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Dear Larimer County Planning Commissioners: 
 
Please accept these comments by the Northern Colorado Partners for Clean Energy (NCP4CE) 
related to the Platte River Power Authority’s (PRPA) 1041 Permit Application for five new 
aeroderivative combustion turbines and related infrastructure, Larimer County plan number 24-
ZONE3715. 
 
NCP4CE is a committee of the Colorado Coalition for a Livable Climate, a group encompassing 
52 grassroots non-profit organizations and individual supporters including elected officials, former 
elected officials, community leaders, and energy subject matter experts. NCP4CE seeks to 
transition our economy and society beyond fossil fuels to a future built on clean energy. By 
drastically reducing greenhouse gas emissions, we can preserve our environment for future 
generations, create an equitable, vibrant, and clean energy economy, and avoid the most disastrous 
impacts of climate change. 
 
NCP4CE supported PRPA's decision to close its Rawhide coal plant by 2030 as part of its efforts 
to comply with state emissions reduction requirements.1 NCP4CE also supports PRPA’s goal to 
achieve 100% carbon-free electricity by 2030 and has advocated for policies with PRPA and its 
member cities to help PRPA meet that goal.2 Unfortunately, PRPA’s 1041 application and its 
accompanying Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) falls far short of its stated carbon-free goal, and it 
does so unnecessarily. The IRP proposes to install five new methane gas aeroderivative 
combustion turbines at its Rawhide plant property by 2028.3 This would lock in at least 200 
megawatts (MW) of methane gas combustion and its associated ratepayer costs and emissions for 
up to fifty years.4 The IRP fails to make the case for such a drastic departure from PRPA’s carbon-
free electricity goal. 

 
1 “Platte River to Close Rawhide Unit 1 by 2030,” June 16, 2020, available at https://prpa.org/news-releases/platte-
river-to-retire-rawhide-unit-1-by-2030/ 
2 Platte River Power Authority, “Action Calls for 100% non-carbon mix by 2030,” December 6, 2018. Available at: 
https://prpa.org/news-releases/platte-river-board-passes-energy-policy/ 
3 Platte River Power Authority, “2024 Integrated Resource Plan” (IRP) at 38. 
4 Item 3 Project Description Rawhide New Generation Project 1041 application at 4-5: "Platte River determined it 
will need at least 200 MW of dispatchable capacity” from LM6000 combustion turbine generator units. It is unclear 
how many megawatts PRPA actually plans to acquire. GE LM6000 units range from 46-57 MW each. See LM6000 

https://prpa.org/news-releases/platte-river-to-retire-rawhide-unit-1-by-2030/
https://prpa.org/news-releases/platte-river-to-retire-rawhide-unit-1-by-2030/
https://prpa.org/news-releases/platte-river-board-passes-energy-policy/
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PRPA presents its unilateral decision to seek at least 200 MW of new methane gas generation as a 
binary choice between keeping coal or installing new gas capacity. It presents new methane gas 
generation as a win for its ratepayers and the environment because it is better than coal. But that 
is a false choice. The question before Larimer County is not whether gas is better than coal, but 
whether the County is willing to accept the dangerous emissions and other environmental damage 
of burning fossil fuels for the next fifty years, or not. PRPA has viable and superior options to 
installing at least 200 MW of new gas generation capacity; it just declined to outline and analyze 
those options in its application thoroughly.   
 
Additionally, and just as crucial to the Planning Commission, PRPA's 1041 application fails to 
meet its burden of proof for approval and, therefore, must be denied. It falls short of the vision 
established in the Larimer County Comprehensive Plan's Environmental Public Health and Energy 
provisions and the Larimer County Land Use Code requirements. As the applicant, PRPA has the 
burden of showing that its 1041 application is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and meets 
every requirement of the Land Use Code. PRPA’s burden is to prove it has met those requirements, 
not just claim it has met them. PRPA makes many claims in its application, but those claims are 
either unsupported or backed by PRPA's hand-picked consultants who were not subject to outside 
scrutiny. PRPA has fallen far short of its burden. Therefore, NCP4CE asks the Planning 
Commission to recommend the denial of the PRPA 1041 application.     
 
 

1. PRPA stacked the deck in favor of a new gas plant by understating, withholding, or 
overlooking key information in its 1041 application. 

 
In place of retiring its Rawhide 280 MW coal-burning unit, as PRPA decided to do in 2020 to 
comply with state emissions laws,5 PRPA proposes to construct what it calls “the Rawhide New 
Generation Project” consisting of five methane gas-fired aeroderivative turbines and associated 
infrastructure.6 PRPA claims it needs this additional 200+ MW of dispatchable methane gas 
capacity in addition to its existing 393 MW of methane gas generation capacity to ensure system 
reliability, particularly during extended “dark calm” periods, i.e. nights with no wind.7 PRPA 
frequently cites 2021’s Winter Storm Uri as an example of an extended dark calm period that 
necessitates building an additional 200+ MW of dispatchable methane gas generation capabilities, 
even though PRPA had enough capacity to export power to neighboring utilities during that 
particular winter storm.8 PRPA's claims are either unsupported, exaggerated, or unlikely for 
several reasons outlined in more detail below. 
 

a. The application’s analyses and representations lack independent third-party 
verification 

 
specifications at https://www.gevernova.com/gas-power/products/gas-turbines/lm6000. Five units multiplied by the 
LM6000 specifications equals between 230 and 285 MW. 
5 House Bill 19-1261, C.R.S. § 25-5-102(2)(g). 
6 PRPA 1041 application, Item 3 “Project Description Rawhide New Generation Project” at 4. 
7 Id. at 5. 
8 See e.g. IRP at 28; “Independent Review of Dispatchable Capacity Needs” at 2-2, available at https://prpa.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/11/2024IRP-Independent-review-of-dispatchable-capacity-needs-by-BlackVeatch.pdf 

https://www.gevernova.com/gas-power/products/gas-turbines/lm6000
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb19-1261
https://prpa.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/11/2024IRP-Independent-review-of-dispatchable-capacity-needs-by-BlackVeatch.pdf
https://prpa.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/11/2024IRP-Independent-review-of-dispatchable-capacity-needs-by-BlackVeatch.pdf
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PRPA began putting together its latest IRP in 2022.9 Since then, PRPA has controlled every aspect 
of information related to its IRP presented to its Board, the general public, and now the County. 
PRPA chose its process, its consultants, and the final product. Public comment was solicited at 
times during the process, but public comments raising concerns or questioning assumptions did 
nothing to change the course PRPA was determined to follow. PRPA brought its internal staff and 
its hand-picked consultant expertise to the process but it has refused to subject its work to outside 
third-party subject matter expertise review. 
 
PRPA used its information monopoly to stack the deck in favor of adding more methane gas to its 
already sizeable gas-powered generation portfolio. 
 
The PRPA’s IRP process is in stark contrast to the process many utilities in Colorado follow for 
their resource planning. Investor-owned utilities and cooperative electric generation and 
transmission associations must submit an Electric Resource / Clean Energy Plan (ERP / CEP) - 
their equivalent of an IRP - to the Colorado Public Utilities Commission (PUC) for review and 
approval.10 PRPA argues it is exempt from that requirement so it has not subjected its IRP to state 
scrutiny.11 But the PUC’s process for reviewing and approving an ERP / CEP is dramatically more 
rigorous than PRPA’s IRP process. The PUC’s process includes review by Commissioner advisory 
staff, Commission trial staff, the Utility Consumer Advocate’s staff, the Colorado Energy Office, 
and other utility experts from a variety of impacted stakeholders ranging from environmental 
organizations to large energy consumer groups. Those groups may intervene as parties in the PUC's 
quasi-judicial ERP / CEP approval process and request discovery from the utility, file written 
testimony in support or opposition, and subject the utility’s employees and consultants to cross-
examination. Ultimately three PUC Commissioners, whose full-time job includes understanding 
and shaping utility resource planning, must determine whether an ERP / CEP fulfills the public 
interest and should be approved. Utilities subject to the PUC process understand their plans will 
be scrutinized to the last detail by subject matter experts. They frequently change their plans in 
response to feedback from intervening groups and PUC Commissioners. 
 
This is not to say Larimer County should set up a similar process as the PUC, but instead to 
highlight the different level of rigor inherent in resource planning by many other Colorado-based 
utilities. This level of scrutiny is appropriate given the importance of the utility sector's emissions 
reductions and ensuring equitable cost to the ratepayers. Electricity generation and distribution is 
a highly technical endeavor and any entity engaging in those activities has a significant knowledge 
advantage over the general public and boards and commissions of general jurisdiction. The PRPA 
IRP process and product were a far cry from best practices in resource planning by other utilities, 
and PRPA knows its plan will not have to go through the scrutiny afforded to many other resource 
plans. 
 
This is why NCP4CE has consistently called for the involvement of a trusted independent third-
party review of the IRP by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) in Golden. NREL 
regularly partners with utilities to assist in a wide variety of subject matter areas, including but not 

 
9 IRP at 28-29. 
10 C.R.S. § 40-2-125.5. 
11 C.R.S. § 40-2-125.5(2)(c)(II). 
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limited to grid integration, distribution system modeling, storage integration, solar and wind 
forecasting, and resource planning.12 Yet PRPA brushed aside ratepayer and state legislator 
requests for it to seek NREL assistance, even if the assistance just included confirming the 
assumptions and analysis PRPA and its consultants used. Instead, PRPA believes additional 
consultation is unnecessary because NREL would merely agree with PRPA’s conclusion. 
 
Ratepayers and other members of the public raised questions throughout the IRP process and in 
this letter that could have been addressed with NREL assistance and still could if PRPA sought to 
partner with it. Larimer County's 1041 process represents the last chance to require PRPA to hold 
its IRP up to true scrutiny by outside subject matter experts. 
 

b. The application does not account for PRPA’s forthcoming membership in a regional 
energy market. 

 
One example of a large missing piece in PRPA’s inadequate 1041 application is an analysis of 
how PRPA’s capacity needs may change once it joins the Southwest Power Pool’s Regional 
Transmission Organization - West (SPP-West) in 2026.13 PRPA’s membership in the SPP West 
will give it access to a 15-state regional wholesale electricity market with over 100 other 
distribution utilities.14 PRPA’s membership in SPP-West will open up access to a much more 
extensive and geographically diverse suite of wholesale power purchases. In practice, this will 
mean PRPA has more insurance against localized demand spikes, peak loads, and extraordinary 
weather events like dark calm periods because it can purchase excess power from other operators 
throughout the Midwest and Rocky Mountain regions.  
 
The implications of PRPA's impending membership in the SPP-West and the impacts on PRPA's 
generation needs are very large, but PRPA barely mentions it in its 1041 application. The IRP duly 
notes PRPA's impending April 2026 membership in the SPP-West but goes into no detail about 
how PRPA expects its SPP-West membership to impact its resource needs. The IRP merely says, 
"[f]or IRP modeling, analysts assumed purchases or sales up to 150 MW in any hour."15 NCP4CE 
assumes PRPA has done its due diligence on what its SPP-West membership means for its resource 
allocation and operations, but it did not disclose any of that information in its 1041 application. 
For example, from its consultant’s report on weather data and projected future “dark calm” 
scenarios, we see withheld information related to how much renewable capacity may be available 
to PRPA through its SPP-West participation:16  
 

 
12 See e.g. “Our Partners” available at: https://www2.nrel.gov/workingwithus/partners-a-z. 
13 For more information about the Southwest Power Pool, see https://www.spp.org/about-us/ 
14 More information available at the FERC website: https://www.ferc.gov/introductory-guide-participation-
southwest-power-pool-processes 
15 IRP at 105. 
16 ACES, “Platte River Power Authority Extreme Weather Event and Dark Calm Analysis” at 58. Available at 
https://prpa.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/2024IRP-Extreme-weather-events-and-Dark-Calm-Analysis-by-
ACES.pdf 

https://www2.nrel.gov/workingwithus/partners-a-z
https://www.spp.org/about-us/
https://www.ferc.gov/introductory-guide-participation-southwest-power-pool-processes
https://www.ferc.gov/introductory-guide-participation-southwest-power-pool-processes
https://prpa.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/2024IRP-Extreme-weather-events-and-Dark-Calm-Analysis-by-ACES.pdf
https://prpa.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/2024IRP-Extreme-weather-events-and-Dark-Calm-Analysis-by-ACES.pdf
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Instead, PRPA could have incorporated basic information about the resource implications of its 
SPP-West membership into its IRP, such as: 
 

● How often PRPA believes it will purchase power from the market 
● How much power does PRPA think it will need to purchase during those circumstances 
● Why is PRPA limiting its power purchasing to 150 MW in an hour 
● Does PRPA believe it will need to purchase up to 150 MW from the market in addition to 

its 200+ MW of new methane gas capacity, or could that 150 MW of purchased power be 
in place of at least 150 MW of new methane gas capacity 

● Does PRPA intend to sell excess power generated from its existing and/or proposed new 
methane gas generation to the market 

● If so, how much power does PRPA intend to sell from its proposed new 200+ MW of 
methane gas capacity 

 
 
Leaving out essential information about the PRPA's membership in the SPP-West is one of several 
ways PRPA stacked the deck in favor of a new gas plant in its 1041 application. The ability to 
purchase up to 150 MW (or more) of excess power from a large regional market in times of need 
certainly impacts the need for PRPA to build its own generation resources, and PRPA's 
membership in SPP-West will commence before its currently planned 2028 completion date for 
gas plant construction. The absence of any meaningful discussion of SPP-West in PRPA's IRP 
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could lead its readers to incorrectly conclude that there is no viable alternative to building at least 
200 MW of new methane gas generation capacity. 
 

c. The application significantly understates the energy value of renewable resources. 
 
PRPA also stacked the deck in favor of building a new gas plant by significantly undervaluing the 
contribution of renewable resources. It is a well-known principle that the results of a calculation 
depend on the inputs and formula of the calculation. Fiddling with the inputs can often significantly 
change the results. PRPA employed this principle when calculating the Effective Load Carrying 
Capacity (ELCC), which then informed its Planning Reserve Margin (PRM), ultimately 
determining whether, in PRPA's opinion, new methane gas capacity was necessary. Like many 
terms related to utilities, the ELCC is a topic worthy of entire seminars, but for the purposes of 
this discussion it has been defined by NREL as “the amount by which the system’s loads can 
increase when the generator is added to the system while maintaining the same system 
reliability.”17 In other words, the ELCC is a measurement of how much renewable energy must be 
added to the system in lieu of fossil generation to maintain acceptable reliability. A low ELCC 
percentage corresponds with a low projected ability for a renewable energy resource to produce 
energy when the grid is most likely to experience electricity shortfalls. In contrast, a high ELCC 
percentage corresponds to a high projected ability for a renewable energy resource to produce 
energy when the grid most needs it. There is no universally accepted way to calculate ELCC; 
rather, it requires using some combination of various inputs and judgment.18 
 
As indicated, the ELCC percentage informs the utility’s Planning Reserve Margin. NREL defines 
the PRM as “the quantity of generator capacity above the expected peak demand needed to meet 
the target reliability metric in the future system.”19 In other words, how much more generation 
capacity, expressed in a percentage, does a utility need to account for extraordinary weather events 
and avoid blackouts? In its IRP, PRPA determined it needs a 19.9% PRM to maintain the desired 
level of system reliability.20 NCP4CE is not questioning PRPA’s assertion that it should have a 
19.9% PRM, but it does dispute PRPA’s assertion that it must deploy 200+ MW of new methane 
gas generation (on top of its existing 388 MW of gas generation) to meet that 19.9% PRM cushion. 
 
Much of the PRM calculation depends on the assumptions underlying the ELCC. Generally 
speaking, a lower ELCC number will result in a lower PRM. A lower PRM means the system is 
likelier to fail during extraordinary weather events. Raising the PRM in those circumstances 
usually requires adding more firm dispatchable generation resources (i.e. methane gas plants) to 
the utility's portfolio. 
 

 
17 National Renewable Energy Laboratory, “Using Wind and Solar to Reliably Meet Electricity Demand” at 1. 
Available at: https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy15osti/63038.pdf 
18 Energy + Environmental Economics (E3), “Capacity and Reliability Planning in the Era of Decarbonization: 
Practical Application of Effective Load Carrying Capacity in Resource Adequacy,” December 2020 at 9-12. 
Available at https://www.ethree.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/E3-Practical-Application-of-ELCC.pdf 
19 National Renewable Energy Laboratory, “Advanced Guide to Understanding Power System Model Results for 
Long-Term Resource Plans” at 7. Available at https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy24osti/88337.pdf 
20 IRP at 122-23. 

https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy15osti/63038.pdf
https://www.ethree.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/E3-Practical-Application-of-ELCC.pdf
https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy24osti/88337.pdf


7 
 

The spreadsheet copied below shows this dynamic at work.21 Column D shows the ELCC 
percentages assigned to various types of generation by PRPA in its IRP. The values are quite low 
for renewables, ranging from 6% for wind to 58% for storage, while coming in at 100% for fossil 
fuel resources and hydro power. However, PRPA itself publicized much higher ELCC percentages 
for renewables than it used in its IRP during a presentation to its Board of Directors on October 
31, 2024.  PRPA’s October 2024 presentation increased the ELCC percentage for solar from 9% 
to 65%, wind from 6% to 20%, and 4-hour storage from 58% to 70%. PRPA’s October 2024 ELCC 
percentages are represented in column F.  We are not aware of how PRPA calculated its October 
2024 ELCC percentages, although they are much more in line with how the Southwest Power Pool 
(SPP) calculates the ELCC of renewable resources, as shown in columns H and J.22 
 
 

 
 
The spreadsheet also shows differences in the PRM caused by inserting different ELCC 
percentages. ELCC percentages impact the PRM; the lower the percentage, the higher the need is 
for firm dispatchable capacity (i.e. methane gas). Conversely, the higher the ELCC percentage, the 
less need there is for additional gas. Cell E-25 shows the PRPA's projected PRM without its 

 
21 The entire spreadsheet is attached as Exhibit 1 to the electronic version of this letter, and each of its cells and tabs 
can be observed via the electronic file. 
22 NCP4CE understands PRPA may claim its October 31, 2024 ELCC percentages were fictional or merely 
demonstrative and not reflective of their real calculations. However, it is not clear from publicly available 
information how PRPA arrived at those possibly demonstrative numbers, and at any rate, PRPA has not explained 
why its IRP ELCC percentages are so different than the SPP-West ELCC percentages. 
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requested 200 MW of new methane gas capacity, which is an unacceptable negative 21.5%. 
However, using PRPA's October 2024 ELCC percentages, the addition of 200 MW of new gas 
almost doubles the PRM. More importantly, using the Southwest Power Pool's ELCC numbers, 
adding 200 MW of new gas gives PRPA an extraordinarily high PRM of 48.6% in the summer 
and 96% in the winter (see cells I-22 and K-22). Those numbers would indicate no need for 
additional methane gas capacity, because the PRPA’s 19.9% PRM would be met without it. The 
bottom line here is this: assigning an extremely low percentage to the ELCC of renewable 
resources, like PRPA did in its IRP, all but predetermines a perceived need for new methane gas 
capacity. Had PRPA used the SPP-West ELCC numbers instead of its artificially low percentages, 
it would have concluded (as the spreadsheet depicts) there is no need for additional gas capacity. 
 
NCP4CE does not know why PRPA chose the ELCC calculation it did for the IRP, and why that 
calculation produced a much different result in its October 2024 presentation and, even more 
importantly, from its future Regional Transmission Operator partner. NCP4CE hopes the Planning 
Commission has the same questions and will require PRPA to provide answers. This is one of the 
many reasons why NCP4CE has called for PRPA to work with an independent third party with 
subject matter expertise like NREL to produce an IRP worthy of public confidence.       
 

d. The application’s reliance on hydrogen to replace methane gas is misplaced and 
speculative. 

 

The fourth way PRPA seeks to stack the deck in favor of 200+ MW of new methane gas turbines 
is by claiming methane gas combustion will be cut in half by 2035 and eliminated by 2040 by 
converting its aeroderivative turbines to burn green hydrogen.23 This allows PRPA to claim 
constructing at least 200 MW of new methane gas capacity is consistent with state law requiring 
it to reduce its carbon emissions by 80% by 2030 and PRPA's goal of reaching 100% carbon-free 
generation by 2030. Stated another way, PRPA claims it will increase its system-wide methane 
gas capacity by over a third, but all those emissions will somehow be zeroed out within ten years 
of building the new capacity. 

Put simply, when it comes to emissions reductions PRPA is betting it all on hydrogen, but only 
Larimer County loses if PRPA is dealt a bad hand. PRPA assumes no risk of being wrong. PRPA 
speculates its gas plant will run on 50% green hydrogen by 2035 and 100% green hydrogen by 
2040. But if it turns out burning green hydrogen in place of methane gas is not cost-effective or 
feasible, PRPA gets to continue burning methane gas indefinitely. It doesn’t need to come back to 
the county for permission to operate its plant as it has been, and Larimer County gets stuck with 
the emissions for decades longer. 

Details of PRPA’s plans for hydrogen deployment are sparse, to say the least. PRPA’s IRP merely 
states, 

Hydrogen can be used as fuel in traditional power generation machines like CTs with some 
modifications. Hydrogen can be used as fuel in traditional power generation machines like 

 
23 IRP at 111. 
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CTs with some modifications. But there are significant technoeconomic challenges to store 
and transport hydrogen. The [Black & Veatch] study concluded that green hydrogen could 
be a viable option for Platte River starting in the middle of the next decade.24 

Consulting the Black & Veatch report itself provides little support for PRPA’s stated optimism.25 
The study outlines a multitude of technical and cost roadblocks that make green hydrogen a highly 
speculative endeavor. The following passages are quoted from the Black & Veatch report: 

● Because hydrogen is typically produced and consumed on-demand, there has not been a 
lot of development in the area of storing large amounts of hydrogen. There is a need to 
store large amounts of hydrogen for later use in power generation/energy storage 
applications, especially when hydrogen power generation complements with wind and 
solar generation, as in the case of Platte River.26  

● Hydrogen also presents an issue with leakage. Some compressed storage applications may 
require special materials to line the inside of the vessel to prevent leakage.27 

● The storage volumes for liquefied hydrogen would be much smaller than the storage 
volumes for compressed at the same mass. However, liquefied hydrogen requires far more 
complex auxiliary equipment and requires cryogenic temperatures, boil-off compressors, 
and other ancillaries.28 

● In many cases, Black & Veatch expects that hydrogen co-firing will be limited to 35 percent 
by volume in existing plants to avoid costly modifications to the CT island.29 

● Hydrogen has a higher flame temperature than that of natural gas; therefore, blending 
hydrogen into the fuel will result in the CT burning at a higher temperature. This higher 
temperature correlates directly to a higher production of nitrogen oxide emissions (e.g., at 
35 percent hydrogen in natural gas, nitrogen oxide emissions are estimated to increase by 
20 percent).30 

● Capital, O&M, and levelized costs associated with different types of hydrogen, similar to 
liquid and gaseous low-carbon fuels, can vary substantially depending on the production 
capacity, storage/ transportation requirements, and range of feedstock (i.e., natural gas, 
electricity, water) costs. For co-firing hydrogen in an existing power plant up to 35 percent 
hydrogen by volume (corresponding to an LHV of 666 Btu/scf or 75 percent of the 
volumetric energy density of pure natural gas), Black & Veatch recommends that PRPA 
consider modeling these systems in the same manner (e.g., capacity, O&M costs, heat rate) 
as traditional natural gas fueled plants with the main difference being in fuel pricing, 

 
24 IRP at 109. 
25 Black and Veatch, “Independent Review of Dispatchable Capacity Needs,” available at 
https://prpa.org/2024irp/information/ 
26 Id. at § 5-21. 
27 Id. 
28 Id. 
29 Id. at § 5-22. 
30 Id. at § 5-23. 

https://prpa.org/2024irp/information/
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however, retrofitting existing turbines may require up to 5-10% of the turbine capital 
costs.31 

● For a greenfield power generation station with 100 percent hydrogen fueling, the capital, 
O&M, and levelized costs are not yet well understood, given they have not been 
constructed or operated to-date.32 

● Large quantities of low-carbon hydrogen are not yet available to enable large-scale 
hydrogen power generation applications. This is expected to remain the case at least 
through 2030 while the industry continues to ramp up to address this emerging market and 
CT manufacturers continue to pursue the research and development needed to enable 100 
percent hydrogen fueled systems.33 

● There are numerous challenges facing the low-carbon hydrogen power generation/energy 
storage industry, the most important of which is associated with the high costs associated 
with production, storage, and transportation. There are also a number of challenges in terms 
of utilizing hydrogen in RICE/CT equipment up to appreciable quantities to achieve deep 
decarbonization.34 

● Co-firing of hydrogen with natural gas in existing power plants is expected to be limited to 
35 percent by volume, which only corresponds with a 15 percent reduction in GHG 
emissions and 20 percent increase in nitrogen oxide emissions. Pursuit of such a project in 
the near-term is feasible but could be very expensive relative to other decarbonization 
options.35 

The Black & Veatch report concludes “[i]f the current pace of industry interest and policy support 
continues, hydrogen can potentially be use at large scales and may become feasible in 100 percent 
hydrogen fueled power generation stations beyond the 2030 timeframe.”36 PRPA relies upon this 
thinnest of assurances to make its bold, yet largely unsupported, prediction that it will achieve 50% 
green hydrogen use by 2035 and 100% green hydrogen use by 2040 in its new methane gas plant.37 
Larimer County should not accept those odds when deciding whether to expose its residents to 
decades of additional harmful emissions from 200+ MW of new methane gas and a 6.3% annual 
rate increase to build these potential stranded assets.  

 
31 Id. at § 5-23 through 5-24. 
32 Id. at § 5-24. 
33 Id. 
34 Id. at § 5-25. 
35 Id. 
36 Id. It should be noted, the funding and supportive policy known to Black & Veitch at the time of its report has 
fundamentally changed with the new Presidential administration. 
37 Additionally, even if PRPA did somehow achieve a conversion to 50% hydrogen by 2035, that does not mean the 
plant’s carbon emissions will be reduced by the same rate. The use of 50% hydrogen in combustion activities 
corresponds to just 25% of a reduction in carbon emissions. See United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
“Hydrogen in Combustion Turbine Electric Generating Units Technical Support Document,” May 23, 2023. Avail at 
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2023-05/TSD%2520-
%2520Hydrogen%2520in%2520Combustion%2520Turbine%2520EGUs.pdf&sa=D&source=docs&ust=173922714
4962406&usg=AOvVaw3Vm7QcfluSBptT1qhKS_O8 

https://www.google.com/url?q=https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2023-05/TSD%2520-%2520Hydrogen%2520in%2520Combustion%2520Turbine%2520EGUs.pdf&sa=D&source=docs&ust=1739227144962406&usg=AOvVaw3Vm7QcfluSBptT1qhKS_O8
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2023-05/TSD%2520-%2520Hydrogen%2520in%2520Combustion%2520Turbine%2520EGUs.pdf&sa=D&source=docs&ust=1739227144962406&usg=AOvVaw3Vm7QcfluSBptT1qhKS_O8
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2023-05/TSD%2520-%2520Hydrogen%2520in%2520Combustion%2520Turbine%2520EGUs.pdf&sa=D&source=docs&ust=1739227144962406&usg=AOvVaw3Vm7QcfluSBptT1qhKS_O8
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2. PRPA’s 1041 application is inconsistent with Larimer County’s Comprehensive Plan 
 
Larimer County, the state of Colorado, and indeed the entire planet are in the throes of a climate 
crisis caused by the burning of fossil fuels. Fortunately, Larimer County has realized it must do its 
part to mitigate the damage by reducing greenhouse gases and other dangerous emissions from the 
burning of fossil fuels. According to its 2019 Comprehensive Plan, Larimer County “is in the 
business of safeguarding public safety, health, and welfare; ensuring that new development 
provides adequate services to residents; economic development; and preserving natural resources 
for future generations.”38 Among the relevant principles enunciated in the Comprehensive Plan 
include: 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEALTH 

Incorporate community health data and environmental considerations in the development 
and implementation of future plans and regulatory changes. 

Reduce exposure to pollutants and promptly mitigate spills and releases of toxic chemicals. 

Influence legislation and implement policies that improve air, water, and noise standards 
on a regional and statewide level. 
Improve efforts to mitigate environmental and public health impacts associated with 
climate change. 
Seek to reduce stationary and mobile source emissions and pollutants which cause adverse 
health effects, impair visibility, and contribute to climate change. Remain within the state 
and federal air quality standards. 

Encourage opportunities for wind, solar, battery, and future renewable energy sources in 
appropriate locations. 

Support municipal and private utilities plans that will provide customers with choices to 
utilize carbon-free energy. 

Promote local scale production of renewable energy (i.e., rooftop solar, small scale wind) 
to address the risks associated with utility provision, lifeline services, and grid failure in 
mountain communities. 

Implement mitigation measures to minimize conflicts with land uses and air and water 
quality associated with energy development and subsurface resource extraction.39 

 

 
38 Larimer County Comprehensive Plan (2019) at 3, available at: 
https://www.larimer.org/sites/default/files/uploads/2019/larimercountycomprehensiveplan2019_vol1_0.pdf 
39 Id. at 36-37. 

https://www.larimer.org/sites/default/files/uploads/2019/larimercountycomprehensiveplan2019_vol1_0.pdf
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ENERGY 

Encourage opportunities for wind, solar, battery, and future renewable energy sources in 
appropriate locations. 

Support municipal and private utilities plans that will provide customers with choices to 
utilize carbon-free energy. 

Promote local scale production of renewable energy (i.e., rooftop solar, small scale wind) 
to address the risks associated with utility provision, lifeline services, and grid failure in 
mountain communities. 

Implement mitigation measures to minimize conflicts with land uses and air and water 
quality associated with energy development and subsurface resource extraction.40 

 

It is clear from the provisions above the Larimer County Comprehensive Plan set a policy direction 
squarely towards renewable energy production and consumption within the County. That is 
appropriate for many reasons, not the least of which is Larimer County’s current air quality issues. 
The American Lung Association currently grades Larimer County as an “F” for air quality.41 The 
Fort Collins-West monitoring station is consistently in the top 4 worst air quality monitors in the 
state, according to the Regional Air Quality Council.42 To be fair, this is not just the result of 
emissions coming from within Larimer County; ozone precursors generated outside of Larimer 
County play a significant role. However, on top of Larimer County’s existing ozone issue, it would 
be far afield from the Comprehensive Plan’s principles to voluntarily approve a significant and 
unneccesary new source of ozone precursors to operate in the county for decades. 

PRPA is asking the Planning Commission to recommend approval of an electric resources plan 
that will lock in non-renewable resource generation and consumption within Larimer County for 
decades. This is the opposite of the pro-renewable policy direction outlined in the Comprehensive 
Plan and far from adequately justified by PRPA.   

 

3. PRPA’s application does not comply with the Larimer County Land Use Code. 
 
The Larimer County Land Use Code is clear that the applicant must prove it met each and every 
one of its requirements to receive approval. LUC Section 6.3.5.B.2 states, “the applicant bears the 
burden of ensuring that an application contains sufficient information to demonstrate compliance 
with application requirements.” Proving something is often much different than merely stating it. 

 
40 Id. at 43. 
41 American Lung Association, “State of the Air 2024,” available at https://www.lung.org/research/sota/city-
rankings/states/colorado/larimer 
42 See e.g. Regional Air Quality Council, “Current 8-hour Ozone Summary,” available at https://raqc.org/current-8-
hour-ozone-summary/ 
 

https://www.lung.org/research/sota/city-rankings/states/colorado/larimer
https://www.lung.org/research/sota/city-rankings/states/colorado/larimer
https://raqc.org/current-8-hour-ozone-summary/
https://raqc.org/current-8-hour-ozone-summary/
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PRPA’s 1041 application, and in particular its IRP, states its conclusion about why the new 
methane gas capacity is necessary, and at the same time how it is good for the environment. As 
outlined in Section 1 of this letter, those statements are not supported by appropriate analysis. 
Larimer County must hold PRPA to its burden and require it to prove it complied with each 
element of the LUC. That involves more than ‘just taking their word for it.’ Unfortunately, several 
of the Larimer County staff comments accompanying the Planning Commission’s February 12, 
2025 agenda packet appear to lack critical analysis of PRPA’s underlying proposal. NCP4CE 
highlights those comments along with the applicable LUC sections below: 

 

a. Section 10.9.1.C. The applicant has adequately considered reasonable siting and 
design alternatives, including co-location when requested by Larimer County, or 
shown why such alternatives are not available or not feasible, and the proposed 
project is the best alternative available based on consideration of consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Code, need, existing technology, cost, and impact on 
the site and surrounding property. 

Staff comment: “The applicant has provided an Alternative Analysis, found in 
Section 6 of the submitted Project Description (Attachment B) which examined 5 
types of commercially proven and economical technologies for potential power 
generation to achieve their goals of a 100% noncarbon energy mix by 2030. Based 
on the intermittent provision of wind and solar energy and the retirement of Unit 
1, PRPA determined that the selected aeroderivative turbines were the most 
appropriate choice to provide the required power generation (including reliability, 
consistency, and on-demand capabilities) while remaining financially feasible. 
These turbines would provide at least 200 MW of dispatchable capacity as needed 
to maintain reliable power, particularly during extreme weather and low 
renewable generation periods and to meet current/future demand as Unit 1 retires. 
The applicant has indicated that these turbines will serve as an interim solution 
and are designed to potentially integrate hydrogen in the future, aiming for a 50% 
hydrogen blend by 2035 and 100% by 2040. They are intended to complement 
renewable energy sources by managing fluctuations in output and addressing peak 
loads of 600-700 MW during low generation periods, which current resources 
cannot support.”43 

NCP4CE response: This staff comment embodies the ‘take our word for it’ deference to PRPA 
seen throughout the Planning Commission’s Agenda and Packet. The “PRPA determined,” 
“applicant has indicated,” and “they are intended” clauses in the above paragraph merely repeat 
the information provided by PRPA to the County. NCP4CE does not dispute PRPA provided said 
information, but the accuracy of that information is another matter. There appears to have been no 
staff analysis of the veracity of PRPA’s statements, but if so, that analysis has not been disclosed 
to the public. As outlined in NCP4CE’s comments in the previous section, there are several reasons 
to question the PRPA’s conclusions. PRPA did not account for the role wholesale electricity 

 
43 2.12.25 Planning Commission Agenda & Packet (Agenda) at 235. 
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purchases from a large regional market could mitigate periods of low renewable generation, it 
assigned an artificially low value to renewable energy resources, and it painted an unsupported 
and overly optimistic picture of the role hydrogen could play in reducing emissions from methane 
gas turbines. With PRPA continuously refusing to subject its IRP to an independent third-party 
review by an organization like NREL, county residents and PRPA ratepayers were hoping for a 
vigorous review by Larimer County staff. The Planning Commission is in a position to provide a 
robust review on behalf of county residents, but it needs to look beyond the staff’s broad adoption 
of PRPA’s conclusions to do it.   

Staff comment: “The applicant appears to have considered reasonable siting, design and 
technology alternatives as well as provided justification for their selection of the preferred 
and best available alternative. The selected option appears to be consistent with the 
Larimer County Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Code, would meet identified needs 
and use established technologies, and factors in cost and impact on the site as well as 
surrounding properties. Therefore, staff find that this criterion has been satisfied. No 
related conditions of approvals have been included.”44 

NCP4CE response: On the contrary, PRPA’s aforementioned reliance on hydrogen displacing 
methane gas by 50% in 2035 and 100% in 2040 is far from an established technology, or “existing 
technology” as required in LUC 10.9.1.C. PRPA’s own consultant hired for the purpose of 
identifying viable non-carbon technologies outlined a multitude of technical hurdles that exist for 
large-scale use of hydrogen in electricity generation. Somehow, despite the many known obstacles, 
PRPA’s consultant expressed guarded optimism that hydrogen could someday replace methane 
gas for Rawhide’s electricity generation, but provided no blueprint about how that could happen 
up to 50% by 2035 or 100% by 2040 or the associated cost to ratepayers. PRPA’s IRP went into 
no further detail, merely stating that it would be so. PRPA asks Larimer County to assume it will 
avoid enormous amounts of carbon and other dangerous emissions over several decades through 
this flimsiest of assurances. PRPA simply cannot meet its burden of proof through such an 
unsupported statement. 

Similarly, for reasons already stated, PRPA has not shown 200+ MW of new gas generation is "the 
best alternative available" under 10.9.1.C. In addition to the reasons stated above related to the 
IRP deficiencies, the IRP's cursory examination and rejection of a "minimal new carbon" portfolio 
is particularly relevant. Its minimal new carbon portfolio would add only 80 MW of new methane 
gas generation as opposed to 200+ MW, which would result in far fewer harmful emissions.45 The 
main difference between the minimal new carbon portfolio and the PRPA’s recommended 
portfolio is the significantly higher amount of battery storage in the minimal new carbon 
portfolio.46 The technological and cost challenges identified with large-scale deployment of 
battery storage caused PRPA to reject the minimal new carbon portfolio. Entirely unexplained in 
PRPA’s conclusion was why it decided it could not rely on installing unproven and costly battery 
storage technology but it would rely on unproven and costly green hydrogen technology to replace 
its new methane gas generation. This is another example of how PRPA’s conclusive assertions do 
not meet its burden of proof in this 1041 application.    

 
44 Id. at 236. 
45 IRP at 150. 
46 Id. at 145. 



15 
 

 

b. Section 10.9.1.E. The proposed project incorporates and reflects the growth, 
development, and environmental and mitigation policies in the Larimer County 
Comprehensive Plan and regulations in Article 4.0, Development Standards to ensure 
that the development, to the greatest extent possible, has mitigated any impacts to the 
environment and natural resources, and will not significantly degrade the 
environment or natural resources, or exacerbate or worsen climate change. The 
mitigation shall follow a hierarchy to first avoid impacts to resources of highest value, 
second minimize the impacts that are unavoidable and finally mitigate the impacts 
that occur. For purposes of this section, the term environment shall include: 

1. Air quality, 

2. Surface water quality and stream and river health, 

3. Groundwater quality, 

4. The ecological and functional health of wetlands and riparian areas, 

5. Terrestrial and aquatic animal life, 

6. Terrestrial and aquatic plant life, 

7. Soils and geologic conditions, and 

8. Visual quality. 

 

Staff comment: “Based on the submitted documentation listed above, it would appear that 
this development also will mitigate any impacts on natural resources and the environment, 
and will not significantly degrade the environment or natural resources.”47 

NCP4CE response: Although not totally clear, in this comment staff appears to again rely on 
PRPA’s unsupported hydrogen assurances to mitigate the considerable impacts of methane gas 
electricity generation on the environment. Additionally, in stating the gas plant will not 
“significantly degrade the environment,” this comment overlooks the substantial air quality 
impacts of methane gas generation. Methane gas combustion still produces carbon dioxide, which 
contributes to climate change. Methane gas combustion still produces NOx, which contributes to 
the formation of ground-level ozone and Particulate Matter 2.5 (PM2.5), one of the most dangerous 
pollutants impacting human health and lifespan.48 And in the unlikely event that PRPA manages 
to fuel its aeroderivative turbines with green hydrogen instead of methane gas within the next 

 
47 Id. at 237. 
48 For a general summary of the health impacts of PM2.5, see U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Particulate 
Matter (PM) Basics,” available at https://www.epa.gov/pm-pollution/particulate-matter-pm-basics 

https://www.epa.gov/pm-pollution/particulate-matter-pm-basics
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decade, green hydrogen combustion still produces NOx that will be emitted and negatively impact 
Larimer County.49 

Staff comment: “Additionally, it is our understanding that this application is seeking to 
help address identified State-level climate change goals, including the decommissioning of 
the existing coal unit at the facility, by providing dispatchable and reliable power sources 
to support the demand on existing solar and wind renewable energy sources.”50 

NCP4CE response: It bears reiteration that PRPA's 2024 IRP is not the first time PRPA committed 
to closing its Rawhide coal unit, and its closing is not merely discretionary. PRPA first announced 
its intent to close its Rawhide unit in 2020, well before its 2024 IRP process began.51 To meet state 
goals of reducing emissions by 80% by 2030,52 PRPA has to decommission its Rawhide coal unit. 
The only question is what goes in its place: clean energy resources or methane gas. PRPA has 
indeed claimed it needs at least an additional 200 MW of methane gas generation capability to 
support demand and supplement renewable energy sources. But again, it appears staff has 
conducted no independent analysis of the veracity of PRPA’s claims. And again, PRPA has not 
proven to Larimer County that it must rely upon at least 200 MW of new methane gas capacity. 

 

Staff comment: “To address air quality more specifically, it is noted that Rawhide 
Generating Station operates under a Title V Major Source Operating Permit issued by the 
Air Pollution Control Division (APCD). This permit mandates various emission control 
technologies, continuous emissions monitoring, and frequent reporting and inspections. 
While the Rawhide turbine project will increase air pollutant emissions during both 
construction and operation, the APCD classified the increased emissions as a "minor 
modification" to the existing Major Source permit based on proposed emission controls 
and mitigation strategies implemented by PRPA.” 

. . .  

These modeled controls will be incorporated into the operating permit to mitigate air 
pollutant emissions and remain below the EPA National Ambient Air Quality standards 
(NAAQs). NAAQ standards are exposure limits based on a variety of epidemiological 
studies conducted on the effects on health outcomes including pulmonary and 
cardiovascular health to further protect public health with an adequate margin of safety. 
The standards are part of the EPA’s Clean Air Act, and are designed to protect public 
health, including the health of "sensitive" populations such as people with asthma, the 
elderly and children. APCD will also include thresholds and reporting requirements for 
noncriteria pollutants.”53 

 
49 United States Department of Energy, “Does the use of hydrogen produce air pollutants such as nitrogen oxides?” 
Available at https://www.energy.gov/eere/fuelcells/does-use-hydrogen-produce-air-pollutants-such-nitrogen-oxides 
50 Agenda at 237. 
51 See note 1, supra. 
52 C.R.S. § 25-7-102(2)(g). 
53 Agenda at 238. 

https://www.energy.gov/eere/fuelcells/does-use-hydrogen-produce-air-pollutants-such-nitrogen-oxides
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NCP4CE response: PRPA’s submission of the required state permit does not mean its methane gas 
combustion adheres to the Larimer County Land Use Code. The question before the Planning 
Commission is whether PRPA has proven its 1041 application “incorporates the growth, 
development, and environmental and mitigation policies in the Larimer County Comprehensive 
Plan…to ensure that the development, to the greatest extent possible, has mitigated any impacts to 
the environment and natural resources, and will not significantly degrade the environment or 
natural resources, or exacerbate or worsen climate change.” Applicants can comply with state law 
but concurrently fall short of meeting local land use standards. This is the case here, where PRPA 
has submitted its state permits as required but has not proven its application to add at least 200 
MW of methane gas combustion instead of additional renewable or purchased power will mitigate 
impacts “to the greatest extent possible” or that its gas turbines will not “significantly degrade the 
environment or natural resources, or exacerbate or worsen climate change.” PRPA simply says - 
with questionable analysis, as outlined elsewhere in this letter - that it needs new methane gas 
generation and therefore they should be allowed to build it.  

 

c. Section 10.9.1.Q. The planning, design, and operation of the proposed project will 
reflect principles of resource stewardship and conservation, which is characterized 
by but not limited to: energy efficiency, recycling or reuse, adaptive management, and 
conservation or mitigation strategies for forest, water, soil, and other applicable 
natural assets. 

Staff comment: “The applicant has indicated that the aeroderivative turbines are the best 
available technology to fulfill the demand for power generation when renewable energy 
sources cannot meet demand or are not available. As discussed in the Project Description 
(Attachment B), these units are meant to be more efficient than previously existing 
technology, and the redevelopment of an existing brownfield site within the Energy Station 
promotes the conservation/mitigation of water, soil, and other applicable natural 
resources and assets. Section 5 of the applicant’s Project Description also notes that 
efficiencies will be established with existing electrical transmission infrastructure on-site, 
limiting addition [sic] site disturbance. Staff have found this criterion to be met.”54 

NCP4CE response: Not to belabor this point, but it must be mentioned again that the above staff 
comment merely replicates what PRPA has claimed in its application without any indication of 
independent evaluation. “The applicant has indicated that the aeroderivative turbines are the best 
available technology to fulfill the demand for power generation” is true, but whether the 
applicant’s assumptions and analysis meet its burden of proof is a much different matter. This 
letter has outlined several reasons why PRPA’s analyses were deficient, left questions unanswered, 
and failed to make a case for why its conclusions were warranted. NCP4CE asks the Planning 
Commission to take the critical approach lacking in the process thus far and hold PRPA to its 
burden.  

 
54 Agenda at 242. 
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3. NCP4CE asks the Planning Commission to recommend denial of PRPA’s 1041 application. 

 
In conclusion, NCP4CE appreciates the Planning Commission’s consideration of these 

comments and ask that the Planning Commission carefully consider the points made throughout 
the letter. The issue before Larimer County is not whether PRPA should swap a coal plant for a 
methane gas plant, it is whether PRPA has proven that its 200+ MW of new methane gas meets 
the relevant provisions of the Larimer County Comprehensive Plan and the Larimer County Land 
Use Code. NCP4CE asks the Commission to hold PRPA to that burden and critically analyze its 
submission. When appropriately analyzed, the Planning Commission should find PRPA has not 
met its burden and should recommend denial of PRPA’s application. 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
/s/Michael Foote    
Michael Foote, Reg. No. #34358 
Foote Law Firm, LLC 
357 S. McCaslin Blvd., Suite 200 
Louisville, CO 80027 
Phone: (303) 519-2183 
Email: mfoote@footelawfirm.net 
Counsel for NCP4CE 
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