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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



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.
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Windsor

Date and Time: Tuesday, August 14, 2007, from 7-9 p.m.

Location: Windsor Community Center, 250 11" 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. 2" 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



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.



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



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:

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

e renewable energy incentives targeted exclusively to benefit individual consumers;

e grants to farmers to install equipment to reduce agricultural irrigation energy
consumption;

e reduced utility rates for low-income consumers, who currently do not have the income to
pay for the increased costs of renewable generation;

e special assistance to install renewable energy sources and energy efficiency
improvements in public schools;

e promotion of small hydroelectric plants; and,

e 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. 6" 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



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.



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:

e an effective cooperative-sponsored compact florescent bulb program;

e renewable energy applications for their members,

e exploring potential geothermal applications for their members, including spearheading
the Geo-Powering the West initiative;

e micro-hydro storage applications;

e 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;

e 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;

e USDA is funding various small-scale renewable energy projects including installing
photovoltaic equipment on barns, small scale generation, and solar heating for car wash.



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 3" place to 2", 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.

Valil

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

e 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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e 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.

o 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).

e 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 1-70 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
e Typical Presentation Made by PUC (Appendix 1) and OCC (Appendix 2)
e Sample News Release, including Commission-Issued Questions
(Appendix 3)
e Letters from Legislators (Appendix 4)
o Written Public Comments (Appendix 5)
e Materials Provided to Commission at Lamar Wind Farm (Appendix 6)
e 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

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.

 Independent agency, created in the constitution

Three Commissioners, appointed by the Governor
Four year terms

Partly judicial, partly legislative

Ninety-member staff i1s an agency within the
Department of Regulatory Agencies




Predecessor Agency:
The Railroad Commissioner
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W.B. FELKER WILLIAM A. HAMILL
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DENVER Off Abrogated By Legislature In 1893
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Colorado Commissioners

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

Rallroad crossings

Pipeline safety

Colorado Relay service for the hearing impaired




Organization of the PUC




DEPARTMENT OF REGULATORY AGENCIES

Public Utilities Commission

Commissioners
Ron Binz - Chair
Polly Page
Carl Miller

D. Rico Munn
Executive Diredor
DORA

Chief of Staff
arbara Fernandaz

—

Consumer Assist.
Doug Flatt, Sup.
David Martinez
Gladys Rey
April Waoods

el

Fixed Utiliies
Gen Sa nbs-ﬁad\,

Executive Assiskint
Donna Acierno

Chief

—]

Engineering

Public Info &

Termy Bote, Sup.
Deborah Colletta
Lioyd Peterson

Education

Policy Advi

sors &

Case Mana ant
Becky Quintana, Sup

— e

Business Analyst/
—Advisor
Sandi Kahl, Sup

'_J

Internal Suppart
Elizabeth Hayes, Sup.
Sandy Poter
Jemima Obeng
Marisela Chavez
Suzette Scott
Deborah Fajen

Eolicy Advisors
John Reasoner
Bob Bergman
Frank Shafer
Bill Stesls
Jeff Hein
Mike Hydock

Gary Klug, Sup.
Inez Dominguez
Billy Kwan
Sharon Podein
Larry Shiao
Steve Brown
Gene Camp
Rich Mignogna
Bill Dalton

Financial A.na'!sis
ohn Trogonoski, Sup.
Harry Di Domenico
Jerry Enright
Karl Kunzie
Julle Haugen
Bridget McGee-Stiles
Pat Parker
Bob Skinner
Vacant

Fam Fischhaber,

Railrcad

Chief

Ray Jantzen

Enginser

Gas Pieg_ine Safgz
teve Polt, Ch

I

Rates & Authorities
Dino loannides, Sup
Gary Gramlick
Larry Herold
Tohy Munoz

Water, Securilies

Admin. Hearings-Chiefs
Dale lsley

Ken Kirkpatrick

I

l

ALl's
Mana Jenhnings-Fader
Bill Fritzel
Harris Adams

Court Reporters
Kristy Tumer
Jim Midyett
Harriet Weisenthal

Analysis
Randy Garroutte

Enginaers
al umann

Joe Molloy

Admin, Senvices
Ron Jack, Chief

Wholesale Telacom
Analvsis
Lynn Notarianni, Sup
Roxi Nielsen
Susan Travis
Ellis Friadman
John Epley

T g r—

Economists
Meil Langland, Sup
Bill Harris
Ron Davis
Scott England

Safeaty &
Enforcement
Laws, Sup.
Ted Barrett
Johnh Opeka
Manita Pacheco
Joe Keley
M.C. Wilkams

Records
Management
Cheryl Fisher, Sup.
Trudy Reinmuth
Nosl Giesige
Arlene Apodaca

Della Menchaca

Customer Care
Jonell Poley, Sup.
Bonnis Ford
Darlene Del Vdle
Ranette Rodriguez

Karin Gleichauf

Program Administration
& Accounting
Joe Benedetto
Christine Lowe

The mission of the PUC is to achieve a flexible regulatory environment that
provides safe, reliable and quality services to uti lity customers on just and
reasonable terms, while managing the tran sition to effective competition
where appropriate




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

Public
17%
Investor-Owned
55%

Cooperative
28%




Colorado Electric Generation
Fuels and Sources

Colorado Electric Generation
by Fuel Type -- 2005




Price of Residential Electricity
In US by State -- 2003

MA 11.68

Rl 11.62
cr 1.3

NJ 10.69
DE 859

MD 773
DC 7.66

o
iz

”
9.5
g

Hasidantial Average Pricea
(Cents per kWh)

5.00 to 6.89
6.90 to 7.65
7.66 to 8.29
8.30 to 10.19
10.20 to 16.73

Source: Energy Information Administration, Form EIA-B61, “Annual Elactric Power Industry Report.”




Projected Colorado Electric Energy Growth
2007-2025
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An Emerging State Energy Policy




NOTE: This bill has been prepared for the signature of the appropriate legislative
officers and the Governor. To determine whether the Governor has signed the bill
or taken other action on it, please consult the legislative status sheet, the legislative
history, or the Session Laws,

HOUSE BILL 07-128]

BY REPRESENTATIVE(S) Pommer and Witwer, Benefield. Borodkin,
Buescher, Butcher, Casso, Cerbo, Fischer, Frangas, Gagliardi, Garcia,
Gibbs, Green, Hicks, Jahn, Kefalas, Kerr A., Kerr 1. Labuda, Levy,

Looper, Madden, Marostica, Marshall, Massey, McFadyen, McGihon,
McKinley, Merrifield, Peniston, Primavera, Rice. Riesberg, Roberts,
Solano, Summers, Todd, Vaad, Carroll M., Carroll T., Hodge, RomanofT,
Sonnenberg, Soper, Weissmann, Gallegos, Liston, Stafford, and White:
also SENATOR(S) Schwartz, Bacon, Boyd, Fitz-Gerald, Gordon, GrofT,
Tohnson, Keller, Kester, Morse, Romer, Shaffer, Tapia, Tochtrop, Tupa,
Veiga, Williams, and Windels.

CONCERNING INCREASED RENEWABLE ENERGY STANDARDS.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado:

SECTION 1. 40-2-124, Colorado Revised Statutes, 1s amended to
read:

40-2-124. Renewable energy standard. (1) Each provider ofretail
electric service in the state of Colorado, tertsetves—over OTHER THAN
MUNICIPALLY OWNED UTILITIES THAT SERVE forty thousand customers oR
LESS, shall be considered a qualifying retail utility. Each qualifying retail
utility, with the exception of cooperative electric associations that have

Capital letters indicate new material added to existing statules; dashes through words indicate
deletions from existing statutes and such material not part of act,




HB 1281 — Colorado’s New
Renewable Energy Standard
|OUs -- 20% renewables by 2020

REAS, Munis -- 10% renewables by 2020
—or 10OUs, 4% of renewables must be solar,

nalf 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

E New Renewable Resources

O Existing Renewable Resources
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Colorado’s Renewable Resources




NREL Wind Resource Map

U.S. Department of Energy
Mational Renewable Energy Laboratory

\g/orado

2 Governor's Office of Energy
" Management and Conservation

50 m Wind Power

Colorado

Transmission Line*
Voltage (kV)
115- 161
— 230
— — 345
* Source: POWERmap 2003

Platts, a Division of the
MoGraw-Hill Compandes

The annual wind power estimates
for this map were produced by
TrueWind Solutions using their
Mesomap system and historical
weather data. It has been validated
with available surface data by NREL
and wind energy metecrological

consultants.

Wind Power Classification

Resource Wind Power
Wim?

Poor 0- 200
Marginal

Fair

Good

Excellent

Qutstanding 600 - 800
Superb > 800

Wind Speed® Wind Speed®
Paotantial Densityat 50 m at50m at50m
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>03

#Wind speeds are based on a Weibull k of 2.0 at 1500 m elevation.

0-132
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.7-18.8
-20.8
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NREL “Insolation” Map

Carson City
[Gfmento | *

Santa Fe
L]

H .AJ buguerque

Pacific Ocean

Direct Normal Solar Radiation
kWh/m?/day

I 3.00- 325

I 7.75- 8.00
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7.00-7.25 R o lifarnte
6.75-7.00
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Getting Renewable Resources
to Market
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Springfield Area Transmission Projects

Big Sandy k\ A Burlington

Rolling Hills




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 MWNh, decreasing
0.55%/yr

— Price: $224/MWh flat for 20 years

@ Xcel Energy~ @ SunEdison

PUBLIC SERYICE COMPANY simplifying solar




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

e Tuesday, Oct. 30

Marriott City Center COIOMdO’S
S New Energy

« Sponsored by the PUC, The Path Forvard
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 -- Vall

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




Some discussion 1deas...

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 1deas...

« 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 1deas...

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...

Governors

nergy Office




Thanks for your hospitality,
Springfield
We look forward to the !

C(FVG rsation...
?
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Production Credits
Thanks to...

Jeff Hein

Steve Brown
Larry Shiao
Inez Dominguez
Ron Davis

Rich Mignogna
Frank Shafer
Becky Quintana
Billy Kwan
Bob Bergman




Colorado's New Energy Economy Town Meetings
Appendix 2

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

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



PUC/OCC Town Meetings

e 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

e Budget — Approx. $1.3 million



Colorado's New Energy Economy Town Meetings
Appendix 3

Typical News Release for the
Town Meetings ‘Listening Tour’

'PUC TO TRADE LIGHT BULBS
FOR BRIGHT IDEAS'



Colorado Public Utilities Commission News Release

Colorado the ofticial state web Portal

Public Utilities Commission

News Releases

August 3, 2007 For Immediate Release

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.

HHH

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

Page 1 of 1
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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 11" St.
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Letters of Legislators regarding the
Town Meetings ‘Listening Tour’



State Representative MINGRITY WHiP

CORY GARDNER

P4 Box 86 Member:

Yuma, CO 86759 CO LO RADO Agniculture, Livestock, &

Home: 970-848-2232 Naturaf Resources Committee
Capitol: 303-366-2606 HOUSE OF RE PR ESENTATIVES Education Committee

Fax: 303-866-2218 Legislative Council Commitiee

A o STATE CAPITOL
l‘;*ll]‘dl]: corv.sardner. §wuscra stateco.us

DENVER

80203

August 21, 2007

Mr. Ron Binz, Chairman

Colorado Public Utilities Commission
1560 Broadway, Suite 250

Denver, Colorado 80202

Dear Chairman Binz,

Please accept my sincerest gratitude for traveling to the high plains of Colorado to discuss our energy future. As
a rural member of the legislature, the Commission’s efforts to reach out across the state are greatly appreciated.

Profitability in agriculture depends on access to low-cost, readily available energy sources. From the electricity
that runs our irrigation pumps to the natural gas used in fertilizers, farmers and ranchers depend on a strong,
vibrant state and national energy policy, one that can be relied upon to deliver power when it is needed, where it
is needed. But profitability goes far beyond mere consumption of low-cost energy.

Emerging in the fields of Colorado farms and ranches grow new opportunities to revitalize rural America. A
harvest of wind turbines, bio-mass, ethanol, thermal energy, and more captivate imagination and generate hope
for a brighter future. Renewable energy development presents unparalleled opportunities for rural Colorado’s
future.

The key to a successful energy policy is balance. Yuma County boasts the newest ethanol plant in the state of
Colorado. It also ranks third in the state for the number of permits it has issued to drill. Both provide excellent
Jobs and economic benefit. Energy derived from renewable sources is an important, and thankfully, growing,
compenent. However, traditional energy development must not be sacrificed as renewable energy and
renewable energy technologies mature. Unreasonable laws, rules and regulations drive the cost of fuel and
electricity higher, making it difficult for families to afford the Colorado dream and for businesses to survive and
thrive. Free market incentives and polices will boost renewable energy without tipping the cost-scale against
traditional energy.

Again, thank you for your leadership and your effort to improve the quality of life in Colorado. Please let me
know how I may be of assistance as you pursue beneficial energy policies.

e
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JACK TAYLOR Senaite Chamber COMMITTEES

State Senator g .Y ™ ey g Chair of:
P.O. Box 775656 State O f (_,Ol()l a d() y Lebgisla;ive Audit
Steamboat Springs, CO 80477 = e ember of:
Home: (9;;‘{})%?9-1880 I)Crt\' cer égricuiture, Natural Resources & Energy
Capitol: (303) 866-5292 inance
Busir?ess: (970) 879-3600 Water Rescurces Review

Tourism Board

September 9, 2007

Members, Public Utilities Commission (Via Fax 303-894-2065)
1560 Broadway, Suite 250
Denver, Colorado 80202

Dear Commissioners:

I'am unable to attend your meeting in Steamboat Springs on Tuesday, September 11 due to
meetings in Denver. However, as you know, | have long supported coal as a generation fuel for
supplying electricity. Northwest Colorado, the area which I have represented in the Colorado
General Assembly for 15 years, is an important provider of coal and electricity for Colorado
citizens.

While the State has undertaken ambitious goals in terms of supplying renewable energy during
the past two years, it is important to remember that requirements for baseload electricity continue
to increase and demand a reliable and affordable supply of power for our homes and businesses.
Right now, coal provides more than 72% of our electricity in Colorado. Certainly natural gas is
an 1mportant resource, and renewabie energy will continue to grow, along with energy saved as a
resuit of efficiency and conservation. Nevertheless, [ think it is important to recognize that coal
must continue to remain an important part of the energy supply.

Affordable electricity from coal provides a huge benefit to Colorado citizens, cempanies and our
economy. Studies by Penn State University have shown that coal-based electricity generation is
projected to increase Colorado’s economic output by $19 hillion by 2015. Conversely,
displacement of coal by other resources could cost Colorado from $4 1o $6 billion dollars,
depending on the amount of displacement. Three hundred seventy thousand Colorade households
(22.9%) already qualify for energy assistance under federal guidelines. We must ensure that
electricity remains affordabie to all Coloradans. Continuing to generate electricity from coal

helps us achieve that goal.

In Colorado we benefit from coal mine employment and investment as well as from the clectricity
produced. In 2006, Colorado coal mines paid more than $210 million in wages and benefits to
their employees. Coal mines also paid over $10 million in property taxes. Severance taxes and
federal mineral lease pavments from coal support our schools, roads, and local government
services. In short, coal must remain an important part of the mix for generating electricity.

Since;ely, PRS-

%%w 51/ b

Senator fack Taylor
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i Box 397 Telluride, CO 81435 {970) 728-30M1
FAX (970) 728-3078

September 10, 2007

Colorado Public Utilities Commission .
& the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel (PUC/OCC)

1560 Broadway, Suite 250

Denver, CO 80202

RE: Town of Telluride Comments for the PUC/OCC Energy Town Meetings
Dear Sir or Madam:

On behalf of the Town of Telluride, the Telluride Town Council would like to submit its ideas
for the PUC/OCC Energy Town Meeting, which is taking place September 12" in Montrose. It
is our understanding that the PUC/OCC is soliciting input on the following topics: selection of
new electric generation resources, siting new transmission lines, encouraging energy efficiency
measures, low-income issues, and other energy issues that are important to Colorado utility
customers.

The Town of Telluride is committed as a matter of policy and decision making to working
toward decreasing its Carbon Footprint, becoming a more sustainable community, and protecting
its air and water quality. Having signed onto the Mayors Climate Protection Agreement in 2005
and the Rocky Mountain Climate Organization in 2006, funding one third of a regional
Sustainability Initiative, passing a resolution requesting that San Miguel Power Association not
extend its power purchase contract with Tri-State Generation and Transmission—a coal-fired
power energy source, and passage of the State’s renewable energy standard by over 80 percent of
the Telluride community, our town has made tremendous steps toward meeting these Master
Plan goals. As a next step, our government is currently working very hard to use less energy
overall and to obtain more of the energy we use from renewable and alternative sources. For
example, our consulting engineers are investigating the possibility of including a hydropower
component to our future water treatment plant.

A serious commitment by the Public Utilities Commission and the Colorado Office of Consumer
Counsel to obtain more energy from renewable sources and to improve efficiencies would help
Telluride reach these same goals. To this end, we request that the PUC/OCC strongly weigh
renewable resources, such as wind and solar energy, when it undertakes selection of new electric
generation resources. Likewise, our Town would like to see strong encouragement of energy
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PUC/OCC Town Meetings Letter
September 10, 2007
Page 2

efficiency measures and even mandated efficiencies for appropriate technologies. Energy
generation is just one part of the equation, wise and efficient energy use is the second part.

Finally, we appreciate the opportunity to share our ideas with you. Thank you for your time and
consideration.

Respectfully,

John Hans Pryor, Mayor
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Total Coal Produced

Total Coal Sold In State

Total Coal Sold Out of State

Number of Employees

Total Payroli & Benefits

Average Pay & Benefits per Employee

Property Taxes

Severance & Sales Taxes

Black Lung Taxes

Abandoned Mine Land Fees
Federal/State Royalties

Total Taxes and Payroll

Royalties Paid to Private Landowners

Total Sales Value of Production

Colorado: A Clean Coal Fueled Economy

36,012,756 Tons
11,753,424 Tons
23,416,512 Tons
2.246
$210,220,372
$93,598

$10,275,856
$ 9,189,160
$28,394,385
$ 6,890,083
$64,447,102
$329,416,958
$571,365

$883,980,199

Colorado coal producers purchased over $293 million in services and

supplies during 2006.

Coal severance taxes contribute millions of dollars for local/state governments.

More than half of Colorado’s share of federal mineral royaities (coal, oil and gas) is
paid to the state school fund and lacal school districts.

Coal, which is high in BTU or energy content and fow in sulfur, accounts for

72% of Colorado’s electricity needs.

Coal is the state’s most abundant and lowest cost electricity fuel. At current
production rates, there is enough coal to power Colorado for 250 years.

27% of the world’s coal is located in the United States.

Photos: 1) Electricily from coal lights the Denver night skytine {courtesy Ted Orf). 2) Mule deer graze on
reclaimed fands at New Harizon Mine in Nucla (courtesy Western Fuels Association). 3) Antelope graze
on reclaimed fand with dragline in the background (courtesy Trapper). 4) A variety of native seed mixes are
used in reclamation. 5) Wildflowers bloom on reclaimed Jands.

source: Colorado Mining Association Survey of Coal Produgers (2006)




COLORADO OPERATIONS

Jimax Molybdenum = s
P.0. Box 68

A Freeport-McMoRan Company Empire, CO 30435

Phone (303) 569-3221
Fax (303) 569-2830

Qctober 3, 2007

Public Utilities Commission
1560 Broadway

Suite 250

Denver, Colorado 80202

RE: Town Meetings, Renewable Energy
Dear Chairman Binz and Commissioners Page and Miller:

As General Manager of Climax Molybdenum Company’s Henderson Mine (Climax), | regret that
we were unable to attend the Commission’s statewide renewable energy scoping meetings in
person through the month of September. Climax asks, however, that this letter be added to the
public record for your consideration in the Commission’s evaluation of renewable energy for
Colorado.

Electricity is a large component of our operating costs for mining and milling molybdenum ore,
accounting for approximately 8% of our annual operating budget. Climax is a large industrial user
of electricity and we work on a daily basis to contain our energy costs and use energy efficiently.
Under several demand side management efforts, Climax has lowered peak energy loads and
restructured site wide power use to optimize energy conservation. This included the deployment
of controlled start-up and shut—down processes, seasonal and operational adjustments in site
heating, ventilation and cooling, and the use of precise level control programs in water
management.

We urge the PUC to take every opportunity to avoid imposing unnecessary costs on consumers,
whether those consumers are from the residential, commercial or industrial sector. While we
understand that renewable energy such as wind and solar offer ways in which to diversify
electricity generation and reduce resource inputs, we are concerned about the additional costs,
including the costs necessary for integrating these intermittent energy sources into the system.

We support the continuing use of coal-fired power plants as baseload generation. Coal has
proven to be an affordable and reliable source of electricity.

Affordable electricity provides a great benefit to the economy and to companies such as Climax
Molybdenum as we compete in an international marketplace. Conversely, any action taken by
the PUC which imposes additional costs makes it more difficult for us to compete. For these
reasons, we urge you to proceed with caution as you implement new laws which now require our
supplier, Xcel Energy, to provide 20% of their power from renewable sources. We further
encourage you to critically review the specific renewable resources proposed for addition to the
system to ensure that they are the most cost-effective generating resources possible under the
law. v

Sincerely,

James R. Arold
General Manager
Climax Molybdenum Company




PUC Field Hearing

Montrose Colorado
September 12, 2007

To: Colorado Public Utilities Commission
Colorado Office Qf Consumer Counsel

Honorable Commissioners and Representative of the QCC:

Welcome to Montrose, Colorado, and we welcome you 1o the headquarters of Delta
Montrose Electric Association (DMEA). We thank you for giving Delta Montrose Electric
Association the opportunity to share our thoughts regarding the vital energy issues of the
day.

DMEA is a member owned rural electric cooperative serving approximately 30,000 meters
in Montrose and Delta counties. We serve a diverse and growing area. Our roots come
from rural ethics of hard work and the desire to be self-sustaining. At DMEA, we find
great promise in our future both locally and for the state of Colorado.

“The Other” ticctric Coop’s Vision: To provide electricity at the lowest cost
p

DMEA’s Vision is:

L. To keep our owner-member rates as low as is consistent with good service.

2. To be good environmental stewards by minimizing pollution and greenhouse gas
emissions through energy conservation and alternative methods of energy
production.

3. To remain a politically and economically independent cooperative,

DMEA’s Strategy is.. To Lead our Members and Communities to Energy Sustainability
I, We will use best operating practices
2. We will move our members to use energy wisely through efficient energy practices
and technology
3. We will actively promote the growth of renewable energy sources for our members
and for our nation,



What DMEA is doing about efficiency....

Developed and implemented a GeoExchange program branded as Co-Z. Itis a
financing tool that allows a member/owner to be able to save enough money on
their energy bill to “afford” to put the energy efficient technologies in their home or
business. GeoExchange is a solar technology that uses the ground as its heat source
to comfortably heat and cool buildings. It is the most efficient heating and cooling
technology available today according to the US Department of Energy.

We piloted a “Home Energy Makeover Contest” for our members to make it fun to
save money. Working toward a “spin-off” whereby a certified “Energy Doctor”
would write energy efficient “prescriptions™ for each dwelling. Buying “over the
counter” energy remedies may be the most expensive purchase decision made by a
homeowner. Through this project we demonstrated that energy savings don’t cost,
they pay.

We piloted an Energy Star Compact Fluorescent light bulb promotion using local
non-profit groups to sell the “idea” of energy efficiency and light bulbs to their
network of friends and acquaintances similar to the Girl Scouts selling cookies in
their neighborhoods. In our first year we directly placed 3,000 energy efficient
lights on our lines. By installing only 5 CFLs our members will save enough on
their electric bills to erase the financial impacts of our past 3 rate increases. More
importantly, by spending $15,000 in efficient lights, our members helped avoid
over $600,000 in new coal-powered generation. Imagine the impact if every home
in Colorado installed 5 energy efficient lights. Again our message 1s that energy
efficiency “doesn’t cost....it pays.”

We work with local developers and builders to encourage them to concentrate on
energy efficiency in their work. Many of the energy decisions are made for
consumers by their builders or architects long before they can make choices-
particularly in the heating and cooling of the space and the construction of the
envelope that they will live or work in. To support this effort we built an energy-
efficiency learning center.

We have hosted numerous *no cost” seminars and conferences and participating in
home shows whereby members can learn how they can “save money on their
energy consumption habits” or just change their habits. Many of these efforts have
been done cooperatively with the Governor’s Energy Office, the Department’s of
Energy and Agriculture, and other local, Regional, state-wide and national
organizations.



Renewables....

On the renewable (supply side) of the equation, we are fooking at ways we can utilize our
vast renewable resources to augment our existing base load coal-produced electricity.
Some of the projects we are locking at include:

* Water Storage and Micro Hydro Projects — potential for hydro clectricity
production (up to 5% of our current needs)

* Coal Mine - waste methane electric production opportunities {up to 10% of our
current needs)

* Biomass Projects using waste agricultural products to produce steam and electricity
at local sawmill (Up to 5% of our current needs).

» Geothermal Electric Generation  huge potential- Colorado is nation’s 4 largest
potential supplier of geothermal generation.

»  Other Solar_early adopters of net metering-continued review of cost affective solar
siting.

The Problem...

Even prior to the RPS laws that have been passed in Colorado, DMEA has been on task to
help our rural members develop the renewable energy resources that are so abundant in our
area. Unfortunately, we have been limited in success because of contractual obligations
we have with our power supplier, Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association {Tri-
State). DMEA wants the ability to promote more renewable generation than the existing
Tri-State contract will allow. Given this hurdle, DMEA recently decided not to extend our
contract with Tri-State for an additional ten years. This decision was made in good faith
and in consideration for the long-term benefit of our membership to begin the process of
enriching our resource mix with more renewable energy.

Tri-State has notified DMEA that, because we did not extend the contract, we will be
subjected to additional costs that will not be imposed on the other members of Tri-State
who did sign the contract. DMEA believes that if Tri-State does indeed impose a punitive,
discriminatory rate upon the members of Delta and Montrose Counties, that said rate
would be unfair, probably illegal and at a minimum, counter to the intention of Colorado
Senate Bill 224 that provided for the deregulation of the rural electric cooperatives.

We bring this issue to your attention with the hope that we may have your support to help
fend off this kind of action if indeed Tri-State imposes a discriminatory rate upon our
members,

Again we thank you for coming and stand willing to assist the Commission and the OCC in
any way possible.
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DMEA SUGGESTIONS AND INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION
BY THE COLORADO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

The Delta-Montrose Electric Association (DMEA) strongly believes in an energy future that will improve the
financial health of America’s farming community, reduces our nation’s dependence on imported energy in all
forms, provides opportunities for all Americans to reduce their annual expenditures on energy, and lead 1o a
major reduction in emissions that are driving global climate change. DMEA is convinced that the nation’s
electric cooperatives can become major players in the achievement of this vision, We hereby submit
suggestions and information that may be beneficial in helping Colorado and the state’s electric cooperatives
deliver the full potential promised by renewable energy and energy efficiency.

Efficiency Recommendations:
* Adopt laws that require state owned or financially supported facilities to require the use of life cycle -
costing to analyze the value of energy efficient technologies before construction contracts are let or
renovations are made.

* Adopta form of public goods funding to be collected by Colorado’s gas and electric utilities at the
wholesale or retail level to establish base line funding for cost effective energy efficiency and
renewable energy generation efforts.

* Create and enforce energy efficient building codes and require contractors to publish the energy

efficiency of their dwellings to potential buyers (like the yellow stickers on electric appliances or miles
per gallon on new vehicles.

Other Related Suggestions:

Help Change the Rules on “All Requirements Contracts”

The federal government is a major lender to the Generation and Transmission cooperatives (G&Ts) that build
the power plants and transmission lines that serve individual electric cooperatives including DMEA. In the
past, in order to protect the taxpayer’s investment in this energy system, government regulations required each
electric cooperative to sign an “all requirements contract” with their G&T. While this practice has served the
nation well, it no longer provides the flexibility necessary to promote homegrown renewable energy
generation projects, as distribution cooperatives are prohibited from obtaining power outside of their G&Ts,

The large G&Ts do not have the resources to investigate and support every feasible renewable project in their
service arcas. They are focused on large-scale fossil fuel powered projects that will bring on many MW of
power at a time. Electric distribution cooperatives do have the capability and focus necessary to identify and
support local renewable generation projects in their communities. To free up this renewable energy potential,
the distribution cooperatives need greater flexibility in their G&T power contracts. Allowing up to 25% of the
electricity sold by each distribution cooperatives (o come from non G&T renewable energy projects would
provide a major boost to locally based renewable electricity generation.

Allow Cooperatives to Earn and Sell Tax and Emission Credits
One of the major benefits of being a member of an electric cooperative is their not-for-profit status,

Cooperatives are not focused on maximizing shareholder returns, ‘They are focused on customer servige,
community development, and social issues important to their members. This not-for profit status i a

I



disadvantage in the market when cooperatives are denied the benefits of the tax credits that have inspired for-
profit utilities to invest in renewable energy. To level this playing field, electric cooperatives need to be given
the ability to sell tax and emissions credits in the marketplace with out risk to their not-for-profit status.

Providing cooperatives the same financial incentives as investor owned utilities would encourage them to fully

participate in the development of renewable energy and energy ¢efficiency efforts.

Recognize Ground Source Heat Pumps as a Renewable Energy Technology

Ground Sourced Heat Pumps (GSHPs), also called geothermal heat pumps or GeoExchange systems, are a
unique heating, cooling and water heating technology. They are the most energy efficient, environmentally
clean, and cost-effective space conditioning systems available, according to ENERGY STAR. GSHPs are net
producers of renewable thermal energy, and consequently they are a renewable energy resource. According to
a Government Accounting Office report, GSHPs are the most energy-efficient means of heating and cooling
buildings in most areas of the United States and their wider use could cut energy costs, conserve fossil fuels,
and reduce green house gas emissions. Ground source heat pumps can provide Colorado a reduced
dependence on imported fuel oil, natural gas and propane.

According to the U.S. Dept. of Energy, nearly 40% of all U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide are the result of
using energy to heat, cool, and provide hot water for buildings. This is about the same percentage that the
transportation sector contributes. The EPA found that under most electricity generating scenarios, GSHP
systems have the lowest carbon dioxide emissions of all technologies analyzed, and the lowest overall
environmental cost (source: "Space Conditioning: The Next Frontier”). Recognizing GSHPs as a renewable
energy technology and providing the same tax credits and emission savings credits available to other
renewable energy technologies will provide a massive boost to the wide spread installation of this technology.

Development of Biofuels

Colorado needs to accelerate the research into and the development of biofuels. DMEA would like to see
research and development funding accelerated for cellulose based fuels. Cellulose based fuels have a great
potential to power our state’s transportation fleet, while avoiding competition for consumer and animal feeds.
The beetle kill situation in Colorado’s forests clearly demonstrates an opportunity to reduce fuel loads while
providing a feedstock for celiulose-based ethanol. The continued support of the National Renewable Energy
Lab in Golden, Colorado will guarantee that these development efforts will continue.

Require Efficiency as a component in Least Cost Resource Planning

During the last “energy crisis,” the federal government implemented vigorous rules for utility least cost
planning. This process required a rigorous analysis of the costs to obtain new energy sources from both
supply and demand side options. Over the past decade these rules have become weak. DMEA is convinced
that “demand response/efficiency” criteria should be heavily considered in facilities placement decisions.




THE COLORADO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION S September 3, 2007
1580 Logan Street, Office Level 2

Denver, (0 862038

RE: PUC Western Slope Listening Tour, September 2007,

Dear Colorado Public Utility Commission,

We will be unable to attend the Montrase portion of your upcoming “listening tour’. We would like yous to
include our written comments which are enclosed as 3 part of the public record. Thank vou for taking the
time to conduct this tour and please let us know when and where the resulting public commentary may be
reviewed.
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The Colorado Public Utilities Commission is fra veling around the state on a “listening tour.”

We're very inferested 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 fell us about. ..

Hlow do vou feel about the prices for slectricily and natural gos thal you pay 5 & consumer “too high,” “about right,” “OK o g0 lghier if there’s a good

reuson™? FEnn };*ig;i;
Are you satisfied with service from vour local energy wilities”?

We are fortunste to have progressive leadership from our electrical co-op, PMEA.  However, more
effort is needed ifwe are to turn the tide against rapid global warming. . Conservation still remains
our biggest source of clean, renewzble energy. Much more needs to be done to ERCOLrAgE knows
conservation technigues with the public 3t lirge. Using CF fighting, apgrading widow and door
instilation, energy efficient appliances, etc. are simple mezsures which can produce great benefits at
very little cost. This is the important role for our locaf electrical providers. Each office should
dedicate staff and 3 larger portion of their annual budgets to this end

Are you willing to pay more in rates so that vour utility can shift toward more renewable energy lke wind and solor power? Are vou willing to DAY 0T 31
rates to reduce carbon dicxide and other emissions from foasil fuel plazmty?

Yes, we are reluctantly willing to pay more but only when additional premiums can be spent
efficiently to produce sustainable and quantifizble resufts toward reducing COZ and further
development from clean, renewable, non-fossil fiel energy. We do not favor ‘carbon trade offs”
which are neither sustainable nor do they promote new sources of renewable energy. We also do
not endorse new sourcing from coal in any form.

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

Global warming from climate change is no longer 3 matter of apinion. It is scientifically based fct
Scientists grodnd the world no longer debate i global warming will occur but how quickly the
changes will negatively effect our ability to live nd prosper on this planet. 1 am alsrmed by many
scientifically based studies which now propose that the changes are taking place much faster than
anyone has herelofore predicted.  in light of this new information, it is the meral and economic
mandate of every PUC to make conservation and development of clean, renewable. non-fossit sl
sodarces i urgent prioeity.

erts sy that Colorado must build new eransmission lines to serve our siate ancd 40 export rengwable energy 1o other stales Do vt agree? How shouk] we

s where to place new transmission fhoilitien?

While some new transmission lines may be necessary, we encourgge the PUC to move foward

overseeing more lpaal generation and distribution of clean, non-fossil fue! energy where ever
ccononiclly feasible,
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Celotado is an important cosbproducing state and o wajor gas produsing siate, but also an important wind and solar resoures state, How should the
Commitssion use these faets when making fte desisions shout fature power pland construction?

I Conservation, #2 Solar and #3 Wind should be the natusal resources of choice when considering
dllocation of monies for development of new energy sources. Gys and coal production are slready
exacting a heavy toll on our state’s public lands, water resources aid 3ir guality. To continue to push
for additional development from gas and coal is not only short sighted but self defeating to our
goal of sustainability.

Do you think Colorade should become an exporier of renewable energy to ofher states in the West? What if that means buslding more transmission lines? 7

do not have enough information to answer this,

What sre yor doing personally to use energy more sfficionly?

We use CF light bulbs, dry Gundry cutside. do not use air conditioning, keep the thermostat off
during 43y and 62 3t night. We have much passive solar gain i our bome shaded in summer. Our
windows are heavy duty double insulzted. We caulk trequently, use heavy drapes over windows and
doors in winter, fum off lights whey not in 3 room and use 2l energy efficient appliances. We drive 3
hybrid car and recycle almost everything including composting kitchen scraps. We plan to instsll
solr thermal panchs on our home and business lster this year.

What role should the PUC have in encoutaging energy efficiency? What role is there for vour local wility?

i we recognize that conservation is our biggest source of repewable’ energy then the PLC and our
local Cocps have very brge and important roles to Play. 1 befieve that most people already want to
make these changes but find the pace and demands of everyda y life are holding therm back.
Educition is only the beginning. Consumers will be motivated to make the necessary fife style
changes sooner rather than later when perks and incentives are included. 1t s up to the energy
compantes, co~ops and public sector to help give therm the push they ne=d

Would you support the consiraction of a new suciear power plant in Colorada? RO

How should the Commission consider external factors {such as state economic development, 10bs, environmental
concerns, needs of low-mcome persons) when setting utility rates and deciding the location of generation and
transrmssion facilities? How should the Commission quantify these external factors?
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What are vour predictions about residential and commercial energy use bwenty vears from now?
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From: Liz Hickman [mailto:ehickman@plains.net]
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2007 6:16 PM

To: Complaints, PUCCeonsumer

Subject: Yuma hearing

I'was unable to attend the Yuma meeting and give commentary, but hoped to add my thoughts in this
forum. Like any head of household, | watch my resources carefully. However, my concerns for the long
term viability of our planet and the capability of my children and their heirs to live fruitful lives is of even
greater importance. | don't believe that addressing problems of sustainability and global warming
necessarily require higher energy costs, but if that is what it takes, then so be it. We must use ALL our
problem solving capacity, including renewable energy alternatives and conservation to turn the tide.
Please add my concerns to that of the Yuma citizenry that were able to attend your forum. Thank you for
your time!

Elizabeth Hickman
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Colorado PUC Listening Session
Steamboat Springs, CO
September 11, 2007

by Forrest V. Luke

1 appreciate this opportunity to provide input on energy choi ces for your
consideration,

I would like to start by saying that I think it is very importarat for Colorado
to pursue a diverse supply of energy sources. Renewable energy is a part of
that diverse mix. I further agree that energy efficiency and energy
conservation are important for Colorado and should be vigoxously pursued.

I also believe very strongly that we need to balance economic,
environmental, energy security and social considerations. T that end,
keeping affordable coal as an important part of our Colorado energy
portfolio is vital to maintaining that balance. I am concerned with what |
perceive as a headlong rush to completely replace coal with more expensive
and less reliable forms of energy. In my opinion, that would be a recipe for
disaster—{from an economic standpoint, from a national security standpoint
and from an energy reliability standpoint.

According to the results of a study by Penn State University- that looked at
the impacts of displacing coal in Colorado with other forms of energy,
displacement of 33% of coal generation by 2015 could cost the state $4
billion in economic output, along with 27,500 jobs and $1.7 billion in lost
household income, even taking into account new investmen t and jobs from
alternative energy sources. Displacement of 66% of coal gemeration by
2015 could cost the state $6.4 billion in economic output, al ong with
45,800 jobs and $2.8 billion in lost household income.

Low income households would be the hardest hit by higher energy prices.
The percentage of their income required to not freeze in the dark would be
many times higher than for middle and high income househ olds. The
suggestion that surcharges could be used to assist low incorne families is
just a band aid approach. My lower end middle income fam ily would be
strapped to pay higher energy prices that include a surcharge while trying to
pay college expenses and save for a modest retirement.




A better answer than immediately ridding Colorado of all fossil fuel-
derived energy is to follow a technology path that is then transferable to
countries such as China and India, who aren’t likely to voluntarily restrict
their use of fossil fuels and whose rapidly growing carbon emissions

already dwarf any carbon restriction efforts undertaken in Colorado or the
United States in general.

Clean coal can be a big part of the carbon solution. We need to invest
heavily as an industry and as a nation in carbon capture and sequestration
technologies that can be commercially deployed and transferred to
developing countries.

If, instead of pursuing a technology solution we put arbitrary caps on CO;
emissions, all we will do is raise our energy costs, put people out of work,
and send our jobs to parts of the world where no emissions are managed,
much less carbon.

My final point—let’s look at a cost/benefit scenario. According to climate
modeler Dr. Benjamin Zycher, if the U.S. were to reduce CO, emissions to
1990 levels under various federal greenhouse gas reduction schemes, the
predicted decline in world temperatures in the year 2100, strictly as a result
of U.S. actions, would be sixteen one hundredths of a degree Celsius. The
reduction for Colorado efforts would obviously be far less, thousandths of a
degree.

Am I saying that that we should not pursue carbon reductions given that our
best carbon reduction efforts would offer miniscule results at best? No, that
is not what I am advocating. What 1 am advocating is that we be cautious
and deliberate in following a technology path as our best chance to manage
worldwide greenhouse gases. As a state, we do not need to damage the
Colorado economy and jeopardize energy reliability and national security
by imposing draconian restrictions on the current and future use of reliable
and affordable coal. That, in my opinion, would be both unwise and
irresponsible. As a state we can do our part to reduce carbon emissions
without falling on our economic sword.

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment.
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Resolution # 2007-007

RESOLUTION ‘
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
o OURAY COUNTY

Re: Encouragement for Tri-State to Pursue
Aiternative Energy Sources

Whereas, SMPA purchases the -ﬁwﬂshitsmhﬂa:ﬂmmin&ray-m
from the Tri-State Generation and Transmissiorn Association, Inc. (Tri-State); and

Whereas, MMnewplanTrFStataadcwwledgesﬁaepossibﬁnymmwd-sideand
Mndpowermigbtpiayamleinhalping?ﬁ-StatsMitsobﬁgaﬁonstoitsmemhersb&dhasnot
pursued combined heat and power (CHP) and, for the time being, coal gasification technologies;
and

- Whereas, opportunities exist for conservation, energy efficiency, demand-side
fnanagement, renewable resources, CHP and new coal gasification technology; and

M,thﬁdypaM(ﬁO%)ofmmmsﬁnOMyCaMymAmmdmﬂ
were in favor of a state renewable energy standard clearly indicating the majority support for
renewable energy; and

Whereas, many of the citizens of Ouray County are engaged in individual efforts to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions; and '

Whereas, Tri-State’s decision to build two new PC power plants is a risky financial
decision in an era in which, during the expected 50- to 60-year lifetime of these new power
plants, greenhouse gas emissions are likely to be regulated or taxed; and

Mnm?ﬂ-StatehasaskedSMPAbyAprﬂ 1, 2007 to execute a ten-year extension of
iﬁspowerwrchmcwmdwﬂﬁTﬁsmmzomhrﬂwmmoseofﬁnandngmePcmams:

Now, Therefore, BaitReso!vad,bymeBoafdofCGumyCmmissimofOUfay
County, Colorado to request that SMPA:




. Seek to have Tri-State continue to work on its plan so that it fully integrates
energy efficiency, energy conservation, demand-side management,
renewable resources, CHP and new coal gasification facilities capable of
economically capturing carbon dioxide, to the degree these facilities are
commercially viable,

. Dewlopandmakeavmhblepmgrmﬁzatpmmotaenergyefﬁmemyand

supportmeuseofrenewableresouroes.espeaaﬂyﬂammewama
resourcasﬂ'tatamavaﬁablebca!!y :

. Encourage Tri-State to employ the energy technologies listed above,

. tse whatever resources SMPA has to protect Ouray County access to
power, and

. Explore avenues that would allow SMPA to purchase other sources of power

that would accurately reflect the views of the co-op members.

Adopted this ____day of March, 2007. |

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF QURAY COUNTY, COLORADO

Don Batcheider, Char

Heidi M. Albritton, Vice Chair

Michelle Nauer, Clerk and Recorder
By: Linda Munson-Haley, Deputy Clerk of the Board

K. Keith Meinert, Member
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RESOLUTION OF THE MOUNTAIN VILLAGE TOWN COUNCIL
MOUNTAIN VILLAGE, COLORADO
REGARDING SAN MIGUEL POWER ASSOCIATION’S CONTRACT EXTENSION
WITH TRI-STATE GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION ASSOCIATION, INC,

Resolution #2007-0315-0¢

WHEREAS, the demand for electricity in San Miguel County is met by the San Miguel Power
Association, Inc., (SMPA); and

WHEREAS, SMPA purchases the power it sells to its retail customers in San Miguel County
from the Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association, Inc, (Tri-State); and

WHEREAS, Tri-State proposes in its new draft resource plan, published on 1/3/07, to build two
new pulverized coal (PC) power plants totaling 1200 megawatts of capacity to help meet the
wholesale demand for power by SMPA and other Tri-State members; and

WHEREAS, in its new plan Tri-State acknowledges the possibility that demand-side resources
and wind power might play a role in helping Tri-State meet its obligations to its members, but
has not pursued combined heat and power (CHP) and, for the time being, coal gasification
technologies; and

WHEREAS, the U.S. Energy Information calculated that emissions of carbon dioxide
attributable to coal combustion by U.S. electric utilities in 2004 was responsible for about 27%
of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions; and

WHEREAS, Tri-State’s proposed two new PC power plants would emit about 7.4 million tons
of carbon dioxide annually; and

WHEREAS, abundant opportunities exist for conservation, energy efficiency, demand-side
Management, renewable resources, CHP and new coal gasification technology; and

WHEREAS, the Town of Telluride has endorsed the U.S. Conference of Mayors® Climate
Protection Agreement, which established the goal of meeting or beating the Kyoto Protocol
greenhouse gas emission reduction targets; and :

WHEREAS, the Town of Telluride has joined the Local Governments For Sustainability’s

Cities For Climate Protection Program, which will establish regional baseline data through an
emissions audit; and

WHEREAS, in 2004 seventy-three percent (73%) of the voters in San Miguel County who
voted on Amendment 37 (a state renewable energy standard) voted for the Amendment and
thereby indicated their strong preference for the use of renewable energy; and =
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WHEREAS, many of the citizens of San Miguel County are engaged in individual efforts to
reduce their greenhouse gas emxssmns, and

WHEREAS, Tn-State’s plan to build two new PC power plants is inconsistent with the Town
of Telluride’s endorsements of the U.S. Conference of Mayors® Climate Protection Agreement as
well as the efforts to reduce greenhouse-gas emissions of San Miguel County cmzens who
purchase electricity from SMPA; and

WHEREAS, SWAhasmaleqnanmWﬁTn«SmmmehSWAmm
pmmmms%oflmmqmms&anManughMand

WHEREAS, Tri-State has asked SMPA by April 1, 2007 to exccute a ten-year extension of its
power purchase contract with Tri-State to 2050 for the purpose of financing the PC plants;

NOW, TH’EREFORE,BEI‘I‘RESOLVED byﬂseBowdomemtyCamnnssmmofSan
MiguelCmmty Coloradotoremnﬁﬁ:ﬂSl\/[PA

1. SeekmlmveTn-SmwmmEWkaonmphnsothatufuﬂymmesmgy
~ efficiency, energy conservation, demand-side management, renewable resources,
CHPandnewcoalgamﬁcaﬁonfacﬂmescapableofeconumlmﬂycapumngmban
dioxide, tothedegreeﬂmefamhﬁwaremnmﬂynable

2. mmmmmmmweﬁmmymwﬂw
use of renewable resources especially those renewable resources that are available
locally.

) 3.  Encourage Tri-State to employ the energy technologies hsted above.

4.  Urge SMPA to consider points 1-3 above as it resolves its decision to extend or not
extend its contract with Tri-State for the period of 2040 through 2050

DONE AND APPROVED by the Mountain Viliage Town Council atareglﬂm'meetmghﬁld at
Mountain Village, Colorado, on March 15, 2007.

TOWN COUNCIL
TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE, COLORADO

P

By:

Davis Fansler, Mayor

ATTEST:

Town Clerk




RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
SAN MIGUEL COUNTY, COLORADO
REGARDING SAN MIGUEL POWER ASSOCIATION’S CONTRACT EXTENSION
WITH TRI-STATE GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION ASSOCIATION, INC.

Resolution #2007-

WHEREAS, the demand for electricity in San Miguel County is met by the San Miguel Power
- Association, Inc., (SMPA); and .

WHEREAS, SMPA purchases the power it sells to its retail customers in San Miguel County
from the Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association, Inc, (T ri-State); and

- WHEREAS, in its new plan Tri-State acknowledges the possibility that demand-side resources
and windpower might play arole in helping Tri-State meet its obligations to its members, but has
not pursued combined heat and power (CHP) and, for the time being, coal gasification -
technologies; and .

WHEREAS, the U.S. Energy Information calculated that emissions of carbon dioxide
attributable to coal combustion by U.S. eleetric utilities in 2004 was responsible for about 27%
of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions; and

WHEREAS, Tri-State’s proposed two new PC power plants would emit about 7.4 million tons
of carbon dioxide annually; and ,

WHEREAS, abundant opportunities exist for conservation, energy efficiency, demand-side
Mmanagement, renewable resources, CHP and new coal gasification technology: and

WHEREAS, the Town of Telluride has endorsed the U.S. Conference of Mayors’ Climate
Protection Agreement, which established the goal of meeting or beating the Kyoto Protocol
greenhouse gas emission reduction targets; and .

WHEREAS, the Town of Telluride has joined the Local Governments For Sustainability’s
Cities For Climate Protection Program, which will establish regional baseline data through an
emissions audit; and

WHEREAS, in 2004 seventy-three per cent (73%) of the voters in San Miguel County who

voted on Amendment 37 (a state renewable energy standard) voted for the Amendment and r
thereby indicated their strong preference for the use of renewable energy, =
WHEREAS, many of the citizens of San Miguel County are engaged in individual efforts f_(j_f
reduce their greenhouse gas emissions; and ~

g
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WHEREAS, Tri-State’s plan to build two new PC power plants is inconsistent with the Town
of Telluride’s endorsements of the U.S. Conference of Mayors® Climate Protection Agreement as
well as the efforts to reduce greenhouse-gas emissions of San Miguel County citizens who

" purchase electricity from SMPA; and -

WHEREAS, SMPA has an all-requirements contract with Tri-State under which SMPA must
purchase all but 5% of its requirements from Tri-State through 2040; and

WHEREAS, Tri-State has asked SMPA by April 1, 2007 to execute a ten-year extension of its
power purchase contract with Tri-State to 2050 for the purpose of financing the PC plants;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of County Commissioners of San
Miguel County, Colorado to request that SMPA: '

1. Seek to have Tri-State continue to work on its plan so that it fully integrates energy
efficieticy, enetgy conservation, demand-side management, renewable resources, CHP and new
coal gasification facilities capable of economically capturing carbon dioxide, to the degree these
facilities are commercially viable.

2. Develop and make available programs that promote energy efficiency and support
the use of loeal renewable resources especially those renewable resources that are available

locally.
3.  Encourage Tri-State to employ the energy technologies listed above.
4,  Not sign a contract extension with Tri-State for the requested ten years.

DONE AND APPROVED by the Board of County Commissiopers at a regular meeting held at
Norwood, Colorado, on January 31, 2007.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SAN MIGUEL COUNTY, COLORADO

By:
Art Goodtimes, Chair

Vote: Elaine R.C. Fischer Aye Nay Abstain Absent
Art Goodtimes Aye Nay Abstain Absent
Joan May Aye Nay Abstain Absent
ATTEST:

i
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RESOLUTIONNO 7
(SERIES OF 2007)

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF TELLURIDE,
COLORADO REGARDING SAN MIGUEL POWER ASSOCIATION'S
CONTRACT EXTENSION WITH TRI-STATE GENERATION AND TRANS-
MISSION ASSOCIATION, INC.

WHEREAS, the demand for electricity in the Town of Tefluride is met by the San Miguel
Power Asscciation, Inc., (SMPA); and .
WHEREAS, SMPA purchases the power it seile 1o its retal customers in the Town of

Telluride from the Tri-State Generation and Transmi Association, Inc, (Tri-State);
and

WHEREAS, the U.8. Energy Information caiculated that emissions of carbon dioxide
attributable to coal combustion by U.8, eiectric utilities in 2004 was responsible for about
27% of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions:; and - '
WHEREAS, Tﬁ&abhmm%mmmmmmm 7.4 mililon
tons of carbon dioxide annually; and

WHEREAS, abundant opportunifies exist for oonservation, energy efficiency, demand-
side manag’ammt, renewable resources, CHP and new ooal gasification teohnology: and
WHEREAS, the Town of Telluride has endorsed the U.S, Conference of Mayors’ Climate
Protaction Agreement, which established the goal of meeting or beating the Kyots
Protocol greenhouse gas emission reduction targets; and

WHEREAS, the Town of Telluride has joined the Local Govemments For Sustainable
Cities For Climata Protection Program, which will establish regional baseiine data
through an emissions audit; and

WHEREAS, many citizens of the Town of Telluride are engagad in individual efforts to
raducs their greenhouse yos emissions; and

WHEREAS, Tri-State's plan to build two new PC power Plants Is inconsistent with the
Town of Teiluride's endorssments of the U.8. Conference of Mayors' Ciimate Protection
Agmmﬁumﬂu&adﬂ%hmdmgmhwswaanﬂmwmmaf
Teiluride citizens who purchase electricity from SMPA; and

WHEREAS, SMPA has an al-raquirements contract with Tri-Stats under which SMPA
must purchase all but 5% of its requirements from Tr-Siate through 2040; ang

-
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WHEREAS, Tri-State has asked SMPA by April 1, 2007 to execute a ten-year extension
of its powar purchase contract with Tri-State to 2050 for the purpose of financing tha PC
planis, :

NOW, THEREFORE, 8E IT RESOLVED, by the Town Councll of the Town of Telluride,

Colorado to request that SMPA:

1, Seek to have Tri-State continue to work on its plan so that it fully integrates energy
efficiency, energy conservation, dernand side rnanagement, rasourcas,
CHP and new coal gasification facilities capable of economicailly capturing carbon
dioxide, to the degres these alternatives are commercially viable. ’

2. Davelop and make available programs that promote energy efficiency and support
the use of renewable resources especially those renewable resources that are
available iccally. '

3, Encourage Tri-State to employ the snergy technologies listed above.
4. Not sign a contract extension with Tri-State for the requested ten years.

RESOLVED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Town Councli of the Town of
Telluride, Colorado at its regular meeting on March 13, 2007. :

TOWN OF TELLURIDE ATTEST

By jd‘ @r\‘ MW
John H/ Pryor, Mayor Mary Jo Schillaci, Town Clerk




TOWN OF OPHIR P.O. BOX 683 GPHIR, €©0O. 814256

September 11, 2007

Colosado public wilities conunission and Colorado office of consumer council
1560 Broadway suite 250 Denver, CO. 80202

Drear CPUC/OCC,

As Mayor of a small town {Ophir, 175 residents) I can say that many of our residents feel strongly about
energy issues and global warming, The buraing of fossil fuels does not seem likely 1o dow down, however the
nvestment in renewable and alternarive energies should speed up. We are ot 2 very imporiant period in the
hustory of the planet and the decisions we make today will affect how we live tomorrow. A small town can
conserve energy and educate it's residents on these important issues burt it will take a change of direction from
moze than just 4 small percentage of the population to have an effect. We arge you to consider alternative
energies which are so reachly available in 2 state like Colorado, Solar, wind and hydro should be much more
avaifable and hopefully will be primarv sources of our enetgy someday soon.

Sinrcerely,

A7
G
A
f{ﬁ{ JOHN GERONA
TOWN OF OPHIR MAYOR
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Colorado's New Energy Economy Town Meetings
Appendix 6

Town Meetings ‘Listening Tour’
regarding the Lamar Wind Energy Project
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Not your run-of-the-mill windmill
A wind lsbine s a0 efficient machine designed o Convert energy
some of that energy is lost o Seat and soau ié,)ggre’s a tock insid

ULATING SPEED

Avane and AREMOMEts! inepdue
speed reaches 10 knote, an sleironc
apeed exceeds 5C inots, ine canbinlier G
A yaw drive Can T e tubine @ lew degres

FACING THE WD

Wind tudines are located in
urdeveloped areas with siong
prevailing winds. They we situated
atop 1owers 15 10 20 stores above
the ground (where wind fiows
faster).

GEAR BOX
Steps up lhe rotation rate 1o about 1,500
tpm for the generalor, -

AOTOR BLADES -+
Glass- and carbondiber remdorced
plashe bades can be meove than
100 fget long and are designed like
airplane wings, producing jift that
causes the rotation. Blades rotate
at 18 to 30 revolutions per minute.

" VANE AND
ANEMOMETER

»

Tha New York Times
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e



Conversion meters per second to miles per hour

Meters/sec miles/hr,

3.0
4.0
5.0
6.0
7.0
7.5
8.0
9.0
10.0
11.0
12.0
13.0
14.0
15.0
16.0
18.0
20.0
22.0
24.0
25.0
26.0
27.0
28.0
29.0
30.0

6.7
8.9 10 minute average, Wind turbines begin generation
11.2
13.4
15.7
16.8
17.9 Average wind speed per Sea West estimates
20.1 :
22.4
24.6
26.8
29.1
31.3 Peak generation capacity
33.6
35.8
40.3
447
49.2
53.7 10 minute average Wind Turbine stops generation
559
58.2
60.4
62.6 30 second average Wind Turbine stops generation
64.9
67.1 3 second average Wind Turbine stops generation




A G-MW wind L near Lamar, Colo,
Began producing clecuricin Tate last
month, s didanew TAMWwind turbine

tn the nearby town of Sprivgiield. The
Arkitnsas River Pover Awthorin coltabo-
rated o hoth projectiitowns one ol
[oue sirbines soudhoast of Laaar andd &

hcipui put up the one in Sprnglichl

The Lamar Uilices Boared will VA R
five turbines lrom b control ruom,

ne
in Springfield, Cota. The turbine is expected to
provece about 40% of the municipal utitity's
reguirements.

PUBLIC POWER WEEKL

American Peblic Power Association

Thenew wind wirbine in Springfield s
expected W produce abouwt 40% of (he
municipel wilo's requirements, sail
ARPA Genevad Manages fun Hendersor
The Springiicld siie is considered 1o be
m the top tiird of potential wind sites i
Colurado and the tubine there is o
pecied to generate clecuicity appros -
mately U0 ol the hours tna tpical v,
fre suid, .

The project was developed jointly Iy
Springlicld und the power authoriy te
providde energy for ARPA maeamsbers.
Hendersos said, 1 also could serve as o
catdystlor encouraging alarge commer-
ciabwind cnergy projectin Baca County,
thereby providing jobs, tax buse, land ros-
alties. and ancillary business opporwni-
tes inalargely raral fuwming and ranch-
ing community, he said, SeaWest
Windpower,a Californiz consuliing firm,
cvabuated the Bacu Countysite and found
it suitable Tor a 40-50 MW wind energy
facility.

The Lamar Wind Energy Projectis thie
Pruitolanides the Linmar Udlities 5 ol
Budin 2001 The fow turbineswere dedi-
cited Foeb 2.

The Laniw projectis neara MAjor new
windd L, called the Colorado Green
Project, which iy thie It largest wind
Lt i the United States. That project
consisty of T3 rahines and s owned by
Oregon-based PEM Enerey Incoand Shell
WindEncrgy, They bought it fronr GFF

2301 I St N.W., Washington, D.C. 20037-1484

Address Service Requested

%§-‘r5§f|‘|ii}§||!|!|!l|llflétillilI!1’!l!!Iif[l[l!f%;iilll!£5i;

1EEH P xR R R A AR RN RS- DTS T

RICK RIGEL
SUFREFRINTENDENT
LaMar UTTLITIES BOSRD

LG

NOOND S

LAkar OO BLGRZ-2505

NEWSPAPER
USPS 028-120

Wind Energy fast il Before tha, the
Projeciwas swied by Enron.

Because GF wasdelivering turbines for
the Colorado Green Project, tie Lisnay
Ualines Board and ARPA s cdsnoney by
urdering fonrnoge torthe Lamur project,
accordigtothe Purbd Clicfrain, The wr-
bBines, numnudsctared i)_\-(il-'.\\'incii{nm‘j_gjv.
ave ZoOTect il withn Pl o blades,

Colorado hasexcellentwingd puwer po-
tential becuuse it has an esthimated siy
militon acres of windsw ept lands, espu-
cialivon the cosicrn phains. the Chicfiaiy
reportedd.

The Arkansas River E’cnw:‘:\ulilurii,\' in
ajointacton ageney thatprovides power
mtiu‘ﬁulnz'.ulocmmmmiiinnH-IUN}‘, La

Junti, Linnar, Las Animas. Springlicld und
Trinidad and to Raten, NS

The Lamar Wind £nergy Project was dedicated
Feb. 24 in a ceremony atlended by local
ollicials and representatives of nearhy utilities,

Pericdicals
POSTAGE
PAID
Washington, D.C.
and additional
mailing offices
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Colorado's New Energy Economy Town Meetings
Appendix 7

Town Meetings ‘Listening Tour’
Western Area Power Administration Presentation



| FIRM ELECT-RIC SERVICE CONTRACT
OILIGATIONS

0 CONTROL AREA REQUIREMENTS.

1 CONTRACT MERCHANT SERVICES.



CRSP — EMMO

Core Business Activities

OBLIGATIONS. (CRSP and LAP)

1. Schedule/deliver firm electric servic.e__.e'nergy/ca-pa‘City_.
‘Example: CRSP SHP/WRP firm schedules.

2. Operate Generation/Reservoirs in most efficient manner

~ Ppracticable to serve firm electric service obligations.

3. As necessary, negotiate best possible energy purchase
price to support firm electric service obligations. Know
where the market is and attempt to negotiate down.

4. When surpluses are present, operate resources to sell

surplus energy at best possible price after firm

obligations are met. |
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3. Re balance reservonr eievatlons to daily targets as

requared
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?CRSP EMMO

(Basm RMGC Page WMPA)

i. Monitor !oad/resource balance to maintain within
operating imbalance limits.

2. Make energy purchases at best possrb!e price as
required to maintain load balance within control area.

3.  Schedule resources as required following gurdehnes
submitted by contractor.

4. Make surplus sales at best possmle price

L P el e e



CRSP - EMMO CowE
=0re Business Activities

L1 After we perform the above activities our next
priority is to pursue activities which generate
revenues for the Projects such as reserve |
sales, banking, shaping and storage, and

purchase for resale etc. . o __
L1 Our additional marketing activities enhance

~ revenues to keep rates down which benefit our

L1 The key is to integrate all these business
activities into your daily merchant activities to

- take advantage of market opportunities as they
arise. | . ”




