Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of lan Armitage <gladian29
@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:17 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), L
o]

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality fiabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran

showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

lan Armitage
2307 183rd Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052-6024



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Lee Haines <rockcod74
@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), =

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential 502 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Lee Haines
4302 Tacoma Ave S
Tacoma, WA 98418-6645



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Carol Mcmeekin
] <mcmeekin6889@msn.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120%67)
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Dear (UTC), 2

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan {UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Carol Mcmeekin

2010 NW Blue Ridge Dr
Seattle, WA 98177-5428
(206) 789-6889



Hig(_;ins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Jeanne Bulla
<jmbulla@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
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Dear (UTC),

L

I am hugely upset and disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and
increasingly expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pofllution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."”

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Jeanne Bulla

1311 12th Ave S
Seattle, WA 98144-7417
(206) 851-6243



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Keira Berges
<cheez.goddess@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:17 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: - RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), 2
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Keira Berges
12012 40th Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98125-5729



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Mary Foster
<maryfoster@rainierconnect.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), 2
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I am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could resuit in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules. ;

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Mary Foster

PO Box 179

30926 Mount Tahoma Canyon Rd
Ashford, WA 98304-0179

(360) 569-2860



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Sharon K Aue <sharon21452
@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran

showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Sharon K Aue

14505 NE 20th Ave

#C33

Vancouver, WA 98686-1494



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Lisa Wright <lisakate6469
@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:17 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center ‘

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), "
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coat ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs. »

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Lisa Wright

3614 Wetmore Ave Apt 5
Everett, WA 98201-4745
{425) 783-0126



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of James Worthington
<jrworthington@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

James Worthington

608 209th Avenue CourtKp S
Lakebay, WA 98349-9405
(253) 884-1769



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Josh Hardy <j_hardy73
@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120%a7)
— -
el
o
o3
Aug 11, 2013 ._ ~o
e, . - - ‘ ::'h
Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA : =
4
=
Dear (UTC), P

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Josh Hardy

8707 81st Dr NE
Marysville, WA 98270-9302
(206) 355-3166



Higgins, Joni (UTQ)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Aylee Welch
<aylees@clearwire.net>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120467)
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I am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Aylee Welch
2515 NE 107th St
Seattle, WA 98125-6707



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Nancy King <nanjking21
@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and Tﬁcreasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining s
increasingly hard to obtain, and wilf require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Nancy King

3003 S Perry St Apt 95
Spokane, WA 99203-3992
(509) 467-3434



Higc_;ins, Joni (UTCQ)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Jan Barrett <janbarrett2000
@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant’s other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Jan Barrett
45 Pine St Apt 310
Edmonds, WA 98020-4200



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Kerri Grace
<kerrigrace@msn.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop.”

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Kerri Grace

19314 Beall Rd SW
Vashon, WA 98070-6126
(206) 463-4008



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Grant Savell
<gasavell@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Grant Savell
15405 110th Ave NE
Bothell, WA 98011-4812



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Michael Ward
<mwardwa@earthlink.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and inereasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently'no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and wili require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Michael Ward

2911 Russet Rd

Brier, WA 98036-8060
(425) 774-8866



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Lisa Hartin
<lisa@blackpixel.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Lisa Hartin

1008 W Wheeler St
Seattle, WA 98119-2546
(206) 547-6712



Higgins, Joni (UTCQ)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Louann Chapman
<loumura@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
L -
&=
[
Aug 11, 2013 ~
Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA =
D
Dear (UTC), o
o0

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Louann Chapman

2216 A St

Bellingham, WA 98225-3604
(360) 306-1625



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Andrea Simmons <as4444
@centurytel.net>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Andrea Simmons

588 High Haro Dr

Friday Harbor, WA 98250-8843
(360) 378-9541



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Elizabeth Dawson
<thirdrockwalk@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-12076/)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years. ‘

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic"” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Elizabeth Dawson

PO Box 562

Port Hadlock, WA 98339-0562
(360) 821-2920



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Patricia Coffey
<drcoffey@whidbey.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE—lZOZg7)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Patricia Coffey
2253 Woodbine Rd
Langley, WA 98260-8222



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Trish Heinrich
<trishheinrich@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-12076Y)
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Dear (UTC), o

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as

. compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Trish Heinrich
3405 S Juneau St
Seattle, WA 98118-2648



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of William Mcferren <tonasket98
@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), tow
o

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon poliution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

William Mcferren

2302 E Grand Ave
Everett, WA 98201-3340
(206) 947-2622



Hig(_;ins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Thomas Weisman
<tomweisman@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120467)
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Dear (UTC), 2

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal’s big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan {UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Thomas Weisman
1207 NW 92nd St Apt 404
Seattle, WA 98117-3424



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Pam Sproul
<psproul@binw.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal chalienges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated inycreasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant’s other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Pam Sproul
215 Knechtel Way NE
Seattle, WA 98110-2804



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Mary Oehlerich
<mjoehlerich@aol.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-1207&7)
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Dear (UTC), )
w

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Mary QOehlerich

4234 Wintergreen Cir Apt 185
Bellingham, WA 98226-7689
(360) 951-4095



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Bonnie Miller
<bmiller@serv.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-12Q767)
T
=
G

Aug 11, 2013 N .

Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA =
L

Dear (UTC), o
s)

I am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Bonnie Miller

900 University St Apt 15bc
Seattle, WA 98101-1730
(206) 922-2780



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Bob and Carolyn Burreson
<cbburreson@g.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)

Aug 11,2013
Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA
Dear (UTC),

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.

Sincerely,

Bob and Carolyn Burreson
3048 Fishtrap Loop NE
Olympia, WA 98506-9610
(360) 705-2055

606 WY 21 aNnyelig



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: . Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of M Armstrong
<mastoys@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-12Q767)
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Dear (UTC), ]

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unllmlted amounts of carbon polliution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

M Armstrong
PO Box 3564
Arlington, WA 98223-3564



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Gavin Downing
<gavin.downing@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
PC?D)

- w5

T
[

Aug 11, 2013 e
™

Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA zr

Dear (UTC), 2
D

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Gavin Downing
3103 NW River Ln
Poulsbo, WA 98370-7267



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Sharon Levine
<sweetumsseattle@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: *Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120763)
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Dear (UTC), 3

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop.”

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Sharon Levine
1509 Queen Anne Ave N
Seattle, WA 98109-3160



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Alice Thomassen
<aethomassen@wavecable.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Severat of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Alice Thomassen

24170 NE State Route 3 Apt 21
Belfair, WA 98528-9631

(360) 275-3458



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Lacey Leavitt
<laceyleavitt@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.



This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.

Sincerely,

Lacey Leavitt

2045 NW 61st St

Lowr

Seattle, WA 98107-2403
(917) 392-1817



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Antoinette Boscacci <tonib5347
@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE—lZOZg7)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop.”

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Antoinette Boscacci

3226 80th Ave NE
Marysville, WA 98270-6819
(425) 314-9345



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Ken Peddicord
<kgphox@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant’s other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran

showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Ken Peddicord
1051 Hancock St Apt 213
Port Townsend, WA 98368-2325



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: v Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Richard Johnson
<jazzpachw@yahoo.com>

Sent: : Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120E7)
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| am very disappointed Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to other,
clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Richard Johnson

PO Box 3138

Bellingham, WA 98227-3138
(360) 543-5689



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Nora Regan <norarn51
@msn.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC),
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran

showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Nora Regan

1331 Olympic Ave

Port Townsend, WA 98368-4039
{360) 385-3369



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: ‘ Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Wendy Cornell <toadlet5
@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Wendy Cornell
8132 Island View Dr NE
Olympia, WA 98506-9753



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of J Thrush
, <nachtzoen@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

J Thrush
90 Sherry Ave
Naches, WA 98937-9663



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Kathryn Plitt
<kplitt@centurytel.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 miliion in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran

showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's |ong‘range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Kathryn Plitt

1410 Sea Cliff Dr NW

Gig Harbor, WA 98332-9599
{253) 857-7155



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Karen Richter <kerichter100
@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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I am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federat designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Karen Richter
4115 SW Arroyo Dr
Seattle, WA 98146-1662



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Jennifer Lyne
<jenlyneviola@gmail.com> :

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to ciean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

1. No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in
Washington, federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two
decades. As President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic

chemicals in our air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free.
That's not right, that's not safe, and it needs to stop."”

2. No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that
the pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous
coal ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two
state-based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

3. No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

4.No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining
is increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

5. PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran

showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is, in many cases, more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.



This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plan and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Lyne

12640 Case Rd SW
Olympia, WA 98512-9128
(360) 357-4464



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Kassie Wheeler
<kaswheeler@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center _

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)

Aug 11, 2013
Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA

Dear (UTC),

Q1 :6 WY <1 ONVELN

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
ptant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Kassie Wheeler

35312 N Newport Hwy Trir 14
Chattaroy, WA 99003-9798
(509) 292-9421



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Ray Lou <rlxl@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), :0

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and ﬁ%reasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of doliars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues. ‘

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to

other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.

Sincerely,



Ray Lou

1221 1st Ave

Apt 1225

Seattle, WA 98101-3414



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Philip Ronco <philiprroncol3
@msn.com> ‘
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
~
. [ o
. e
E Toom
=

£
o

Aug 11, 2013 -

o
Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA . —
Dear (UTC), 2

|

o
| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. in some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal. Please do this for Al Amerericans!!



Sincerely,

Philip Ronco

102 5th Ave

Apt 5-304

Milton, WA 98354-8641
(253) 926-2521



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Thomas Swoffer
<swofftr@g.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), W2

!

- | am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon polilution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Thomas Swoffer
32607 SE 341st St
Ravensdale, WA 98051-8921



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Steven Sweeney
<mstar@nvinet.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC),

5

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and ?E-treasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based lega! challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Steven Sweeney
46 River Loop Rd
Tonasket, WA 98855-9213



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Siobhan Budwey
<siobhan.budwey@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120%&/)
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Dear (UTC), =

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coa! mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Siobhan Budwey
226 Broadway Apt 22
Tacoma, WA 98402-4017



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Curtis Hart
<kutterman@earthlink.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), -
o}

I am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."”

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Curtis Hart

12652 20th Ave S
Seattle, WA 98168-2308
(206) 241-8151



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Dorothy Powter <dorothygail7
@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), 0

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and &reasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its
dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off
coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Dorothy Powter

PO Box 2209

Shelton, WA 98584-5050
(360) 426-1707



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Carol Freese
<carfreese@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource PIan_(UE 12@7)
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Dear (UTC), o

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic” is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran
showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Carol Freese

370 S Osborne St
Kennewick, WA 99336-6144
(509) 396-7299



Higgins, Joni (UTCQC)

From: _ Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Amy Tappen <atapp44
@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 7:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource P|an;(UE—12(%7)
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Dear (UTC), w

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and increasingly
expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's plant may require hundreds of millions of dollars to clean up its

dirty air, water, and mining waste, and now is the time for PSE to be honest about the true cost of keeping a dying coal
plant on life support.

PSE has not accounted for the true cost of burning coal; from carbon pollution to leaky coal ash ponds, PSE has left off

coal's big liabilities from the cost-benefit equation. Here are some of the main concerns with PSE's 2013 Integrated
Resource Plan (UE-120767):

No price or regulation on carbon for the next 20 years. Although there is currently no carbon cap or tax in Washington,
federal or state action is anticipated in the near future, and is almost certain to occur with the next two decades. As
President Obama noted a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power plants can dump unlimited amounts of carbon pollution into the air for free. That's not right,
that's not safe, and it needs to stop."

No inclusion of costs for federal designation of coal ash as a hazardous substance. PSE acknowledged previously that the
pending Coal Combustion Residual rules could result in up to $125 million in annual costs for disposal of hazardous coal
ash. PSE has already paid $25 million in a settlement for contaminated groundwater. PSE is currently facing two state-
based legal challenges on coal ash and the contamination continues.

No consideration of potential SO2 non-attainment costs and underestimation of other air quality liabilities such as
compliance with federal haze rules and new federal air toxics rules.

No accounting for anticipated increasing coal mining costs. Much of the coal remaining onsite after 40 years of mining is
increasingly hard to obtain, and will require additional costs.

PSE's planning process lacks transparency. PSE has refused to fully disclose its modeling data or analyses, making it
impossible for the public to very or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases PSE has not justified why its costs
assumptions for Colstrip are different from costs documented by the plant's other owners.

PSE's conclusion that Colstrip is "economic" is overly simplistic and misleading. Several of the scenarios that PSE ran

showed that continuing to operate Colstrip for the next 20 years is in many cases more expensive than transitioning to
other, clean generation alternatives.

This is not where we want our next energy dollars spent. | urge the commission to critically evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Amy Tappen

517 166th Ave NE
Bellevue, WA 98008-4048
(480) 734-9679



