Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Kevin Kreiss <kik.g4.28
@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA

Dear (UTC), o)

b

I am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, an'd 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,

Kevin Kreiss
216 23rd Ave E
Seattle, WA 98112-5431



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Margaret Damico
<gretdam@earthlink.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

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

Margaret Damico
506 Park Ave
Langley, WA 98260-9626



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Donna Diduch
<dOnna_d@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:47 AM
To: v UTC DL Records Center
Subject: ‘ 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 anti-environment, da"ﬁgerous, and
increasingly expensive coal plant for another 20 years.

Cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives exist. 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 no carbon cap or tax currently exists 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 in a recent speech about climate disruption and carbon pollution: "We limit toxic chemicalis 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 also 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 verify or refute PSE's methodology. In some cases, PSE has not justified why its cost
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,

Donna Diduch

5339 S Leo St

Seattle, WA 98178-2151
(206) 783-4546



Higgins, Joni (UTCQ)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Beth Finn <bfinn57
@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:47 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
™2
j e
g s
Aug 11, 2013 SRR

Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA

Dear (UTC), w2

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and ir{creasingly
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,

Beth Finn

3003 SE 297th Ave
Washougal, WA 98671-8273
(360) 835-8207



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Dawn Aiken
<dawnaiken@msn.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:47 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 inEFeasineg
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 poltution: "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,

Dawn Aiken
1241 21st Ave E
Seattle, WA 98112-3532



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Sue Moon
<sueamoon@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:47 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear {UTC), e
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I am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and iiﬁféreasingly
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,

Sue Moon

1300 Lake Washington Blvd S
Seattle, WA 98144-4018
(206) 322-2177



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Joan Harvey
<joan_harvey@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
e
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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 'jg?greasingly
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,

Joan Harvey
523 N 104th St
Seattle, WA 98133-9207
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From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Drena Donofrio
<drenadonofrio@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA

Dear (UTC), “r':
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and incréasingly
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 poliution: "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,

Drena Donofrio
20222 142nd Ave SE
Kent, WA 98042-3008



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Paul Fletcher-Mcgookin
<hmwrk2go@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA Tom
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 misieading. 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,

Paul Fletcher-Mcgookin
701 1st Ave N Apt 307
Seattle, WA 98109-4081
(206) 660-1309



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Annette Way
<away69rw@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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 regquire 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 aimost 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,

Annette Way
3451 E Lk Sam Shr Ln NE
Sammamish, WA 98074-4345



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Kindra Kemp
<kindykemp@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

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

)

i am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and inéfhasingly
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,

Kindra Kemp
565 Blue Sky Dr
Port Townsend, WA 98368-9686



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Kimberly Baxter
<kimberlylovespoodles@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
-
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Dear {UTC), .3

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 aiternatives.

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,

Kimberiy Baxter
2301 W Lynn St Apt 101
Seattle, WA 98199-3549
{206) 369-1683



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Sheila McCandlish
<sheilamcc@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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 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,

Sheila McCandlish

5542 Swift Creek Dr

Mount Vernon, WA 98273-6027
(360) 873-8091



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Katherine losif
<kiosif@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

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

Aug 11, 2013 ‘ w2

Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA S

Dear (UTC), 9
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| am extremely 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 doilars 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,

Katherine losif
1134 Finnegan Way Apt 202
Bellingham, WA 98225-6653
(360) 922-0233



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Deb Bear
<debbear@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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 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 evatuate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Deb Bear
6443 Nootka Ln
Anacortes, WA 98221-9022



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Janet Marx <janetmarx_76
@msn.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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 poliution 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 couid result in up to $125 million in annuat 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,

Janet Marx

112 Lockerbie Pl

Port Angeles, WA 98362-9296
{(360) 457-6605



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Lynn Graham <rockhopper1934
@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (JE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), L0

| 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 poliution 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,

Lynn Graham
358 S Garden St
Bellingham, WA 98225-5822



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Aaron Kunkle
<tohron@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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,

Aaron Kunkle
3302 Humphrey St SE
Olympia, WA 98501-3939



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Wesley Cherry
<wescher@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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 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,

Wesley Cherry

13401 NE 28th St

Unit 203

Vancouver, WA 98682-8836
(360) 635-1903



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Pamela Clark

<rollingwithjazz@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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 federal designation of coa!l 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,

Pamela Clark

361 Dungeness Mdws
Sequim, WA 98382-9727
(831) 566-7917



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Charles And Kathleen Hiatt
<hckit@poetworld.net>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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,

Charles And Kathleen Hiatt
8488 Tillicum Rd SW
Seattle, WA 98136-2461
(206) 932-7127



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Assaf Oron
<assaf.oron@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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 seems determined to remain behind the curve, and acts as a dead
weight on our shoulders in the fight on the fight against global warming.

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSE's Montana coal 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,

Assaf Oron
1240 NE 97th St
Seattle, WA 98115-2228



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Lehman & Barbara Holder
<tripsguy@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC),

Continuing to use coal is unacceptable. My wife and I, and thousands of other Washingtonians, are 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,

Lehman & Barbara Holder
8916 NE 11th St
Vancouver, WA 98664-2411
(360) 944-7957



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Karl Longoria
<egodiot@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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), o
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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,

Karl Longoria
4 105th St SE
Everett, WA 98208-3918



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Lynda Cunningham
<lyndeee@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE—lZO:LGJ)
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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 mitlion 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. Severa! 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,

Lynda Cunningham

5505 E Evergreen Blvd Apt 109
Vancouver, WA 98661-6643
(360) 521-9891



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierractub.org> on behalf of Dr. Frederick Howard
<fred@freddh.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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
| 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,

Dr. Frederick Howard
PO Box 1801
Port Orchard, WA 98366-0580



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Kathy Bohlen <kbohlen25
@comcast.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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
et

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 poliution: "We limit toxic chemicals in our
air and water, but power pl ants 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,

Kathy Bohlen

3107 S Manito Bivd
Spokane, WA 99203-2627
(509) 747-8842



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Stacey Showlund <staceyannll6
. @gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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 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 misieading. 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
ptant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Stacey Showlund
1234 E 5th St
Arlington, WA 98223-1119



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Michael O'Brien <mikeobrien31
@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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 iri‘é‘?easingly
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 ruies 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,

Michael O'Brien
18214 W Spring Lake Dr SE
Renton, WA 98058-0604



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Susan Everett
<suseverett@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

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

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. Aithough 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,

Susan Everett

514 Bell St

Edmonds, WA 98020-3147
(425) 744-7269



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Barbara Peterson
<thelioness@frontier.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), ‘ A
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and-iAcreasingly
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,

Barbara Peterson
187 Glacier Peak Dr
Camano Island, WA 98282-8562



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Carl Mcgarry <mcgarry50
@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 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),

time to get off dirty coal. it does no good to the planet and all it's species including humans.

Sincerely,
r~2
- =2
Carl Mcgarry T
3742 Driftwood Dr # B s =
Clinton, WA 98236-9204 T =
(360) 579-4239



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Greg Glandon
<g.glandon@comcast.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-lZQi'§7)
=

B

Aug 11, 2013 : ~o

Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA £

Dear (UTC), )
ond

| 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,

Greg Glandon

4004 27th Ave SE
Olympia, WA 98501-3355
(360) 438-0935



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Jeffrey Panciera
<jeffiejimmie@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120787)

Aug 11, 2013 ~

Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA » =7
'?

Dear (UTC), j

| 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,

Jeffrey Panciera

3636 S Orcas St

Seattle, WA 98118-2260
no calls



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Tc Paulson
<tsenapede@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
[ ad
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA o

Dear (UTC), T

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and ié‘g‘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
impaossible 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,

Tc Paulson
21st street
Bellingham, WA 98225



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Sharon Tate
<marlonwtate@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 8:48 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120467)
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Aug 11, 2013 ~

Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA et
L0

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 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
piant 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 Tate
PO Box 421
Preston, WA 98050-0421



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of William Davison <nowandzen?
@netscape.net>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
=
P
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA =
Dear (UTC), el

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 {imit 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,

William Davison
923 112th St SW Apt A106
Everett, WA 98204-7866



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Allen Stockbridge
<cleanairguy@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
. [d
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA 7 ‘

Dear (UTC),

)
| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, andtHcreasingly

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 criticaily evaluate PSE's long range
plant and have them incorporate the true cost of coal.



Sincerely,

Allen Stockbridge

2211 Rimland Dr Ste 124
Bellingham, WA 98226-8654
(435) 658-3666



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Lefty Leaner
<lefty@anklejive.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (U —IZOIg)
S E T
=
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA e
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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,

Lefty Leaner
PO Box 29321
Bellingham, WA 98228-1321



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of William Schmidt
<wschmidtwill@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
=
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Dear (UTC), w3

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,

William Schmidt

8917 Meridian PI NE Apt 201
Lake Stevens, WA 98258-7388
(425) 334-1065



Hig(.;ins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Suska Davis
<suskada@comcast.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

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

g
e ‘v!

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 aimost 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 additionat 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,

Suska Davis

5721 Libby Rd NE
Olympia, WA 98506-1929
(360) 754-2201



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of April And Joseph Faires
<geccoeert@earthlink.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA .
Dear (UTC), O

-

I am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and iﬁé‘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 Coat 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 yeatrs 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,

April And Joseph Faires
2305 34th Ave SE
Puyallup, WA 98374-4140
(253) 435-6030



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Alice West
<alicewest@inlandnet.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
T
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA ™

Dear (UTC), :;
e"v_.:}

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

There are cleaner, safer, and less risky alternatives. PSt'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,

Alice West

100 N Pennsylvania Ave Apt 201
Cle Elum, WA 98922-1197

(218) 213-4546



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Hanne Orren
<orren@msn.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Utilities and Transportation Commission {UTC) WA -
Dear (UTC), o

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and iﬁE}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 federai 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,

Hanne Orren

813 Kirkland Way
Kirkland, WA 98033-6309
(425) 968-2929



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Matthew Sawyer
<matt.sawyer@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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7]

Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA
Dear (UTC), o)
)

| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and*’ncreasmgly
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,

Matthew Sawyer
224 Pontius Ave N
Seattle, WA 98109-5493



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraciub.org> on behalf of Kenneth Deshiro-Harper
<k.deshiro-harper@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-12G%57)
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Utilities and Transportation-Commission (UTC) WA -
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Dear (UTC), &2

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,

Kenneth Deshiro-Harper
1717 Cooper Pt Rd SW Apt F41
Olympia, WA 98502-5757



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Melody Mayer
<cedarrvr@me.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA e
Dear (UTC), ‘ﬁi
<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,

Melody Mayer

6321 Swayne Dr NE
Olympia, WA 98516-9146
{(360) 438-6750



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Patricia Kemmer
<kemmerp@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA
Dear (UTC), ¥a)

a3
I am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, andincreasingly
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,

Patricia Kemmer
405 Killion Ct NW Apt 8
Yelm, WA 98597-9411



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Brian Feist <mathcomp322
@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), a]
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| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and i[h'éreasingly
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 mmmg 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,

Brian Feist
6609 15th Place Se
Bellevue, WA 98006



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of S Bentsen <sbentsen27
@gmail.com>
Sent: - Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM
To: UTC DL Records Center
Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) WA -
Dear (UTC), 2

.
| am very disappointed that Puget Sound Energy is planning to continue financing its dirty, dangerous, and i;i”c)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 aimost 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,

S Bentsen
17405 107th Ave SW
Vashon, WA 98070-4662



Higgins, Joni (UTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Gaye Guida-Dennis
<gayesuz@comcast.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2013 9:17 AM

To: UTC DL Records Center

Subject: RE: Comments on Puget Sound Energy Integrated Resource Plan (UE-120767)
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Dear (UTC), i
o2

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,

Gaye Guida-Dennis
1319 N 121st St

Seattle, WA 98133-8301
(206) 706-2740 ’



