115 kV Project 
Advisory Group Meeting #7 
 

July 18, 2012 



Tonight’s agenda 
 Overview of route alternative selection process 
 Public comment to the advisory group 
 What have we been hearing 
 Preferred route selection process 

 Validate decision criteria 
 Identify preferred route east of Interstate 405 
 Identify preferred route west of Interstate 405 

 Next steps 
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Next steps for the siting process 
2012 2013 2014 

Summer Fall Winter 

Review comments and 
recommend preferred 
route 

Input on preferred 
route 

Stakeholder advisory 
group meetings 

Project  
complete 

Select final 
route 

Construction 

Community meetings Puget Sound Energy 

Design and permitting 



Public comment 
 What would you like the SAG to hear before they start 

their work? 
 

 Be respectful of your time and others 
 
 The advisory group is in listening mode and will not 

respond to questions or comments 
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Public comment from audience 



 Avoid residential areas, playgrounds, parks, 
wetlands and schools 

 Use commercial and industrial areas to reduce 
impacts to residential areas 

 Combine alternatives and consider new route paths 
 Residential impacts are greater than impacts to City 

of Redmond’s designated view corridor 
 Concerns about health, property values, aesthetics 

and safety 
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Lots of input – key themes heard 



Multi-objective decision analysis process 
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Criteria 
• Discuss and agree on evaluation criteria 

Weighting 

• Rank importance of each criterion 
• Develop weighting of each criterion 

Scoring 

• Score each alternative against each criterion 
• Apply weighting factors to develop final scores 
• Discuss and select recommended alternative 



Multi-objective decision analysis process 
Criteria under consideration: 
 Proximity to Residential Areas – The location of the transmission line in relation to 

homes. 
 Impact to Mature Vegetation – The amount of mature vegetation that must be 

removed or trimmed for construction and operation of the transmission line. 
 Public Support – Public support for the transmission line route balanced against 

established Comprehensive and Functional Plans adopted by both cities. 
 Opportunity Areas – The location of the transmission line in relation to the Kirkland 

railroad corridor, arterial streets (by classification or traffic counts), and existing 
utility lines/corridors. 

 Proximity to Community-identified Sensitive Land Uses – The location of the 
transmission line in relation to schools, parks or similar sensitive land uses. 

 Proximity to Critical and Designated Areas – The location of the transmission line 
in relation to critical areas such as wetland, streams, steep slopes, designated 
view corridors, Native Growth Protection Areas and Transfer of Development 
Rights, etc. 
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Multi-objective decision analysis process 
Other criteria suggested: 
 Proximity to schools (as a separate criteria) 

 
 A broader consideration of proximity to homes, businesses and schools with 

numbers of residents, workers, and students per each 
 

 The cost of each route relative to the others, including construction as well as 
maintenance (Note: PSE has indicated this level of cost detail is not available at this stage 

of planning. A range of $6-8 million for any of the three alternatives is the current cost 

information. The actual costs will vary depending on route selection, engineering, 

construction, property rights, etc.) 
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Multi-objective decision analysis process 

 Rank criteria by importance to 
you 
 Lowest number equals least important 
 Highest number equals most important 
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Example value weighting worksheet 
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Multi-objective decision analysis process 

 Score each alternative against each criteria 
 Use scoring table to assign points based on 

how well the alternative meets each criteria 
 Assign up to 5 points per criteria for each 

alternative 
 Better the alternative meets the criteria, the 

higher the points given 
 Total score cannot exceed 30 points for 

each alternative 
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Example scoring worksheet  
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