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1. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 1 

Q Please state your name, business address, and position. 2 

A My name is Tyler Comings. I am a Senior Researcher at Applied Economics 3 

Clinic, located at 44 Teele Avenue, Somerville, Massachusetts.  4 

Q Are you the same Tyler Comings that previously filed answer testimony in 5 

this docket? 6 

A Yes.  7 

Q What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 8 

A My testimony responds to several issues raised in the cross-answer testimony 9 

filed by witness Charles S. Griffey on behalf of the Coalition of Ratepayers.  10 

Q Please summarize your testimony? 11 

A I stand by all of the conclusions and recommendations included in my answer 12 

testimony. Fundamentally, the question before the Commission in this docket is 13 

whether and how to approve the Company’s proposal to accelerate depreciation of 14 

Comanche Units 1 and 2 and counteract rate increases through a reduction in the 15 

Renewable Energy Standard Adjustment (“RESA”). I continue to support that 16 

course of action but also urge the Company and Commission to review other 17 

options for handling of generator retirements. I discussed in detail several other 18 

options for handling potentially stranded assets in my answer testimony and do 19 

not repeat those points here.  20 

This cross-answer testimony responds to the narrow – and generally inappropriate 21 

– criticisms raised by Mr. Griffey in his cross-answer testimony. Based mainly on22 

my review of Mr. Griffey’s cross-answer testimony and the 120-day report filed23 

by Public Service Company of Colorado (“PSCo” or “the Company”), I conclude24 

the following:25 

1. Mr. Griffey bases much of his testimony on his repeated claims that the26 

Company should not retire Comanche Units 1 and 2 because he asserts the27 
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continued operation of those coal units would save ratepayers money.1 1 

This question has been dealt with repeatedly and is more appropriately 2 

dealt with in Proceeding No. 16A-0396E and the 120-Day Report. The 3 

record in that proceeding and the 120-Day Report thoroughly rebut Mr. 4 

Griffey’s claims. Since my answer testimony was filed there has been 5 

further evidence provided by the Company showing that retiring these two 6 

coal units saves ratepayers money. 7 

 8 
2. Mr. Griffey claims that if the Company were to adopt its Preferred CEPP, 9 

including early retirement of the two coal units, it would put “excessive 10 

risk on ratepayers.”2 However, the Company’s modeling of risk shows 11 

that retiring the coal units and procuring more renewable energy reduces 12 

risk compared to keeping the coal units on-line.3 Mr. Griffey dismisses the 13 

real risks of continued operation of the coal units and instead portrays 14 

wind and solar investments as too risky. Mr. Griffey also ignores other 15 

benefits of the Preferred CEPP which the Commission asked the Company 16 

to consider in its decision-making, such as environmental and economic 17 

benefits.  18 

 19 
3. Mr. Griffey improperly included the difference in RESA balance in the 20 

economic analysis of the Company’s portfolios. This treatment is 21 

inappropriate because it essentially credits ratepayers immediately for a 22 

refund of RESA funds when, in reality, such credits do not currently exist 23 

and may never materialize. Even if ratepayers were credited on their bill, 24 

these credits could occur much later and would be discounted further.  25 

Q Have your recommendations changed since you filed answer testimony in 26 

this case? 27 

A No.  28 
                                                           
1 Griffey Cross-Answer Testimony, p. 10, lines 10-11. 
2 Id., p. 30, line 5.  
3 Proceeding No. 16A-0396E, PSCo 2016 Electric Resource Plan, 120-Day Report, Appendix E, Table 1.  
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Q Is the issue of whether and/or when Comanche 1&2 should be retired being 1 

decided in this proceeding? 2 

A Not to my knowledge. The issue in this case is the accounting treatment of 3 

Comanche units 1 and 2 should the Company’s plan to retire these units earlier—4 

as part of its Colorado Energy Plan Portfolio (CEPP)—be approved in Proceeding 5 

No. 16A-0396E. Mr. Griffey’s entire cross-answer testimony is in response to a 6 

statement I made in my answer testimony about Comanche units 1 and 2 being 7 

uneconomic, based on analyses conducted by the Company.4 He appears to be 8 

attempting to relitigate issues that have been discussed at length in Proceeding 9 

No. 16A-0396E.  10 

Q Did you participate in Proceeding No. 16A-0396E? 11 

A No. I was not a part of that proceeding and am not privy to confidential 12 

information that has been provided by the Company (e.g. responses to its RFP). 13 

However, I have reviewed public information provided in that case. 14 

Q Is the issue of when the units should be retired different from how an early 15 

retirement should be handled—should it occur? 16 

A Yes. My answer testimony mostly discussed the Company’s proposed accounting 17 

treatment of the coal units and other options for dealing with stranded assets in the 18 

future. These issues are germane to the case at-hand. However, Mr. Griffey raises 19 

several issues regarding when the coal units should be retired in his cross-answer 20 

testimony that I address in my surrebuttal.  21 

                                                           
4 Griffey Cross-Answer Testimony, p. 9, lines 1-3. 
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2. THERE IS FURTHER EVIDENCE THAT COMANCHE 1&2 SHOULD BE RETIRED 1 

EARLIER 2 

Q Does Mr. Griffey claim that the continued operation of Comanche Units 1 3 

and 2 would likely save ratepayers money? 4 

A Yes. Regarding the Company’s economic analysis of the Preferred CEP 5 

(including earlier retirement of Comanche units 1 and 2), Mr. Griffey claims that 6 

“any present value savings shown in the modeling are very suspect as a result and 7 

likely will not occur.”5 Throughout his cross-answer testimony, Mr. Griffey 8 

argues with my discussion of evidence that the two coal units are uneconomic. 9 

Q Has there been more up-to-date evidence provided by the Company that 10 

their proposed plan (Preferred CEPP) would save ratepayers? 11 

A Yes. In the 120-day report, the Company projected savings of $215 million (net 12 

present value) for the Preferred CEPP compared to the Preferred ERP.6 The 13 

Company also stated that there could be “further savings for customers” and that 14 

this $215 million estimate was “a reasonable yet conservative figure for the 15 

Commission to use in determining a cost-effective resource plan in this 16 

proceeding.”7  17 

Q Were the bid prices for wind and solar resources lower than what the 18 

Company had previously modeled? 19 

A Yes. The Company had previously modeled a levelized cost of $20 per MWh for 20 

wind and $30 per MWh for solar in evaluating the Preferred CEPP. In its most 21 

recent 120-day report, the Company adjusted this assumption based on updated 22 

information provided by bidders (among other factors). The Company reported 23 

that:  24 

                                                           
5 Id., p. 28, lines 21-22. 
6 Proceeding No. 16A-0396E, PSCO 2016 Electric Resource Plan, 120-Day Report, p. 8. 
7 Id. 
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The Preferred CEPP includes unprecedented low pricing across a 1 
range of generation technologies including wind at levelized 2 
pricing between $11-18/MWh, solar between $23-$27/MWh....8  3 

The price for renewable energy was lower than the Company had anticipated in 4 

its earlier modeling of the Preferred CEPP. Therefore, that portfolio’s early 5 

retirement of Comanche units 1 and 2 becomes more attractive than it was 6 

previously. According to the Company, the units’ early retirement actually drove 7 

down the costs of pursuing renewable energy as it would allow for “more low cost 8 

renewable projects to be acquired before triggering the need for transmission 9 

system upgrades.”9 10 

Q Are there other portfolios that show that early retirement of Comanche 1&2 11 

is lower cost than continuing to operate the units? 12 

A Yes. So far, I have only discussed the Preferred CEPP, as that was the focus of 13 

Mr. Griffey’s cross-answer testimony. The Company also modeled least-cost 14 

portfolio (LCP) versions of both the early retirement and continued operation of 15 

Comanche units 1 and 2. The Company conducted this modeling in response to 16 

previous direction from the Commission “to determine whether the early 17 

retirement of Comanche 1 and 2 is in the public interest.”10 The Company 18 

explained that the LCP with early retirement (“Portfolio 5”): 19 

 20 
…is provided for this purpose, i.e., to allow for the evaluation of 21 
whether the Preferred CEPP is cost-effective and whether the 22 
voluntary early retirement of Comanche 1 and Comanche 2 is in 23 
the public interest.11  24 

This portfolio was the lowest cost of any presented by the Company.12  25 

                                                           
8 Id. pp. 50-51. 
9 Id. p. 50. 
10 Proceeding No. 16A-0396E. Decision No. C18-0191. p. 15;  see also Proceeding No. 16A-0396E, PSCo 
2016 Electric Resource Plan, 120-Day Report, p. 42. 
11 Proceeding No. 16A-0396E, PSCo 2016 Electric Resource Plan, 120-Day Report, p. 42. 
12 Id. p. 41, Table 7 
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Q Did Mr. Griffey mention this portfolio in his cross-answer testimony? 1 

A No. Mr. Griffey focused solely on comparing the Preferred CEPP (“Portfolio 6”) 2 

with the Preferred ERP (“Portfolio 3”). Thus, his conclusions stem only from one 3 

comparison. He ignores the Company’s finding that the lowest cost portfolio 4 

includes the early retirement of Comanche 1 and 2.   5 

3. RETIRING COMANCHE 1&2 EARLIER AND INVESTING IN CLEAN ENERGY REDUCES 6 

RISKS TO RATEPAYERS 7 

Q Did Mr. Griffey assert any claims regarding risk to ratepayers from earlier 8 

retirement of Comanche 1&2? 9 

A Yes. Mr. Griffey claims that: 10 

…the Preferred CEP places excessive risk on ratepayers and 11 
largely insulates PSCo’s shareholders from risk. Given the real 12 
costs to ratepayers and the lack of tangible benefits, it is not in the 13 
public interest.13  14 
 15 

The issues of risk and the public interest of the Company’s Preferred CEPP are 16 

not being handled in this case. Again, Mr. Griffey is arguing issues that are more 17 

germane to Proceeding No. 16A-0396E. Nonetheless, I will briefly respond to 18 

them below.  19 

Q Do you agree with Mr. Griffey’s characterization of a “lack of tangible 20 

benefits” from the Preferred CEPP? 21 

A No. Mr. Griffey’s claim that there is a “lack of tangible benefits” is contradicted 22 

by the Company’s presentation of economic and environmental benefits from the 23 

Company’s plan throughout the 120-day report.14 None of these benefits are 24 

mentioned in Mr. Griffey’s testimony.  25 

                                                           
13 Griffey Cross-Answer Testimony, p. 30, lines 5-7. 
14 See, e.g., Leeds School of Business, “Public Service Company of Colorado Economic Impacts of the 
Preferred Colorado Energy Plan” (Filed in Proceeding No. 16A-0396E) (June 20, 2018). 
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Q Did the Commission explicitly state that the Company should consider 1 

economic and environmental benefits when choosing a preferred plan? 2 

A Yes. The Commission stated that: 3 

The Phase II process is designed to consider both quantitative (i.e., 4 
modeled NPVRR cost comparisons between portfolios) and 5 
qualitative factors such as jobs or certain environmental factors.15  6 

Despite this direction, it appears that Mr. Griffey did not consider economic and 7 

environmental benefits when concluding that the Preferred CEPP was “not in the 8 

public interest.”  9 

Q Do you agree with Mr. Griffey’s statement about the “excessive risk” of the 10 

Preferred CEPP? 11 

A No. There are myriad risks to continuing to operate the coal units—some which 12 

the Company has modeled and others it has not. As I discuss below, Mr. Griffey 13 

dismisses or ignores the risks associated with coal generation and instead offers 14 

an alarmist view on the procurement of renewable energy.  15 

Q Does Mr. Griffey claim that future environmental compliance costs should be 16 

ignored in the Company’s analysis? 17 

A Yes. Mr. Griffey takes issue with my argument that environmental compliance 18 

costs for Comanche 1 and 2 should be included in the net present value of revenue 19 

requirements (“NPVRR”) analysis. Instead, he claims that: “The economic 20 

outcome is to continue to operate the Comanche units and revisit that decision in 21 

each ERP cycle if additional compliance costs arise.”16 I disagree. Decisions 22 

related to large capital assets should attempt to account for costs in the medium 23 

and long-term. Mr. Griffey suggests the type of piecemeal planning that leads to 24 

uneconomic units staying operational. Periodic long-term assessments of the 25 

viability of the Company’s assets are imperative and in the ratepayers’ interest. 26 

                                                           
15 Proceeding No. 16A-0396E. Decision No. C18-0191. p. 22, n. 27. 
16 Griffey Cross-Answer Testimony, p. 15, lines 5-6 
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Environmental compliance costs may not be certain but they should not be 1 

ignored—to do so effectively treats them as $0.  2 

Q Has the Company discussed future environmental compliance costs at 3 

Comanche 1&2? 4 

A Yes. The Company has previously mentioned that the units could require selective 5 

catalytic reduction (SCR) which it estimates would cost $190 million—or over 6 

$100 million in net present value.17 The Company did not include these costs in 7 

its economic assessment and correctly identifies this choice as unfavorable to the 8 

Preferred CEPP: 9 

…one might instead consider whether it is likely that Comanche 1 10 
and 2 will face neither additional environmental requirements nor 11 
carbon regulation by 2035. If one believes that avoiding both of 12 
those types of environmental costs for the next 18 years is unlikely, 13 
then that is a good argument that the NPV cost-saving benefits we 14 
have estimated for the CEPP are conservative.18 15 

The Company modeled carbon regulation sensitivities in order to account for that 16 

risk—which I discuss later. Regarding other environmental compliance costs 17 

(such as the SCR), I do not agree with the Company’s choice to exclude them 18 

completely from the portfolio analysis. However, the Company is still taking the 19 

long-view in its decision-making here. It acknowledges that additional 20 

environmental compliance costs at Comanche units 1 and 2 would increase the 21 

savings to ratepayers should those units retire earlier.  22 

Q Do you agree with Mr. Griffey’s claim that renewable investments are too 23 

risky and speculative? 24 

A No. Mr. Griffey compares the risks of the Company’s renewable procurement to 25 

that of building nuclear or IGCC (integrated gasification combined cycle) units.19  26 

This is not a helpful comparison. While Mr. Griffey is correct that nuclear and 27 

IGCC projects have ended up costing ratepayers more than planned, he neglects 28 
                                                           
17 Proceeding No. 16A-0396E, Ihle Supplemental Testimony p. 20, lines 12-14. 
18 Id., p. 27, lines 6-11. 
19 Griffey Cross-Answer Testimony, p. 13, lines 17-19. 
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to mention that this typically results from significant cost overruns and delays. 1 

For instance, Mr. Griffey uses the Kemper IGCC in Mississippi as an example 2 

where “expectations of savings” did not occur.20 That is true. That project was 3 

originally going to cost $2.9 billion and a recent cost estimate of the project was 4 

$7.5 billion—more than double the original cost.21 As a result of this project, and 5 

other major cost overruns, I am not aware of any utility considering building a 6 

new IGCC in the U.S. Nuclear units have faced major cost overruns as well. I am 7 

only aware of one nuclear project currently under construction in the U.S.—the 8 

Vogtle project in Georgia. This project is expected to cost $27 billion, almost 9 

double the original cost of $14 billion.22  10 

Q Is it appropriate to compare wind and solar investments to that of nuclear 11 

plants and IGCC’s? 12 

A No. IGCC and nuclear projects have faced massive cost overruns that are not 13 

applicable to wind and solar projects. In fact, wind and solar installation costs 14 

have been steadily decreasing in recent years.23 Renewable energy also carries no 15 

fuel cost or risk and little to no environmental compliance costs.  16 

Q Did the Company conduct sensitivity modeling to evaluate risks of its 17 

portfolios? 18 

A Yes. The Company modeled the NPVRR for a base case and twelve additional 19 

sensitivities. These sensitivities captured key risks by modeling variations in 20 

natural gas price and carbon regulation. In all twelve sensitivities modeled, the 21 

Preferred CEPP was lower cost than the Preferred ERP.24  22 

                                                           
20 Id. p. 13 n. 7.  
21 Shallenberger, Krysti, “Mississippi regulators approve Kemper settlement, affirming end to ratepayer 
recovery,” Utility Dive, February 6, 2018. https://www.utilitydive.com/news/mississippi-regulators-
approve-kemper-settlement-affirming-end-to-ratepaye/516450/. 
22 Bade, Gavin, “Vogtle nuke cost could top $25B as decision time looms,” Utility Dive, August 3, 2017. 
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/vogtle-nuke-cost-could-top-25b-as-decision-time-looms/448555/. 
23 Lazard Levelized Cost of Energy Analysis, Version 11.0, p. 10. 
https://www.lazard.com/media/450337/lazard-levelized-cost-of-energy-version-110.pdf. 
24 Proceeding No. 16A-0396E, PSCO 2016 Electric Resource Plan, Appendix E, Table 1. 
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Q Did Mr. Griffey mention the results of this sensitivity analysis? 1 

A No. Mr. Griffey did not mention these results, nor does he offer any quantitative 2 

evidence of the risk that he claims is inherent in the Preferred CEPP. Instead, he 3 

concludes that the Preferred CEPP carries “excessive risk” by underplaying the 4 

risks of continuing to operate coal and conflating the risks of costly, risky 5 

technologies (IGCC and nuclear) with far less risky and less costly technologies 6 

(wind and solar). 7 

4. DIFFERENCES IN RESA BALANCE SHOULD NOT BE INCLUDED WITH REVENUE 8 

REQUIREMENTS 9 

Q What does Mr. Griffey suggest regarding the differences in RESA balance 10 

between portfolios in the Company’s NPVRR portfolio analysis? 11 

A In referring to the Preferred ERP portfolio, where Comanche units 1 and 2 remain 12 

operating, Mr. Griffey claims that the additional balance (from not decreasing the 13 

RESA for the Preferred CEPP) should be credited to ratepayers in the NPVRR 14 

comparison.25 He then conducts an alternative analysis whereby ratepayers are 15 

effectively credited the additional RESA balance in each year, under the Preferred 16 

ERP relative to the Preferred CEPP.  17 

Q Is Mr. Griffey’s proposed treatment of the RESA balance appropriate? 18 

A No. Mr. Griffey’s analysis is biased in favor of continuing to operate Comanche 19 

units 1 and 2. The RESA balance should not be included with revenue 20 

requirements in the NPVRR calculation unless those differences were 21 

immediately credited to ratepayers on their bill. Yet Mr. Griffey’s analysis 22 

assumes that additional RESA balances are credited to customers in each year that 23 

they occur. Even if the balance were to be credited later (say in 2035) then it 24 

could be included in the NPVRR but would need to be discounted further.  25 

I agree that a higher RESA balance could provide value. In this current docket, 26 

the Company is proposing to take advantage of a surplus in RESA to defray costs 27 

                                                           
25 Griffey Cross-Answer Testimony, p. 21, lines 5-7. 
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of accelerated depreciation of the coal units. The RESA balance could be 1 

considered as a separate, qualitative factor—as with economic and environmental 2 

benefits—when comparing portfolios. 3 

5. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  4 

Q What are your key findings? 5 

A I find that Mr. Griffey unfairly characterizes the Company’s economic analysis, 6 

overstates the risks of investment in renewable energy, ignores the risks of 7 

continuing to operate the coal units and inappropriately changes the revenue 8 

requirements to include the RESA balance. All of these flaws in Mr. Griffey’s 9 

testimony contribute to a bias in favor of continuing to operate Comanche units 1 10 

and 2. 11 

Q What do you recommend? 12 

A I continue to recommend that the Commission approve the Company’s plan and 13 

investigate options for handling of future unit retirements.  14 

Q Does this conclude your testimony? 15 

A It does. 16 
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