	Hearings on the AMP Coal-Fired Plant:

What, When and Where

There are two hearings, one by Ohio EPA on the draft air permit, the second by the Ohio Power Siting Board. It is important to get good attendance at both these hearings. Public officials need to know that local residents don’t want this plant.

OEPA Public Hearing For The Draft Air Permit

Thursday October 25, 2007 at 6:30 p.m. at Southern Elementary School, 920 Elm St., Racine, Ohio 45771 

To carpool from Athens, meet at the Athens Community Center at 5:30 p.m.

Ohio Power Siting Board Hearing

Thursday November 1, 2007 at 6:00 p.m., Meigs High School, 42091 Pomeroy Pike, Pomeroy, Ohio 45769.

To carpool from Athens, meet at the Athens Community Center at 5:15 p.m.

If you can’t attend the OEPA public hearing, send written comments by November 30:
Dean Ponchak, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Southeast District Office, 2196 Front Street, Logan, Ohio, 43138.  

The air permit can be viewed online at http://www.epa.state.oh.us/dapc

/pti_issued/pti_pdf_07/

0608138d.pdf


Talking Points for the AMP Hearings or Written Comments

There are many personal, environmental and economic objections to this plant. Pick and choose and add your own personal perspective.

PERSONAL

Tell why good air quality is important to you and your family

· Because you hike, bike or engage in other outdoor activities

· Because you or someone in your family have asthma or another respiratory condition

· Because you care about the health of children and elderly who are most affected by air pollution

ENVIRONMENTAL

· AMP-Ohio’s Proposed Coal-Fired Power Plant Is Not Clean

Coal is a dirty and outdated source of power.  AMP-Ohio’s air permit application shows it could emit more than 2.3 million pounds of pollutants a year, including hydrochloric acid, sulfuric acid, ammonia and mercury. The pollution controls that AMP has proposed to use in the permitting processes are far from the most effective available.

· AMP’s Plant Would Be a Major New Source of Global Warming Pollution

Every year, the AMP plant would emit at least 7.3 million tons of CO2 into the air.  AMP has made no legally binding commitment to capture and sequester such CO2 emissions, or even estimated the costs of doing so. The Power2span technology the company says it might use for capturing CO2 has never been tested outside of a lab for that purpose. If the technology fails, expensive retrofits would have to be undertaken to capture CO2.  In addition, an analysis is needed of the economic and technological feasibility of sequestering whatever emissions are captured.  

· AMP Is Not Legally Committed to Using Powerspan

AMP claims that it is “committed” to using “Powerspan” pollution control technology, but the company has not written that “commit-ment” into its permit applications. As such, AMP would be free to not use Powerspan and to instead opt for the controls included in its draft air pollution permit, which are far from the most effective available.  

· AMP Might Use Mountaintop Removal and Other Destructive Coal Mining Practices

The mining of coal poses substantial safety risks to miners, destroys natural habitats, pollutes rivers and streams, and releases substantial amounts of methane, which contributes to global warming. One especially destructive form of mining, which is used frequently in West Virginia, is mountaintop removal, which involves blowing off the tops of mountains and dumping the resulting waste in adjacent river valleys. Nearly two million tons of the coal it would use every year may come from West Virginia.   Much of the rest of the coal 
	Background on the AMP-Ohio Power Plant Project

American Municipal Power of Ohio (AMP-Ohio) is a nonprofit wholesale power supplier to cities that own their electric utility systems. In October 2005, AMP-Ohio announced plans to build a new 960-megawatt coal-fired power plant in Meigs County along the Ohio River. This is only 38 miles from Athens. 

AMP-Ohio is using the label “clean coal” to promote this plant. They are proposing to use a con- trol technology – referred to as Powerspan – to reduce pollution produced by the plant.

The only real world test of AMP’s proposed Powerspan technology is for the control of air pollutants (not including CO2) on a single, 50 MW unit. Powerspan has never been tested on anything close to the scale of the 960 MW plant being proposed, and even AMP acknowledges that there may be difficulties in scaling up the technology.

The cost of the plant was orig- inally estimated to be $1.2 billion.  The cost has now escalated to $2.9 billion. To get financing for the plant, AMP is asking its Ohio municipalities to sign a 50-year “take or pay” contract. This contract makes the city respon- sible for construction and oper- ating costs even if the plant is not “complete, operable, or operating.”   

Each city would be ultimately responsible for paying for a set amount of power every year, even if it does not need the power or if less costly alternatives are available.


may also come from southeast Ohio, where there is a history and continued concern about mine subsidence.
· Meigs County Already Has a Disproportionate Number of Air Pollution Sources

AMP is proposing its plant for Letart Falls, in Meigs County, which is an area in southeast Ohio that already has a high concentration of coal-fired power plants and other major polluting sources.  There are four coal-fired power plants – J.M Gavin, Mountaineer, Philip Sporn, and Kyger Creek – within approximately 10 miles of Letart Falls, and there are numerous other major sources of air pollution in or near Meigs County.  In 2004, the Gavin plant ranked in the top 50 nationwide for sulfur dioxide emissions, while as of 2002 the Kyger plant was in the top 50 for mercury emissions.   The residents of Letart Falls and Meigs County should not be subjected to another major new source of air pollution. 

ECONOMIC
· This is the wrong kind of economic development. Ohio needs jobs from efficiency and clean renewable electricity, not permitting more sites for air pollution from dirty coal burning power plants.

· AMP claims that it will provide good jobs to the local community.  But will they make a binding commitment to using only 100% union labor from the local community for both building and operating the plant, and provide good health care benefits to all of those workers?
· The estimated cost for this plant has more than doubled in the last two years. Not only is the ultimate construction cost of this plant unknown, future costs to regulate CO2 emissions (such as a carbon tax) are unknown and could be quite significant.

· Future regulations are likely to require AMP to actually control its CO2 emissions, rather than simply paying a tax for them.  AMP has provided no estimate for how much it would cost to use Power2span technology to capture CO2, to retrofit the plant for capture if the unproven Power2span technology does not work, and to sequester whatever CO2 is captured. The first pilot test of Power2span to capture CO2 is not expected to start until 2008, and then will be on only a 1 MW stream of power.
· This project goes against a growing trend of rejecting coal-fired power plants because of concerns about escalating construction costs, uncertainty regarding the cost of future carbon dioxide regulations, and the economic and environmental benefits of cleaner energy sources.

Thanks to Shannon Fisk of the Natural Resources Defense Council for the analysis of the environmental and economic impacts.  For more information, contact the Appalachian Ohio Sierra Club, Mary Beth Lohse, lohrec@frognet.net, 740-742-2998 or Loraine McCosker, 740-589-4070, friendlygardener@yahoo.com.
