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Introduction and Summary 

 
Coloradans discussed “Colorado’s New Energy Economy – the Path Forward” at town meetings 
held throughout Colorado during August and September of this year.  As part of the state 
“listening tour”, 269 interested citizens, citizen groups, utility representatives, and industry 
affiliates discussed concerns, issues, and potential solutions for moving forward with Governor 
Ritter’s New Energy Economy agenda.   
 
The eight town meetings were hosted jointly by the Colorado Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 
and the Colorado Office of Consumer (OCC).  Meetings were held in Windsor, Yuma, 
Springfield, Alamosa, Canon City, Steamboat Springs, Montrose, and Vail, with some 
participants traveling over 100 miles to participate in the discussions.  Virtually all the meetings 
included a mix of constituencies – individual consumers, citizen groups representing 
environmental and traditional consumer concerns, local and state government representatives, 
utility employees representing both investor-owned utilities and cooperative rural electric 
associations, and industry groups and their representatives.  The discussions in Windsor even 
drew representatives from neighboring Wyoming.   
 
PUC Chairman Ron Binz and OCC Director Jim Greenwood began each meeting by describing 
the responsibilities of the each agency and presenting an overview of Colorado energy facts and 
issues.  (These presentations are included, respectively, as Appendix 1 and 2 to this report.)  
Commissioners Polly Page and Carl Miller, together with PUC Director Doug Dean, welcomed 
the participants and said they were very interested in hearing the views of the audience.  A sheet 
of suggested questions was distributed to the audience to encourage discussion.  (Appendix 3)  
Each audience participant was also given a free compact florescent light bulb, courtesy of 
Lowe’s home improvement stores.  Each participant was also provided with information about 
the PUC and the OCC, both agencies of the Department of Regulatory Agencies, the state 
department focused on consumer protection across many industries. 
 
Throughout the tour, the discussions were lively, thought-provoking, and fun.  Most meetings 
concluded with comments from the elected officials in attendance.  Additionally, some state and 
local officials who were unable to attend asked the Commissioners to share written comments 
with meeting attendees.  (Appendix 4) 
  
During the course of the Commission’s travels to each location, Commissioners and staff also 
toured energy facilities and infrastructure in the area.  They visited the Lamar Wind Energy 
Project, SunEdison’s solar installation near Alamosa, Public Service Company’s Shoshone 
Hydro-Electric Generating Station, and the Western Area Power Association’s (WAPA) market 
trading operations center in Montrose.  
 
Some common themes emerged from the discussions throughout the state, in some cases 
representing a broad consensus of opinion.  However, each location’s focus was unique, 
incorporating the unique views of the local community and the diversity of thought within each 
community.  The range of topics was broad – from the selection of new electric generation 
resources to siting of new transmission lines to energy efficiency.  It was common to have 
diverse views in each location with virtually all agreeing that solutions are not easy and must be 
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carefully balanced, and recognizing that both short-term and long-term needs and costs must be 
considered by the Commission and other state policy-makers.   
 
This report attempts to capture the breadth of issues raised, the constructive spirit of the 
discussions, and the uniqueness of each area’s concerns.  
 
This report opens with a brief overview of the meeting at each location, followed by a short 
description of the issues that seemed uniquely focused on that locality.  The report then identifies 
the global themes that permeated discussions throughout the localities.  For example, in several 
locations, participants identified as an issue the failure of some cooperative electric associations 
to support generation resources other than coal and gas.  Rather than list this issue multiple 
times, it is addressed as global issue.   
 
It was clear from the entire listening tour that understanding unique local issues as well as the 
global themes is important for developing effective policies that advance the energy agenda 
across the state.     
 
 
Colorado Locations 
Eight town meetings were held during five weeks in August and September. Meetings were held 
in Windsor, Yuma, Springfield, Alamosa, Canon City, Steamboat Springs, Montrose, and Vail, 
as shown in this map.  
 
 

 
 
 

 3 



 
Windsor  
 
Date and Time: Tuesday, August 14, 2007, from 7-9 p.m.     
Location:   Windsor Community Center, 250 11th St., Pine Room 
Attendance:  32 
Special Guests:  Representatives Marostica, Vaad and Solano.   
 
The theme that infused the Windsor meeting was a sense of optimism that, with a commitment 
today to research and develop new technologies, Colorado’s energy economy can move from 
being heavily dependent upon coal as the primary base-load resource to an energy economy 
supported by a broader mix of generation resources. 
 
Like Windsor itself, a mix of traditional homes anchored by a local farming economy combined 
with new “bedroom community” developments, the citizens repeatedly pointed out the economic 
value of using both old and new forms of electric generation.   Many observed the need to 
incorporate new generation supply sources (e.g., wind, solar, biomass, and storage related to 
these) with the traditional coal and gas generation resources.   
 
Perhaps more than any other location, participants in Windsor spoke about the value to the new 
energy economy created by additional research and financial support for new business ventures.  
In particular, the participants encouraged the development of new storage technologies and 
transmission infrastructure that could expand the delivered capacity of wind and solar-powered 
generation.  There was support for re-examining nuclear resources, especially if “standard” 
designs, such as those used by France, were supported.   
 
Participants also pointed out that, while technological innovations can reduce costs, this takes 
time.  Consequently, participants counseled the Commission to continue to support older 
technologies (e.g., coal-fired generation) that are relatively cheaper now, but they also 
encouraged the Commission to support development of new applications (e.g., wind, solar, 
storage) that may be less costly in the long-term.  Participants also expressed concern that 
maintaining relatively lower-cost supplies (including coal) in the short term was important 
strategically because the cost of electricity also impacts small businesses’ bottom line.    
 
 
Yuma 
 
Date and Time:  Tuesday, August 21, 2007, from 7-9 p.m.    
Location:   Yuma Community Center, 421 E. 2nd Ave. 
Attendance:  19 
Special Guests:  Senator Greg Brophy, Representatives Cory Gardner and Jerry 

Sonnenberg, Lincoln County Commissioner Gary Beedy.  (Note: 
Representative Gardner also submitted a letter, included in the Appendix.)  

 
In Yuma, the rural electric cooperative associations were well represented.  The audience 
included directors or board members from Morgan County REA, Y-W Electric, Highline Electric 
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Association and Tri-State Generation & Transmission Association.  As a group, the coop 
representatives spoke about the unique features of a coop’s organizational structure and the value 
of the customers owning the utility.  They emphasized the ability of individuals to directly 
influence the coop’s policies by easily conversing with Board members and running for 
leadership positions on the Board if members believed the coop’s leadership was out of step with 
members’ preferred policies.   
 
During the discussion the rural electric associations were asked what they thought about 
financing efficiency efforts, such as heat pumps, for their customers.  The consensus response 
was that, in a rural community, the local association may be reluctant to compete with the local 
bank in providing low-interest financing to coop members.   
 
There was a lively discussion about the economic feasibility of the various technologies, 
including an expressed concern that sometimes customers think that wind and solar are free.  
One citizen expressed concern that there hasn’t been a way to compare the true costs of various 
technologies.  She said that many times comparisons are made without regard to subsidies 
provided to some industries so that the comparisons aren’t accurate.  She recommended that the 
Commission ensure that all externalities are quantified if any are included in the Commission’s 
decision-making.  In particular, she expressed concern that the increase in jobs in one economic 
sector or geographic location could be used as an economic benefit in one analysis, but that the 
loss of jobs in another economic sector or geographic area may not be included as an economic 
cost.   
 
Some participants raised concern that increased production of corn-based ethanol fuels may help 
the corn-growing segment of their farm-based economy, but may ultimately hurt the ranchers 
and cattle–feeders that use corn as a feedstock.   
 
There was concern expressed about electricity costs for local residents and farmers, and the need 
for discounted interruptible rates for large industrial and agricultural customers.  Various energy 
efficiency programs currently offered by the associations were discussed.  There was a sentiment 
from the utilities that sometimes customers favored energy efficiency programs because they 
receive a discounted rate or a refund (i.e., if they turned off their air conditioner, irrigation 
equipment, etc.).  However, when the time came for the customer to switch off the load, the 
utility receives complaint calls because the time wasn’t convenient for the customer.  There was 
a discussion about how Xcel Energy operates its saver-switch program.   Although there seemed 
to be disagreement about whether energy efficiency programs work, several of the 
representatives of the rural cooperatives said irrigation customers have gotten very efficient over 
the years.  One association said its peak load has not changed at all mainly due to all the efforts 
of irrigators. 
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Springfield 
 
Date and Time:  Tuesday, August 28, 2007, from 7-9 p.m.    
Location:    Community Resource Center, 1260 Main St. 
Attendance:   62 
Special Guests:   Representative McKinley   
 Baca County Commissioners Troy Crane, Peter Dawson, and Glen 

Ausmus, Spring field Mayor Jay Suhler 
 
Without a doubt, the primary issue on the minds of Springfield participants was the development 
of new transmission resources to connect the wind resources (and possibly others) on the 
southeastern plains of Colorado to the electric grid.   
 
The attendance at Springfield, a town of about 1350 residents, was remarkable.  Even more 
remarkable is that the community’s message – from citizens to wind developers to community 
officials – was unanimous.  Springfield believes that development of additional wind resources 
and the transmission to connect those resources to the grid is critical to the economic growth of 
the area.  The meeting was well attended by wind developers (Horizon Wind Energy, Prairie 
Wind Energy and Baca Green Energy) interested in using the considerable wind resources in the 
area. 
 
As a farm-based community struggling with the challenges to agriculture (including recent 
decisions impacting the area’s water resources) Springfield’s message to the Commission is that 
it wants to be part of Colorado’s New Energy Economy.  Community leaders shared statistics on 
the positive economic impacts on neighboring counties of wind resources that are already in 
service, including an increased tax base and new jobs.  Citizens discussed how new wind 
facilities create an additional stable income stream (annual lease payments made by wind 
developers to landowners).  This means that parents can pass along to their children, along with 
the land, a way to enable them to stay in the area.   Meeting participants knew about the 
designation of energy zones and were curious as to how the zones would be prioritized and 
ranked.  A couple of participants also contended that more nuclear and coal generation will also 
be needed to meet Colorado’s increasing need for more electricity.  There was general agreement 
(head nodding) when that comment was made. 
 
 
Alamosa 
 
Date and Time: Wednesday, August 29, 2007, from 7-9 p.m.    
Location:   Alamosa Family Recreation Center, 2222 Old Sanford Rd. 
Attendance:  44 
Special Guests:  Representatives Gallegos and McFadyen, Senator Schwartz, former 

Senator Lewis Entz, and Charlotte Bobicki on behalf of Senator Ken 
Salazaar’s Office 
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The economic impact on Alamosa and the San Luis Valley of new energy technologies was a 
main topic of conversation in Alamosa.  As a key part of that economic discussion, many 
meeting participants offered suggestions for targeted financial incentives to further expand the 
state’s renewable portfolio including: 
 

• additional incentives for the development of solar-electric generation and transmission, if 
necessary, in the San Luis Valley; 

• renewable energy incentives targeted exclusively to benefit individual consumers; 
• grants to farmers to install equipment to reduce agricultural irrigation energy 

consumption;   
• reduced utility rates for low-income consumers, who currently do not have the income to 

pay for the increased costs of renewable generation;  
• special assistance to install renewable energy sources and energy efficiency 

improvements in public schools;  
• promotion of small hydroelectric plants;  and, 
• energy efficiency incentives for small businesses. 

 
The conversation also included discussion about the need for transmission, the need to use 
existing resources more effectively, and the need for job skill training programs for the emerging 
renewable and demand-side management industries.  One attendee identified a shortage of 
trained photovoltaic installers in southern Colorado and urged that training programs be set up at 
state colleges.  Another participant said that Trinidad State College at Alamosa had been 
approached about starting a photovoltaic installation training program.  She also suggested that a 
biomass heating training program be started as well. 
 
Other comments from participants reflected diverse individual concerns.  These included: a 
recommendation to modify the current minimum renewable energy standards of House Bill 
07-1281 to require all future electric generation to be renewable; diverse opinions on the 
desirability of nuclear energy; concerns about the environmental safety of compact florescent 
lamps including a recommendation that the PUC initiate a disposal program to reduce the 
amount of mercury entering the environment; and concerns with the National Forest Service’s 
handling of a small commercial hydro electric operation.   
 
 
Canon City 
 
Date and Time: Thursday, August 30, 2008.  from  7-9 p.m.    
Location:   Garden Park High School, 201 N. 6th Street 
Attendance:  16 
Special Guests:  Rep. McFadyen and Pam DiFatta, representative from Congressman John 

Salazar's office.   
 
In Canon City, citizens shared stories of their successes and failures with alternative energy and 
energy efficiency measures.  One citizen described how his homeowners association had 
replaced all incandescent lamps with compact florescent lamps.  Another citizen identified how 
he had operated two remote communication towers since the 1970s, one with photovoltaic power 
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and the other with photovoltaic power augmented with a wind turbine generator.  He also stated 
that he had very bad experience with broadband service over power lines with utility 
representatives echoing that they had investigated broadband over power lines, but they rejected 
it as ill-suited for rural areas.   
 
Given the coal resources in the Canon City area, it is perhaps not surprising that the negative 
economic impact on Colorado of wholesale replacement of coal generation was a theme 
expressed by many attendees.  Citizens expressed concern about the uncertainty of the rate 
impacts of renewable energy and stated that a carbon tax levied solely on utilities, and not across 
the board, would unfairly impact one segment of the Colorado economy.  Another resident 
suggested that perhaps raising the price of traditional sources of energy to account for carbon 
emissions would hasten the use of renewable energy.  Others questioned the amount of thermal-
electric generation necessary to back up wind generation and expressed concern that eliminating 
thermal-electric generation was not realistic.  One participant recommended that Colorado coal 
should be used to generate electric power until more advanced energy solutions have a chance to 
prove themselves.  Others reminded the Commission that low sulfur Colorado coal has 
tremendous value for existing coal burning power plants in other states.   
 
Attendees openly acknowledged that solutions were neither easy nor costless to consumers and 
the Colorado economy, and acknowledged that solutions are complex and imperfect.  When one 
attendee suggested that the PUC should reject any new coal burning power plants in favor of 
natural gas fired combined-cycle thermal-electric power plants, another resident reminded the 
group about the many water issues associated with the proposed construction of an integrated 
coal-gasification combined-cycle (IGCC) thermal-electric power plant on the Arkansas River.  
Another attendee questioned if coal continues to fuel electric generation for some time, should 
we build new infrastructure for coal or merely run our existing coal mines and coal power plants 
until they outlive their usefulness?   
 
Steamboat Springs 
 
Date and Time: Tuesday, September 11, 2007, from 7-9 p.m.   
Location:   Yampa Valley Electric Association, Community Room, 32 Tenth St. 
Attendance:  24 
Special Guests:  Mrs. Geneva Taylor, on behalf of Senator Jack Taylor.  (Note: Senator 

Taylor also submitted a letter which is included in the Appendix.)  
 
In addition to concerns about rural electric cooperatives’ lack of support for renewable energy 
initiatives (discussed more generally below), citizens attending the Steamboat Springs town 
meeting focused on renewable energy.  Many were concerned that the cost of coal-fired 
generation does not portray the “true costs” to society of electric generation because cost 
calculations traditionally have not included the costs of environmental and health impacts, etc.  
Participants further expressed concern that these traditionally calculated costs that don’t include 
costs of environmental and health impacts are used as a basis for setting rates, effectively 
insulating consumers from the “true costs” of coal-fired power.   
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There was extensive conversation about whether current incentives are enough to bring down the 
cost of developing renewable energy resources (e.g., photovoltaic panels) as well as questions as 
to why the incentives for individual homes have not been promoted, particularly for low income 
consumers.  Participants suggested that the Commission look to the model in Germany, where 
the government has taken a leading role in promoting renewable energy, particularly solar 
technologies.   
 
One participant, in discussing his personal travels from Douglas, Wyoming to Gillette, 
Wyoming, stated that he believes that there is no such thing as “clean coal” and proposed that 
utilities should consider building nuclear plants instead of coal as a base load resource.  While 
believing that more education regarding nuclear waste may be required before building any 
nuclear plant, he stated that a nuclear power plant should be included in the Colorado portfolio. 
 
While many concerns were expressed about coal-based technology, a representative from a local 
mining operation reminded his fellow citizens that coal mining provides substantial economic 
benefits to the area and has provided security and reliable energy source to power the system.  
Instead of rushing to replace coal, he suggested people should consider a balanced approach 
including all feasible energy sources, a mixed portfolio of coal, energy efficiency, and renewable 
energy. 
 
Montrose 
 
Date and Time: Wednesday, September 12, 2007, from 7-9 p.m.    
Location:   Delta Montrose Electric Association, Meeting Room, 11925 6300 Road 
Attendance:  65 

 
The atmosphere at the Montrose meeting can best be described as celebratory as members of the 
local cooperatives shared details of their experience that demonstrates that progress on renewable 
energy resources in Colorado is achievable.  Hosted at the Delta Montrose Electric Association 
(DMEA) building, much of the conversation focused on local initiatives.   
 
Their success stories include:  
 

• an effective cooperative-sponsored compact florescent bulb program;  
• renewable energy applications for their members, 
• exploring potential  geothermal applications for their members, including spearheading 

the Geo-Powering  the West initiative;  
• micro-hydro storage applications; 
• Habitat for Humanity Construction (with DMEA) that  is over  97% energy efficient, 

including construction that includes  energy star appliances and the  first Habitat home 
to use a  geothermal heat pump; 

• working with local officials to change building code standards, as it is significantly more 
cost effective to design buildings for energy efficiency, rather  than retrofitting buildings; 

• USDA is funding various small-scale renewable energy projects including installing 
photovoltaic equipment on barns, small scale generation, and solar heating for car wash. 
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LaPlata Electric Association shared that it started energy efficiency programs in 1973.  It is 
currently interested in net metering programs and solar rebates that are more equitable to the 
customer.  It also explained that while its members’ focus on renewable energy sources has 
increased, a recent member survey identifies that customers’ desires (in order) are: 1) reliability, 
2) rates, 3) quality of service – with renewable energy a bit further down the list.  In contrast, 
Delta-Montrose Electric Association indicated that their customer opinion survey has changed 
over the years with environmental concerns moving from 3rd place to 2nd, with reliability staying 
at 1st. 
  
Many participants in the Montrose discussion expressed concerns that renewable energy credits 
and power purchase programs need to be better balanced (more fair) between the utility and 
customer.  There was significant feedback from the attendees voicing displeasure with renewable 
energy purchase agreements and net metering plans with Tri-State and Xcel Energy.   They 
expressed concern that incentives for installing such facilities without more accurate purchase 
pricing results in renewable energy systems being too costly for customers to install. 
 
Many, if not most, of the attendees believed that a portfolio of 25% renewable energy sources by 
2025 was too little renewable penetration into the overall resource portfolio.  They also stated 
that energy policy should start at the state level, but be enacted and enforced at local level.  They 
encouraged the PUC to do its part in moving renewable energy initiatives forward.  In response 
to citizen questions, Chairman Binz explained the PUC’s role in approving resource plans that 
meet the criteria established by laws enacted by the legislature (e.g., electric resource plan and 
renewable portfolio standards) and the multiple methods available to the public to apprise the 
Commission of issues, concerns, and suggested solutions.  These methods include local hearings, 
the PUC’s website and web casts, and the PUC’s consumer assistance organization.  
 
Concerned citizens also sought answers from the Commission on how emissions issues will 
ultimately be addressed.  Chairman Binz acknowledged that is an unknown depending upon 
future national and state legislative policies, but also opined that the economics of supply and 
demand will likely drive part of the answer.  He indicated that he expected that: costs of fossil 
fuel generation will rise and somehow go back to the public; all technologies will become more 
competitive as all costs are included in the price of electricity; wind won’t replace coal; and that 
different solutions, like plug-in hybrids, could and should play an important role in the nation’s 
energy picture going forward.   
 
In response to comments by the Chairman and others, the environmental manager for a local coal 
mine reminded the audience that coal still plays a prominent part in the nation’s and in 
Colorado’s energy portfolio.  He also reminded the audience that the coal industry provides 
many jobs to Coloradoans (see 2006 report) and provides a significant part of Colorado’s energy.  
He also stated that China’s coal use for electricity generation is growing at a tremendous rate, 
and without a global response to emissions, the problem won’t be solved.  He also stated that 
energy costs are rising due to global demand for coal, steel, concrete, and other materials used in 
the industry. 
 
In response to a question as to why the PUC protects utilities and prevents customer choice, the 
Chairman explained that electric monopolies are the law of land in Colorado, which only 
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legislation can change.  In addition, he shared that a competitive framework does not guarantee 
success, as witnessed by events in California, Ohio, Illinois, and Maryland, where customer 
choice of electric providers was allowed.  He opined that it is likely still cheaper to have a 
regulated monopoly with carve outs for renewable energy sources, than to move to a competitive 
framework. 
 
 
 Vail 
 
Date and Time: Thursday, September 13, 2007, from 7-9 p.m.    
Location:   Donovan Pavilion, 1600 S. Frontage Rd. 
Attendance:  7 
Special Guests:  Rep. Gibbs  

 
The theme in Vail was that the current focus on renewable energy is not enough, but rather that 
additional initiatives should be undertaken to increase renewable energy development and to 
increase energy efficiencies.    
 
The message from some citizens attending the Vail meeting was that energy as a whole is too 
cheap.  They believe that consumers are willing to pay more for energy.  They suggested that the 
standard rate structures do not reflect the total cost of energy (that is, don’t include 
environmental and health impacts), and therefore policies should be established to charge for 
extra energy consumptions and use the additional revenues to develop renewable energy.  They 
expressed concerns that many cross subsidies exist for customers with high usage.  Instead, they 
recommended rate structures that require high use customers to pay much more.  They did, 
however, state that if the exporting of energy to other states will cause rates to rise for Colorado 
consumers, we should not export.    
 
Other citizens suggested that while there are many opportunities to develop renewable energy, 
our first priority should be energy efficiency as it may be our best chance to meet energy 
requirements.  They also suggested the Commission should facilitate power line development, 
but should also encourage distributed generation to minimize long transmission lines.   
 
 
Side Trips 
 

 
• ARPA Wind Farm 

 
The Commission’s first side trip was to The Lamar Wind Energy Project.  It is located southeast 
of Lamar, Colorado and is comprised of four 1.5 megawatt wind turbines.  The turbines are 
owned by the Lamar Utilities Board and the Arkansas River Power Authority.  The Project 
supplies wind-generated power to the City of Lamar and other communities in the Arkansas 
Valley.   The turbines are 260 feet tall (almost the length of a football field) and have three 
blades, each 111 feet long.  The Commissioners viewed the inner workings of the machines and 
were able to view the on-line equipment that monitors and controls the system.  
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• SunEdison’s Solar Installation 

 
The Commissioners also opted to visit SunEdison’s solar facility currently under construction 
(and now partially operational) north of Alamosa.  The installation is adjacent to Public Service 
Company’s transmission line, which carries the power throughout the San Luis Valley.  The 
Commissioners viewed construction of both tracking photovoltaic panel technology and 
concentrated tracking photovoltaic technology. The facility, when fully operational, will provide 
8 megawatts of capacity to the Valley. The solar operation was in varying stages of completion 
throughout the site, allowing the Commissioners to see multiple phases of construction. 
Discussions with solar experts managing the construction revealed that one of their key goals is 
to identify construction, engineering and operational innovations and efficiencies at this site that 
can be used to increase the economic viability of future solar installations.     
 

• WAPA 
 
On September 13, 2007, the Commissioners visited the Western Area Power Administration 
(WAPA) power trading operations in Montrose.   The Montrose center is the Administration’s 
energy management and marketing offices for its Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP).  The 
Montrose operation also schedules and delivers firm electric service from several WAPA 
projects located in Wyoming, Utah, Arizona and New Mexico in addition to scheduling and 
delivering energy and capacity for the Colorado River Storage Project.  Ms. Kathy Crane of 
WAPA provided an overview of core business activities for the Montrose operation, including 
determining daily load and resources balances (supply and demand) and supporting control area 
management functions.   In Colorado, the WAPA projects primarily provide power to rural 
cooperatives, municipal utilities, and some federal government facilities located in Colorado 
(e.g., the Air Force Academy).   
 

• Shoshone Plant  
 
The Commissioners also visited Public Service Company of Colorado’s (PSCo’s) Shoshone’s 
hydro power plant site on September 13.  The 16 megawatt facility, built in 1908, is located 
along I-70 near Glenwood Springs.  Two penstocks convey water to a turbine to generate 
electricity.  On June 20, 2007, one of the two penstocks ruptured and washed sand, soil and rock 
into the powerhouse and over the Shoshone Dam and Hanging Lake rest area. PSCo plant 
personnel gave a tour of damage around the powerhouse and discussed their plans to repair the 
powerhouse, replace electrical and control equipment, and fix the penstocks.  PSCo’s goal is to 
have Shoshone back online in 2008.   

 
Common Themes and Issues 
 
Utility Rates 
 
The rate impact for Colorado consumers was discussed at virtually every location, but there 
seemed to be no consensus on whether consumers are willing to pay more to reduce carbon 
emissions and increase reliance on renewable energy. While citizens at some locations suggested 
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that rate increases may be acceptable, others urged caution, particularly when affecting rates of 
low-income consumers.  Other citizens urged that the Commission move deliberately, but 
cautiously, to shift the percentage of renewable energy sources in the portfolio.  They urged 
caution because they were concerned that significantly higher rates for renewable alternatives 
may cause a negative backlash toward the renewable efforts. 
 
There was more agreement generally that the existing rates for electricity generated from fossil 
may not currently reflect the total societal costs.  The consensus seemed to be that the 
environmental and health costs have not traditionally been included when establishing rates, but 
perhaps they should in the future. Parallel concerns were raised about some renewable energy 
technologies: that sometimes customers think that wind and solar are free; that the costs for such 
technologies must consider their “availability” at critical periods and should consider the cost of 
ratepayer funded subsidies.  If cost calculations are expanded to include other societal costs, 
citizens unanimously wanted any increased revenues targeted toward renewable and energy 
efficiency measures, not as more profit to the utilities.  Additionally, many expressed concern 
that such an evaluation was difficult, and that care should be taken to ensure that the process 
includes all cost impacts, not a selective few.   
 
Throughout the tour, there was general agreement that rate structures should be reviewed to 
ensure that we are not encouraging unwise use of energy.  However, there was also considerable 
concern that, absent special programs, low-income customers would be hardest hit by both 
increased rates and revised rate structures.  Additionally, there was concern that low-income 
customers were least likely to receive the benefits of energy efficiency programs because they 
could not afford the “upfront” costs of equipment and measures that would result in improved 
efficiencies. 
 
Throughout the locations, there were many suggestions that additional incentives are necessary 
to focus development and innovation in a number of areas – transmission construction, solar 
installations (both large-scale and customer-owned), wind development, energy efficiency 
measures, cleaner coal technologies, methane farms, development of storage technologies, 
development of large-scale geothermal and increased deployment of geothermal heat pumps, 
applications to shave peak usage and to store energy for peak periods, research, etc.  However, 
there was less discussion about how these initiatives should be funded.  Perhaps not surprisingly, 
individual locations focused on incentives to be applied to the resources of their localities, with 
the goal of enhancing the economic development in their locality. 
 
 
Customer Satisfaction 
 
Throughout the tour, in general, the number one area of dissatisfaction for citizens seemed to be 
the slow pace at which the utilities were exploring and making available energy efficiency 
programs and renewable sources of energy.   This concern was especially pronounced in the 
areas served by cooperative electric associations, although there were exceptions like DMEA.  
 
In response to these concerns, cooperative managers and representatives urged the Commission 
to view cooperatives individually.  While they acknowledged that some cooperatives and the 
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Colorado Rural Electric Association (CREA) historically have opposed some renewable 
initiatives, they noted that not all cooperative electric associations agreed with CREA positions, 
and argued that in fact some cooperatives are ahead of investor-owned utilities in deployment of 
renewable and energy efficiency initiatives.  At a number of locations, the local association 
explained how they are aggressively pursuing renewable energy, energy efficiency, peak power 
reduction, and cost containment.   
 
They also often suggested that members of cooperatives who are dissatisfied with the focus of 
their local cooperative should run for election and change the direction provided to their local 
managers because the “customers are the company” under a cooperative structure.  At least one 
cooperative representative expressed his belief that it will need “grass-root” support to change 
coop view regarding the energy efficiency, not the lone voice of a few members.   
 
   
Colorado’s Energy Portfolio:  Traditional Sources of Electric Generation, Renewable Energy, 
Demand-Side Management, and Energy Efficiency 
 
It’s easy to draw the conclusion from the town meetings that consumers generally support a shift 
in the Colorado energy portfolio mix towards greater renewable energy and away from the 
current percentage of fossil-fuel based resources.  Many participants supported increased energy 
efficiency efforts as well.   
 
However, across the board, members of the public recognized the challenges inherent in such a 
goal.  Citizens know that the wind doesn’t blow all the time and the sun doesn’t shine all the 
time.  They also know that, in many cases, increasing renewable energy in the mix may cost 
more, at least compared to what utility rates have been.  Consequently, they concluded that a 
two-tier approach was necessary.  First, we need to continue to research and develop alternative 
energy technologies, including storage technologies, and second, we need to recognize that coal 
and gas fired generation will remain an important part of the Colorado equation.   
 
Many participants indicated that they are not opposed to re-looking at nuclear generation in 
Colorado, but recommended that standardized designs like those operational in France should be 
considered.  Many participants were okay with new construction of traditional coal plants, albeit 
their preference was for efficient coal plants with reduced emissions.  Several in the audience 
said the Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle technology was too experimental and hadn’t yet 
been proven enough for them to support that technology.  While some indicted a preference to 
gas-fired generation over coal-fired generation because the emissions were better, the price and 
longer-term limits of gas supplies were a concern.  While Liquefied Natural Gas was discussed 
as a possible solution long-term supply solutions, no specific conversation about applications 
directly applicable to Colorado were identified.   
 
In several locations, the audience was asked what the PUC Commissioners should consider in 
their decisions about utility resources acquisition plans.  The audiences certainly felt the cost of 
the resource should weigh heavily in the decision because that would affect other economic 
development efforts of the state and drive the cost for customers.  On the other hand, other 
considerations such as the legislative mandated portfolio standards, green-house gas emissions, 
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and societal costs of environmental and health impacts were also frequently identified as items 
that the Commission should consider.  Additionally, many meeting participants supported a 
broad portfolio of resource options, believing that the ability to substitute lower cost alternatives 
based on dynamic market prices for the various fuels would better position Colorado consumers 
for lower costs in the long term.   
 
There was a concern raised by some that energy efficiencies should be market driven and not 
mandated.  Some participants identified the need for additional educational programs; they 
viewed consumer awareness of simple things (such as the bulbs distributed free at the meeting) 
as key to demand reductions.  Additionally, there was strong support for modifying building 
codes as an effective means to minimize energy demand, as it generally costs less to design 
efficiencies into buildings rather than retrofit buildings to meet new standards. 
 
 
Transmission 
 
Transmission was identified as a primary barrier to developing additional renewable energy 
sources, as well as an issue with the export of both traditional and green power outside the state.  
The matter of who ultimately benefits from increased transmission investment compared to who 
initially pays for it is a tough issue to solve.  Many, but not all, participants indicated that they 
would favor siting new transmission lines in their localities. 
 
Attendees expressed diverse opinions on transmission issues and about exporting power to other 
states.  An often-expressed sentiment was that Colorado should seek to meet its own needs and 
not export power unless the state benefited significantly.  At least one attendee stated that electric 
power transmission should be governed strictly by economics, not by incentives.  In contrast, 
another attendee suggested that Colorado should build far more transmission and electric power 
capacity than we now think we will need.  If we grow faster than predicted, we can use all the 
extra energy, and if we don't, we can sell all the extra energy we produce.   
 
 
Rural Electric Association Issues 
 
As noted earlier, the leading area of dissatisfaction for participants is the perceived slow pace at 
which some rural electric cooperatives are exploring renewable energy and making energy 
efficiency programs available to members.   
 
When members expressed frustration with the direction taken by local rural electric associations 
and Tri-State, representatives from those utilities generally responded to the comments.  The 
response usually included that the cost of building new infrastructure was a critical part of the 
utilities’ decision-making; they often identified recent utility activities supportive of renewable 
efforts, including discussion of the proposed High Plains Express transmission line and/or the 
local cooperative’s efforts to replace incandescent light bulbs with compact florescent bulbs.  
 
Specific policies enforced by Tri-State and some coops were criticized in the meetings, including 
the net metering policies, utility buy-back provisions, ownership of the renewable energy credit, 
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and contract terms and conditions that cap the amount of renewable energy that can be sold.  
Participants raised questions about whether these actions triggered self-fulfilling prophecies -- 
effectively leading to market dominance of coal generation to the detriment of other alternatives.  
More than one cooperative, for example, expressed concern that it cannot sell more renewable-
based energy and energy credits to other utilities due to terms of existing agreements and 
standard contract language with Tri-State. 
  
Coop members at multiple locations inquired about the PUC’s jurisdiction over Tri-State and the 
relationship between Tri-State and its member associations.  Chairman Binz explained that by 
law the PUC’s jurisdiction over Tri-State is limited to facility extensions and that it would 
require a legislative change to place Tri-State or any coop under PUC jurisdiction.   
 
 
Appendixes 

• Typical Presentation Made  by PUC (Appendix 1) and OCC (Appendix 2) 
• Sample News Release, including Commission-Issued Questions 
  (Appendix 3) 
• Letters from Legislators (Appendix 4) 
• Written Public Comments (Appendix 5) 
• Materials Provided to Commission at Lamar Wind Farm (Appendix 6) 
• Materials Provided to Commission at WAPA (Appendix 7) 
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Typical PUC Staff Presentation 
on the Town Meetings ‘Listening Tour’ 

 
 



An Energy Town Meeting in 
Springfield, Colorado

Part of the ‘Listening Tour’ of the 
Colorado Public Utilities Commission
And the Office of Consumer Counsel

August 28, 2007



Caveats

• We are three independent, equal commissioners

• We are confused by many things and have not made 
up our minds about much at all

• We don’t even agree with some of the things we say

• Good advice: don’t believe everything you think



The Colorado PUC

• Independent agency, created in the constitution
• Three Commissioners, appointed by the Governor
• Four year terms
• Partly judicial, partly legislative
• Ninety-member staff is an agency within the 

Department of Regulatory Agencies

The Public Utilities Commission's mission is to achieve a flexible regulatory 
environment that provides safe, reliable and quality services to utility 
customers on just and reasonable terms, while managing the transition to 
effective competition where appropriate.



Predecessor Agency: 
The Railroad Commissioner



Colorado Commissioners

Polly Page Ron Binz Carl Miller



What do we regulate?

• Some electric utilities
• Most natural gas utilities
• Intrastate natural gas pipelines
• Water utilities
• Some telecommunications carriers & services
• Passenger transportation
• Railroad crossings
• Pipeline safety
• Colorado Relay service for the hearing impaired



Organization of the PUC





Our Energy Challenges
• Working with Governor Ritter and the Legislature to 

develop an integrated state energy policy
• Meeting Colorado’s projected energy demand
• Shaping consumers’ energy demand

– Energy efficiency
– Pricing

• Developing Colorado’s renewable resources
– Renewable portfolio standard
– Transmission planning

• Integrating environmental concerns
• Enabling economic development
• Keeping prices reasonable and equitable



Types of Colorado Utilities

Colorado Energy Sales
by Type of Utility

Cooperative
28%

Investor-Owned
55%

Public
17%



Colorado Electric Generation
Fuels and Sources

    Coal

    Hydro

    Natural Gas

    Renewables

Colorado Electric Generation
by Fuel Type -- 2005



Price of Residential Electricity 
in US by State -- 2003



Projected Colorado Electric Energy Growth 
2007-2025



An Emerging State Energy Policy





HB 1281 – Colorado’s New 
Renewable Energy Standard

• IOUs -- 20% renewables by 2020
• REAs, Munis -- 10% renewables by 2020
• For IOUs, 4% of renewables must be solar, 

half on-site
• 1.25x for in-state resources
• 3.0x for REAs use of solar
• Maximum rate impact 2% for IOUs, 1% for 

Munis and REAs



Renewable Resources 
Required by HB 1281
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Colorado’s Renewable Resources



NREL Wind Resource Map



NREL “Insolation” Map

San Luis Valley



Getting Renewable Resources 
to Market
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High Plains 
Express
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Gladstone 
(NM)

Rolling Hills 
(KS)

Boone

Big Sandy Burlington

Boone

Gladstone 
(NM)

Springfield Area Transmission Projects



New Alamosa Photovoltaic 
Generation Facility

• Alamosa Solar Generating Station
– 8MW combined concentrating PV and flat plate

(nominal 16,800 MWh/yr)
– Developer: SunEdison
– Online: December 2007
– Committed Solar Energy: 16,836 MWh, decreasing 

0.55%/yr
– Price: $224/MWh flat for 20 years



PUC Proceedings of Note

• Implementation of HB 1281 (20% by 2020)
• Decision to exercise  jurisdiction over TriState’s Eastern 

Plains Transmission Project
• PUC Emergency Amendments to Resource Planning Rules
• Xcel Energy’s 2007 LCP Filing (October 31, 2007)
• Xcel’s Proposal to build an IGCC plant
• Ruling in transmission siting disputes
• Rate cases
• Reliability and quality of  service issues
• Everything else...



Fall Energy Conference

• Tuesday, Oct. 30 
Marriott City Center
Denver

• Sponsored by the PUC, 
Governor’s Energy 
Office, OCC and Energy 
Outreach Colorado

Register now at:
www.dora.state.co.us/puc



PUC/OCC Energy Town Meetings
The PUC and OCC will travel around the state this summer on a

“listening tour” to hear from Coloradans about important energy issues. 

Please join us at one of the following meetings:

Aug. 14 – Windsor Aug. 30 – Canon City
Aug. 21 – Yuma Sept. 11 – Steamboat Springs
Aug. 28 – Springfield Sept. 12 – Montrose
Aug. 29 – Alamosa Sept. 13 -- Vail

For more information, visit at the PUC home page at:
www.dora.state.co.us/puc



Some discussion ideas...

• Are you satisfied with service from your local utilities? 

• How do you feel about the prices for electricity and natural 
gas that you pay as a consumer: “too high”, “about right”, 
“OK to go higher if there’s a good reason”?

• Are you willing to pay more in rates so that your utility can 
buy more renewable energy like wind and solar power?

• Are you willing to pay more in rates to reduce carbon 
dioxide and other emissions from fossil fuel plants?



Some discussion ideas...
• What do you think about the topics of climate change and 

global warming?  How should the PUC respond to these 
issues?

• Colorado is an important coal-producing state and a major 
gas producing state, but also an important wind and solar 
resource state.  How should the Commission use these 
facts when making its decisions about future power plant 
construction?

• Some say that Colorado must build new transmission lines 
to serve our state and to export renewable energy to other 
states.  Do you agree?  How should we decide where to 
place new transmission facilities?



Some discussion ideas...

• What are you doing personally to use energy more efficiently?

• What role should the PUC have in encouraging energy 
efficiency?

• What role is there for your local utility in energy efficiency?

• Would you support the construction of a new nuclear power 
plant in Colorado?

• What are your predictions about residential and commercial 
energy use twenty years from now?



Thanks for those 
compact fluorescent

light bulbs...



Thanks for your hospitality, 
Springfield

We look forward to the 
conversation...



Production Credits

• Jeff Hein
• Steve Brown
• Larry Shiao
• Inez Dominguez
• Ron Davis

• Rich Mignogna
• Frank Shafer
• Becky Quintana
• Billy Kwan
• Bob Bergman

Thanks to…
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Typical Office of Consumer Counsel Presentation 
on the Town Meetings ‘Listening Tour’ 

 
 



PUC/OCC Town Meetings

Jim Greenwood
Director, Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC)

1560 Broadway, Suite 200
Denver, Colorado 80202

303.894.2121
www.dora.state.co.us/OCC/



PUC/OCC Town Meetings

• OCC Established in 1984 
• CCR 40-6.5-102



PUC/OCC Town Meetings

• Mission Statement –
• The OCC's mission is to represent the 

interests of residential, small business and 
agricultural energy and telecommunication 
consumers by promoting affordable, 
reasonably priced, high quality, reliable 
service.



PUC/OCC Town Meetings

• OCC Staff -
– PB Schechter
– Cory Skluzak
– Dennis Senger
– Rob Trokey
– Tim Villarosa
– Chere Mitchell
– AG’s Office – Three Attorneys and one paralegal

• Budget – Approx. $1.3 million
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Typical News Release for the  
Town Meetings ‘Listening Tour’ 

 
'PUC TO TRADE LIGHT BULBS  

FOR BRIGHT IDEAS' 
 

 



 
News Releases  

  
 

PUC TO TRADE LIGHT BULBS FOR BRIGHT IDEAS 

DENVER -- Members of the public who attend a town meeting on energy issues in Windsor will 
be able to trade their bright ideas for energy-efficient light bulbs. 

The Colorado Public Utilities Commission (PUC) and the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel 
(OCC) of the Colorado Department of Regulatory Agencies are hosting the meeting, which begins 
at 7 p.m. on Tuesday, Aug. 14, at the Windsor Community Center, 250 11th St. 

The first 50 people who show up at the town meeting will receive a free compact fluorescent light 
bulb. The PUC and OCC have teamed up with Lowe’s hardware stores and the Governor’s 
Energy Office to sponsor the light bulb giveaway. 

Along with the rest of the nation and the world, Colorado is facing unprecedented change in terms 
of selection of electric generation resources, transmission, and clean energy goals. Utilities are 
making planning choices now that will have economic and environmental implications for decades 
to come. 
The PUC and OCC want to hear from consumers about these and other important energy issues. 
The agencies also are interested in hearing consumers’ thoughts about the impact that PUC 
decisions on these issues might have on consumers’ electric and natural gas bills. 

PUC Chairman Ron Binz, Commissioner Polly Page, Commissioner Carl Miller, OCC Director Jim 
Greenwood and PUC Director Doug Dean will attend the meetings, along with other PUC and 
OCC staff members. Local governmental, legislative and economic development leaders have 
been invited to participate. 

            “With its new Vestas windmill blade factory, and its proximity to windy areas and to electric 
transmission corridors, Windsor is on the front lines of the debate about our future energy 
resources,” Binz said. “If ever there was a time for public input into our energy future, this is it. We 
look forward to hearing from the citizens of Windsor.” 

The meeting in Windsor is the first of eight town meetings that will be held around the state in 
August and September. The rest of the schedule is as follows: Yuma (Aug. 21), Springfield, 
(Aug. 28), Alamosa (Aug. 29), Canon City (Aug. 30), Steamboat Springs (Sept. 11), Montrose 
(Sept. 12) and Vail (Sept. 13). 

            A list of questions that the PUC is interested in soliciting consumer opinions about is 
attached. 

### 

August 3, 2007 For Immediate Release 

1560 Broadway, Suite 250, Denver, CO 80202 
(303) 894-2000 - General Issues Phone 

(800) 888-0170 - General Issues Toll Free 
(303) 894-2070 - Consumer Issues Phone 

(800) 456-0858 - Consumer Issues Toll Free 
Complaints E-Mail 

(303) 894-2065 - General Fax 
(303) 894-2071 - Transportation Fax 

E-Mail 

Page 1 of 1Colorado Public Utilities Commission News Release

12/19/2007http://www.dora.state.co.us/puc/publications/NewsReleases/2007-08-03NR_WindsorTM-fluorescents.htm



The Colorado Public Utilities Commission is traveling around the state on a “listening tour.” 

We’re very interested in your opinion about some important energy issues.  Please join us at a 
town meeting and tell us what you think.  Here are suggestions for issues to tell us about… 

How do you feel about the prices for electricity and natural gas that you pay as a consumer: “too high,” 
“about right,” “OK to go higher if there’s a good reason”? 

Are you satisfied with service from your local energy utilities? 

Are you willing to pay more in rates so that your utility can shift toward more renewable energy like wind 
and solar power?  Are you willing to pay more in rates to reduce carbon dioxide and other emissions from 
fossil fuel plants? 

What do you think about the topics of climate change and global warming?  How should the PUC respond 
to these issues?   

Experts say that Colorado must build new transmission lines to serve our state and to export renewable 
energy to other states.  Do you agree?  How should we decide where to place new transmission facilities? 

Colorado is an important coal-producing state and a major gas producing state, but also an important wind 
and solar resource state.  How should the Commission use these facts when making its decisions about 
future power plant construction? 

Do you think Colorado should become an exporter of renewable energy to other states in the West?  What if 
that means building more transmission lines? 

What are you doing personally to use energy more efficiently? 

What role should the PUC have in encouraging energy efficiency?  What role is there for your local utility? 

Would you support the construction of a new nuclear power plant in Colorado? 

How should the Commission consider external factors (such as state economic development, jobs, 
environmental concerns, needs of low-income persons) when setting utility rates and deciding the location 
of generation and transmission facilities?  How should the Commission quantify these external factors? 

What are your predictions about residential and commercial energy use twenty years from now? 

Next Town Meeting:  Windsor, Colorado 
   Windsor Community Center, 250 11th St. 
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Letters of Legislators regarding the  

Town Meetings ‘Listening Tour’ 
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Written Comments from Associations, Cities, 
Companies, and Individuals on the  

Town Meetings ‘Listening Tour’ 
 

 

























































 
 
 

Colorado's New Energy Economy Town Meetings 
Appendix 6 

 
 
 
 
 

Town Meetings ‘Listening Tour’ 
regarding the Lamar Wind Energy Project  
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Town Meetings ‘Listening Tour’ 
Western Area Power Administration Presentation  

 
 

 




















