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Mark David Goss 
(859) 244-3232 

MGQSS@FBTLAW COM 

July 29,2009 

Mr. Jeffrey Derouen 
Executive Director 
Kentucky Public Service Commission 
2 11 Sower Boulevard 
P.O. Box 6 15 
Frankfort, ICY 40602-061 5 

Re: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 
2009 Integrated Resource Plan 
PSC Case No. 2009-00106 

Dear Mr. Derouen: 

Enclosed please find herewith an original and ten (10) copies of East Kentucky Power 
Cooperative, Inc.'s Application for Rehearing of Commission's Order of July 13, 2009 allowiiig 
for full intervention by Environmental Groups. 

East Kentucky Cooperative respectfully requests that this Application be lodged for 
record in the Comniission's file and that same be provided to the Commission for their review 
and consideration. 

Please be further advised that copies of this letter have been sent, along with the 
Application, to all individuals listed on the Application's Certificate of Service. Please return a 
file stamped copy of the above to me in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. 

250 West Main Street, Suite 2800 Lexington, Kentucky 40507-1749 (859) 231-0000 (859) 231-001 1 fax www frostbrowntadd corn 



Mr. Jeffrey Derouen 
July 29,2009 
Page 2 

Thank you very much for your kind attention to this matter. 

Mark David Goss 

Enclosure 

cc: Hoii. Dermis G. Howard, I1 
Hon. Lawrence W. Cook 
Hoii. Robert Ukeiley 
Hon. Michael L. ICurtz 
Hon. Richard Raff 

Fros I3rom!CEddlli LEXLibrary 0000191 0565678 401364~1 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION ji ‘ 1  5, L’J& 

In the Matter of: 

2009 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN OF 
EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

) 
) 

CASE NO. 
2009-00106 

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, IP C.’S APPLICATIOP 
FOR REHEARING OF COMMISSION’S ORDER OF JULY 13,2009 

ALLOWING FOR FULL INTERVENTION BY ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS 

Comes now East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC”), pursuant to KRS 

278.400, and 807 KAR 5:OOl Section 4, and makes application to the Kentucky Public Service 

Coininission (“Commission”) for Rehearing of its Order of July 13, 2009 allowing for full 

intervention of three environmental advocacy groups, Sierra Club, Kentucky Environmental 

Foundation, and Kentuckians for the Commonwealth (collectively, the “Environmental Groups”) 

into this case which is the Commission’s review of EKPC’s triennial Integrated Resource Plan 

(“IRP”). 

Relief Requested by EKPC on Rehearing 

EKPC requests the Cornmission to reconsider its decision to pennit full intervention of 

the Environmental Groups and to enter a superseding Order disallowing it. If the Coininission 

declines to take such action, EKPC requests that the Cornmission amplify its July 13, 2009 Order 

to deny access by the Environmental Groups of all confidential iiifoi-rnation related to the 

conduct of its business and to more clearly define Intervenors’ permissible role in this 

proceeding. 

The bases upon which this rehearing is sought are enumerated below: 



1. THERE ARE COMPELLING WASONS FOR RESCINDING 
THE JULY 13,2009 ORDER 

In its July 13, 2009 Order granting full intervention to the Environmental Groups, the 

Cornmission considered the two-prong test against which the Coininission measures all motions 

for full intervention. 807 KAR 5:OOl Section 3(8)(b).’ The Commission was not persuaded by 

the Environmental Groups’ claims that they have a special interest in the proceeding, which is 

not otherwise represented. It was, however, persuaded that the Environmental Groups possess 

“sufficient” expertise in areas within the scope of the Commission’s jurisdiction and the 

parameters of an IRP case. It determined that full intervention by the Eiiviroiiinental Groups was 

likely to present issues or develop facts that would assist the staff in its review of EKPC’s IRP 

without coinplicating or disrupting the review.2 

Of note is the Commission’s determination in this case that the Environmental Groups 

possess “sufficient” expertise in areas germane to the IRP. Presumably, if the Coininission felt 

that the Eiiviroiiinental Groups possessed extraordinary or notable capabilities and expertise in 

these areas, it would have said so and not chosen to use the word “sufficient”. This leads to a 

conclusion that the Corninission considered the Environmental Groups’ expertise on these issues 

marginal, at best, when compared to the expertise of the Kentucky Attorney General (‘‘A,,’) and 

Coininission Staff on the same subjects which have adequately served the Commission for 

decades. 

’ That regulation provides: “If the Commission determines that a person has a special interest in the proceeding 
which is not otheiwise adequately represented or that ful l  intervention by party is likely to present issues or to 
develop facts that assist the Commission in fully considering the matter without unduly coinplicating or disrupting 
the proceedings, such person shall be granted full intervention.” 

’ Commission’s July 13, 2009 Order, at 9-10. 
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TJnder the second prong of the Commission’s test for full intervention, an intervenor 

be able to accomplish two goals: (a) present issues or develop facts that will assist the 

Commission Staff beyond their capabilities or the capabilities of another party; and, (b) its 

presence in the case will not complicate or disrupt the re vie^.^ The Environmental Groups have 

inet neither test nor inet the regulatory burden for full intervention. 

11. INTERVENTION BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS IN THE 
CASE IS REDUNDANT, INAPPROPRIATE, AND DISREGARDS 
ESTABLISHED COMMISSION PRECEDENT 

In the last Joint IW of Louisville Gas and Electric Company (“L,G&E”) and Kentucky 

TJtilities Company (“KU”)4 the Coinmission stated: 

“As a function of the Comrnission’s jurisdiction, vis-a-vis KRS 278.040, the 
Commission’s examination of issues such as demand-side management, non-coal 
electric generation, and energy efficiency coincides with issues within the scope 
of the AG’s representation of Kentucky cor1suiners under KRS 367.1 SO.”5 

That case involved a motion by Mr. Geoffrey Young, a veiy active participant in 

environmental causes, for full intervention in the review of LG&EIKTJ’s 2008 IRP case. Mr. 

Young sought to participate in the investigation and review of the very same issues which the 

Environmental Groups claim they wish to address in this case: demand-side management, non- 

coal electric generation (renewables) and energy efficiency.6 

The Commission denied Mr. Young’s request for full intervention finding that his 

participation on these issues was redundant and unnecessary: 

807 KAR .5:001 Section 3(8)(b). 

Case No. 2008-00148, In the Matter of: The 2008 Joint Integrated Resource Plan of Louisville Gas and Electric 
Company and Kentucky {Jtilities Company. 

- Id. at 6. 

See, Case No. 2009-00106, Sierra Club, Kentucky Environmental Foundation and Kentuckians for the 
CGinonwealtli Motion for Full Intervention, at 6-12; see also, Commission’s July 13, 2009 Order, at 8: “To the 
extent that the Environinerital Groups seek to address issues , . . such as energy efficiencv, demand-side 
management and renewable energy I . ”’’ (emphasis added). 
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“The Commission firids that the AG has participated in numerous prior IRP cases 
and has offered helpful coinmerits concerning the energy policy issues Mr. Young 
seeks to advocate in this 

* * * * * *  

“The Cornmission finds that the AG, as the statutorily authorized representative of 
Kentucky’s utility consumers, has a continuing interest in articulating and 
advocating support for renewable energy and energy conservation issues - the 
same issues that Mr. Young seeks to advocate in this proceeding. The 
Commission further finds that the AG has consistently exercised his statutory 
duty to investigate these energy policy issues and to advocate their consideration 
by the Commission in its examination of the IRPs filed by Kentucky’s 
jurisdictional electric utilities over the past several years. As the AG has 
intervened in this case, the Commission finds that the issues that Mr. Young seeks 
to promote as a full intervenor in this matter are already well represented, and, as 
such, Mr. Young has not adequately demonstrated that he will present issues or 
develop facts that would assist the Commission in fully considering the issues in 
this case without unduly complicating or disrupting the proceeding. Therefore, 
the Commission will deny his petition for full intervenor status on those 
grou~ids.”~ 

It is clear from a review of the IRP cases of the major jurisdictional electric utilities in 

Kentucky that this same issue has arisen and been dealt with swiftly and unambiguously by the 

Commission. The Commission has consistently denied motions for intervention when the 

intervenor seeks to address demand-side management, renewables arid energy efficiency issues 

finding that the AG has exercised his statutory duty to investigate these energy policy issues and 

advocate their consideration by the Cornmission. 

Given the longstanding precedent by the Commission in IRP cases to deny motions to 

intervene which are virtually identical to the type made by the Environmental Groups in this 

Case No. 2008-00148, In the Matter of: The 2008 Joint Integrated Resource Plan of Louisville Gas and Electric 
Company and Kentucky Utilities Company, at 7. 

- Id. at 8; For other I W  cases containing a similar discussion of the role of the AG in advocating demand-side 
management, reiiewables and eiiergy efficiency, see, ex;., Case No. 2008-00248, In the Matter of: The 2008 
Integrated Resource Plan of Duke Energy Kentucky, Inc.; Case No. 2006-00471, In the Matter of: The 2006 
Integrated Resource Plan of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.; Case No. 2003-0005 1, In the Matter ofr The 
2003 Integrated Resource Plan of East Kentucky Power Cooperative; Case No. 2002-00428, In the Matter of The 
2002 Integrated Resource Plan of Big Rivers Electric Corporation. 
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case, one must ask: ‘‘What has changed?” “How is this case different?” Neither the Intervenors’ 

pleadings nor the Commission’s Order have adequately answered either of these questions. The 

Commission’s lorigstanding decision that the AG was the appropriate party to address energy 

efficiency, reiiewables and demand-side management was the correct one. To hold otherwise 

here will completely invalidate years of Commission precedent on the subject of intervention and 

inject redundancy, complication and disruption to these proceedings and will open tlie door to 

similar unnecessary interventions in the hture. Certainly, if there ever came a time when the 

Coinmission felt that the AG was not adequately advocating these issues, for whatever reason, 

the Comrnissioii would have plenty of justification to change its position on the issue. That has 

certainly riot occurred here as the Commission’s Order allowing the Environrnental Groups’ 

intervention is devoid of any such discussion or rationale. 

111. THE= IS CLEAR EVIDENCE THAT THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
GROUPS WILL USE INTERVENTION IN THIS IRP CASE AS A 
SPRINGBOARD TO ATTACK THE CONSTRUCTION OF EKPC’S 
SMITH I PLANT 

A person need only spend a few minutes surfing the Environmental Groups’ respective 

websites to see how adamantly opposed they are to any sort of coal-fired electric generation, 

especially new plants. Their rhetoric is pure and establishes an unapologetic disdain for anything 

“coal.” They are well funded, organized and emboldened by several recent court and 

administrative victories. No one should delude themselves as to tlie Erivironinental Groups’ 

singular mission regarding coal: stop its use as a fuel for the generation of electricity both in 

Kentucky and tlie United States. 

The Sierra Club says that its “Beyond Coal Campaign” is “. , . working hard to stop the 

construction of dirty, new coal plants by educating iiivestors and decision makers about tlie 
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economic and environmental risks of investing in new coal.” (emphasis added).’ Presumably, 

the Kentucky Public Service Commission is one of those “decision makers” that the Sierra Club 

is attempting to convince to stop the construction of new coal plants. 

The Sierra Club, or “the Club” to which they like to be referred, has either filed or 

intervened in numerous court and administrative actions against EKPC challenging the 

company’s continued use of coal as a fuel to produce electricity.’’ By its own admission, it “is 

iiivolved in the pennitting of almost every proposed coal fired power plant in the country.”” All 

of this activity, including its participation in this Kentucky IW case, is coordinated by its 

national headquarters in San Francisco, CA.I2 It is not coincidence that the Sierra Club failed to 

request full intervention in last year’s L,G&E/KU and Duke Energy Kentucky IRP cases, but 

decided to intervene in EKPC’s current IRP case. The difference in the cases is simply this: 

EKPC is in the process of constructing Srnith I, a new coal-fired generating plant - such was not 

the case last year with either LG&E/KU or Duke. 

Finally, its well-organized website contains a “Stopping the Coal Rush” map which 

locates every coal-fired electricity plant in the United States and designates them as either 

‘ _I_ See, http://www.sierracliib.orrz/coal/E htti~://www.sierracliib.or~/coal/overuled.as~x (Appendix “A” hereto) 

lo Among some of the cases in which the Sierra Club is involved against EKPC regarding the Company’s use of coal 
are: Sierra Club vs. Enviroizmental aiid Public Protection Cabinet aiid EKPC (htewenor) Franklin Circuit Court 
Case #07-CI-1644; Petitioiz to United States Environiiiental Protection Agency to Obiect to Issiraizce of a Title V 
Perinit for the Williaiiz C. Dale Generating Station; Sierra Club vs. Environmental Protection Agency; United States 
6“’ Circuit Court of ApDeals Case #07-4485; Sieim Club v. U S .  Deut. ofAgricu1tza.e et al.. Case No. 3:08-cv- 
04248-SC (N.D. Cal.); Center for Biological Diversitv, Ky Environmental Foundatioiz, Sierra Club vs. Rim1 
Utilities Semites - United States District Court, Eastern District of Kentuckv, Case No. 5:08-cv-00292; Sierra Club 
v. Johnson, United States District Court for the District of Columbia case No. 08-CV-01545 CKK; Sierra Club vs. 
East Kerztiiclw Power Coopemtive. hc.- United States District Court, Eastem District of Kentuckv, Central 
Division at LexinPton, Case #S:09-cv-144. 

I - See, Environmental Groups’ Motion for Full Intervention, at 1 1 

” In fact, the Motion for Full Intervention in this case contains the name of Gloria Smith, Senior Staff Attorney, 
Siei-sa Club Eiiviroiimeiital Law Program, Sail Francisco, California, in an “Of Counsel” role. 
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“Victoiy !”, “Active”, “Upcoming”, “Uncertain”, “Progressing” or “No Status”. A person can 

click on the Smith I “balloon” on the map and a description of the cui-rerit status of tlie plant (as 

of April 2009) can be found. Similar status determinations can be made for all other plants in the 

United States.13 

Kentuckians for tlie Commonwealth (“KFTC”) take positions on coal very similar to that 

of tlie Sierra Club. KFTC does not inince words regarding new coal-fired plants: It’s “Canary 

Project” promotes, ainong a number of initiatives, stopping ‘‘. . . the rush to build new coal fired 

power plants . . . In fact, KFTC touts tlie receiit Oclis Center report which attempts to make 

the case that Sinitli I should be scrapped. Interestingly, the URL address needed to access this 

report on the KFTC website contains the phrase ‘%top-s~nitl.i.”~~ 

,714 

The Kentucky Eiivironinental Foundation (“KEF”) is similar to its two sister 

organizations in its fervor to stop the construction of Sinitfi I. Its website homepage contains at 

least three references to articles and reports suggesting that EKPC should cancel the coiistructioii 

of Sinitli 1.16 In support of its Smith I position, KEF relies upon a report dated April 7, 2009 

prepared by Toin Sanzillo of TR Rose Associates, prepared specifically for the three 

Eiivironineiital Groups seeking inteivention in this case. 

l 3  - See, htti,://www.sierraclub.or~/niaus/coal.asp. (Appendix “A” hereto). 

l 4  - See, KFTC’s Position on Coal, August 6, 2007, at 3. (1itti~://www.kftc.or~/our-work/caiiarv-proiect/aboiit-. 
canary/~~ositioii-on-coal). (Appendix “A” hereto). 

I 5  See, An Analysis of the Econoinic Impact of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy in the East Keiituck 
Power Cooperative Region, William Thaiy, Ph.D., L.ori Tuillen, Ochs Center for Metropolitan Studies, July 2 0 .  
(http:i/www. kftc.org/our-work/stou-sinith/EKPCGreenJobsReuort.pdf). 

l 6  See, li~tp://kyeiiviroiiiiieiitalfouiidatioii.or~/cleaiiair.~itiii~. (Appendix “A” hereto). 

” See, The Right Decision for ChanainP Times, How East Kentucky Power Cooperative Ratepayers Benefit from 
Canceling Plans for a New Coal Burning Power Plant in Clark County, a Report Prepared for: Cumberland Chapter 
of Sierra Club, Kentucky Environmental Foundation and Kentuckians for the Commonwealth, April 7,2009, T. 
Sanzillo. This report caii be accessed at: littp://kyenviroiiinentalfouiidatioii.ore/RinlitDecisionReport.org. 
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In their original motion to intervene, the Environmental Groups point to the success of 

Mr. Sanzillo and TR Rose Consultants in stopping tlie construction of coal plants in Iowa, 

Michigan and South Carolina.” The Environmental Groups’ strategy to attack Smith I in this 

IRP case is illuminated in a later discussion of Mr. Sanzillo’s report: 

“While preparing his East Kentucky Power Cooperative report, Mr. Sanzillo sent 
a series of questions to East Kentucky Power to strengtheii his analysis. East 
Kentucky Power never responded to any of this questions. However, in this 
proceeding, if the Public Interest Groups are granted full intervention, East 
Kentucky Power Cooperative would be required to provide answers to questions 
to strengthen the analysis. At that point, the Public Interest Groups could provide 
tlie Corninission with an even more robust analysis of how East Kentucky Power 
Cooperative’s curreiitly proposed generating unit additions impact its financial 
position.” (empliasis added). 

The use of full intervention by the Environmental Groups to make “even more robust” its 

analysis that Smith I should be scrapped is a complete misappropriation of both the IRP statute 

and regulation and the Commission should absolutely disallow it. 

EKPC believes that the Commission has similar misgivings concerning the 

Environrnental Groups’ intentions in this case. In its Order granting intervention, the 

Commission stated that this IRP proceeding could riot be used as a forum for relitigating the 

granting of the Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) to construct Smith 

I.2o Rather, the Environmental Groups would be limited to addressing energy efficiency, 

demand-side management and renewable energy issues.21 

- See, Environmental Groups’ Motion for Full Intervention, at 8. 

l 9  ___ Id. at 8. 

‘O The original CPCN case is: Case No. 2005-000.53, In the Matter of: The Application of East Kentucky Power 
Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, and a Site Compatibility Certificate, for tlie 
Construction of a 278 MW (Nominal) Circulating Fluidized Bed Coal Fired IJriit and Five 90 MW (Nominal) 
Conibustion Turbines in Clark County, Kentucky. The Commission’s Order granting tlie CPCN to construct tlie 
Smith I plant was entered August 29, 2006. 

” - See, Com~nission’s July 13, 2009 Order, at 7-8. 
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That Order notwithstanding, EKPC has every reason to believe that the Environmental 

Groups intend to use intervention in this case as a way to collaterally attack the Commission’s 

Order granting the CPCN to build Smith I. This belief is fklly justified and supported after 

reading the 77 data requests the Environmental Groups recently made to EKPC.” 

A quick sampling of some of these data requests is quite enlightening: 

“16. Provide the most recent cost estimate and construction schedule for Smith I 
coal plant; 

* * * *  

18. 
have addressed . . .: 

Provide copies of the management and consultaiit presentations . . . which 

(a) the proposed Smith I coal plant. 

(c) the costs of building new coal or natural gas power plants. 
. . .  

* * * *  

23. Specify the funds that have already been spent on equipment and 
corninodities for the proposed Smith I power plant and list each of the contracts 
for the design and construction of that plant . . . 

* * * *  

41. Please explain why Smith I is a lower cost alternative than three L,M100 
combustion turbines that EKPC had planned to build at the Sinitli I plant but 
subsequently decided not to install.” 

7 J  -- - See, Eiiviroiiinental Groups’ First Set of Data Requests to East Kentucky Power Cooperative, July 2.3, 2009. 
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There are several other data requests similar to these that EKPC has not included because 

of space limitations. It is clear froin these data requests that Smith I is the overriding focus of the 

Environmental Groups in this IRP case.23 

Finally, it should be noted that the Environmental Groups’ recent data requests 

concerning Smith I were sent after, and in disregard of, the Commission’s Order stating that the 

Smith I CPCN would not be relitigated and the Environmental Groups’ participation would be 

limited to energy efficiency, renewables and demand-side management issues. 

This leads EKPC to the inescapable conclusion that the Environmental Groups’ 

intervention would indeed “unduly complicate or disrupt the proceedings”. 807 I<AR 5:OO 1 

Section 3(8)(b). The Commission should so find upon rehearing. 

IV. THE RELEASE OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION TO THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS WILL RESULT IN I m P A R A B L E  
PREJUDICE AND HARM TO EKPC 

If the Environmental Groups’ inteiveiition is permitted to stand, they will have access to 

EKPC’s very sensitive proprietary and confidential business information. This information, 

which the Cominission has already afforded confidential t r ea t~nen t ,~~  relates to projected fuel 

costs, projected capital costs of potential generation facilities, projected operations and 

maintenance costs, projections of revenue requirements, interest rates and escalation rates, and 

member system rate projections, forecasts, and other sensitive information concerning new large 

electric loads. The Environinental Groups will certainly use this infonnation to perpetuate the 

23 By EKPC’s count, of these 77 data requests, the Environinental Groups have asked inore questions about Smith I 
than about energy efficiency, renewables and demand-side maiiageinent combined. In addition, over one-half of 
their questions have absolutely nothing to do with the IRP, but are requests for generic inforination relating to 
EKPC, mostly in the form of “data dumps”. 

l4 - See, Commission’s July 14, 2009 letter providing for Confidential treatment. 
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onslaught of litigation directed toward EKPC; including an attack upon the CPCN allowing the 

construction of Smith I which the Commission has previously granted. 

The Environmental Groups will no doubt argue that EKPC’s conceiiis are groundless, 

since the parties will enter into a Confidentiality agreement before providing the information. 

This is intended to prohibit its disclosure to third parties. It is not so much the disclosure to third 

pai-ties about which EKPC is concei-ned. Rather, its principal conceni is that the Environmental 

Groups will forever have knowledge of very sensitive corporate information which it can use 

over and over again in subsequent litigation against EKPC. It is meaningless that a 

confidentiality agreement may provide that the Environmental Groups inay never use the 

information in a subsequent case against EKPC. Having possession of the information will be 

enough to use it to the detriment of EKPC and there will be many many ways to use it without 

specifically and formally referencing it in subsequent cases. 

EKPC’s conceins here are fully justified. One need only refer to the Environmental 

Groups’ Motion for Intervention to see that the confidential information to be provided will be 

used to “strengthen the analysis” of Tom Sanzillo’s report whose theine is the cancellation of 

Smith I.’5 This admission by tlie Environmental Groups signals their intent to use tlie 

coiifidential irifoi-mation obtained through discovery in this case to attack the Smith I CPCN 

granted by the Commission. 

__ See, Environmental Groups’ Motion for Full Intervention, at 8 
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CONCLUSION AND REQUESTED RELIEF 

EKPC respectfully requests that the Coinmission sustain its application for rehearing and 

determine that it erred in its Order of July 13, 2009 insofar as it permitted the full intervention of 

the Environmental Groups. EKPC further requests that the Commission make a specific finding 

that the Environmental Groups are not likely to present issues or to develop facts that will assist 

the Commission in fully considering the matter without unduly complicating or disrupting the 

proceedings by virtue of the fact that the Attorney General of Kentucky has in the past, arid will 

in this case, continue to very coinpetently advocate the very same issues about which the 

Environmental Groups claim concern. 

The Commission should not peiinit the Environinental Groups to co-opt this 1R.P 

proceeding and transform it into a referendurn on the construction of the Smith I plant, and 

attempt to collaterally attack the CPCN which this Coinmission has already granted. To allow 

that to happen would be patently unfair, a violation of the IRP statute and regulation, and would 

serve to pervert the entire IRP process to the substantial detriment of both jurisdictional utilities 

and consumers. 

Certainly, even though the Commission might determine upon rehearing that it is 

improper for the Environmental Groups to intervene, they would still be able to provide and file 

reports, analyses a id  coinments in the case which the Coininission must accept into the record 

and consider when reviewing the IRP under the scheme set forth in the regulation. 807 KAR 

5:058 Section 11. 

In the everit the Commission determines that the Environmental Groups should be 

permitted full intervention, EKPC requests at the veiy least, that the Coininission more fully 

describe and circumscribe the subject matters about which the Environmental Groups may obtain 
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discovery and provide comment. And, that the ordering section of the Cornmission’s decision 

explicitly direct what is permitted to be addressed in the IRP, and what is prohibited. 

This day of July, 2009. 

Mark David Goss 
Frost Brown Todd LLC 
250 West Main Street, Suite 2800 
Lexington, KY 40507- 1749 
(859) 23 1-0000 - Telephone 
(859) 23 1-00 1 1 - Facsimile 
Counsel for East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and accurate copy of the foregoing was served by U.S. Mail, 

postage prepaid, on July 009 to the following: 

Mr. Jeffrey Derouen 
Executive Director 
Kentucky Public Seivice Cornmission 
2 1 1 Sower Boulevard 
P. 0. Box 615 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-06 15 

Hon. Richard Raff 
Senior Staff Attorney 
Kentucky Public Service Coinmission 
2 1 1 Sower Boulevard 
P. 0. Box 615 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-061 5 

Hon. Dennis G. Howard, I1 
Hon. L,awrence W. Cook 
Assistant Attorneys General 
Utility and Rate Intervention Division 
1024 Capital Center Drive, Suite 200 
Frankfort, Kentucky 4060 1-8204 

Hon. Robert Ukeiley 
Law Office of Robeit Ukeiley 
435R Chestnut Street, Suite 1 
Berea, Kentucky 40403 
Counsel for Environmental Groups 

Hon. Michael L,. Kui-tz 
Boehm, Kurtz & Lowly 
36 East 7'" Street 
Suite 15 10 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
Counsel for Gallatiri Steel 

Counsel for East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

L.EXL.ibrary 0000191.0565678 401 180vl 14 
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hornepage - goals - beyond coal @ SHARE 

Coal provides about half of our electricity and more than 30% of our global warming pollution. From the 
mine to the plant, coal is our dirtiest energy source. It causes asthma and other health problems, destroys 
our mountains, and releases toxic mercury into our communities. Continuing our dependence on coal 
chains us to dirty energy and prevents us from making the changes we need to bring about a clean, 
secure energy future. 

Beyond Coal Campaign is working hard 
to : 

1. Stop the construction of dirty, new coal plants by 
educating investors and decision makers about the 
economic and environmental risks of investing in new 
coa I .  

2. Retire old plants that are the worst contributors to 
health-harming soot and smog pollution and replace 
them with clean energy solutions. 

3. Work with communities to protect our mountains, 
lands and waters by keeping our vast coal reserves 
in the ground 

ore 

7.24.09 

Coal plants are a leading cause 
of respiratory illness, they 
account for over 30% of our 
nation's carbon dioxide 
emissions, and, because of 
impending carbon pricing, are 
rapidly becoming more 
expensive. Yet there are still 
plans to build more than 100 
coal -fired power plants across 
the U S .  

____ ore __ 

Media intern Natalie Gaber informs us of yet another 
downside to the coal industry "Rest in peace" is a 
common wish bestowed upon the dearly departed, but for 
one West Virginia family's ancestors, th ... 

http://www.sierraclub.org/coal/ Page 1 of 2 
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t was more than 100 years ago on the 
shores of the lower East River in New 

York City that Thomas Edison opened 
the Pearl Street Station, the first central- 
ized coal-fired power plant to come on 
line. More than a century later, coal-fired 
power plants produce about half of our 
nation‘s electricity,’ and in 2006 a record 
1.161 billion tons of coal was mined, 
most of which went directly to electricity 
generation? Unfortunately, coal is  also 
one of the most polluting sources of 
energy available, jeopardizing our health 
and our environment. 

Pollution created by generating electric- 
ity from coal does not start or stop at the 
power plant. It stretches all the way from 
the coal mine to long after coal is burned 
and the electricity has been used in our 
homes and businesses. Mining and burn- 
ing coal scars lungs,tears up the land,pol- 
lutes water, devastates communities, and 
makes global warming worse. 

Coal mining causes irreparable harm to our lands, water, and 
air, and also jeopardizes the health, safety, and economy of 
nearby communities. In the most destructive type of coal 
mining, known as mountaintop removal coal mining, a coal 
company literally blasts apart the tops of mountains to reach 
thin seams of coal buried below and then, to minimize waste 
disposal costs, dumps millions of tons of waste rock into the 
valleys and streams below, causing permanent damage to the 
ecosystem and landscape. This destructive practice has 
damaged or destroyed approximately 1,200 miles of streams, 
disrupted drinking water supplies, flooded communities, 
damaged homes, eliminated forests, and jeopardizes tourism 
and recreation.? 

Coal mining is a major source of water pollution, causing acid 
mine drainage which occurs when abandoned mines fill with 
water that mixes with heavy metals and then lealcs out into 

groundwater and streams.‘ Coal preparation, or “washing,” 
also causes water pollution when chemicals and water are used 
to separate impurities from mined coal. Up to 90 inillion gai- 
Ions of coal preparation slurry are produced every year in the 
U.S., most of which are stored in large waste pits known as 
impo~ndments .~ Impoundments leak into local water sup- 
plies and can even burst dramatically, sending millions of gal- 
lons of wastes barreling down in mudflows and destroying 
property and lives. 

Additionally, coal mining causes air pollution, including dust 
and particle pollution that can cause respiratory problems like 
black lung in coal miners. Coal-laden railcars blow coal dust 
into the air, causing breaching problems and dirtying the land- 
scape of local communities. Coal mining also causes global 
warming pollution when it releases heat-trapping methane 
found in coal ~ e a r n s . ~  



t OUR NATION’S POWER PLANTS 
Coal-4red power plants are one 
of the largest sources of air 
pollution in the U.S. The 
consequences for human health 
are staggering, especially with 
regards to particle pollution or 
soot, one of the most deady 
types of air pollution in our 
cmntry. Soot can trigger heart 
attacks and strokes, worsen 
asthma, cause irregular heart- 
beat, and lead to premature 
death? Many scientific studies 

Additionally, coal-fired power 
plants emit large quantities of 
toxic air pollutants such as lead 
and arsenic, and are one of the 
largest sources of man-made 
mercury pollution in the TJ.S.’? 
Mercury, which enters our food 
chain after it rains down into 
our streams and lalces, poisons 
fish and seafood and accwnu- 
lates in the animals and people 
who eat them. Mercury pollu- 
tion causes brain damage, men- 

have also shown that commu- tal retardation, and other 
nities of color are disproportionately exposed to hartnful air pol- developmental problems in unborn children and in fa it^,'^ and has 
lution, including pollution from coal-fired power plants. The been linlted to a greater risk of coronary heart disease in men.’* 
damages from particle pollution continue after it has settled to The mercury problem in the U.S. is so widespread that every year 
the ground, where it causes acidification of waters, soil nutrient one in six women of childbearing age has mercury levels in her 
depletion, and destruction of forests and crops.E blood high enough to put her baby at risli’j 

Not only are coal-fired power plants a major sntirce of soot 
pollution, they are also one of the largest contributors to smog 
in the nation? In addicion to health effects like increased risk 
of asthma attacks, permanent lung damage, and premature 
deatli,l’ smog also harms plants and trees. Persisteiit smog pol- 
lution can alter and disrupt plant growth over time, leading co 
an estimated $500 million loss due to reduced crop produc- 
tion in the U.S. every year.” 

Rurning coal also releases carbon dioxide (C02) pollution, a 
primary culprit in global warming. Even though coal-fired 
power plants generate just about half of our nation’s electric- 
ity, they account for almost 40 percent of our nation’s carbon 
dioxide pollution from all sources iiicludiiig craiisportation.’G 
In fact, coal-fired power plants have the highest output rate of 
carbon dioxide (or carbon intensity) per unit of electricity 
among all fossil hels.” 

:THE LEGACY OF COAL COMBUSTION WASTES 
Burning coal for electricity also creates several different types of 
liquid and solid wastes that are known collectively as coal com- 
bustian wastes. Talcen together, the amount of coal combustion 
wasres produced is staggering: more than 120 million solid tons 
every year.” This waste alone is enough to fill a million railcars 
every year, or a train that is 9,600 miles long.” 

Not only is it challenging to find a place to store so much coal 
combustion waste safely, but even after it is stored coal com- 
bustion waste can leak out and pollute the surrounding envi- 
ronment and groundwater. Containing elements like lead, 
mercury, and arsenic in toxic doses?’ coal combustion wastes 
and their pollution have been shown to cause illness and death 
in plants arid animals. In humans, where the greatest expo- 
sure risk is from polluted groundwater and drinking water,2’ 
the toxins have been linked to organ disease, increased cancer, 
respiratory illness, neurological damage, and developmental 

probiems.2’ In one study, the EPA estimated that more than 
21 million people, including more than six million children, 
lived within five miles of a coal-fired power plant,23 a daunt- 
ing figure considering that most coal combustion wastes are 
stored onsite. 



t ”CLEAN COALYQR AMERICA’S LEAD ENERGY MISNOMER 

coal industry knows it must change or it will be out of 
business-that is why it is pushing “clean” coal. But, coal 

as it exists today is anything but clean. 

The supposedly “clean coal” technologies that have attracted 
the most attention in recent years are carbon capture and 
sequestration (CCS) and Integrated Gasification Combined 
Cycle (IGCC). As of now, CCS remains an unproven tech- 
nology, and experts disagree as LO how long i t  will take for this 
technology to be available for commercial and wide-scale 
use.?” IGCC unfortunately emits just as much global warm- 
ing pollution as other coal plants. 

The coal industry is also pushing liquid coal as a clean alter- 
native, yet liquid coal creates almost double the carbon diox- 
ide emissions per gallon as regular gasoline, and replacing just 
10 percent of our nation’s fuel with it would require a more 
than 40 percent increase in coal ~nining.’~?’~ 

The truth is that promises of these and other future techno- 
logical innovations that will allow us to use coal cleanly are 
not available today. 

The challenge of cleaning up the way we mine and use coal is 
not small by any means. On average, our country consumes 
more than three million tons of coal every day, or about 20 
pounds of coal for every person in the nation every day of the 
year? The good news is that we can reduce our dependence on 
coal by increasing efficiency and relying more on clean energy 
power like wind and solar, and we can minimize the damage cod 
causes by ensuring it is mined responsibly, burned cleanly, and 
does not take us backward on global warming. 

I Energy Information Administration, “Electric Power Annual: Summary Statistics 
for the United States,” October 2006. 
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From the mine to the plant coal is one of our dirtiest sources of energy, causing 
asthma and other health problems, destroying our mountains and releasing toxic 
mercury into our air. 

I n  addition to the hundreds of old coal plants currently operating across the country, 
plans are on the drawing board for dozens of new mountaintop removal coal mines 
and over 100 new coal plants. 

Coal already produces about half of our nation's energy and almost 30% of our 
nation's carbon dioxide emissions, the lead cause of global warming. Coal plants are 
also major sources of soot, smog and mercury pollution, which can worsen asthma, 
increase the risk of heart attacks and even cause developmental disorders in 
children. 

Continuing our dependence on coal chains us to the dirty energy and prevents us from making the 
changes we need to  bring about a clean, secure energy future for our children and grandchildren. 

I t 's  time to repower, rebuild and refuel America; that means stopping construction of new coal plants, 
cleaning up and retiring t,he old coal plants that are the worst contributors to respiratory illnesses, and 
keeping our remaining coal in the ground so we don't worsen the problem. 

We need to move beyond the polluting coal power of the past and start investing in clean energy 
technologies that will boost the economy, create jobs and help the climate recover. 

http://www.sierraclub.org/coal/overvlew.aspx Page 1 of 1 
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j " : i p p : - ;  tb,*e."3.n~: Click on the icons on the map above or on the names on the list below to learn 
more about current or recent coal plant challenges, get key resources, and more. 
Note: Not all of the plants mapped are Sierra Club cases; other environmental organizations are 
taking the lead on certain plants. The map is meant to provide a more comprehensive picture for 
the benefit of the broader environmental wmmunity . 

See Dlants in Gooale Earth (KMZ file) 

See List of Coal Plants BY State 

http:/ /www.sierraclub.org/maps/caal.asp Page 1 of 1 
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Update: April 2009 

On April 7, 2009, Sierra Club, Kentucky Environmental Foundation, and Kentuckians for the 
Cornmonweaith unveiled a new report disputing East Kentucky Power Cooperative's (EKFC) 
need for its proposed Smith coal-fired power plant in Clark County. The groups 
commissioned the study by a New York-based public policy and financial consulting firm, which 
explains why the plant is bad for both the environment and the co-op's struggling finances. 
The report recommends that EKPC ahandon the coal plant in favor of enhanced energy 
efficiency programs, renewable energy sources, and natural gas. 

EKPC provides electricity to 16 member co-ops that power more than half a million homes, 
farms and businesses in Central and Eastern Kentucky. The report points out that while 
nationally, utilities obtain about 5o0/b of their electricity by burning coal, EKPC uses 97% coal. 
According to the report, abandoning plans for yet another coal plant would save the co-op 
around $500 million in long-term debt. This is good new for ratepayers who would avoid an 
additional price increase of at least 5% to recover the costs of building and operating the new 
p!ant. EKPC's members have aiready experienced a 57941 increase in the cost of electricity 
between 2002 and 2007. 

To view the Executive Summary, Full Report, and Power Point Presentation, click here. 
The KY DAQ continues to review EKFC's air permit appiication. 

Update: April 6, 2009 

On April 6, 2009, the Sierra Club filed comments on East Kentucky Power Cooperative's (EKPC) 
Section 404 Clean Water Act permit application to fill waters of the United States in order to 
construct a coal plant at its J.K. Smith Power Station. EKPC plans to bury tens of thousands of 
feet of streams and more than 2 acres of wetlands under 16.57 million cubic yards of coal ash. 
These coal ash dumps, which are adjacent to the Kentucky River, threaten drinking water 
supplies for dovvnstream ccrinrnunities, including Lexingtcrn and Frankfort. I n  its C G X ~ X ~ ~ R ~ S ,  the 
Club explained why EKPC's application is incomplete and why the permitting process should be 
put on hold. 

Update: February 2009 

On February 18, 2009, Sierra Club filed comments on the deficiencies of the Class I1 
particulate matter (PM) modeling that EKPC submitted as part of the air quality permit 
application it submitted for its proposed expansion of its J.K. Smith plant. 

Update: January 2009 - March 2009 

The Kentucky Division of Air Oualitv (DAQ) continues to review EKPC's air permit application. 

Update: March ZOOS 

On March 3, 2008, Sierra Club, Kentucky Environmental Foundation and Center for Biological 
Diversity sued the federal Rural Utilities Service (RUS) arguing that the RUS failed to properly 
conduct an environmental assessment of East Kentucky Power's plans to build a new coal-fired 
plant and transmission lines at its J*K, Smith power station in Clark County. The groups argue 
that the RUS should have assessed the potential environmental effects from the new plant and 
the transmission lines in one environmental assessment rather than looking at each project 
separately. 

Update: September 2007 

http://www.sierraclub.org/rnaps/coal.asp Page 1 of 2 
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I n  2006, the Kentucky PSC granted a certificate to EKPC for their Smith Plant, a 278 MW coal- 
fired power plant proposed for Clark County. Construction is scheduled to begin by December 
2007. The PSC re-examined the need for this plant after Warren RECC announced plans to 
remain with its current power supplier. However on May 11, 2007, the PSC announced after 
reviewing the proposed plans for the plant, they would continue to support EKPC'S Smith plant. 

The air permit application for the plant is still being reviewed at the EPA Region I V  office, but 
the draft permit is expected to come out any day. 

Background: 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative (EKPC) has proposed construction of new dirty coal plants. 
The 278 megawatt pulverized coal-fired plant will be located in Clark County, Kentucky, 
southeast of Winchester, KY. EKPC is planning to have one of the plants operating by June 
2010 and the other operating by November 2012. The Rural Utilities Service, a division of 
USDA, had a scoping period for a supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) on the 
project and the Sierra Club submitted comments. 

Close 
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KFTCs Position on Coal 
Adopted August 6, 2007 

Coal Is Here Today And Tomorrow - But For How Much Longer? 

Today, coal is sti!! an important part of Kentucky’s economy. Coal generates over 95% of our electricity in 
Kentucky and coal fired power plants dot our landscape from far western Kentucky to Ashland. The 
coalfields feature billions of dollars of coal mining infrastructure from tipples to rail lines to the coalmines 
themselves. Obviously, coal is here today and it will be here tomorrow. But coal will not be here forever. 
Geologists, mining engineers, and energy economists debate the finer points of coal’s future, but most 
agree - and most coal miners know - most of the coal that can be mined easily and inexpensively in 
eastern Kentucky has already been mined. The five major coal seams that have produced almost all of 
Kentucky’s coal have been severely depleted. Coal is a finite resource and there are only a few years left 
of coal mining as we know it today. Boid predictions of coal mining deep into the future in Appalachia are 
really only guesses. Extensive new mining in Appalachia can only be done if customers are willing to pay 
much higher costs and if coalfield residents are willing to accept even greater destruction of the land and 
water. We believe if a block of coal cannot be mined without causing the physical, emotional, spiritual, and 
cuiturai destruction that we experience so often today, that block of coal should be left in the ground. 

Kentucky is at historic turning point. Global climate change, severe depletion of Kentucky’s economically 
recoverable coal, carbon taxes, Kentucky’s dependence on coal for electricity are all coming together, right 
now, to create a time of great changes where there will be great challenges and opportunities. 

We believe Kentucky can and must stop the destruction, mine coal safely and responsibly, and phase out 
our dependence on coal while we phase in a new sustainable economy with safe, sustainable, living wage 
jobs, and new, renewable sources of energy. 

Coal Is Part Of Our Kentucky Heritage And Culture 

The history of Kentucky is shaped by coal, the coal industry and especially by coal miners and other coal 
industry workers. We are Kentuckians, which means we are coal miners, the families and friends of coal 
miners, and the descendents of coal miners. Thousands of families across Kentucky have been raised on 
the wages of a coal miner’s job. 

Coal miners are celebrated in our culture and memory for performing the most difficult and dangerous job 
in the harshest conditions. Coal miners’ efforts for the right to organize have always been met with powerfu 
resistance - sometimes with violent resistance - from the coal companies. Coal miners’ efforts to make the 
mines safe have been a constant struggle against strong coal companies and weak enforcement agencies. 

For decades, coal miners have gone to work every day deep underground with heavy machinery by their 
side and a mountain over their head. So many coal miners have been killed in the mines that people 
believe - wrongly - it is an inevitable part of mining. 

Historically, coal miners were the economic backbone of their families, their churches, and their 
communities. h i  in the past decades, coal miner’s jobs have disappeared, even as coal production has 
remained strong. Coal companies mine more coal with bigger machines and more explosives - but fewer 
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miners - every year. 

Kentucky owes coai miners and other coal industry workers our respect, gratitude, and - as the coal 
industry continues to change and shrink - alternatives. 

We are also the families, descendants, and heirs of those who have fought to protect their land, their 
homes, and their communities from the most abusive practices of the coal companies and coal industry. 
We are inspired and reassured by the memory of the Widow Combs, Uncle Dan Gibson, Doris Shepherd, 
Sidney Cornett, Elizabeth Wooten, Gladys Maynard, Joe Begley and the thousands of famous and 
unknown Kentuckians who have fought to protect the rights of workers, to protect the rights of landowners, 
and to protect the mountains of Appalachia. 

Coal Does Not Produce Prosperity For The Coalfields 

The coal industry claims that they will bring prosperity if we are just patient. The fact is, the coal industry 
has not and will not bring prosperity to coalfield communities. They provide an ever dwindling number of 
jobs and a big economic windfall to a few, well-placed political figures. But the fact is that the counties that 
have produced billions of dollars worth of coal in eastern Kentucky are stili among the poorest counties in 
America. Coal has been mined in eastern Kentucky for over one hundred years. if the coal industry was 
going to produce prosperity for us, shouldn’t they have done it by now? 

Government on every level, federal, state and local has faiied the people of the coai producing region for 
generations and has been complicit in allowing the extraction of billions of dollars worth of coal while not 
compelling the industry to contribute towards building a high quality of life. It is essential that government 
now become part of the solution. As the era of coal comes to a close in Kentucky it is imperative that the 
coal industry immediately stop its destructive practices and funds the transition to the next economy in SE 
Kentucky. Our political leaders must stop catering to what the coal industry wants and instead work toward 
creating a strong, diverse, and sustainable economy for Kentucky and the coalfields. 

Coal Is Not Cheap Or Clean 

The big myth is that coal is a cheap source of energy. Coal is very expensive. But the coal industry is very 
skilled at keeping their market price down by forcing the true cost of coal onto other people. Those of us 
who have lost our land, our water, our natural environment, our community, or, most tragically, a family 
member to the irresponsible actions of the coal industry know that coal is not cheap. Coal should be made 
to pay its own way, and the market price of coal should reflect the true cost of mining and burning that 
coal. 

And, coal is not clean. In some ways, it is cleaner than it used to be, and it can almost certainly be made 
cleaner than it is today. But no use of coal from mining to hauling to burning to disposing of the waste can 
faii-iy be described as clean. “Clean coai technoiogy” is a new myth, created by the coai industry’s publicity 
experts and their political supporters to try and gain even more government subsidies for the coal industry. 

Stop The Destruction - Mine Coal Safely And Responsibly 

Today, even when it is being mined legally, coal is not being mined safely or responsibly. Mountaintop 
removal is perhaps the most obvious and apparent example of the devastation left in the wake of coal 
mining, but it is not the only example. Our groundwater and surface water are being polluted and 
eliminated. Enforcement agencies regularly fail to enforce reclamation and mining laws. Our homes and 
communities are damaged by blasting, flooding, and subsidence. Our roads crumble under the weight of 
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nineral companies. And, underground and surface miners continue to face hardship in difficult, often 
inderpaid coal jobs. Some die every year in tragic accidents that did not need to occur. 

‘he Canary Project has four main goals: 

1. We want coal companies to obey the law, and enforcement agencies to enforce it! 

2. We want new laws where existing laws are inadequate to protect our homes and communities! 

3. We want a new sustainable economy with good jobs in the coalfields! 

4. \Ne want new, survivable energy sowces for the nation! 

-0 achieve these goals, we are supporting a number of initiatives. 

werloaded coal trucks and people die each year from coal truck accidents. Some families have had their 
and stolen by dishonest coal operators. Some families have been split apart by the tactics of land and..-. . ~I -. 4 

/ I  

s immediately i-iait mountaintop removal and other forms of radical strip mining that are eliminating 
the mountains of Eastern Kentucky. 

Immediately stop the valley fills that are burying our precious headwater streams. 

Improve coalmine safety with new regulations to prevent accidents and help miners escape, if there 
are accidents, and especially stronger enforcement of existing regulations. 

Support the rights of miners to organize their workplace. Union mines are safer and provide better 
pay, benefits, and job security for the coal miners. 

Force the coal companies to follow the law - fairly and vigorously enforce the letter and spirit of the 
surface and underground mining laws that were designed to protect the land and people. 

Accelerate the inevitable transition back to underground mining. If we use responsible underground 
mining with better safety protections for the miners, there will be less destruction and more jobs. 

m Stop the rush to build new coal fired power plants, expensive, government subsidized clean coal 
illusions, and coal conversion schemes. 

m Instead, invest our resources in locally generated, sustainable economic development for the 
coalfields and clean renewable energy sources for the country. 

We Want A Better Future For Our Children and Grandchildren 

We believe that a better future - beyond coal - is possible for the Kentucky coalfields. We have much to 
be proud of and to build on including skilled workers, resilient communities, natural beauty, valuable 
resources such as mountains, forests, and water, and a rich culture. But we must be smart to create a just 
and prosperous future, and it won’t happen if we continue to allow the coal industry to control the economy 
and wipe out our land, water, homes, and communities. 
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To build a better future, we have to phase out the subsidizing of the coal industry and phase in efforts that 
invest in our people and our region. \&/e can have good jobs and a strong economy if we invest in lscal 
people, create excellent schools, and demand a real democracy with political leadership that will represent 
the interests of Kentucky, not coal companies. 

There are many possibilities for long-term, sustainable development in the region. One place we can begin 
is with something we know a lot about - energy. Kentucky could phase in plans and programs that can 
make Eastern Kentucky a source of renewable energy if we only choose to invest our intelligence and our 
resources in new ideas rather than sacrificing our future to the demands of the coal companies. Kentucky 
could develop a modern tourism industry in the mountains. Eastern Kentucky could become a hub in the 
information economy with the right public and private investment in infrastructure, education, and training. 
The possibilities are great. 

The High Road Initiative 

To help create the policies and practices that can make our vision of a better future a reality, we have 
helped launch the High Road Initiative. Through this partnership with ally organizations, we will assess 
Kentucky’s current economic development system, learn from other states and schools of thought, and 
develop a roadmap of policies and models that can build a better future. The goals of the High Road 
Initiative include : 

Expand Opportunity and Prosperity - Invest in New Strategies: 

The greatest justification for using public funds to create jobs is to improve the prosperity of communities 
that struggle with challenging economic conditions. Kentucky communities suffering from economic 
challenges are often those whose heritage and culture are best preserved and represent an exceptional 
opportunity for innovative and creative approaches to make the most of those qualities. 

Create an Effective and Accountable Economic Development System: 

Kentucky needs to reorganize its economic development system and governance to include a unified 
development budget (showing budget anG tax expenditiires in one place) , a compiehensive state StiatSgy, 
greater public accountability, broader participation and better coordination between departments and 
agencies. 

Invest in the Foundations of a Strong Economy: 

Kentucky must make sufficient investment in the basic building blocks of a community. An economy can 
thrive when there is a system of lifelong education, a fair and adequate tax system, technologically current 
infrastructures, improved social services and accessible health care. Strengthening these fundamentals 
improves the quality of life, raises the possibility for innovation and creativity and expands opportunities for 
more people and businesses. 

Strengthen and Respect Community Standards - Create Meaningfbl Public Participation: 

The collective knowledge and experience of Kentucky’s educational institutions, nonprofit organizations, 
government agencies, local governments, private business and the general public should be included in 
the process of crafting effective economic development plans. Greater community input insures that the 
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standards of economic conduct are reflective of the community’s values. 

Conclusion: 

Coal has shaped the economy, the environment] and the politics of Eastern Kentucky for the past century. 
Today, we have new opportunities. We do not have to serve the coal industry any longer, but can instead 
serve the interests of all the people of Kentucky. All this and more is possible for our coalfield communities 
if we demand it and our political leaders have the vision and courage to help make it happen. 
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On Friday, February 13th. representatives from five Kentucky environmental 
organlrations came together for a press conference to speak out against proposed 
legislation in the Kentucky House and Senate that would clear the way for nuclear 
energy projects Represented at the event were Kentucky Environmental 
Foundation, the Cumberland Chapter of the Sierra Club, EcoPerspecbves, Kentucky 
Solar Partnership, and Kentucky Conservation rammittee 

The followng two commentaries-the first written by Elizabeth Crow, Director 
of KEF, the second by Rick Clewitt, Coshair of the Cumberland Sierra Club 
Political Committee- appeared in the FEEDBACK section of the January 26, 
2009 issue of the Lexlngton Herald-Leader 
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