
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments to NC Utilities Commission 
Dobbs Building, Hearing Room 2115, Raleigh, NC 
November 28, 2011 
 
Duke Energy Rate Case, Docket No. E-7, Sub. 989 
 
Mr. Chairman, members of  the Commission, and members of  the Public Staff, my name is 
Robert Rodriguez, and I am a member of  NC Interfaith Power & Light’s Steering 
Committee. NCIPL is a nonprofit program of  the North Carolina Council of  Churches. We 
work with faith communities to address the causes and consequences of  global climate 
change and promote practical solutions through education, outreach and advocacy. As one 
of  39 state affiliates of  national Interfaith Power and Light, we seek to mobilize a religious 
response to global warming in congregations through the promotion of  renewable energy, 
energy efficiency and conservation.  
 
North Carolina Interfaith Power and Light has a clear, positive vision for our energy future, 
which will protect our communities from the negative health and social costs of  fossil fuels 
and the risks, including the social, financial and health risks of  nuclear power generation. 
Nations and communities across the globe are on the path towards a vibrant clean energy 
future, and with the leadership of  the Utilities Commission and the cooperation of  Duke 
Energy, there is no reason that North Carolina could not participate in this 21st Century 
energy revolution.  
 
We know that during the statewide hearing process you have heard the public cry out against 
the injustice of  the proposed rate hikes that Duke is requesting. Citizens, business owners, 
school administrators, mayors and other elected and appointed officials have spoken against 
Duke’s request because of  the excessive economic burdens that will be placed on them. As a 
faith based organization, we believe that it is a gross injustice to allow Duke to prosper on 
the backs of  those who are struggling in difficult if  not desperate economic times. 
 
As you know, Duke’s profits rose by 23% in 20101, yet it is asking for an increase of  its 
return on investment from 10.7% to 11.5%. This is patently unfair. 
 
Duke is also asking to be reimbursed $3.7 million dollars in costs for its abandoned Coastal 
Demonstration Wind Turbine Project. A recent news report also indicates that Duke may 
not come to an agreement with the developers of the 300-megawatt Desert Wind Energy 
Project wind farm near Elizabeth City that has already been approved by the Commission.2 
Why is Duke abandoning its own wind project and putting roadblocks on the Desert Wind 
project? They embrace wind in other parts of the country. Why not North Carolina? Short-
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term corporate profitability and old school business practices should not trump the public 
good and the long-range vision for a 21st Century energy future. 
 
Duke’s vision for North Carolina’s energy future continues to be out of step with the 
Commission’s mandate to protect the public welfare by providing the least cost mix of 
electricity generation, efficiency, and demand side management. 
 
Why should Duke be abandoning wind in North Carolina when we have the largest offshore 
wind potential and the lowest estimated offshore wind cost of  any state on the eastern 
seaboard?3 The price of  onshore wind is already more cost effective than the new Cliffside 
Coal plant, and it is declining yearly.4 We expect that the same will happen with offshore 
wind when it is installed to its potential scale. The head of  the European Union Climate 
Change Commission has stated that offshore wind is already cheaper than new nuclear 
power plants that Duke Energy is wanting to build.5 
 
Wind will give tremendous price stability to North Carolina citizens. The hearing today is the 
second rate hearing on Cliffside, and the Commission will certainly have hearings on the 
costs of  fuel for this power plant in the future. Investing in wind will protect North 
Carolinians from the price volatility that accompanies fossil fuel electricity generation, as the 
wind blows at no financial, public health, or social costs. Moreover, investing in wind will 
protect North Carolinians against the social and health costs of  coal, which Duke now 
externalizes to the publics detriment.  Experts now price these at over 17 cents/kWh.6  
 
You may remember that Susannah Tuttle, NC Interfaith Power & Light’s Co-Director, 
testified here on October 20th in the Duke/Progress Energy Merger Docket (Docket No. E-
2, Sub. 998 and Docket No. E-7, Sub. 986). At that time she recited Robert Frost’s poem The 
Road Less Traveled, and asked you to consider taking a new road as energy regulators in North 
Carolina.  
 
We ask that you condition any approval of  a rate increase on Duke Energy’s commitment to 
1) take full advantage of  our cost-effective land-based wind resources and 2) take meaningful 
steps towards exploiting our offshore wind potential by commissioningi a utility-scale project 
or, at the very least,  
participating in a regional offshore wind demonstration project. 
 
The public wants, safe, healthy, climate and environmentally friendly sustainable energy in 
our future, starting now.  As people of  faith our prime responsibility is honor and protect 
God’s glorious creation in order that our children may flourish in a just and peaceful world. 
Without such a vision we shall perish. You are the gatekeepers for this road. We ask you to 
deny Duke Energy’s request for a rate increase and to call on them to begin planning for an 
energy future that ensures that health and well-being of  our communities.   
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