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 1 
I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY  2 
 3 
Q: PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND CONTACT INFORMATION 4 
 5 
A: My name is Leslie Glustrom. I live at 4492 Burr Place, Boulder, Colorado. My phone 6 

number is 303-245-8637 and my e-mail address is lglustrom(at)gmail.com.  7 

Q: ARE YOU AN XCEL RATEPAYER AND HAVE YOU PARTICIPATED IN 8 

OTHER COLORADO PUC DOCKETS? 9 

 10 
A: Yes, I am an Xcel ratepayer and I have been or I am an active participant in the 11 

following dockets at the Colorado PUC:  12 

05A-072E Comanche-Daniels Park Transmission 13 
07A-107E/07A-196E  2013 Contingency Plan/Tri-State Gas Contracts  14 
07A-421E Pawnee-Smoky Hill Transmission  15 
07A-521E Interruptible Service Option Credit  16 
07A-447E Xcel 2007 Resource Plan   17 
07A-469E Fort St. Vrain Turbines 18 
08S-520E Xcel 2009 Rate Increase  19 
09AL-299E Xcel 2010 Rate Increase 20 
09A-772E Xcel 2010 Renewable Energy Compliance Plan and Windsource  21 
10A-124E Smart Grid Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 22 
10A-377E Xcel Amendment to the 2007 Resource Plan 23 
11A-135E Restart of Xcel’s Solar Rebate Program  24 
11A-325E Pawnee Emission Control Project 25 
11A-418E Xcel 2012 Renewable Energy Compliance Plan 26 
 27 

In addition, I have followed many other Colorado PUC dockets related to Xcel and have 28 

read much of the testimony and many of the decisions in these other dockets.  29 

Q: DO YOU HAVE SPECIAL EXPERTISE THE COMMISSION SHOULD 30 

KNOW ABOUT? 31 

A: Yes, in addition to the knowledge gained about Xcel’s system from extensive 32 

participation in and propounding of discovery in the dockets listed above, I have 33 

conducted a detailed assessment of U.S. coal supplies and have spoken extensively in 34 
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Colorado and other states on the subject. A detailed report entitled, “Coal: Cheap and 1 

Abundant—Or Is It? Why Americans Should Stop Assuming That the U.S. Has a 200-2 

Year Supply of Coal,” with over 200 hyperlinked references is available at 3 

http://www.cleanenergyaction.org/sites/default/files/Coal_Supply_Constraints_CEA_0214 

209.pdf. I am also a co-author of the Harvard study on the “Full Cost Accounting for the 5 

Life Cycle of Coal,” published in the Annals of the New York Academy of Science in 6 

February 2011 and which can be accessed at 7 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2010.05890.x/full.1  8 

 In addition, I continue to monitor coal cost and supply issues in many states (and 9 

to a lesser extent globally) and have prepared coal cost and supply analyses for a number 10 

of states and individual power plants. I also monitor coal mine expansion issues and the 11 

coal “leasing” process in the Powder River Basin coal supply region in Northeast 12 

Wyoming. I am familiar with the geologic studies of coal supply done in the Powder 13 

River Basin as well as in many other coal supply regions of the United States. My 14 

training is in biochemistry and I have over 30 years of experience working at the 15 

interface of science and society on a wide variety of issues including climate change, 16 

clean energy and coal supplies.   17 

Q: PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY. 18 
 19 
A: The primary purpose of my testimony is to provide a public record of what is known 20 

about the current and future costs of the decision to add emission controls to the 505 MW 21 

“Pawnee” coal plant in Brush, Colorado including the addition of:  22 

                                                 
1 Copies of the Harvard “Full Cost Accounting for the Life-Cycle of Coal” article are also available upon 
request to Ms. Glustrom.  
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• A Selective Catalytic Reduction (“SCR”) for control of nitrogen oxides or 1 

“NOx,”  2 

• A Lime Spray Dryer (“LSD”) or “scrubber” for control of sulfur dioxide or 3 

“SO2”; and  4 

• A Sorbent Injection System (“SIS”) for mercury control.  5 

 In addition, I will discuss potential future costs that could increase if a final 6 

decision is made to move forward with the Pawnee Emission Control Project and finally I 7 

will discuss the “changing circumstances” that indicate that making a large investment in 8 

an aging coal plant in this century is not likely to be a wise investment for either Xcel or 9 

its ratepayers.  10 

 My testimony will provide the Commission with the following information and 11 

recommendations: 12 

• Costs for the Pawnee Emission Control Project that ratepayers will be responsible 13 

for include: 14 

o Capital costs of the project: 15 

o Depreciation and return on investment 16 

o Chemical costs for the SCR, LSD and mercury sorbent injection system 17 

o Costs of coal ash handling since it can no longer be used in cement 18 

making.  19 

o Loss of power production due to the “housepower” needed to run the 20 

emission control equipment.  21 

 22 
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• Possible areas of future increased costs that are not presently being accounted for 1 

include those for:  2 

o Increased chemical costs 3 

o Water costs 4 

o Increased costs for coal ash handling 5 

o Need to comply with a 1-hour SO2 standard 6 

o Possible expensive repairs related to corrosion in the lime spray dryer 7 

o Loss of MWh due to the power demands of the pollution control 8 

equipment 9 

o Actual capacity factors below those assumed in modeling 10 

o Need to comply with non-mercury metal hazardous air pollutant 11 

regulations 12 

o Litigation related to environmental pollution including climate change and 13 

mercury emissions 14 

o Increased wind curtailment costs 15 

o Stranded costs from early retirement of the Pawnee plant 16 

• Circumstances are changing rapidly—even since the close of the 10M-245E 17 

docket. These changed circumstances include: 18 

o Declining costs of wind power:  19 

o Dramatic increases in Xcel’s wind curtailment costs,  20 

o Continued and projected decline in the cost of solar installations 21 

o The need for flexibility in accommodating increased levels of renewable 22 

energy; and  23 
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o Increased cost of coal.  1 

o The potential loss of franchise communities if Xcel continues to make 2 

unwise investments in coal infrastructure at a time when an increasing 3 

number of rate payers are making it clear they want clean energy, not dirty 4 

coal plants.  5 

 Before proceeding with an investment of approximately $250 million in the 6 

Pawnee coal plant, the Commission and Xcel would be wise to review these changing 7 

circumstances in order to avoid future prudence challenges to this project. One way to 8 

review these changed circumstances and to assess the prudence of investments in the 9 

Pawnee plant would be to evaluate all of Xcel’s options related to the Pawnee site in the 10 

2011 Resource Plan expected to be filed in October 2011. A further examination of the 11 

changing circumstances could indicate that Xcel and its ratepayers will be better served 12 

by the conversion of the Pawnee coal plant to a natural gas plant (or some other option) 13 

which will better accommodate increased additions of renewable energy over the next 14 

three decades. In the long run, building a system that is more flexible and provides a 15 

cleaner product that more customers will want is likely the wiser business course for 16 

Xcel. No company, not even a monopoly, can survive long by providing products that its 17 

customers don’t want. 18 

 If a restaurant repeatedly serves liver and onions regardless of what its customers 19 

want, it won’t likely stay in business long. If Xcel keeps “serving” coal-fired electrons 20 

into the 21st century, it is questionable how long they will stay in business. 21 
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 There are literally thousands of public comment letters in the PUC record 1 

rejecting coal as a generation technology for the 21st century.2 If Xcel continues to ignore 2 

the wishes of its customers it could find itself going the way of restaurants that insist on 3 

serving  “liver and onions….” 4 

 5 

II. DIRECT COSTS OF THE PAWNEE EMISSION CONTROL PROJECT 6 

 7 

Q: WHAT ARE THE PROJECTED CAPITAL COSTS OF THE PAWNEE 8 
EMISSION CONTROL PROJECT? 9 
 10 
A: In response to Discovery Request LWG 4-4, Xcel provided information on capital 11 

costs and the expected increase in $/MWh operating expense of the Pawnee coal plant as 12 

a result of the emission controls. That Discovery Response is included as Exhibit LWG 1 13 

and the key information about the capital costs of the SCR and the LSD is reproduced 14 

below: 15 

 16 

Figure LWG-1 17 
Captial Costs for the Pawnee SCR and LSD  18 

(Excerpted from Discovery Response LWG 4-4, Docket 11A-325E, Exhibit LWG 1)  19 

 20 

 21 

                                                 
2 See for example the voluminous public comments in the 04A-214E, 04A-215E, and 04A-216E (combined 
dockets) as well as those in the 06S-234EG, 08S-520E and 09AL-299E rate case dockets.  
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 1 

 Figure LWG-1 provides the following breakdown of the costs of the Pawnee 2 

Emission Control Project. 3 

Lime Spray Dryer    $195 million (Nominal $) 4 

Selective Catalytic Reduction  $55.7 million (Nominal $) 5 

Exhibit LWG 1 also provides the cost of the mercury sorbent injection system as 6 

approximately $2 million in nominal $.  7 

Q: WHAT ARE THE OTHER COSTS OF THE PAWNEE EMISSION CONTROL 8 
PROJECT? 9 
 10 
A: In addition to the capital costs and return on that investment at Xcel’s Weighted 11 

Average Cost of Capital, there are a number of operating and other costs including: 12 

• $44 million (2010 $) until 2041 for the chemicals used in the LSD.3 13 

• $167 million (2010 $) until 2041 for the chemicals needed for the SCR.4  14 

• $32 million (2010 $) until 2041for the brominated carbon sorbent for mercury 15 

control. 5 16 

• Fixed operating costs including  17 

o $570,000/year for the SCR;6 and 18 

o $4,000,000 per year for the LSD.7 19 

• Increased costs of coal ash handling because it will no longer be used in cement 20 

making.8 21 

                                                 
3 Cost of chemicals for the LSD provided in response to Discovery Request LWG 3-14, Docket 11A-325E. 
4 Cost of chemicals for the SCR provided in response to Discovery Request LWG 3-15, docket 11A-325E.   
5 Cost of chemicals for the mercury sorbent system provided in response to Discovery Request LWG 3-13, 
Docket 11A-325E.  
6 The $570,000 for the fixed operating costs of the SCR were provided in response to Discovery Request 
LWG 2-1, Docket 11A-325E.  
7 The $4,000,000 for the fixed operating costs of the LSD were provided in response to Discovery Request 
LWG 2-2, Docket 11A-325E.  



 11 

 All of these costs will likely be passed through to rate payers and are likely to 1 

escalate significantly over the next three decades.  2 

 3 

III. POSSIBLE FUTURE COSTS RELATED TO THE PAWNEE EMISSION 4 
CONTROL PROJECT 5 
 6 
 7 
Q: WHAT ARE SOME POSSIBLE FUTURE INCREASED COSTS OF THE 8 
PAWNEE EMISSION CONTROL PROJECT? 9 
 10 
A: There are a number of uncertainties regarding future costs related to proceeding with 11 

the Pawnee Emission Control Project. These include: 12 

• Possible increases in chemical costs for the SCR and LSD that exceed the 13 

assumed 2.5% that Xcel is using as an escalator. 14 

• Possible increases in the cost of water over the next 3 decades. 15 

• New coal ash handling regulations that require the coal ash produced by this 16 

project to be handled in a more stringent manner. 17 

• Need to comply with a new 1-hour SO2 standard. 18 

• Corrosion in the Lime Spray Dryers which will require expensive repairs.  19 

• Reduced power from the coal plant due to the power requirements of the emission 20 

control devices. 21 

• Reduced output from the plant due to the plant’s capacity factor being less than 22 

the assumed 84%. 9 23 

• Need to comply with non-mercury metal hazardous air pollutant regulations. 24 

                                                                                                                                                 
8 The creation of 37,000 tons of fly ash for on-site disposal is discussed in the response to Discovery 
Request LWG 1-9, Docket 11A-325E. Other coal ash handling information was provided in Discovery 
Request LWG 2-4, Docket 11A-325E.  
9 The assumed 84% capacity factor for the Pawnee plant was provided in response to Discovery Request 
LWG 4-6, Docket 11A-325E. Historical capacity factors for the Pawnee plant were provided in response to 
Discovery Request LWG 4-7, Docket 11A-325E.  
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• Increased litigation related to environmental pollution including CO2 and climate 1 

change and mercury exposures. 2 

• Increased wind curtailment costs when coal plants can’t be ramped down and rate 3 

payers have to pay the wind curtailment costs incurred by Xcel (as discussed 4 

further below.)  5 

• Possible stranded costs if Xcel decides to retire the Pawnee plant early due to 6 

increasing fuel and operating costs and declining costs of renewable energy and 7 

demand side measures.  8 

 9 

IV. CHANGING CIRCUMSTANCES AFFECTING THE PRUDENCE OF THE 10 
PAWNEE EMISSION CONTROL PROJECT 11 
 12 
 13 
Q: WHAT ARE THE CHANGING CIRCUMSTANCES THAT COULD AFFECT 14 
THE PRUDENCE OF THE PAWNEE EMISSION CONTROL PROJECT? 15 
 16 
A:  There are many circumstances that have changed since the Colorado PUC issued its 17 

final decision (C10-1328) in the 10M-245E (“Clean Air Clean Jobs”) docket on 18 

December 15, 2011. Some of these changing circumstances are described below.  19 

 To ensure that Xcel makes a prudent investment for the Company and its 20 

ratepayers, it would be wise for the Company to reevaluate the wisdom of the Pawnee 21 

Emission Control Project in light of these changing circumstances which include:  22 

o Declining costs of wind power:  23 

o Dramatic increases in Xcel’s wind curtailment costs,  24 

o Continued and projected decline in the cost of solar installations 25 

o The need for flexibility in accommodating increased levels of renewable 26 

energy; and  27 



 13 

o Increased cost of coal.  1 

o The potential loss of franchise communities if Xcel continues to make 2 

unwise investments in coal infrastructure at a time when an increasing 3 

number of rate payers are making it clear they want clean energy, not dirty 4 

coal plants.  5 

Each of these is discussed in more detail below.  6 

 7 
 A. The Costs of Wind Energy are Declining 8 
 9 
 There is extensive testimony from Xcel in Dockets 10A-377E and 11A-689E on 10 

the low costs of wind energy at this point. While the current low costs depend in part on 11 

the Federal Production Tax Credit, there is good reason to believe that the cost of wind 12 

will continue to decrease in the next three decades until the planned retirement of the 13 

Pawnee coal plant in 2041. The analysis of wind bids in the 10A-377E docket was done 14 

in January 2011, after the close of the 10M-245E docket. Xcel’s application in Docket 15 

11A-689E, in which Xcel is asking for permission to enter into a Power Purchase 16 

Agreement for an additional 200 MW of wind from what is referred to as the Limon II 17 

wind farm, was just filed on August 15, 2011.  18 

 Neither of these analyses showing the declining costs of wind energy could have 19 

been considered in the 10M-245E (“Clean Air Clean Jobs”) docket, because they 20 

occurred after the close of the record in that docket and the issuance of the final decision 21 

C10-1328 on December 15, 2011.  22 

 B. Xcel’s Wind Curtailment Costs Have Increased Dramatically 23 

 As part of Docket 11A-418E (Xcel Renewable Energy Compliance Plan) docket, 24 

it has come to light that Xcel’s wind curtailment costs have increased dramatically in 25 
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recent years. Discovery Response CPUC 1-4 in Docket 11A-418E is included as Exhibit 1 

LWG-ZZ and the key data are reproduced below. 2 

Figure LWG-2 3 
Xcel’s Wind Curtailment Costs 2007-2010 4 

(Data From Xcel’s Response to Discovery Request  5 
CPUC 1-4, Docket 11A-418E, Exhibit LWG 2)  6 

 7 
 8 

Year Total Wind  
Curtailment Costs 

2007 $0.12 million 

2008 $0.23 million 

2009 $0.36 million 

2010 $3.85 million 

 9 
It is clear from Table LWG-2 above that Xcel’s wind curtailment costs soared in 2010—10 

increasing by more than 10 fold from 2009. While all the reasons for this are not yet 11 

understood, it is very likely that the number of wind curtailments has increased as a result 12 

of bringing both new wind and the new Unit 3 coal plant on line. Wind and coal don’t 13 

mix since coal doesn’t have the flexibility to accommodate increased levels of renewable 14 

generation that is variable. This data was not available in the 10M-245E docket and is a 15 

strong argument for reconsidering the prudence of investing over $250 million in 16 

pollution controls for the Pawnee coal plant at a time when wind costs are declining and 17 

are likely to do so in the coming decades.  18 

 19 
 C. The Costs of Solar Energy are Declining 20 
 21 
 It is widely understood that the costs of photovoltaic solar installations are falling 22 

dramatically. In Docket 11A-135E, Xcel witness Robin Kittel addressed this issue. When 23 

asked whether the costs of photovoltaic solar systems had declined over time, Ms. Kittel 24 
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gave the following response on page 5 of her Direct Testimony in Docket 11A-135E filed 1 

on February 16, 2011. 2 

Excerpt from the Direct Testimony of Xcel Witness Robin Kittel, Docket 11A-135E 3 

 4 

10 5 
 6 
 7 
Ms. Kittel also included a graph of the declining costs of solar photovoltaic systems in 8 

her testimony and this graph is reproduced below.  9 

 10 
[Rest of page left intentionally blank.] 11 

 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
 26 
 27 
 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 

                                                 
10The footnote from page 5 of Ms. Kittel’s 11A-135E  testimony reads as follows:  
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Figure LWG-3 1 
Declining Costs of Solar Photovoltaic Installations 2 

(From page 7 of the Direct Testimony of  3 
Xcel Witness Robin Kittel, February 16, 2011 in Docket 11A-135E) 4 

 5 

 6 
 Figure LWG-3 above (taken from Xcel witness Robin Kittel’s Direct Testimony 7 

in the 11A 135E docket)  shows the costs of on-site solar photovoltaic systems declining 8 

from about $9/watt in 2006 to about $4.50/watt in 2011.  While some may argue over the 9 

details of the costs shown for solar, there is general agreement that the costs of installing 10 

solar photovoltaic systems have declined dramatically in the last five years. There is good 11 

reason to believe that these trends will continue in the coming decades—at the same time 12 

that the costs of coal and chemicals to operate a coal plant will be increasing.  13 

 There is considerable research going on at the National Renewable Energy Lab in 14 

Golden, Colorado and around the world in an effort to further reduce the cost of all forms 15 

of solar energy including photovoltaic and larger, utility-scale Concentrating Solar Power 16 
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(”CSP”). The NREL research is part of the Department of Energy’s “Sunshot” program 1 

to bring photovoltaic costs to under $1/watt. A summary of the “Sunshot” initiative can 2 

be found at http://www1.eere.energy.gov/solar/sunshot/index.html and is described 3 

below. 4 

The DOE SunShot Initiative is a collaborative national initiative to make solar 5 

energy technologies cost-competitive with other forms of energy by reducing the 6 

cost of solar energy systems by about 75% before 2020. Reducing the total installed 7 

cost for utility-scale solar electricity to roughly 6 cents per kilowatt hour without 8 

subsidies will result in rapid, large-scale adoption of solar electricity across the United 9 

States. Reaching this goal will re-establish American technological leadership, 10 

improve the nation's energy security, and strengthen U.S. economic competitiveness 11 

in the global clean energy race. 12 

http://www1.eere.energy.gov/solar/sunshot/index.html 13 

  14 

 The Pawnee Emission control project is supposed to keep the Pawnee coal plant 15 

on line for three more decades until 2041. It is highly likely that during that time the price 16 

of solar will fall significantly and Xcel and its ratepayers will be paying for the Pawnee 17 

coal plant instead of investing in cost-competitive solar electricity that doesn’t have a fuel 18 

cost or require expensive pollution control chemicals. Moreover, the Pawnee coal plant 19 

outfitted with pollution controls is not likely to have adequate flexibility to support a 20 

system with increasing amounts of wind and solar, as discussed below.   21 

D. The Need for Increased Flexibility to Accommodate Higher Levels of 22 
Renewable Energy; Coal is Not Flexible—Especially with Emission Controls 23 
on It 24 

 As the costs of wind and solar decline, there will be an increasing need for a more 25 

flexible system to accommodate the variable production of renewable resources. This 26 
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flexibility is presently best provided for by natural gas plants11 rather than coal plants. 1 

This was well expressed by Xcel witness Greg Ford in the 10M-245E (“Clean Air Clean 2 

Jobs”) docket and is reproduced below: 3 

Figure LWG-4 4 

Excerpt from Direct Testimony of Xcel Witness Greg Ford- 10M-245E 5 

 6 

                                                 
11 Ms. Glustrom recognizes the issues related to the production and pipeline transport of natural gas but also 
recognizes the need to build more flexibility into our present system until better storage technologies and 
grid regulation become available.  
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E. New Studies Point to the Need to Make Judicious Investment Decisions 1 
Now in Order to Support the Creation of a Clean Energy, 21st Century Grid  2 

 On August 22, 2011 the Western Grid Group issued a report entitled, “ 3 

Western Grid 2050: Contrasting Futures, Contrasting Fortunes.” The report is 4 

included as Exhibit LWG 3. It contrasts a future characterized by “Business as 5 

Usual” or “BAU” with a future shaped by a “Clean Energy Vision” or “CEV.”  6 

Figure LWG-5 below reproduces the summary box that compares the economic 7 

and energy security performance of the BAU and CEV portfolios. This report was 8 

just issued in the last 2 weeks and could not be considered as part of the 10M-9 

245E (“Clean Air Clean Jobs”) docket.  10 

 The Western Grid 2050 report makes it clear that decisions to make large 11 

investments in old fossil fuel infrastructure, such as the Pawnee coal plant, will 12 

not support the Clean Energy Vision for the 2050 grid which has significant 13 

economic, job creation and insulation from fuel cost increase benefits.  14 

[Rest of page left intentionally blank.] 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 
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Figure LWG-5 1 
Table ES-1 from Western Grid 2050 Report 2 

 (From Exhibit LWG 3) 3 

 4 

 5 

  6 
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 F. The Costs of Coal Are Increasing and Likely to Continue to Do So 1 

 Data on coal costs continues to underscore that Xcel has greatly underestimated 2 

coal costs  3 

Table LWG-1 4 
Cost of Coal Burned at the Pawnee Coal Plant  5 

2008, 2009 and 201012   6 
(Data from EIA 423 Database http://www.eia.gov/cneaf/electricity/page/eia423.html.   7 

As summarized in Exhibit LWG 4) 8 
 9 

Year Cost of Coal for the Pawnee Plant 
$/MMBTU 

2008 $0.98 

2009 $1.05 

2010 $1.17 

2011 to May  $1.27 

 10 
 Using the data provided by Xcel in the 10M-245E docket shown in Table LWG-1 11 

as well as an update on the cost of coal delivered to the Pawnee coal plant, it can be seen 12 

that Xcel’s cost of coal at the Pawnee coal plant increased from $0.98/MMBTU in 2008 13 

to $1.27 by mid-2011. This is about a 29% for that period or about a 10% increase per 14 

year for that period. An annual increase in the neighborhood of 10% per year is clearly 15 

significantly greater than the annual 1.5% increase assumed by Xcel in the 10M-245E 16 

docket.13   17 

 An increase of coal costs that exceeds the less than 2% annual increase in coal 18 

costs assumed in Docket 10M-245E will clearly make the cost of operating the Pawnee 19 

coal plant for the next three decades much greater than was assumed in the 10M-245E 20 

                                                 
12 Xcel’s 2008 coal costs for Pawnee are found in Data Request Item K found in Exhibit LWG-2 with 
Hearing Exhibit 121 while 2009 and first-half 2010 Pawnee coal costs can be found in Exhibit LWG-3 with 
Hearing Exhibit 121 from Docket 10M-245E. Full 2010 delivered coal costs for Pawnee can be found in 
Exhibit 4 included with Ms. Glustrom’s Answer Testimony in this 11A-325E docket.  
13 Actual annual % increases in coal costs for Pawnee will need to wait until the parties have access to the 
cost of coal burned at the Pawnee plant as the EIA 423 database reports coal deliveries and there is often a 
lag between coal delivered and coal burned at a power plant.  
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docket. Under the present system, all of Xcel’s fuel costs are passed through to rate 1 

payers under the Electric Commodity Adjustment (“ECA”) and so Xcel does not carry 2 

any of the risk for inaccurate projections of fuel costs.  3 

 Moreover, Xcel’s models discount fuel costs at about 8% per year14 which has the 4 

effect of largely making future fuel costs “disappear” in its models.  5 

 There is good reason to believe that coal costs from the Powder River Basin 6 

(which supplies the coal to the Pawnee coal plant) will continue to rise in future years. 7 

The coal in the Powder River Basin has the shape of a bowl (or “basin”) that is elongated. 8 

As the existing mines expand going from east to west, they will have to go down the 9 

sides of the “bowl” deeper to get to the coal. The short lives of the mines supporting the 10 

Pawnee coal plant and the increasing overburden in their expansion areas can be seen in 11 

Table ZZ below.  Similar data is available for most of the other mines in the Powder 12 

River Basin and all the mines are dealing with the same basic “bowl” formation of the 13 

coal deposit.15 As overburden increases, production costs are likely to also mount driving 14 

up the cost of coal needed to run the Pawnee coal plant—as well as all U.S. coal plants.  15 

[Rest of page left intentionally blank.] 16 

                                                 
14 For the use of a discount rate on fuel costs in Xcel’s modeling, see Decision C08-0929 in the 07A-447E 
docket, ¶ 286-287, page 88 approving the use of the Weighted Average Cost of Capitol as the discount rate 
in Xcel’s models. At the time, the WACC was 7.88%.   
15 The geology of the Gillette coal field is discussed in great detail in the United States Geologic Survey 
report USGS 2008-1202 available at http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2008/1202/. 
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 1 

 2 
Table LWG-2 3 

Key Characteristics of the 4 
Coal Mines That Support the Pawnee Coal Plant 5 

Coal mines are shown in Exhibit LWG 4 6 
Data from the Bureau of Land Management, Casper, Wyoming Field Office. See footnotes for details.  7 

 8 

 Approximate 
Remaining 
Life of 
Existing Pit 
Post 2010 

Approximate 
Life of 
Proposed 
Expansion 
Area 

Average 
Overburden in 
the Existing 
Pit  

Average 
Overburden in 
the Expansion 
Area  

Antelope 

Mine, 

Wyoming16 

 

7 years17 

 

11 years18 

 

122 feet19 

 

260-280 feet20 

Eagle Butte 

Mine, 

Wyoming21 

 

8.6 years22 

 

9 years23 

 

200 feet24 

 

325 feet25 

                                                 
16 The Final EIS for the Antelope Mine Expansion is available from 
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/info/NEPA/documents/cfo/West_Antelope_II.html  
17  See page ES-7 in the Executive Summary for the Antelope Mine Expansion available from 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wy/information/NEPA/cfodocs/westantelope/feis.Par.19906.
File.dat/003exsumm.pdf  
18 See page ES-7 in the Executive Summary for the Antelope Mine Expansion available from 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wy/information/NEPA/cfodocs/westantelope/feis.Par.19906.
File.dat/003exsumm.pdf  
19 See page 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the West Antelope II Final Environmental Impact Statement available from 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wy/information/NEPA/cfodocs/westantelope/feis.Par.64401.
File.dat/006chap3.pdf   
20 See page 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the West Antelope II Final Environmental Impact Statement available from 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wy/information/NEPA/cfodocs/westantelope/feis.Par.64401.
File.dat/006chap3.pdf   
21 The Environmental Impact Statement for the Eagle Butte Mine expansion is available from 
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/info/NEPA/documents/cfo/eaglebutte-westcoal.html  
22 See page ES-9 in the Executive Summary of the Eagle Butte FEIS available at 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wy/information/NEPA/cfodocs/eaglebuttewestcoal/feis.Par.7
9934.File.dat/02abst-exsumm.pdf  
23 See page ES-9 in the Executive Summary of the Eagle Butte FEIS available at 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wy/information/NEPA/cfodocs/eaglebuttewestcoal/feis.Par.7
9934.File.dat/02abst-exsumm.pdf 
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G. The Potential Loss of Franchises if Xcel Continues to Make Imprudent 1 
Investments in Coal 2 

 3 
 Since the close of the 10M-245E docket, it is clear that the City of Boulder is 4 

seriously considering whether to municipalize and break away from Xcel. On August 16, 5 

2011 the Boulder City Council certified Ballot Issues 2B and 2C to increase and extend 6 

the Utility Occupation Tax (Ballot Measure 2B) and authorize the creation of a Boulder 7 

municipal utility (Ballot Measure 2C) for the fall 2011 municipal election in Boulder. 8 

 The City of Boulder and its residents have made it clear that one of the key 9 

concerns is that Xcel is too heavily invested in coal plants for the 21st century and that 10 

these coal plants will emit large amounts of unnecessary pollution, consume large 11 

quantities of unnecessary water, have increasing coal costs and coal supply issues and 12 

impede the addition of high levels of renewable energy in the coming decades.  13 

 Regardless of the outcome of the Boulder vote in 2011, there is a good possibility 14 

that an increasing number of communities will want to receive electricity from cleaner, 15 

lower carbon and more flexible resources as we go through the coming decades. 16 

 It is understandable that Xcel wants to make a large investment in pollution 17 

control that will be added to its rate base so that it can earn “return of” and “return on” 18 

this investment in its rates. It seems, however, that insisting on making this large 19 

investment in last century’s dirty, fossil fuel infrastructure will not prove prudent in the 20 

long run if it creates an environment where significant numbers of Xcel ratepayers seek 21 

alternative solutions whether it is in investments in personal solar systems or in 22 

                                                                                                                                                 
24 See page 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the FEIS for the Eagle Butte expansion available at 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wy/information/NEPA/cfodocs/eaglebuttewestcoal/feis.Par.9
3601.File.dat/05chap3.pdf  
25 See page 3-8 in Chapter 3 of the FEIS for the Eagle Butte expansion available at 
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wy/information/NEPA/cfodocs/eaglebuttewestcoal/feis.Par.9
3601.File.dat/05chap3.pdf 
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communities breaking away from Xcel as their franchises expire. Neither of these options 1 

will be good for Xcel’s long term financial outlook.  2 

Q: DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY AT THIS TIME? 3 

A: Yes.  4 


