Message and Talking Points For Letter Regarding Cliffside Expansion 

Primary Message: 

The people who pay the bills should be able to see how and why their money will be spent before billions of their dollars are committed toward risky new investments. In order to ensure that the interests of ratepayers are protected and that alternative means of meeting North Carolina’s energy needs are given a fair hearing, the Utilities Commission should require that the public be given access to the models and assumptions used to determine the need for and relative costs of the Cliffside expansion.  Further, a 90-day temporary suspension of the permitting process should be enacted to allow time for the public to view material that was previously withheld from them.

Main Points:
· Only ratepayers and organizations with legal representation were allowed access to Duke’s models and those who requested it (two non-profit organizations) were given access just two days before formal comments were due in the evidentiary hearings.

· Ratepayers are shouldering all financial risks.  If this were a deregulated market, it is highly unlikely that such exorbitant and risky investments would be made – for instance, Dominion in Virginia is seeking to re-regulate the market precisely because building new coal-fired generation is so risky and expensive.

· A study by the independent consulting group La Capra Associates, commissioned by the Utilities Commission, considered alternative energy measures and compared those costs with the projected costs of the Cliffside project with what then appeared to be an aggressively higher cost estimate for new coal power plants, or $2.7 billion. The Study estimated that a 10 percent Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard (REPS), comprised of 25 percent energy efficiency measures, would cost over $500 million less than the conventional energy portfolio. If the La Capra study were compared to the current estimated costs, it is likely that alternative energy sources and efficiency measures would result in lower estimates of electric rates in 2017.

· The cost of coal plant construction is up 50% in the last year alone.  According to Duke Energy, this is because so many new coal-fired power plants are under construction or in the planning stages across the country (more than 150).  The same factors are likely to push up fuel and maintenance prices, but it appears that these factors have not been incorporated into Duke’s models.

· No substantive consideration of coal production, projected costs, or transportation constraints were evident in the public record despite the fact that the most respected energy analysts and government scientists have expressed concerns.

· Future carbon liability imposes substantial risks to ratepayers, but those who shoulder the risks have been given inadequate access to Duke’s models and assumptions to judge whether such risks have been reasonably accounted for.

· It’s unfair to ratepayers that the only party with complete access to the data and models used to evaluate the need for and cost-effectiveness of new power plants (Duke Energy) has a large financial stake in those new power plants being built.  Utilities’ interests are NOT the same as those of ratepayers. There needs to be objective verification from independent experts other than the members and public staff of the Utilities Commission (who are not experts in such important matters as coal production, transportation and the status of coal reserves).

