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The controversy reﬂects whe
tounting public pressure to
onfront the role of heat-

- zapping carbon dioxide . .

- mhissions in global warming ‘

even if it comes at a price.
-Coal, long a cheap fuel for
enerating electricity, is .
oised to cost mote if some
yrm of regulation is imposed
n carbon dioxide, often

alled by its chemical
horthand, CO2.

, “There is no doubt that the
urden of future CO2
egulations will fall heav11y
n coal plants,” a recent
eport by the Union of

oncerned Scientists said. ...

fany utilities, in fact, have
egun disclosing to investors
nd regulators their
redictions for increased coal
osts.

;onsumers beware
:Inlight of growing
ressures to address global
limate change, some coal
ritics contend that utilities
lanning to build new,
onventional coal-burning
Qwer plants are taking a
ostly financial gamible that
ould saddle their customers
xinany years.

These utilities may be”

. ettihg on their ability to pass
fie risk on to ratepayers in
he form of higher electric
ates—the same way they
outinely pass through
nvironmental compliance.
osts today,” the Union of
oncerned Scientists report
aid. “Utilities holding this
elief have little incentive to
ssess and avoid the risks of’
uture CO2 regulation.”

Increasingly,
nvironmentalists are
urning to pocketbook
rguments to fuel opposition
2 new coal-burning plants, as
hown in the debate in
Tinnesota over Big Stone I,
vhere regulators must
pprove power transmission
ines for the project.

““That’s something we’ve
ried to raise with the Big
tone II situation,” said Cesia
earns, an organlzer for the
ierra Club in Minnesota, “I
on’t think it’s become a
eality to most people because:
nergy is still relatively

heap.”

Consumers should pay
ttention to the decisions of
heir utilities because they
vill face the consequences,
aid Michael Nichols, who
ieads Fresh Energy of
Ainnesota, a group that
dvocates greater use of
onservation and renewable
nergy.-

“Who gets stuck with the

st when these inevitable
uldtions come into force?”
Jichols asked. “It’s not an
nvironmental question that
Ainnesota regulators are
trugghng with. It’s an
‘conomic one.”

»oal still cheapest -
Estimates of future coal-
‘osts injan era of carbon

. The sun heats the earth.
“ Somé 6f the sun’s solar rays

off the earth’s

phere and some pass

thrdubh to the surface of the

The problem arises . .
when human activity
alters the natural
balance and causes
an increase in
greenhouse gases..
This increase causes
more heattobe -
collected and radiated
toward the earth’ s
surface; -

'The rays that penetrate the
-atmosphere reach the earth's
‘surface and warm the earth.
When the earth is warm, it
jradiates it's own rays of heat
called infared rays.

y

s Cap\(\g

The atmosphere acts like a blanket:
that prevents heat loss. Having

the right amount of greenhouse
gases is what keeps the earth the
tight temperature for life. This is the

Some of these infared rays

" escape to outer space. Others:
are absorbed by natural gases in
the air called greenhouse gases,
which collect and radiate heat.

x'&‘ed I¢ ay@

greenhouse effect.

.

Source: Envnronmental Protection Agency

Blg Stone II prolect

The proposed $1.6 billion Big
Stone Il 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 Powder
River sub-bituminous coal,
would be located next to the.
existing 430-megawatt Big
Stone power plant near
Milbank, S.D. '

The site was chosen
because it can take advantage
of existing infrastructure and
rail access, helping reduce
costs. ‘

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

Highlights:
» Economic impact: The
~ plant would employ 35 to 40,

Big Stone Il
The Big Stone If proposed site

is 111 miles south of Fargo
and 2 miles from Minnesota.

The Forum

" with another 28 “spin-off” jobs,

with payrolls of $2.5 million a -
year, boosting total economlc
activity-by:$3.1 milljor ough

Gwen Lunskl/ The Forum

ripple effects. Income
generated to households

. outside the plant is estimated

at another $1.1 million.
Construction would have a
peak work force of 1,500, with
2,550 full-time jobs over the life
of the project, costing

$513.7 million.

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

- year.

» Utility partners: Otter.
Tail Power Co., Central
Minnesota Municipal Power
Agency, Great River Energy,
Heartland Consumers Power -
District, Missouri River Energy
Services, MDU Resources
Group, Southern Mirinesota
Municipal Power Agency.

» 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

hiransmission lines.

Bruce Crummy / The Forum

_agree coiild come w1th1n the
next decade”

N
restrictions vary widely. One
measure rejected by the last
Congress wotild have restlted
in added costs of $6.36 for
every ton of carbon dioxide
produced. By comparison, Big
Stone now pays about $15. 50.
per ton of coal, 1nclud1ng
delivery costs.

The seven utility groups
behind Big Stone I - led 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.

Ward Uggerud Otter Tall’
senior vice president.for., ;.
energy supply, said the. Bl
Stone partners carefully

weighed a range of scenarlos '

for more expensive coal::+*:
resulting.from carbon: ‘dioxide
restrictions, and the proposed

plant still emerged as the low- -
.cost power.provider.

The Big Stone II analysis -
concluded that coal still
would be economical at much
higher costs - i1p t0:$11.10° per
ton for investor-owned - ;
utilities and up to $21.70 for
public power ut111t1es whlch

-+ have more flexibility in-

- accounting for debt.Both '
... figures are much higher than

any likely cost 1ncrease
Uggerud said.
Tt still-doesn’f alter our
»decision,” Uggerud said.
“We’ve been very, very
careful »

- Dan Sharp, a spokesman for
MDU Resources groupof = -
. Bismarck, another Big Stone
Il partner, agreed. “The
-analysis that we made, that
. coal was the best fuel,
stands, ” he said. .

“But a consultant hired by

cuy duuiental groups™
challenging Blg Stone Il
disputes the partners

- analysis, arguing it doesn’t

allow for the possibility of

- significantly higher costs,

especially after the decade
beginning in 2020;

“Our prOJectlon or
greenhouse gas eniissions
costs at the end of this decade

ranges from $20 to $50 per ton _

of CO2 emissions,” the
analysis by Synapse Energy
Economics Inc. said.

The bottom line for
consumers, 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 very
stringent regulations unlikely
to be imposed.

Xcel’s alternate path
Still, Xcel Energy, which is

not involved in Big Stone I1,

came to a very different

conclusion when plannmg for

its future energy needs.
Xcel recently filed a:

proposal to meet its future

electr1c1ty needs, beginning

. in 2015, with a combmatlon of

buymg 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 $9 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 heav11y on coal- f1red
power; is especmlly

Wthh many in the industry

in 'North Dakota, where
immense hgnlte coal reserves

- fuel more than 90 percent of

the state’s POWEr generatlon
and $140. mllhon inecono
act1V1ty .
"Asa: result North Dakota :

pohcy It was otie’
that recently arguéd
classifying carbon ¢
a pollutant i
before the .

Stﬂl, many agree- tha
plentiful coal, Wthh Hid s ha

. no economlcally Vlable

Joad power needs. On

Whether Blg

-term outdoor storage pile to indoor vshort-'term storage Dec. '6_;' 200’6’, at the Big Stone Power P|ant‘near Big

*ll'hurt coal plants

01 tne” Ilcl[l()ﬂ Seiectr lLJ.Iy, Wlll
continue to be an important
part of the nation’s energy
portfolio for a long time.

Fresh Energy’s Nichols, for
example, says a wide range of
solutions will be needed to
solve the carbon dilemma -
innovations in energy
conservation, renewable
energy, 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 smokestack 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 will
reduce carbon dioxide
emissions by almost

. 20 percent through greater

efficiency:

_ 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”
technological breakthroughs
remain years in the future —a
decade or more, by most

‘estimates. Until then, the coal

industry and utilities 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 1o question that
we're in a transitional period

and Big Stone is in that

. transition;” MDU Resource S
“Sharp said. 0

In the mean tlme he added

alternative to coal B
generation exists for base- .

average, new power plants ,

“take four years. to build,

best choice fo;




