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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

STATE OF WASHINGTON

In the Matter of the Complaint of

SANDRA LINCE,

Complainant,

v.

PUGET SOUND ENERGY, INC.,

Respondent.

FORMAL COMPLAINT AND PETITION FOR ADJUDICATIVE PROCEEDING

Pursuant to WAC 480-07-370

I.  INTRODUCTION

Sandra Lince (“Complainant”) respectfully submits this Formal Complaint against Puget 
Sound Energy, Inc. (“PSE” or “Respondent”) pursuant to WAC 480-07-370. Complainant 
seeks adjudication of a $6,625.26 charge imposed by PSE for reconnection of natural 
gas service at her residential property located at 2426 Wickstrom Place SW, Seattle, 
WA 98116 (the “Property”).

PSE classified this project as a “new line extension” under Tariff Rule No. 6 and applied 
a flat-rate charge without disclosing the classification, methodology, or cost to 
Complainant before gas service was disconnected. At no point prior to disconnection 
was Complainant provided with a Gas Service Agreement (“GSA”) — the document that 
defines the scope of work, the applicable tariff, and the customer’s financial 
responsibility. Complainant had no notice that reconnection would be treated as a new 
service or that she would face a charge of this magnitude until two months after 
disconnection, when an estimate was sent to her contractor, not to her.

PSE’s Chief Customer Officer has since confirmed that the charge is applied uniformly 
to “residential demolition and rebuild projects for all customers,” regardless of prior 
service history, scope of work, or customer labor contribution. A blanket flat-rate charge 
applied without individual consideration of circumstances does not satisfy the statutory 
requirement that utility rates be just, fair, and reasonable. The failure to disclose the 
charge before it was effectively locked in violated the Complainant’s right, as a utility 
customer, to make informed decisions about her service.

This complaint presents a fundamental consumer protection question. Complainant 
would have proceeded with gas service regardless of the charge — her home was 
designed around it, and the commitment was already made. What she was denied was 
the opportunity, during the two months PSE remained silent, to make informed financial 
choices: to plan, to budget, to challenge the classification, or to seek a tariff deviation 
before her options closed. The charge was presented as a fait accompli. The UTC 
informal process produced no remedy. The Attorney General referred the matter back to 
the UTC. Complainant asks the Commission to examine whether the current framework 
— under which a utility may impose a charge of this magnitude without advance 
disclosure and without any mechanism to address the resulting harm — is consistent 
with the consumer protection obligations that justify utility regulation in the first place.


II.  PARTIES

A.  Complainant

Sandra Lince
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2426 Wickstrom Place SW

Seattle, WA 98116

lince.sandra@gmail.com


B.  Respondent

Puget Sound Energy, Inc. is a regulated investor-owned natural gas and electric utility 
operating under the jurisdiction of the Washington Utilities and Transportation 
Commission. PSE is the sole provider of natural gas service at the Property and in the 
surrounding area. Complainant has no alternative utility provider for natural gas service.


III.  JURISDICTION AND EXHAUSTION OF INFORMAL REMEDIES

This Commission has jurisdiction over PSE pursuant to RCW 80.04 and RCW 80.28, 
including the authority to review utility rates, practices, and service classifications for 
compliance with the “just, fair, and reasonable” standard established by RCW 
80.28.010.

Complainant has exhausted the informal complaint process. Informal complaint 
CAS-50467-L0K1K0 was filed with the Commission on or about December 2, 2025. On 
March 12, 2026, Commission Complaint Investigator Russell Alarcon notified 
Complainant that the informal complaint was closed with a finding of “Company 
Upheld,” followed on March 13, 2026, by a detailed written explanation of the tariff 
classification rationale. Complainant submitted a formal written response and Request 
for Reconsideration to the UTC on March 16, 2026, both of which were acknowledged 
but did not result in a change in the finding. Complainant’s direct dispute with PSE was 
similarly concluded without resolution, as confirmed by PSE’s written response of March 
27, 2026. All informal remedies have been exhausted, and the matter is ripe for formal 
adjudication.


IV.  STATEMENT OF FACTS

1.  Complainant Sandra Lince is the owner of the Property at 2426 Wickstrom Place 
SW, Seattle, WA 98116, a residential parcel within PSE’s natural gas service territory.

2.  The Property previously received natural gas service from PSE for many years. A 
gas furnace and related service infrastructure were present and in use until the 
demolition of the prior residential structure in connection with a reconstruction project.

3.  In connection with the reconstruction of a new single-family residence on the 
Property, Complainant sought to restore natural gas service. All project correspondence 
from Complainant and her contractor framed the request as one to “re-establish” gas 
service at a location that had previously been served.

4.  On or about September 10, 2025, PSE capped the existing gas service at the 
Property. At the time of disconnection, Complainant was not provided with a Gas 
Service Agreement. She was not informed that reconnection would be treated as a “new 
line extension” under Tariff Rule No. 6. She was not informed that such treatment would 
result in a charge of $6,625.26 or any comparable amount. No document was provided 
that described the classification, the applicable tariff, the scope of work, or the 
Complainant’s potential financial responsibility. Complainant had no prior knowledge 
that a Gas Service Agreement was a standard utility document or that one should have 
been provided. She did not learn of the GSA’s existence — or of its absence in her case 
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— until UTC Complaint Investigator Russell Alarcon referenced it during the informal 
complaint process, nearly five months after disconnection. Complainant could not have 
requested a document whose existence she did not know.

5.  PSE’s handling of the project was marked by a documented internal breakdown. 
PSE’s own correspondence confirms that the Complainant’s original application 
materials and site plan could not be located following a transition between project 
managers. PSE project manager Dan Hein confirmed in writing that he “cannot seem to 
find an application” or “a site plan within David’s files,” and project manager David 
Zetterberg confirmed that “the application and site plan were not submitted during the 
retirement request or the reconnect.”

6.  On November 10, 2025 — two months after disconnection — PSE issued an 
estimate of $6,625.26. This estimate was directed to Complainant’s contractor, Eric 
Dexter, not to Complainant. Critically, on November 12, 2025 — two days after issuing 
the estimate — PSE confirmed in writing that it still had not received Complainant’s 
equipment list or maximum BTU load. The estimate was thus issued before the project 
specifications necessary to define its scope had been received.

7.  The two-month period between disconnection (September 10, 2025) and the first 
notification of any charge (November 10, 2025) was not a period of inactivity. During this 
time, Complainant and her contractor were actively making construction decisions — 
scheduling work, coordinating with subcontractors, committing to timelines, and 
proceeding with the rebuild — with no knowledge that reconnecting gas service would 
be treated as a new line extension or that a charge of $6,625.26 was forthcoming. By 
the time the estimate was issued, these decisions were effectively irreversible. The 
absence of any disclosure during this critical two-month window meant that 
Complainant had no opportunity to pause, seek alternatives, challenge the 
classification, or request a tariff deviation before her project was too far along to change 
course.

8.  PSE directed Complainant’s contractor to perform the excavation, trenching, and 
conduit installation on the Property side, describing that arrangement as the “least cost 
option.” The physical on-site installation work was thereby substantially shifted to the 
Complainant’s contractor. The $6,625.26 flat rate was not adjusted to account for this 
customer-side labor contribution.

9.  PSE’s own correspondence states that the existing gas service stub at the Property 
consists of steel pipe that “must be retired” before service can be restored, due to 
cathodic protection compliance requirements. PSE subsequently confirmed that the 
cathodic protection work would be performed and paid for by PSE. The cost of retiring 
and replacing this non-compliant infrastructure — required by PSE’s own safety 
obligations — was nonetheless included as a basis for the flat-rate charge assigned to 
Complainant.

10.  The new gas service entry point is located approximately five feet from the prior 
entry location. This relocation was not requested by Complainant. Project 
correspondence reflects that the relocation resulted from the available service panel 
configuration and PSE’s own direction as to where the service line could enter the new 
structure. Complainant’s contractor indicated willingness to install conduit at whatever 
location PSE specified.
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11.  On December 2, 2025, Complainant filed an informal complaint, CAS-50467-
L0K1K0, with the Commission, seeking clarification of the charge and the tariff basis for 
it. The complaint was the direct result of PSE’s refusal to provide an itemized cost 
breakdown, citing confidentiality obligations to its contractor. PSE stated in writing that 
providing a cost breakdown would constitute a “breach of contract” with its contractor. 
Complainant had no means of independently verifying the basis for the charge.

12.  On March 13, 2026, UTC Complaint Investigator Russell Alarcon closed the 
informal complaint with a finding of “Company Upheld.” In his written response, 
Investigator Alarcon acknowledged that Complainant had not been provided with a Gas 
Service Agreement. Neither Investigator Alarcon nor PSE addressed the consequences 
of that failure or the impact it had on Complainant’s ability to make informed decisions.

13.  On March 27, 2026, PSE’s Chief Customer Officer, Aaron August, confirmed in 
writing that the charge would stand. Mr. August’s response stated: “the treatment of your 
project and the associated cost are consistent with how Puget Sound Energy applies its 
tariffs for residential demolition and rebuild projects for all customers.” This statement 
confirms that PSE applies Rule 6 as a blanket policy to all demolition and rebuild 
projects without individual consideration of prior service history, scope of work, or 
customer labor contribution.

14.  Mr. August also disclosed, for the first time, the composition of the $6,625.26 flat 
rate: approximately 27% PSE labor (project management and design), 36% service 
provider construction costs, 4% materials, and 33% overhead and indirect costs. 
Approximately 60% of the charge — roughly $3,975 — is allocated to PSE’s internal 
labor and overhead functions, notwithstanding that Complainant’s contractor is 
performing the physical on-site installation work.

15.  On March 30, 2026, Complainant sent written notice to PSE that she intended to 
submit payment under protest, solely to avoid further delay to her construction project, 
and expressly reserving her right to seek formal adjudication and refund. On or about 
March 31, 2026, PSE Project Manager David Flores contacted Complainant to 
coordinate conduit installation with her contractor. Complainant declined to authorize 
any work to proceed until she received a Gas Service Agreement — the very document 
PSE had failed to provide at the outset. Upon Complainant’s request, Mr. Flores 
provided the GSA, which Complainant signed. This exchange is significant: it confirms 
that PSE has an established GSA process and can provide the document upon request. 
PSE simply did not provide it before disconnecting service, as required. As of the filing 
of this complaint, Complainant has not yet received a payment request for the 
$6,625.26 charge; payment remains pending.

16.  As a direct consequence of PSE’s failure to disclose the classification and charge 
before disconnection, Complainant was drawn into a months-long dispute and 
regulatory process. During this period, Complainant’s contractor has been required to 
rent a steel safety plate to protect the exposed gas service area, at a cost of 
approximately $300 per month. These costs continue to accrue and are a direct 
consequence of the delay caused by the lack of initial disclosure.

17.  Well in advance of the reconnection project, Complainant purchased a showroom-
model gas cooking appliance at a discounted price she could not otherwise have 
afforded. She designed her home around the stove, incorporating gas service into the 
layout and specifications of the new residence. Gas service was not a preference she 
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might have reconsidered. It was a foundational design decision already made and built 
around. Nothing in her interactions with PSE prior to disconnection suggested that 
reconnecting service would be anything other than routine. As of the filing of this 
complaint, her gas fireplace has been installed, and her stove remains in storage. 
Complainant has not yet purchased her remaining appliances. The unannounced 
$6,625.26 charge has materially affected her overall project budget, limiting the financial 
flexibility she would otherwise have had for those remaining purchases. Had PSE 
disclosed the classification and charge at the time of disconnection, Complainant would 
not have changed her commitment to gas service — she would have had the 
opportunity to manage her overall project budget accordingly, making adjustments 
elsewhere to absorb a cost of this magnitude. That opportunity was never given to her.

18.  For comparative context: reconnecting electrical service at the same Property, 
including installation of a temporary power pole, costs approximately $2,400. The PSE 
gas reconnection charge alone is $6,625.26 — nearly three times that amount — for a 
project in which PSE’s on-site physical scope of work is limited.


V.  VIOLATIONS ALLEGED

A.  Failure to Provide a Gas Service Agreement — WAC 480-90-173

WAC 480-90-173 requires a gas utility to furnish customers with the information 
necessary to understand the nature, cost, and terms of service. A Gas Service 
Agreement is the instrument through which PSE communicates to a customer the scope 
of a proposed service project, the applicable tariff classification, and the customer’s 
financial responsibility before work begins and before commitments are made.

PSE failed to provide Complainant with a Gas Service Agreement at any point before 
gas service was disconnected on September 10, 2025. This failure was acknowledged 
by UTC Complaint Investigator Alarcon in the informal proceeding. Critically, 
Complainant had no prior knowledge that a Gas Service Agreement was a standard 
utility document. She did not learn of the GSA’s existence until Investigator Alarcon 
referenced its absence months after the disconnection. PSE never mentioned it, never 
offered it, and never explained what it was. Complainant cannot be held to have waived 
or forgone protections provided by a document she had no reason to know existed. As a 
result of this failure, Complainant had no notice — at the time decisions were being 
made — that:

(a)  reconnection of service to the previously served Property would be classified as a 
new line extension under Rule 6 rather than restoration of service;

(b)  this classification would result in a flat-rate charge of $6,625.26; or

(c)  she had the right to request a tariff deviation under WAC 480-90-008, challenge the 
classification, or consider alternative energy options before becoming committed to this 
cost.

The harm from this failure is concrete and irreversible. During the two months between 
disconnection (September 10, 2025) and first notification of any charge (November 10, 
2025), Complainant was actively making construction decisions — committing to 
timelines, coordinating contractors, and proceeding with her rebuild — with no 
knowledge of the classification or cost. Had she been informed at the time of 
disconnection that reconnection would be treated as a new line extension at a cost 
exceeding $6,600, she would have had the opportunity to challenge the classification, 
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seek a tariff deviation under WAC 480-90-008, consult the Commission, or consider 
alternatives. That opportunity was foreclosed entirely by PSE’s failure to provide a GSA. 
A regulated monopoly utility may not impose a multi-thousand-dollar charge on a 
customer whose ability to contest it was eliminated by the utility’s own failure to 
disclose. The consequences of PSE’s failure to disclose have never been addressed by 
PSE or the Commission, despite Complainant’s repeated written identification of this 
issue.

It is important to be precise about the nature of this harm. Complainant is not asserting 
that she would have abandoned gas service had she been informed of the charge. She 
would not have. Her home was designed around gas appliances; that commitment was 
already made and is not one she regrets or would reverse. What she is asserting is this: 
a Gas Service Agreement is a document that a customer signs. Had PSE provided it 
before disconnection — as its own process requires and as it was ultimately capable of 
doing when Complainant demanded it in March 2026 — Complainant would have seen 
the classification and the charge, and signed it with full awareness of what she was 
facing. She would have known what she was up against. She could have adjusted her 
overall project budget, planned for the cost, challenged the classification before 
decisions were locked in, or sought a tariff deviation while options still existed. Instead, 
PSE skipped that step. The charge arrived two months later, directed to her contractor 
rather than to her, after construction was already underway and financial decisions had 
already been made. A charge of this size, absorbed mid-construction with no notice, 
ripples forward: Complainant has yet to purchase the remainder of her appliances, and 
the unannounced charge has directly reduced the financial flexibility she would 
otherwise have had for those decisions. This is precisely the harm that advance 
disclosure requirements exist to prevent. A customer cannot exercise any meaningful 
protection against a charge she does not know is coming. The question this complaint 
places before the Commission is straightforward: when a utility fails to disclose, and that 
failure leaves a customer unable to make informed decisions, what consumer protection 
mechanism exists to address the harm? On the record of this case, the answer has 
been none.


B.  Tariff Misclassification — Tariff Rule No. 6 vs. Rule No. 9

PSE’s Tariff Rule No. 6 governs “New Line Extensions” — connections to locations that 
have not previously received gas service from PSE. PSE’s Tariff Rule No. 9, Section 7, 
addresses reconnection of existing gas service. Complainant contends that Rule No. 6 
does not properly apply to the reconnection of service to a parcel with an established 
history of natural gas service.

Natural gas service is a utility service provided to a service location or parcel, not to a 
particular structure. The demolition of a residential structure and reconstruction of a new 
structure on the same parcel does not create a new service location. The Property has 
been a gas-served parcel within PSE’s service territory, and Complainant’s request has 
consistently been to restore the previously existing service — not to establish new 
service at a location never previously connected.

PSE’s stated basis for applying Rule 6 rests on: (1) the need to install a new physical 
service connection because the old one cannot be reused; and (2) the service entry 
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point shifted approximately five feet. Neither basis supports treating Complainant as a 
new customer:

First, the inability to reuse the old steel-wrapped service stub is a consequence of 
compliance with cathodic protection requirements — PSE’s own infrastructure 
maintenance obligation — rather than a customer-initiated extension into new territory.

Second, the five-foot relocation of the service entry point was not requested by 
Complainant. PSE directed the entry location based on available service panels and 
construction conditions. A utility-directed minor relocation, necessitated by safety and 
construction constraints, is legally de minimis and does not convert an established 
customer into a new one.

If PSE’s position is accepted as stated — that any demolition and rebuild triggers Rule 6 
regardless of prior service history — then no Washington customer who rebuilds a 
home retains any continuity of service status under PSE’s tariff. That result is 
inconsistent with the purpose of tariff classifications and places an inequitable burden 
on customers rebuilding on previously served parcels.

Furthermore, when Complainant raised Tariff Rule No. 9 during communications with a 
PSE project representative, the representative dismissed it with laughter, stating that 
Rule 9 “hasnʼt been used in years.” This is a significant admission. If Tariff Rule No. 9 
remains part of PSE’s Commission-filed tariff — as it does — PSE is not at liberty to 
unilaterally cease applying it as a matter of internal practice without formal Commission 
approval of a tariff amendment. A utility is bound by its filed tariffs. The casual dismissal 
of a standing tariff provision suggests that PSE has de facto retired Rule 9 through 
internal policy, without ever seeking Commission authorization to do so. This is itself a 
potential tariff compliance issue that the Commission has an independent interest in 
examining.


C.  Improper Cost-Shifting of Mandatory Infrastructure Upgrades

PSE’s own written correspondence confirms that the existing steel-wrapped service 
stub at the Property “must be retired” before service can be restored, due to cathodic 
protection compliance requirements. The retirement of non-compliant infrastructure to 
meet current safety standards is a utility system maintenance obligation. The associated 
costs are ordinarily recovered through the utility’s general rate structure — spread 
across the utility’s ratepayer base — and are not assignable to a single customer.

By classifying this project under Rule 6 rather than as restoration of service, PSE has 
structured the charge in a way that effectively shifts the cost of mandatory system 
upgrades onto a single residential customer. This constitutes improper cost-shifting 
through tariff classification.


D.  Failure to Meet the Just and Reasonable Standard — RCW 80.28.010

Under RCW 80.28.010, all utility rates, charges, and practices must be just, fair, and 
reasonable. The $6,625.26 charge fails this standard on multiple grounds:

1.  Pre-specification estimate. The flat-rate estimate was issued on November 10, 2025, 
before PSE had received Complainant’s equipment list or maximum BTU load — 
confirmed in PSE’s own writing two days later. A charge that is not based on the actual 
project specifications cannot be characterized as a reflection of “actual costs.”
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2.  Blanket application without individual consideration. PSE’s Chief Customer Officer 
confirmed in writing that the charge is applied uniformly to “all customers” on residential 
demolition and rebuild projects. A flat rate applied categorically, without consideration of 
the actual scope of work, prior service history, or customer labor contribution at each 
property, does not satisfy the just and reasonable standard as applied to any individual 
customer.

3.  Failure to credit customer labor contribution. PSE directed Complainant’s contractor 
to perform excavation, trenching, and conduit installation — physical work that would 
otherwise fall within PSE’s scope — and described this as the “least cost option.” No 
credit or reduction was applied to the flat-rate charge to reflect this substantial 
customer-side contribution.

4.  Disproportionate overhead and labor allocation. Approximately 60% of the $6,625.26 
charge ($3,975) is allocated to PSE internal labor and overhead, for a project in which 
the on-site physical installation is performed by Complainant’s contractor. This allocation 
appears disproportionate to the utility’s actual scope of work at this specific property.

5.  Disparate outcome compared to similar utility services. Electrical service 
reconnection at the same property, including a temporary power pole, cost 
approximately $2,400. The gas charge of $6,625.26 — nearly three times the electrical 
cost — has not been explained in a manner that accounts for this disparity.

6.  Cumulative financial impact. When PSE’s $6,625.26 charge is combined with the 
contractor costs Complainant is paying for the excavation, trenching, and conduit 
installation directed by PSE — plus the ongoing steel plate rental of approximately $300 
per month incurred during the delay period — the total financial impact imposed on 
Complainant in connection with this reconnection meets or exceeds $11,000. Applying a 
charge that contributes to a cumulative burden of this magnitude on a residential 
customer, without individual assessment of the scope of work or prior service history, 
and without any advance disclosure, does not reflect a just and reasonable exercise of 
tariff authority.


E.  Inconsistent Justification Between Informal and Formal Proceedings

The informal complaint (CAS-50467-L0K1K0) was closed on a classification-based 
rationale — specifically, that the five-foot service entry relocation triggered treatment of 
the project as a customer-requested new line extension under Rule 6. PSE’s 
subsequent formal response to Complainant relies instead on a generalized cost study 
and flat-rate methodology based on “actual costs” for the category of work.

These are materially different justifications. A flat rate derived from a cost study cannot 
simultaneously be characterized as a precise reflection of “actual costs” at a specific 
property. The informal review appears to have been conducted on reasoning that PSE’s 
own formal response does not fully endorse. This inconsistency raises serious 
questions about the validity and reliability of both justifications and supports the need for 
formal inquiry and discovery.


VI.  RELIEF REQUESTED

Complainant respectfully requests that the Commission:
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1.  Find that PSE violated its obligations under WAC 480-90-173 and applicable tariff 
provisions by failing to provide Complainant with a Gas Service Agreement prior to 
disconnecting gas service on September 10, 2025, and that this failure deprived 
Complainant of the information necessary to make informed decisions regarding her 
service options, tariff classification, and financial responsibility.


2.  Find that PSE misclassified the natural gas service reconnection project at 2426 
Wickstrom Place SW as a “new line extension” under Tariff Rule No. 6, when the project 
is more properly characterized as the restoration of service to a previously served 
parcel, and direct PSE to apply the correct tariff classification.


3.  Order PSE to waive or reduce the $6,625.26 charge prior to payment, or if payment 
has been made by the time of adjudication, to order a full or partial refund, reducing the 
charge to the amount applicable under the correct tariff classification and including an 
appropriate credit for the substantial on-site labor performed by Complainant’s 
contractor in accordance with PSE specifications.


4.  Order PSE to provide a complete, itemized cost accounting of the $6,625.26 charge, 
including identification of the specific work performed or to be performed by PSE and its 
service contractors, the specific costs attributable to each element, and the basis for the 
overhead and indirect cost allocation.


5.  Order PSE to reimburse Complainant for consequential damages incurred as a 
direct result of PSE’s failure to provide advance disclosure, including but not limited to 
steel safety plate rental costs of approximately $300 per month incurred during the 
delay period.


6.  Direct PSE to review and revise its practices for informing customers — specifically, 
customers whose gas service is disconnected in connection with residential demolition 
and rebuild projects — of the applicable tariff classification, the scope of work, and the 
customer’s financial responsibility, before service is disconnected and before 
construction commitments are made.


7.  Grant such other and further relief as the Commission deems just and equitable 
under the circumstances.


VII.  VERIFICATION

I, Sandra Lince, declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
Washington that the foregoing statements of fact are true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge and belief.


Respectfully submitted,


_______________________________________

Sandra Lince, Complainant (Pro Se)
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2426 Wickstrom Place SW

Seattle, WA 98116

lince.sandra@gmail.com


Date: April 3, 2026


EXHIBIT LIST

The following exhibits are incorporated by reference and submitted with this complaint:


Exhibit A — PSE project correspondence (September–November 2025), documenting 
the September 10, 2025 gas cap; internal project manager transition and loss of original 
application materials and site plan; November 10, 2025 cost estimate of $6,625.26 
directed to contractor Eric Dexter; and November 12, 2025 written confirmation that 
Complainant’s BTU load and equipment list had not yet been received.

Exhibit B — UTC informal complaint correspondence, March 12, 2026: Commission 
Complaint Investigator Russell Alarcon’s initial written notice closing informal complaint 
CAS-50467-L0K1K0 with a finding of “Company Upheld,” and Complainant’s same-day 
written reply.

Exhibit C — UTC informal complaint correspondence, March 13, 2026: Investigator 
Alarcon’s detailed written explanatory response, including acknowledgment that 
Complainant was not provided a Gas Service Agreement and explanation of the tariff 
classification rationale and formal complaint process.

Exhibit D — Payment Under Protest correspondence, March 27–31, 2026: PSE Chief 
Customer Officer Aaron August’s March 27, 2026 written response confirming the 
charge and disclosing cost composition (27% PSE labor / 36% service provider 
construction / 4% materials / 33% overhead); Complainant’s March 30, 2026 Notice of 
Payment Under Protest; and PSE’s March 31, 2026 acknowledgment.

Exhibit E — Formal Response and Request for Reconsideration, March 16–24, 2026: 
Complainant’s formal written response and Request for Reconsideration submitted to 
UTC Investigator Alarcon on March 16, 2026, and follow-up correspondence of March 
24, 2026.

Exhibit F — Governor’s Office Casework submissions: Governor Ferguson Casework 
Form #1 (February 20, 2026) and Casework Form #2 (March 12, 2026).

Exhibit G — Washington State Attorney General’s Office, Consumer Protection 
Division: AG referral notice (File #715823, March 12, 2026) and Complainant’s written 
response of March 12, 2026.
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