
alled by its chemical
horthand, CO2.
"There is no doubt that the

urden of future CO2
egulatiorLs will fall heavily
n coal plants," a recent
eport by the Union of
)oncerned Scientists said.
4any utilities, in fact, have
egun disclosing to investors
nd regulators their
redictions for increased coal
osts.

)onsunrers beware
lln light of growing
,ressures to address global
lÍmate change, some coal
ritics corrtend that utilities
l4nning to build new,
onventional coal-burning

atmosphere reach the earth's
isurface and warm the earth.
When the earth is warm. it

Ower plants are taking a
ostly financial eanible ttgptly financia
oþld saddle th
rf*m¿ny years
,1'These utilities may be
eTting on theÍr ability to pass
hp risk on to ratepayers in
he form of higher electric
âtes - the same way they
outinely pass through
nvironmental compliance
osts today" the Union of
)dncerned Scientists report
aid, "Utilities holding this
'elief have little incentive to
ssess and avoid the risks of
uture 0O2 regulation."
Increasingl¡1

nvironmentalists are
urning to pocketbook
rguments to fuel opposition
o new coal-burning plants, as
hown in the debate in
¡Iinnesota over Big Stone II,
rhere regulators must
Bprove power transmission
ines for the project.
"That's something we've

ried to raise with the Big
'tone II situation," said Cesia
learns, an organizer for the
lierra Club in.Minnesota. "I
.on't think it's become a
eality to most people because,
nergy is still relatively
heap."
Coñsumers should pay

.ttention to the decisions of
heir utilities because they
i¡ill face the consequenCes,
aid Michael Nichols, who
reads Fresh Energy of
llinnesota, a group that
.dvocates greater use of
onservation and renewable
nergy''iWho gets stuck with the
SSt lry¡en these inevitable
eguflàtions come into force?"
lichbls asked. "It's not an
tnvironmental question that
llinnesota regulators are
truggling with. It's an
iconomic one."

)oal stüll cheapest
.Estimates of future coal

rosts inlan era of carbon

saddle their customers

æwtue¿

ncial ganible that

when human activity
alters the natural
balance and causes
an increase in
greenhouse gases.
ThiS increase causes
more heat to be .

are absorbed by natural gases in
the air called greenhouse gases,
which collect and radiate heat.

collected and
toward the earth's

Source: Environmental Protection Agency

Big Stone ll project
The proposed $1.6 bil l ion Big

Stone ll power plant is backed
by seven regional utilities as
the most cost-effective way to
meet rising electricity demands
for 2.3 million customers in five
Upper Midwest states.

The 630-megawatt plant,
which would burn Fowder
River sub-bituminous coal.
would be located next to the
existing 430-megawatt Big
Stone power plant near
Milbank, S.D.

The site was ôhosen
because it can take advantaqe
of existing infrastructure and
rail access, helping reduce
costs.

For example, the two planls
would share pollution control
systenis, significantly reducing
emissions of sulfur dioxide, an
acid rain pollutant, for the old
plant.

Highlights:
Þ Economic impact: The

plant would employ 35 to 40;

i The atmosphere acts like a blanket j

i that prevents heat loss. Having i
i the right amount of greenhouse i
gases is what keeps the earth the i
right temperature for lite. This is thel

beginning in 2020,
"Our projection for

greenhouse gas emissions
costs at the end of this decade
ranges from 920 to gS0 per ton
of CO2 emissions." the
analysis by Synapse Energy
Economics Inc. said.

The bottom line for
consumersr as calculated by
Synapse: Power costs would
rise by more than a third,
37 percent, using the
consultant's mid-range cost
estimate.

The Big Stone II partners'
consultant disagrees, saying
Synapse's much higher cost
projections are based on verv
stringent regulations unlikeiy
to be imposed.

Xcel's alternate path
Still, Xcel Energ¡¡ which is

not involved in Big Stone II,
came to a very different
conclusion when planning for
its future energy needs.

greenhouse effect. i

Bruce Crummy / The Forum

Big Stone ll
The Big Stone ll proposed site
is 111 miles south of Fargo
and 2 miles from Minnesota.

example, says a wide range of
solutions will be needed to
solve the carbon dilemma -
innovations in energy
conservation, renewable
energ]1 solar power and
technologies such as coal
gasification that could
capture carbon dioxide before
releasing it into the
atmosphere.

Utilities and the U.S.
Department of Energy are
aggressively looking for
"clean coal" technologies to
remove carbon dioxide from
the smokestaçk and to develop
alternatives such as wind
power.

The Big Stone II partners,
for example, plan to
collectively boost their wind-
power supplies by
930 megawatts - a capacity
1% times larger than the
proposed 630-megawatt coal-
burning unit. Also, they
maintain, the new unit's state-
of-the art boiler design wilt
reduce carbon dioxide
emissions by almost
20 percent through greater
efficiency

Gwen Lunskl/Thê Forum

rípple effects, Income
generated to households
outside the plant is estimated
at another $1 ,1 mill ion.
Construction would have a
peak work force of 1,500, with
2,550 fulltime jobs over the life
of the project, costing
$513.7 mill ion.

Þ Garbon dioxide
emissions: Down 20 percent .
from existing plants, an
estimated 4.5 million tons a

.yei,ar.
Þ Utility partners: Otter.

Tail Power Co., Central
Minnesota Municipal Power
Agency, Great River Energy,
Heartland Consumers Power
District, Missouri Biver Energy
Services, MDU Resources
Group, Southern Minnesota
Municipal Power Agency.

Þ Project timeline: Contin-
gent on necessary permits,
some granted, others pending.
South Dakota has primary
jurisdiction for the plant, but
regulators in North Dakota and
Minnesota must approve

ìttransmission lines.

\
restrictions vary widel¡r One
measure rejected by the last
Congress would have resulted
in added costs of $6.86 for
every ton of carbon dioxide
produced. By comparison, Big
Stone now pays about 915.50
per ton of coal, including '

delivery costs.
The seven utility groups

behind Big Stone II - ted by
Otter Tail Power Co. of Fergus
Falls, Minn. - vehemently
reject claims that carbon
regulations, if imposed, would
make'the plant a bad choice
for consumers.

Xcel recently filed a
proposal to meet its future
electricity needs, beginning
in 20L5, with a combi¡ation of
buying more Canadian
hydropower and increasing
wind energy capacity to
supply an additional
375 megawatts of power.

The choice was guided by an
analysis that concluded Xcel's
coal costs would rise by g9 per
ton of carbon beginning in
2010, rising 2% percent each
year thereafter.

"It would not be prudent for
us, both for our shareholders
and our customers, to pay that
cost," said Betsy Engelking,
Xcel's resource planning
manager.

"It's not only the lowest
cost but also the cleanest."
she added, referring to the
wind-and-hydro proposal,
which requires regulatory
approval.

The Upper Midwest, which
relies heavily on coal-fired
poweq is especially
vulnerable to,:increased'.
electricity coËts resulting: r
from carbon regulation,
whfch many in the industry j'
agree cquld come within the;; I
next ([ecadé,.' : ::,

Ä"õli*äied 185 new coat.i,it
plants ai;e oú drawing boardÁl'
arggq{ thec.ountry inclutliúþ
SOin thê Midwest - a handful
in North Dakota, where
immense lignite coal reserves
fuel more than g0 percent of
the state's fiower generaticjn
and,gi4o,million in eóonoriiic
act iv i t ¡ r '  " ,  ' . l i : ' ; ¡ '

_ As a,result; North DakO.ta
has a lot at stêke in thc ii, i
debate atout Ctirrratel chaiiee
poliô¡r It was oue'bfilû¡sftitãs
that recently ârCUéd'agailtst
c,lassif¡ting carbon dföX-iile'as
a pollutant in a ease noW
befoie the U.Sr Suprerne*
Court .  .  , '  . , ' , i

Still, many agree thât j . li
plentiful coal, \t/hich fhdls half

Thê Forum

with another 28 "spin-off" jobs,
with payrolls of g2.S million a
year, boosting total economic
activity by $3-:.1 million.th¡ougþ

Wárd Uggerutl, Otter. fäil's
senior.vice presidentfor.: ;,
glurgy supply said thg- qig . .
Stone partners carefully
weighõd á range of sJénarios
for more expeflsivê ccial-:,r',¡, ,
resulting, from carbon, dioxide
restrictions, and the propos'ed
plant sti[ emerged as the low-
cost po\¡uer provider.

The Big Stone II analysis
concluded that coal still
would be economical at much
higher costs - up to,gl1;10 per
ton for investor-owned
utilities and Up to 921.20 foï
public powei ütilities. which

' / ' . o / ¡ \ . . ^  , : - . : , ,

Ordinarily wind isn't a
viable solution for meeting
base-load power needs -
electricity demanded around
the clock - because the wind
doesn't always blow, utilities
contend. Xcel's proposal, for
example, has a hydropower
backup.

And "clean coal"
technolo gical breakthroughs
remain years in the future - a
decade or more, by most
estimates. Until then, the coal
industry and utilitÍes that
depend on conventional coal
plants will face increasing
pressures of the kind
generated by Big Stone II,
slated for completion in 2011
or 2012.

Caught in transition
"There's no question that

we're in a transitional period
and Big Stone is in that

;- transition," MDU Resource's
' Sharp said
, In the mean time, he added,

no economically viable i
alternative to còal 

' 
; .

generation exists for bgse-
' load pgùer needs. On ,,...
averagie,. ne\4r power plairts
take four years to build,
following.six years of
planning and permitting. ,

"We can'tu¡áit for another
five years toi see if somethine
better conieS alons." Sharn' i
said. "We fràve tq:ãôt. This' ,ti
region needs.base-load
Power,Jl':'i;r'':,..', :.

Re$ùators ìn South
Dakotà,:Mînnésotä and :,';,ì
North Dakota, which must"
approve traqsmission lines
from the plant runrling,,
.through{he state;wiltidecide i
whether Bie Stpde II is the
best choice for;rtreetinÄ,those'
growing poweirrlþg4s. -,,.,1,i

.  .  .Rgadeäcanrgaqh,r ì ru i i i igporter .  1 i ,
, Patilck Sprinser ar i70it'24i:ss22'

have more flexibility in
accounting for debt. Botn-
figures are much higher than
any likely cost increase,
Uggerud said.

'ilt still doesn't alter our
: decision,l' Uggerud said.
"We've been very very
câreful." ./

Dan Sharp, a spokesman for
MDU Resources group of
Bismarck, another Big Stone
II partner, agreed. "The
analysis that we made, that
coal was the best fuel,
stands,'he said. ,
' But a consultant hired bv


