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|. STATEMENT OF |SSUES
Pursuant to the Joint Statement of Issues filethb parties on December 13, 2007, the
Coalition submits this brief for consideration by the Board on the following issues:

Has IPL demonstrated the necessary decision criteria for the Board to issue a certificate
for the construction of Sutherland Gertarg Station Unit 4, enumerated in lowa Code §
476A.6, and explained as follows:

1. The services and operations resulting from the construction of the facility are
consistent with legislative intent as expressed in lowa Code § 476.53 and the
economic develapent policy of the state as expressed in Title I, subtitle 5, and
will not be detrimental to the provision of adequate and reliable electric service.
lowa Code 8§ 476.53(1) reflects the legislative intent to attract the development of
electric power genetiag and transmission facilities within the state in sufficient
guantity to ensure reliable electric service to lowa consumers and provide
economic benefits to the state. lowa Cod&®&33(2) reflects the legislative
intent that (1) should be implementeda manner that is cosffective and
compatible with the environmental policies of the state, as expressed in Title XI.

2. The applicant is willing to construct, maintain, and operate the facility pursuant to
the provisions of the certificate and this Sudyater.

3. The construction, maintenance, and operation of the facility will be consistent
with reasonable land use and environmental policies and consonant with
reasonable utilization of air, land, and water resources, considering available
technology andne economics of available alternatives.



[I. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

All evidence and argument submitted by the Coalition in this docket supports the central
statutory argument: Applicants have failed to show that the proposetiredadlectrical
generationum( A Sut her | aeffectivd, oompatibte with dosd environmental policies,
consistentvith reasonable land use and environmental polieiedconsonant with reasonable
utilization of air, land, and water resources, considering available teclyrentdghe economics
of available alternatives, as required by lowa Code 476A.6.

Applicants have constantly asserted that the Coalition bases its arguments on issues beyond
the scope of the Boardbés jur i sditcpropogensucha Thi s
narrow interpretation of applicable law that, if the Board were to accept it, there would be no
electrical generatingacility, no matter how unnecessawreasonableand generally i
conceived, that could be refusefipplicants are erilously close to suggesting that this Board
lacks the power to reject any complete application for construction of a new coal plant that
comes through the door. The Coalition contends that there is such a thing as a coal plant that is
bad enough for lowthat this Board can and shoudgect it Sutherland 4 is that coal plant.

At a time when the United States and the global community are working fervently toward a
postcarbon energy economy, Applicants propose afieal unitbased on technology pated
by James Watt in 1784The proposition that IPL offers lowansunerswith Sutherland 4s
akin to what the suprime mortgage industry offered: a deceptively attractiveibug a deal
with exorbitant future cgts and liabilities. ¥pert testimonyffered by separate partibas
consistentlydemonstrated the dramatic downside to this proposal, and the many superior
alternatives.Applicants have failed to offer credible rebuttal to the central elements of the

Co al i artique ofdhe Application Instead, Applicants seek to convince the Board that it has
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no authority to consider the powerful and relevant evidence brought by the Coalitithe and
Office of theConsumeAdvocate (OCA

This brief summarizes the many reasons why the Board shejald this application for a
generating certificateWhile the Board cannot exercise management authority over IPL, the
Board does have the authority to bar regulated utilities from taking steps that will harm
ratepayersA happy side effect may be th&L will then choose tourn to the better solutions
endorsed by the State of | owabs own experts,

No matter what slight of hand Applicants perform to try to make a new coal plant look like a
way to reduce greenhouse gaseshtuel fact remains thatpplicants seekhis generating
certificatea s part of a resour ce pWidegreenhowsegawi | | i ncr
emissiongrom 15.7 million tons in 2007 to 18.9 millidons in 2022, a jump of over 22 percent
Applicantsare a subsidiary of isconsin corporation, Alliant Energthatseekgo build
another330MW coal plant at Cassville, Wisconsin, on the lowa border. In addition, Applicants
project another coal plant of similar size to Sutherland 4 to go online ar6a8d 2

Applicants are joined in their application by two intervenors: Corn Balter Cooperative
(Corn Bel) andCentral lowa Power Cooperativ€lPCO), thathave submitted only the most
superficial assertions as to the nature and extent of their neadditional electricity, without
supporting evidence or modeling spite of the fact that each recently purchased a share of
Mi dAmericands Counci l Bl uffs Unit . Applicaboa | pl an:
\ol. 1 at 102104.

Applicantsand thé& supporting intervenordo not say exactly how many coal plants they
will need to build to reversglobal warming

If built, Sutherland 4 will emit over 5.7 million tons of carbon dioxj@€,) annually into



t he Ear t ho€0,samatsmgpihggas¢hat is a major contributor to global warming.

Applicants propose to build Sutherland 4 at a time when scientists, policymakers, and businesses

are making historical efforts to reign in greenhouse gas emissions, reduce energy consumption,
and switchto climatefriendly energy sources.

Applicantsfail to sugort their contentions of need. IRhanges coursa rebuttal testimony
to arguethat theyare not required tprove neegbut onlyafterl P Uoad forecasting in the
Application was condemnaghanimouslyand convincinglypby adverse experts. Kitchen
Rebuttal at 10. Rather than providing a convincing rebuttal regarding need, IPL chose the fall
back position of arguing thatdirect showing of need is not required by statute. This is not the
same as arguing that a showing of need is irrelevant to the success of the Application. To the
contrary, Applicantsd arguments of economic
need that they are unable to make.

Finally, Applicants argue vehemtythat this Board has only the most limited authority to
consider environmental and social impacts, including global warming and mercury
contamination, in spite of plain statutory language to the contiidg is an easy conclusion for
IPL. Applicant®calculations assume that consumers will beaettiee cost otarbon
regulations not to mention increased public health castsafeguardghareholder earnings

against these massive liabilitieEhe only rational explanation for this Applicatiortist

Applicants want their poor planning subsidized with the largest possible carbon allowances when

carbon regulation becomes laiwhe economicenvironmental and social cost of Sutherlarid 4
lowans and the global communigy/simply too greato allowthis to happenApplicants have
not met the burden of proof under lowa lawl he Application defies science, economics,

common sens&nd at some points basic arithmefltie Application should be denied.
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[1l. THE APPLICATION IS IN CONSISTENT WITH LEGI SLATIVE INTENT ON ENVIRONMENTAL
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOP MENT POLICY AS EXPRESSED ATIOWA CODE 476.53AND
TITLE |, SUBTITLE 5.

lowa Administrative Code 1984.1(Q2)(a) states that in rendering its decision on a
generating certif i c dw]leethertheéservid® and opdratisnis eedultingc on s i
from the construction of the facility are consistent with the legislative intent as expressed in lowa
Code section 476.93.This section of the lowa Code provides in part:

1. Itis the intent of the general assbly to attract the development of electric power
generating and transmission facilities within the state in sufficient quantity to ensure
reliable electric service to lowa consumers and provide economic benefits to the state.
2. The general assemblyrgent with regard to the development of electric power
generating and transmission facilities, as provided in subsection 1, shall be implemented
in a manner that is cosffective and compatible with the environmental policies of the
state, as expressedTitle XI.

The environmental policies referenced here include the whole of the Natural Resources portion
of the lowa Code, including all energy policy language. Relevant portions include lowa Code 8§
469.4(4), mandating an lowa Energy Independence Blaccomplish goals including the
following:

a. Maximize use of emerging technologies and practices to enhance energy efficiency
and conservation and develop alternative and renewable energy sources.

é

e.Promote sustainable land use, soil conservatieanchir, sustainable water supply,
and clean water practices.

f. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, both on an aggregate and per capita basis.

é

i. Identify strategies to increase affordability of energy for individuals, families,
organizations, and busisses, including lovincome persons.

In turn, the Office of Energy Independence has produced the first lowa Energy Independence
Plan, which includes the following recommendations ratified by the lowa Power Fund Board:

e Set numeric goals to promote and aefei all coseffective energy efficiency measures,
includingattention to affordability issues.
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e Direct energy providers to increase energy efficiency efforts, including education.
¢ Incent and require energy providers to increase the use and supply ofbienemergy.
¢ Include greenhouse gas emissions as a criterion for the DNR to issue air permits.

Also part of Title Xl is the statute creating and empowering the lowa Climate Change Advisory

Councilwith the following mandatat lowa Code &55B.851(7)
After consideration of a full range of policies and strategies, including the cost
effectiveness of the strategies, the council shall develop multiple scenarios designed to
reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions including one scenario that would reduce
suchemissions by fifty percent by 2050. The council shall also develop-t&nort
mediumterm, and longerm scenarios designed to reduce statewide greenhouse gas
emissions and shall consider the eef$éctiveness of the scenarios.

These explicit legislate policy statements endorsing statewide greenhouse gas reductions

constitute relevant state environmental policy and legislative intent that must be considered when

evaluating the Sutherland 4 proposghe legislativantent expressed repeatedythatlowa

redue greenhouse gas emissions, marelyredue the rate ofncrease of these emissions,

which is whatlPL proposes.

A. Construction of Sutherland 4 is hconsistent withL egislativelntent and Actions

Taken by State Agencies and @mmissionsto Establish Relevant Environmental
Policieson GreenhouseGases and Energy Bvelopment.

The State of lowa has devoted significant resources, including the $100 million Power Fund,
toward reducing greenhouse gas emissions and increasing reliance on renewaplelRherg
indicates that Sutherland 4 would increase comypadg greenhouse gas emissions and increase
t he r el i anc eowmedpecentof codiren gehdpatioirem 64% to 67% OCA
Exhibit RMF1, Schedule Aat 71, 74, 77 Kitchen Direct Testirany at 7.Both results are in
direct contradiction ofegislative intent andtate policy(quotedsuprg included in the lowa
Code,mandated by the Legislaty@nd endorsed by the Office of Energy Independence, the

Power Fund Board, and the Climate ChaAdeisory Council. Achieving these legislative

policy goals will become more difficult and costly if Sutherland 4 is construdssding a
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generatoc er t i fi cate for a project that iIs not fco
mattersisavw | ati on of this Boardds mandate and the

B. The Sutherland 4 Proposal Is Classic Rent Seeking anbDoes Not Represent
Sound EconomicDevelopment Rlicy for lowa.

A large volume of evidence indicates that Sutherland 4 is an inferior economic
devebpment mechanism for Marshalltown and lowa. 128®24.10(2)(a) mandatesshowing
of Aeconomi € obmepn e fairtheecdnomia develdpmepolicy of the state as
expressed i n | owa . [Cienbecledr precisety what pafShishengthy | e 50
subtitle or what test of economic benefits might be properly applied to deliberations on a
generating certificate, but the Coalition would highlight the followingebuttedkey points
made by Coalition witnesBr. Neil Harl" in this doclet:
e Present and future economic uncertainties in the biofuels sector call into question the
alleged demand growth for IPL from existing and proposed biofuels facilities.
¢ The future viability of ethanol alpd biodie
uncertain in the face of sherm market adjustments and competing fuel sowands
technologies.
e | PLOSs applicati on t o4etedric genarating facilitydoe®tpr opos e
take into account all the relevant cost externalities that rfesuaitthis type oklectric
generation. (Harl Direct Testimony at 4).
Dr. Harl concludes that the current supdgmand imbalance in the biofuels sector could eaase
large proportion of the anticipated demand cited by Applicants as justification far@ath4.
An overbuild of electrical capacity of this magnitude would have significant impacts on the
st at e 6 sbymckiogirorelignce on a capitadtensive source of electricity with rising fuel
costs, heavy health and environmental externaléied,a massivpredicted regulatory burden

The testimony offered by IPL witness Otto constitutes neither a qualitative nor

guantitative rebuttal to Dr. Harl 6s anal ysi s.

! lowa State University Cirles D. Curtiss Distinguished Professor in Agriculture and Emeritus Professor of
Economics.
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assertions regarding economic d®pment, supported by a report authored by Dr. Otto that
takes | PL6s |l oad forecasting statistics at fai
Ex. DMO-1, Schedule BThe Center for Agricultural and Rural Development report submitted
by Dr. Otto in support of his argument that the biofuel sector will continue to grow is not an
analysis of the longerm outlook for biofuels. It is in fact an analysis of iypothetical
potential growth of biofuels done for the purposenoideing the potental effects on U.S. grain,
oil seed, and | i vest oc kl Schedule€tat.. Thdgtugylisbasadoh s 6 E:
assumptionghat government biofuel subsidies will remairpiace, oil prices will continue to
rise, and various other hypotheticaésarios. The study in fact recognizes the economic
imbalances in the biofuels sector cited by Dr. Harl, given current supply cost increases for
ethanol facilities.This studyreinforces ratherthane b ut s Dr . Har | 6s economi
biofuels setor. Its inclusionas a rebuttaéxhibit and citations to it are misleading.
Coalition witness Tom Sanzill o notes serious
projections, as well as their financing madetluding
e Applicant s o r e ltofasgnedegntrasigniobitdated constricti@nfcosts
based on February 2007 figures, while current costs are 28% higher andespioging
ratepayers to rocketing costs by the time Applicants sign con{@eatzillo Direct
Testimony at 5)
e Relianceomat i onal growth and energy demand fig
growth trends are significantly less rob(lst at 4-5);
e Failure to present a complete and transparent load forecast including such input data as
reliable economic growth forecaspopulation and employment trends, retail sales,
conservation programs, surveys, historical data and actual electrical lasage?.
e Failure to i mplement or even discuss | PLOs
planning and incorporate those praciioeto the load forecasid at 8);
e Lack of a clear, integrated statement of projected load for IPL, Corn Belt and CIPCO that
demonstrates a need for new generation from Sutherland 4 and a lack of viable
alternativeqld. at 1011).

Sanzill obsAppltcgoesd inputs and transparency

Deputy Comptroller for the State of New York, an office of 2400 employbese
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responsibilities includstatep r ocur e ment , audi ts, and managemer
retirement fund.Sanzillo Direct Testimonyat2. | n Sanzi |l |l o6s anal ysi s, I
are Anot credi bl eodo and Séhzillo bireat Testimahy a#8. Framafin ot n
ratepayed s e c parspettivestiis no minor error to buildn unnecessa | R coal
plantwith high lifelong embedded regulatory costs

Because of the economic risks associated with newficedlpower plantsmunicipalities,
states and utilities are rejectitigeseunits in evetincreasing numbers. hE economics as well as
the environmental impacts, they conclude, are simply too ri&kyincomplete list of coal plant
proposals scuttleaxisting plants shut dowor coal plant investors pulling oirt the last year
aloneincludes:

e Arizona: 600MW cohgasification plant withdrawn by developer @ition Exhibit TS
1, Schedule P

e Colorado: Xcel Energy announces plans to closefoeal Arapahoe and Cameo
Generating Stations while doubling its renewable energy capacity by 2015;

e Florida: Glades 1960M plant rejected by FL PS(Schlissel Direct Testimony at ;2

e Florida: Seminole 750MW pl ant (Cedgliterct ed by
Exhibit TS'1, Schedule U)

¢ Florida: Taylor B00MW withdrawn by developers because of greenhouse gas concerns
(Coalition Ex. TS1, Schedule Q);

¢ |daho: Idaho Power cancels plans for two new-tioadl plants by 2013 after state of
Idaho declines to enter mercury trading program, meaning no new mercury emissions can
be permitted in Idaho;

e Il linois: ARutoakGepl d@&nt eaancell ed after | o

e Kansas: 180MW Holcomb plant air quality permits denied by state agetitigg global
warming concerns

e Kansas: Westar defers plans for 600MW coal plant due to construction cost increases;

e Kentucky 1500MWThoroughbreglant rejected by Circui€ourt(Coalition Ex. TS1,
14



Schedule T)

e Maine: Town of Wiscasset votes down ordinance change that would have allowed a
700MW coal gasification proposal to go forward.

¢ Minnesota: Great River Energy and Migoné Municipal Power Agency pullexait of
their 27 percenpartnership in the proposed Big Stone Il plant in eastern SD;

¢ Nebraska: Tenaska Energy withdraws coal plant proposal of unannounced size due to
rising cost of steg|Coalition Ex. TS1, Schedule 5

e North CarolinaNC Utilities Commissiorrejecs 800MW of 1600MWDuke Energy coal
plant proposaand requiresetirement of old coal and increased energy efficiency

e North Dakota: Gascoyne 175MW construction permit allowed to lapskeveloper

e Oklahoma: OK Corporation Commission rejecése recovery for 950MVRRed Rock
plantand developers scrap plai@oalition Ex. TS1, Schedule R)

e Oklahoma: Tenaska scraps plans for-880MW Sallisaw plant for economic reasons;

e Oregon:ORPUC rejects plans by American subsidiaracifiCorpfor 1109MW in
newcoaltfired generation, citing insufficient need

e Texas: Eighof eleven proposecbal plantscancelled by TXUYJ

¢ Wyoming: MidAmerican subsidiary PacifiCorp dropped plans for a coal gasification
plant of urspecified size due to high anticipated costs and regulatory uncertainty.

¢ Wyoming: PacifiCorp also scraps plans for 527MW Jim Bridger coal plant due to
uncertainty surrounding climate regulation.

Schlissel Direct Testimony at 4112,
In this hostile enybnment for coal, it is easy to see why an investened utility would
hope to construct a coal plant in the waning days before carbon regulation, hoping to cash in with
claims for as big a carbon allowance as possible. If this strategy fails, ratepglyeedeft
holding the bag for the expenséhe profit incentives are obviousFrom a regulatory
perspedt ve, t hough, sebksnigondtobhteggnis an excell

generating certificate for any large coal plant until the baS.carbon regulations in place.
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Rentseeking isa wellestablishe@&conomic theory, developed Bordon Tullock and

Anne Krueger over 30 years aghccording to the theoryent seekers attemft maximize
profits by manipulatinghe economic or legah@ironment rather than by making a profit
through trade or the production of weath Ar ent 6 i n this case is a Vv
government that would not otherwise exiBent seeking implies extraction of value from others
without any correspondingont r i buti on t o pr odRentseekingtalyo by t h
imposes high transaction costs on the economy. These costs are often cited as a reason why
developing economies with corrupt regulatory systems are unable to maximize their growth
potertial.

In the context of carbon regulation, the significance of rent seeking behavior is dear. A
soon asghe prospect of regulation emergesiinee market system, private interests such as
investorowned utilities will attempt to position themsehasthe recipients @nymarket unit
the regulatory system creates: inthiscagerddoon al | owances. | A4 06s pro
entirely predictableentseekingoehavior The corporation seeks to establish its clantle
largest carbon alloweepossible by increasing its carbon footprint at a time when regulations
are likely to restrict economyide carbon emissions in the near futukey e n  proBdsdlssfor
CO, mitigation fit the rent seeking pattemmostmitigation measures are only pased forafter
Sutherland 4 would conmen linein 2013 By this time, carbon allowancesl| likely have been
distributedaccording to existing greenhouse gas stationary sauteésvould therefore receive
the maximum reward for its reseeking.

The gpropriate responday regulators to rerdeekings alsoclear. Regulators must seek to
minimize opportunities and rewards for rent seekihg.reject a generating certificate at this

time will serve the public good by: (1) increasing the pressure agréss to pass
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comprehensive climate legislation, to restore regulatory certgit)tprotecting ratepayers from
an investment in coalired generatiorbased not on sowl load forecasting but on resgeking;
and(3) protecting ratepayers from pay theprice for a failed renseeking strategy Applicants
are not rewarded with the generous carbon allowance they seékxasiger subsidfor their
failure to control greenhouse gas emissions earlier
Finally, a major economic impact to consider is thetthatthe global economicostof
allowing global climate change to advance essentially unchecked is likely to be staggering. The
Stern Review on the Economics of Climate Ch&éngeSt er n Revi ewo), referer
Dr. Hausman at page 31 of hisatt testimony, was commissioned by the U.K. Chancellor of the
Exchequer and released in October 2006. Its conclusions, cited by Dr. Hausman, are stark:
Using the results from formal economic model
the overallcosts and risks of climate change will be equivalent to losing at least 5% of global
GDP each year, now and forever. If a wider range of risks and impacts is taken into account,
the estimates of damage could rise to 20% of GDP or more.
Hausman Direct Timony at 31.Building Sutherland 4 at thisme harms lowa at a
microeconomic and macroeconomic level. Even if there is sometshoreconomic boost
provided by the construction process, the plant will displace other, better investment options that
would serve Marshalltown and the state of lowa better in the long run. Woedsted
increases in greenhouse gases, as well as other harmful criteria polarademnaging the
global economic and environmental fabric into which we are all woltas.woefully naive to

imagine that lava will not pay its share of thatice whetherin GDP or in things we hold even

more precious than money
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IV. THE CONSTRUCTION, MAINTENANCE , AND OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED FACILITY ARE
NEITHER CONSISTENT WITH REAS ONABLE LA ND USE AND ENVIRONME NTAL POLICIES ,
NOR CONSONANT WITH REASO NABLE UTILIZATION OF AIR, LAND, AND WATER
RESOURCES CONSIDERING AVAILABL E TECHNOLOGY AND THE ECONOMICS OF
AVAILABLE ALTERNATIV  ES.

IAC24. 10(2)(b) requires t he dButon thaintenpance,onsi der
and operation of the proposed facility will be consistent with reasonable land use and
environment al policieso. This consideration
intent at IAC199-24.10(2)(a), indicamg thatt hi s A r e analgsis gobsibéyond staied
legislative intent This language authorizes the Board to make a basic common sense decision
about whether this proposal makes sense.

Applicantsdé response to t hi socumenjoaomptiadced s h o wi n
with environmental regulations. However, IAC 24.10(2)(b) is not a simple afépkocedure
in which this Board notesompliance with IDNR permitting standards. It is something more,
according to the ¢wn of statutorgonstruction.Under lowa law, a court (or here, the Board)
must avoid a construction of the law that renders part of a statute superfluous, and it is presumed
that the legislature intended a purpose for every part of a st&iaie v. Luppef\pp. 1984, 358
N.w.2d 32 . It would be superfluous for this Boar
use and environment al policieso that consi ste
this statute and its implementing regulationatoid superfluousness h e B analysid dust
have an independeptirpose.

The question then becomes what the Boardébés s
land use and environmental policies. The three subsections of IA24199(2)(b) provide
some guidanceaswohat the standard should include, but

determination shal/l include: 0) . The ultimate
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environmental policies are for the siting of an electrical generation facility rests sitBdard.
The seriousness of this decision is illustrated by the attention paid to appointment of Board
members by the Governoroés office andp the cond
created by the Legislature. This dufhe tough decision that miuse made to reject this
Applicationi cannot be passed to any other agency.

IAC1992 4. 10(2) (b) expands the Boardoés anal ysis
construction, maintenance, and operati on of t

reasonable utilization of air, land, and water resources, considering available technology and the

economis of avail abl e hebanswerispanlynoes . 0 Again, t

Applicants would have the Board dibepense wit
utilizationd might be, in favor of total defe
permitting processes. However, | DNR does not

IDNR applies the precise language of the Clean Air and WattsriA its permitting processes.

The only state agency with the analysesthis ty to ¢
Board. The Board must therefore conduct this analysis itself as part of the generating certificate
approval process, not pabe responsibility to another agency that does not conduct the analysis
required by the lowa Administrative Code. To put it another way, the consideration of

reasonable utilization of air, land, and water resources by the Board is not redundant. If the

Board doesat do it, the analysis will not be done.

A. Adverse Impacts Attendant to the Construction, Maintenance and Operation of
the Facility Have Not Been Reduced to a Reasonably Acceptable\el

Applicants assert that there will be absolutely no negaiermanent impacts from the
construction of a codired generating unit more than four times the size of the existing
Sutherland Station. Byers Direct Testimony at 4. The impacts analysis offered by witness Byers
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includes no discussion of the thousaantitons per year of criteria pollutant emissions that
Sutherland 4 will produce, nor of greenhouse gas imp&agher than attempting to reduce
acknowledged adverse impacts, Applicants choose toidehg formal record in this docket
that any adversinpacts will exist.

1. The record establishes that global warming poses a threat of serious
adverse inpacts

IPL acknowledges that construction of Sutherland 4 will contribute to a net increase in
IPL6 systemwide CQ emissionof more than 22%0CA ExhibitRMF-1, Scheduld, at 71
74. OCA and the Coalition have offered expert testimony demonstrating the adverse impacts that
will result from increasing atmospheric @On the words of Coalition witness Dr. James
Hansen,
[tihe only practical way to preve@O;, levels from going far into the dangerous range,
with disastrous effects for humanity and other inhabitants of the planet, is to phase out
use of coal except at power plants where the iIE@aptured and sequestered.
Hansen Direct Testimony at 3. [Btansen goes on to explain why the emissions from
Sutherland 4 are significant at a planetary level, and why the decision by the Board in this matter
may constitute a tipping point in the fight against global warming:
Because of the danger of passing tleesheet tipping point, even the emissions from one
lowa coal plant, with emissions of 5,900,000 ton€6% per year and 297,000,000 over
50 years could be i mportant as fithe straw
continues to accelerate, tbemulative effect this century may result in the loss of a
majority of existing specieseé.
Hansen at 7. Dr. Hansen describestiéc2&é nt ur y as a -rfishspdcies|darmg ck o f o
which many are likely not to survive an ongoing fossil fuel eoonoThe significance of
Sutherland 4 becomes clear:
I f the United States and theasusestl of i nbeew
in CO, emissions, a large fraction of the millions of species on Earth will be lost and it

will be fair to assig a handful of those to Sutherland Generating Station Unit 4, even

20



though we cannot assign responsibility for specific species.

Hansen at®. If the loss of a handful of species is a reasonably acceptable level of adverse
impact, then the term has no améeng.

Bolstering the testimony of Dr. Hans&DCA witness Dr. Ezrélausman cites the most
significant longterm anticipated adverse impacts of global climate change identified by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)

e rising sea levels, gosing coastal areas to increased risk of inundation and storm
damage;

e damage to or loss of natural ecosystems, such as prairie wetlands and alpine;

e migration of habitats, leading to species extinctions and expansion of disease vectors and
pests;

e heat wave leading to higher human morbidity and mortality from heat stress;

e more intense precipitation events resulting in increased floods, mudslides, and soil
erosion; and

e increased summer drying in most continental interiors resulting in more droughts;
reducedcrop yields, reduced water availability and quality.

Hausman Direct Testimony at-P9.

Coalition witness Dr. Kristen Welkéfood confirms the anticipated\aetse impacts on
human health, noting that the Centers for Dse@ontrol and Prevention (CD&3s recognized
climate change asserious public health concemMvelkerHood Direct Testimony at 7Specific

effects anticipated in this century include:

e More frequent and intense heat waves;
e Increasingly intense floods, droughts and hurricanes;
¢ Rising ircidences of pest and waterborne diseases.

Coalition Ex. KWH1, Schedule Dl owadés extreme heat days (those
to increase two to fivold, totaling 3060 extreme heat days annually, by 2@3®0. Welker

Hood Direct Testimony at-6. Attendant health care cost increases for illnesses triggered by

global warming and diminished air quality will offset any economic benefits realized by coal

plant constructionCoalition Ex. KWH1, Schedule K.
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2. Sutherland 4 Would Be a Major Source 6 Global Warming Pollution

Applicants argue that their use of supercritical combustion temperatures and biomass and
allegedintention to retrofit Sutherland 4 for carbon capture and storage are a sufficient
counterbalance to the more than 5.7 million tohannualCO, that the plant will emit. None of

these marginal (or theorediy mitigation practices changiee fact that Sutherland 4 will

increase, not decrease, Appl i capwdardstatewidet al cor |
trendinl o w&@& emissionsAppl i cants argue that | PLO6s greer
increase incrementally by the amounts identif

Unit 4 is being built to serve new load and displace power purchased from other ggnerati
facilities. o Arnold Direct Testimony at 17.
examination, IPL witnesses weanawilling to make any commitment to retiaesingle older

plant and unable to explain how Sutherland 4 can serve tlgedliacrease in demand while
displacing existing sources of sup@ee, e.g.OCA Data Request26, 134, 190, and 191 and
Hearing Transcript at 42824, 478, 5289, 166263, 176264, 181920. Based on the record,

the Coalition has no reason to belieatdisplacing other generatiomanythingmore tharan

empty promisen | PLOS part.

a. Sutherland 4 would cause irreversible adverse impacts that will remain
beyond the operating lifetime of the facility.

Although Applicants fail to analyze or even ackiedge the londerm adverse impacts
of Sutherland 4, OCA witness Dr. Ezra Hausman has provided a thorough statement of
anticipated i mpacts from the | ocal to planet a
most significant environmental impacttoth i s combi ned project €é woul
atmospheri€0O,, the greenhouse effegtn d g | o b al climate change. 0 H
at 3. As discussed below at subpart (3), global warming is not the onlyskamgling adverse
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impactthatlomns and those beyond the stateds border

b. The Board must consider the cumulative and synergistic impacts of
Sutherl and 406s ¢ehose sftbousanmisof ahlerplangs. wi t h

IAC1992 4. 10 does not onseerdtioniofceasonalleslanBuseandd 6 s ¢
environmental policies and adverse impacts to the local, state, or even national level. Indeed,
relevant policies exist at the international level, where the most devastating impacts of global
warming are already b felt. This Board is empowered by IAC 129.10 to consider, for
example, policies articulated by the Intergov
Construction of Sutherland 4 is clearly contrary to the urgent directives of the IPCC for major
greenhouse gas producing nations to cease construction of major new sources.

3S ut herl and 46s gl obal warming emi ssions Wwo
on the eavironment and human health

The World Health Organization@VHO) quantitative assesent concl udes t ha
the modest degree of climate change that has occurred since the mid 1970s may already have
been causing over 150,000 excess deatlhs annua
Schedule K at 2. These impacts are greatestafigng pul at i onsislahd vi ng i n s
developing states, mountain regions, wateessed regions, mega cities in developing countries
€ and those that are poor, ald dVH@bcso ri Inyd eppreontdesentt
analysis is the basis for i@obal Framework on Health Protection from Climate Change
released in 2007.

The U.S. and lowa populations will also suffer direct adverse impacts as a result of the
aggravated effects of climate change due in some measurable part to Sutherland 4. Impacts
include fiincreasing infectious disease and ot

arising from increased risks of conflict over dwindling natural resources, and increased numbers
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of refugees di spl aclddowaspecificradversg hmpacts includelashdtd i n g .
in summer climate to one more similar to that of northwest Mississippi by the end of'the 21
century. Coalition Ex. KWHL, Schedule F at 3. Although some benefits may accrue in terms of
milder winters and a longgrowing season, the net effect will include an increase in human,
animal and agricultural diseases that thrive in warmer climates, more intense and damaging heat
and storm events, and a decrease in available Watat.4-9.

4.Sut her | an dyaddooter anessioosand dischargeswill cause
additional unreasonable adverse impacts, particularly in the siting i@a.

Applicants anticipate thially lawful release of up to 0.24 tons per year of mercury from
Sutherland 4, or approximately 408 pourfsplication Vol. 1, Table 1.6-4. Under the Clean
Air Mercury Rulé, EPA has assigned the state of lowa an annual mercury budget ofdhg27
for the years 2032017, and 0.287 tons annually from 2018 onwattiSutherland 4 emits the
maximum antigbated amount of mercury beginning in 2013 as anticipated, within 5 years,
mercury emissions from Sutherland 4 will represemtr 83 percemd f | owads annual
budget. This enormous source of mercury will be not only a public health hazard, puira ca
any further development of mercueynitting sources itowa and therefore a barrier to some
forms of developmerthat may have greater benefits to lowa than Sutherland 4
Applicantsdé only response to evi giasicte of
reiterate that IPL will obey environmental laws. Arnold Rebuttal Testimomy6athis may be
true, but it is not responsive to evidence that mercury, among other pollutants, will pose a grave

human health riskvenin amounts that Sutherladdmay emit legally.

2The Clean Air Mercury Rule was struck down as unlawful and unprotective in a February 8, 2008 decision by the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. CircuitiMew &Ersey v. EPANo. 051097, available at
http://pacer.cadc.uscourts.gov/docs/common/opinions/200802@%a.pdf The future of mercury regulation is
therefore uncertai

? http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/utility/state_indiancountry _emissionbudgets2@2200566154.pdfat Table 3.
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http://pacer.cadc.uscourts.gov/docs/common/opinions/200802/05-1097a.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/utility/state_indiancountry_emissionbudgets_oar-2002-0056-6154.pdf

Regardless of how much mercury from Suther

by settling into water and accumulating in fish stocks, lowans will have no warning against the
risk. Under current regulationgwans are uttdy unprotected against the potential
cont ami nat i o aterobly toxicmethylsnereuty, evbich is vormed when mercury
settles out of the air into watéDNR does not monitor mercury levedad therefore cannot issue
publicadvisories where levebse dangerously high. In contrast, the state of lllidoiss
monitor and as a resuiisissuedmercury advisories on 100% of its waters.

When mercurya highly toxic heavy metagxitsthe smokestacks at Sutherland 4, it
settles onto surrounding landnd water. In water, mercury converts to methylmercury, an
organic form of the metal, that accumulates in fish. Fetal exposure to mercury via maternal
consumption at any point, not just during pregnancy, can cause mental retardation and brain
damage. CGatinued exposure during early childhood, including through bifeasting, can
result in learning disabilities and attention deficit disorders. It is insufficient for Applicants to
claim that their observance of relevant environmental laws will proteetis from mercury
contamination, as those laws allow emission levels sufficient to contaminate vast bodies of
water.

Human health impacts from mercury have been detected at levels betoieraQrams
(10°) per liter in the bloodstream. Coalition EX\WKH-1, Schedule W at 4At 5 liters of blood
in the average adult male, the 408 pounds of annual mercury pouring out of Sutherland 4 equal
over 60milligrams (10°3) for each man, woman and child in lowRy contrast, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Ageny 6 s ma x i mu m cfor drinkanghwaterisi0t002l e v e |
milligrams per litef Because mercury does not distribute evenly, nor do all mercury emissions

become part of the human food chain, individual loward those beyond our bordevdl get

* http://www.epa.gov/ogwdw/contanants/dw_contamfs/mercury.html
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higherand lower doses depending on their locations and halfis.important thing to
remember is that mercury emissions frBotherland 4lone are enough ttause acute mercury
poisoning inall 3 million lowans if consumed directlfWhen these mercury emissis are added
to those from the many other regional coal plants and allowed to bioaccumulate in our
environmententirely legallyover generations, the resuftmybe tragic.

B. The Location of the Proposed Facility at the Proposed Sites INot Reasonably

Justified from an Economic, Technical, and Socialt&ndpoint.

Applicants have offered very little testimony to justify the choice of this facility at this
site that go beyond the initial engineering and land use evaluations necessary to construction of
anynew facility. However, the statutory language requires justificatiadhigfacility at this site.
Not only have Applicants failed to make such a justification, there is a great deal of evidence that
this facility at this site will result in severe age impacts that Applicants have left completely
unanalyzedand in many cases unacknowledged

1. Applicants claimed environmental, social, and economic advantages from siting

ina A br o \wwlhen tieelsitkis in fact a greenfield currently in agricultural
production and adjacent to bald eagle nesting habitat

Inpref i l ed direct testi mony, | PL witness Kevi
benefits including environmental, social, and
generationfacilfy at a Abrownfieldod site. Vespgrer man Dir

environmental engineering graduate of the University of Wiscoges on to describe the
infrastructure advantages of a Ididi4. dHovevériag !l do s
Vesperman acknowledged under cregamination, the common technical use of the term
brownfield refers to a site Awith some form o

mitigated before redevel op manTheeavaanmentalk e pl ac e
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social, and economic advantages that flow from redeveloping brownfields have to do with
preserving green space and restodagtaminated, unusable sites that had been a liability to the
community. The proposed site of Sutherland 4 i&ct agreenfieldin every sense of the word.
The Application describes the site as follows:
The area selected for the proposed site location is primarily used for the production of
row crops. A total of 680 acres of agricultural land has been anaexegzoned to A2

industrial for the facility. Approximately 630 acres of the overall 1,8&% site ill be
located inside of the rail loop where all of the heavy industrial/power generation

activities wild.l occur é. Telpesemed :mthsirnatirab ng t h
conditions. Minimal impact is expected to agricultural land surrounding the proposed
facility.

Application Vol. 1 at 79.1f there is minimal impact oagricultural landit would have to be
agricultural landbther thanthe B0 acre®f row cropsrezoned industrial for the purpose of
building a 630MW coal plant.

As to the fAareas along the |l owa Rivero, ne
specifics about what exactly will be preservalthough annotated aerial photaghs of the site
indicate that the new rail loop will pass within approximately 1000 feet of the lowa River
Appl i cant-% 8chdtlule A atB4V The assertion thdald eagles nesting along the
lowa Rver will not be affected by 166ar coal traasrunningdaily within a quarter mile of their
habitatand mercury emissions up to 8 times current lexgeteithercredibleon its face nor
supported by evidenc®CA witness Powers also provides evidence that IPInbaadequately
consideedimpacts @ aquatic life on the lowa River, including potential technological
alternatives, such as air cooling, that would provide greater protections for water quality and

aquatic life. Powers Testimony a4
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2. Although Applicants claim that they will one day retrofit Sutherland 4 to capture

and store greenhouse gasethiey have failed to give genuine consideration to

currently available technology and failed to show any genuine likelihood of

economic retrofit.

Applicants defend their proposal for new ctie¢d generation in part by stating an
intention to retrofit Sutherland 4 with carbon capture and storage techndlbgyBlack &
Veatch study offered in support of | PL6s cont e
Sutherland 4 does notanalykeits s peci fi ¢ si tleSchedue €@DGAc ant s6 EX
witness Bill Powers describes the ways in which Black & Veatehmolded it$GCC studies to
suit the desires ofariousc | i ent s. Powers Testi mony at 4. I n
the possibility of ultrasupercritical technology, which IPL had already rejected, and made a case
against IGCC in favor of a supercritical boilet. | n Power sé6 anal ysis, the
anal yze the fAone gasi fi c a tpprapmatefoetielsituatibon@atgy t hat
hando strongly suggests that the study is HfAan
predetermined positi ondIPLWidnhotpro@de@witngsgflomnot be
Black & Veatch for crosgxamination.

3.The proposed site is adj dspmmctcommonitesne of t

and may affect prehistoric sites that have not yet been fully evaluated by the State

Archaeologistor State Historic Preservation Office

Marshalltown is hometooref | owads | argest Lat i9%of c ommu
the total municipal populatiommompared to 2% statewideResidentsvithin 30 miles of coal
fired power plantsuffer the worst ofhe public health impacts of hazardous air pollutants

including cardiac and respiratory ailmenSoalition Ex. KWH1, Schedule V.The fact that

both the proposed Marshalltown and Waterloo plants are sited adjacent to large concentrations of

® hitp://www.seta.iastate.edu/census/vitalstats.aspx?group_id=4&cntct=3&state=1A&fips=19000
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people of color in a state where the general population is 93% whitgeisaaus social justice
concerrentirely ignored by Applicants

|l PL witness Andrew Byers testifies that @t
resources or historic |l andmarks from construc
Testmony at 13.However, a letter dated April 19, 2007 from State Archaeologist Daniel
Higginbottom indicates that no formal review has been conducted by state agencies because
federal involvement in the project would be necessary to trigger the requiresh&etgion 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 88et&@q). Application Vol. 1,
Figure 3.71 . According to this | etter, Athere has
properties within the property boundary. Hi ggi nbottom notes that th
high potential for the presence of prehistoric archaeological deposits and features in surface
exposed, near surface, or deeply buried conte
reconnaissanekevd  and i ntensive | evel archaeol ogical
Acurrently accepted survey strategies and sam
identification and evalwuation of historic and

None of themore indepthevaluationrecommended by the State Archaeologest been
conducted.Applicants also acknowledge that they have made no attempt to contact the dozen or
moreout-of-statetribes with prehistoric roots in lowa that mtdhave an irdrest in prehistoric
archaeological depositd the site IPL has contacted only the Meskwaki tribe, which does not
have prehistoric roots in the area but came to lowa much Rgerp | | culuraltresdurces
study isthereforeinsufficientevidence tsupport their assertions thaere will be no significant

impacts tocultural and histodal resources
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C. Environmentally safe renewable energy, energy efficiency and conservation
alternatives can provide needed power at lower cost to ratepayers

Applicants have given short shrift to the very real alternatives presented by expanded
energy efficiency, demand side management, an:
energy efficiency and renewables is summed up in a statement by IPL spokgsman R
Stensland on Friday, February 8, 2008: dAaSimpl
turbine is not going to meet | owa's energy ne
Stensland as sayifigThis dismissive remark is in keeping withttesony and evidenceffered
by IPLwith regard taconsideration of cleaam alternatives to Sutherland 4.

OCA witness Robert Fagan testifies that |IP
meet energy needs economically by:

e Using an usnackaddsd itchaitbaexcl udes carbon di ¢
e Underestimating the capacity value of wind;
¢ Artificially and unnecessarily constraining the EGEAS resource planning model from
choosing economic wind power options as resource alternatives; and
e Capping he availability of new wind resources at 800MW over the planning period, far
below the level of wind that can be accommodated on the regional power network.
Fagan Testi mony at 3. I n Fagandés anal ysis, t|
econome wind power available for installation from 20Q022.1d.
| PL6s rebuttal to this conclusion is in pa
it ec hni c a ddetoequipnsest supdlyand transmission limitatiBnedmanRebuttal
at 9. With this testimony, IPL contradicts its ovamiefing to this Board in Docket SRQ/-11.

When it suited them, | PL6s counsel argued t hat

congestion, mitigate market power, expand opportunities for new energycesaumd optimize

® http://www.radioiowa.com/gestalt/go.cfm?objectid=FASF2BIZE4 7951-6B08417EEA48663B
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the efficiency and reliability of the grid fo

SPUO7-11, Joint Applicantso6’ Reply Brief, August
Only a few months later, when an OCA expert witnessthademerity to sugge that

IPL should be able to use th#egedlyimproved transmission serviceSITC Midwestto

achieve expansion ¢f P L 6 s winevreseutceby 1000MWover the next 15 years, IPL

changedack. Now, it seems, transmission constraints are likely torh&@r barrieffor years to

cometo constructing major new wind resources on the IPL system. AccordiRg teitness

Friedman A (f ) or very | arge wind farms planned 1in

not be unreasonable to assume a lead dinfige to ten (or more) years from the time of the

initial request to MISO until ( tFricimasRebutas i 0o n)

at 7. Even this testimony does not supporedma® s own concl usi on that <c

1000MW ofownedwid by 2022 might not beEvénifechnically

Friedma®s wor st case scenario comes true, it shot
transmission for fAvery | arge wind farms plann
by 2018 Id.

Friedmanalsopredictsinterconnectonoip t o 25% of t ot al projec

constr ai n aelwiad, withosit@rovidimg angxplanation of the high cost for

interconnecting wind as opposed to any other form of geneffinadmarRebuttal at S}
N, -2 5
.|
N i o 1 me n 1
T, 2 ges

" The Coalition requests that the Board takéaeoof this recent filing by Applicants.
8 The MISO URL offered by Kitchen in support of his testimony was inoperative when the Coalition attempted to
access it on February 10, 2008.
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I o ferie.dman offers no explanation for

thedispropotionately higher projeed costs for wind transmission facilities.
Kitchends concern that wi ndfdemgndingeasgesnis wi | |
rebutted by a report by the Renewable Energy Policy Project submitted by IPL witness Otto:
If wind were to become a large industry, for example as the result of a federal renewable
portfolio standard, the economic impact would spread far beyond the 90 active firms
identified in the previous sections of this Report. Companies currently engaged in
manufactiring processes similar to the manufacturing of wind turbine components could
potentially transfer some of their capabilities to this new market. For example, a
company that rolls steel for water towers could potentially begin rolling steel towers for
wind turbines; a roller bearing company could begin making wind turbine main shaft
bearings. In order to take a look at the size and location of this potential market, REPP
uses an approach based on the North American Industrial Classification System, or
NAICS, which the U.S. Census Bureau adopted in 1997. The results of this study
indicate that 16,163 firms, located across all 50 states, operate in industries similar to the
manufacturing of wind turbine components.
Appl i cant-% &chédule D ab38le REPP reporrecisely addresses one of the
phenomena cited by Friedman as prohibitive fo
production for wind generating equipment is f
Friedman Rebuttalta 6 . Yet Friedmands point relies on
additional investment in manufacturing facilities for wind equipment will oédduNot only is
that investment extremely likely in a carbayulated economy, the REPP report suladitiy
IPL itself presents powerful evidence that the manufacturing sector is prepared to respond to a
surge in demand caused by £@gulation. Indeed, federal G@gulation would remove the

uncertainty caused by a Production Tax Credit that must beveen@ver and over, giving

investors the motivation they need to ramp up manufacturing to meet demand.
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1. Even If 630MW of Baseload Were Needed, the Record Shows that
Renewables and Efficiency Can Reliably Meet the Need.

The Coalition denies that IPlak demonstrated a need for 630MW additional baseload
generation within its service territoryHowever, even iflPL had made such a showing, there
would be no justification for meeting that need withoaldired generating station. Applicants
have failedo discredit evidence and testimony filedthg Coalition and OCArgumentshat
renewables and efficiency can adequately meet such a need.

Coalition witness Sanzillo identified unsupported assertions, incorrect assumptions,

flawed modeling, and lack ofr anspar ency in | PL&ds | oad foreca:
testimony consisted primarily of assertions t
never offered any directresponsesta n zi | | o6s centr al darecastinggue: t h

is fatally flawed. The numbers speak for themse ||| EGTEGNGNGNGGGCGGNEEEEEE .
I - 1ctveen
I s 0 E X .
e - between
N  c r eas e
- -5 is
I -

At this point, Applicants fall back on their argument that the generating certificate statute
does not require them to prove that there is any need for their 63@dMglant and its 5.7
million tons of annual C®emissions.The statute does, however, require IPL to show that
|l ocating the proposed facility at the propose
Herebs the rub: aeates dremendpub @pottunity €ostd imthesenersyy seator, ¢ r
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displaces other forms of energy (including renewables), creates environmental and public health
costs, and exposes ratepayers to significant risk. If there is not a genuine necessity for the
electrrity to be produced at Sutherland 4, then the bar is much, much higher for showing that the
facility is justified from an economic standpoifpplicants have not met that high standard.

That is why need is relevant.

2.Wind Power and Efficiency Would Gost Ratepayers Significantly Less than
Sutherland 4 in the Predicted CarbonConstrained Economy.

Direct testimony by OCA witness Michael Dr
modeling that led to the choioé Sutherland 4.
Because of the artificialonstraints that IPL placed on the EGEAS model the model was
not able to identify a true | east cost cap
inappropriate constraint that IPL placed on the EGEAS model, Dr. Shi was able to
generate lower costplan t han t he Companyo6s preferred pl
SGS Unit 4 in 2013.
Drunsic Direct Testimony at 4. Correcting skeflaws allows for more economic choices that
will ultimately benefit lowa ratepayers. The most direct rebtitéhe Dunsic analysisnade by
IPL witness Brent Kitchen is thatind and natural gas prices are likely to rise even more quickly
than the cost of codired generation in the event that federal C€yulations are enactesb
| PL6s choi ce o ffiedSkKittheneReluttainatd2264Friedsan Rebsttal
Schedules A and.F
Friedmands supporting exhibits, rmoaever, d
gas priceadders assumed by IPIThe percentage increases in the cost of natural gas cited by
Friedman actually include the cost of €émissions allowance€ne study cited by Friedman
and apparently funded by Exxdobil, specifically notes that when the cost of what it calls the
Apermit priceo is netted orfossifuets aremuphridwere i ncr e

Appl i c an t-1s ScheBue A, aRBBN®where in its analyses does IPL model the same
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price for CQ emitted from Sutherland#hatFriedman and Kitchen attach to natural gas in their
failed attempts to rebl@ r u n srguméns It is also not true that the Synapse witnesses did not
consider higher wind and natural gas prices in their modeling. They did, and still found that
renewables and efficiency constitute lower cost options than Sutherfandt4east the next
decadeSchlissel Testimony, bées 6 and.

| PLOs a susnaupp@ted by any evideneetherefore that federal G@egulation
will have a powerfukffect directly opposite what is intended, by further advantaging greenhouse
gas intensive power so@s over cleaner sourcédtchen Rebuttal at 22Studies submitted by
IPL itself undermine the testimony of their witnesses on this subject by projecting far lower
natural gas increases than Kitchen and Friedman endorse. Friedman Rebuttal, Schedfes A and
IPL further assumes that the economic laws of supply and demand, by which increased demand
inevitably increases supply until prices begin to drop to a level at which demand is satisfied, will
not function in the case of carbon regulati®AL wants tle Board simultaneously to accept low
projectionsforCQpr i ces and |1 PL6s very high projected
are based on far higher @€sts than IPL has otherwiseassum@&h e i s remi nded of
similarly illogical argument tht Sutherland 4 will displace dirtier sources of power while
simultaneouslgerving new deand.

| PLOs att e mpiutureC@, prigds to aatuhal ghsiwgile attaching none to
Sutherland 4 is a desperd&tad unsuccessfulid to counteroverwhelmng evidence that
renewables and efficiency are superior to Sutherland 4 agdomgalternatives.

a. Federal climate regulations are coming in the near term and
Applicants will pass the cost directly to consumers.

OCA witness David Schlissel presentsaanprehensivanalysis of the likelihood and
cost of various forms of carbon regulation currently under consideration at the federal level.
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Schlissel Testimongit 1454. Sc hl i ss el concludes that @Athe mos
risks associated wi the proposed Sutherland Generating Station Unit 4 project are the potential
for future federal restricionsonG@& mi ssi ons and further increase
Id. at 34 . Schlissel poi nts out tegrateqResodrde Planlthatr t h e
includes Sutherl and 4 fAwas developed through
regul ation costsé. an extremely unrealistic a
Applicants respond to this criticism, based on comprehensive altermatigdeling of the
impacts of carbon regulation, by makiagsupported and misleadisgeculative statements
about the impacts on the cost of wind and natura(djasussegupraat 3233). Applicants also
believe that it is imprudent to postpone a decisibout a new generating station until
uncertainty surrounding carbon regulation has been resolved. Guelker RebutthbatYet IPL
witness Bennington testifigbat IPL itself haslecided to wait until carbon regulations are
actually enacted intawb ef or e responding to them, the stra
viable and sustainable regulatory response. 0
again, Applicants want to have their cake and eat it. They want the generatingateffiic
Sutherl and 4 issued right away because itods t
enacted to make new generation choices. And Applicants also want to be allowed to load the full
risk of regulatoryuncertainty on the ratepayer.
Applicants also argue that CO2 costs will not have a major impact on the cost of
electricity produced at Sutherland 4 because:
currently proposed legislation is likely to become more moderate as these bills progress
through the legislative process and leg@istand other policy makers become more
aware of the limitations of renewable energy sources and desidadanagement
(DSM) programs in reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Guelker Rebuttal at 8. Guelkner acknowledges that IPL and Alliant engage imiplabyhe
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