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Puget Sound Energy (PSE) Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)  

Technical Notes 

 

Background Information 

The SEIS is required by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) because the Final EIS touted LNG as 

“cleaner” fuel source, but did not provide a quantitative analysis to prove that statement. The stated need 

for the project is to provide a “cleaner fuel source” to TOTE Maritime and other marine vessel customers to 

meet more stringent emissions control standards and provide surplus energy to PSE during times of increased 

energy demand. It is worth noting that TOTE is already meeting these standards using ultralow-sulphur 

marine diesel oil. 

SEIS Conclusion 

The proposed action is predicted to result in 3.9-5.5% lower GHG emissions, when compared to the No 

Action alternative. This conclusion is only valid if the natural gas supply comes from British Columbia (BC) and 

BC retains its relatively stronger gas management practices and policies. 

Technical Issues with SEIS Conclusion 

 The No Action alternative described in the SEIS is wildly inaccurate, and the business-as-usual scenario 

look worse than it actually is. In the No Action alternative, the SEIS assumes the following: 

1. All peak-shaving by PSE would be achieved with diesel fuel, even though they currently use natural gas 

2. All marine shipping vessels and on-road trucking would use heavy marine diesel oil. This ignores 

advancements in fuel technology (like low-sulphur diesel and exhaust scrubbers) and future emissions 

standards that will need to be met 

 The model is missing crucial information that could flip the model’s conclusion: 

1. Method of natural gas extraction 

2. Carbon content of the natural gas to be used 
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 The model assumptions in the SEIS that result in a GHG benefit are objectively false and unenforceable, 

and makes building the LNG facility look better than it actually would be. Here are the misleading and 

unenforceable assumptions: 

1. All of the natural gas supply comes from British Columbia 

• How is this enforceable? 

• Is the BC natural gas supply reliable? 

• The BC natural gas supply is not as well-regulated as previously thought 

• The entire conclusion of this SEIS becomes invalid if the gas supply ends up coming from the US network 

2. All other marine shipping companies will switch to LNG 

• There are no other confirmed customers other than TOTE. Most shipping companies already 

have or will switch to low-sulphur fuels and exhaust scrubbers 

3. All on-road trucking will switch to LNG 

• Is there any evidence that all the trucks in the fleet are LNG-ready? 

4. There are no fugitive emissions from LNG land delivery or distribution, or marine bunkering 

• This is objectively false and impossible to prove 

 The model weighs each GHG by how effectively it can warm the planet. Some GHGs are more potent 

than others, depending on the timescale. Methane is 86 times more potent than CO2 in its first 20 years. 

However, the model analyzed all GHGs over a 100-year timescale, even though the facility will only be 

operational for 40 years. This effectively made the GHG emissions seem not as bad as they actually will 

be during the lifetime of the facility.  

 If the model had used a timescale that matched the life of the project, the emissions calculations for 

LNG would be higher than the No Action alternative 


