


Apache Comments  
 

EPA HQ: No comments, CD/JM 
 
EPA Region:  
 
See attached document date Nov. 17, 2009 
 
State:  
 

 
 
 
 
Jim, 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to review the reports.  ADWR has no direct comments 
on the reports themselves.  Please be advised that following our next 
inspection of the state-regulated dam at the Apache site (tentatively 
scheduled for December 2009), we will review the current earth fissure 
mitigation plan in light of more recent findings related to fissure monitoring 
and identification at other Arizona damsites. 
 
Mike  
 
Michael Johnson, Ph.D., P.E. 
Assistant Director, Surface Water Division 
Arizona Department of Water Resources 
(602) 771-8659 
mjjohnson@azwater.gov 
 
 
From: "Mel P. Bunkers" <Bunkers.Mel@azdeq.gov> 
To: James Kohler/DC/USEPA/US@EPA 
Date: 11/20/2009 11:43 AM 
Subject: RE: Comment Request on EPA's Draft Coal Ash Impoundment Assessment Reports 

 
 
 
Jim, 
 
I have no comments at this time. 
 
Thanks, 
___________________ 
Mel Bunkers, Manager 
Hazardous Waste Inspections and Compliance Unit 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
1110 W Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Phone: (602) 771-4556 
Fax: (602) 771-4132 
 
 

From: "Michael J. Johnson" <mjjohnson@azwater.gov> 
To: James Kohler/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, John Schofield/R9/USEPA/US@EPA, 'Mel P.Bunkers' <Bunkers.Mel@azdeq.gov> 
Cc: Stephen Hoffman/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Ravi Murthy <rmurthy@azwater.gov>, "Karen L. Smith" <klsmith@azwater.gov> 
Date: 11/09/2009 11:40 AM 
Subject: RE: Comment Request on EPA's Draft Coal Ash Impoundment Assessment Reports 



 
Company:  
 
See attached letter dated November 24, 2009 and four (4) enclosures (comment document, 0.5 
PMP Event Design Basis, ADWR License of Approval, Three-foot freeboard support 
calculations).  
 



 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 

 

 
November 17, 2009 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 
SUBJECT: Comments to Draft Final Specific Site Assessment for Coal Combustion Waste 

Impoundments at Arizona Electric Power Cooperative (AEPCO) Apache Power 
Plant, Prepared by GEI Consultants, Inc., dated October 2009 

 
FROM: John Schofield, RCRA Enforcement Office  
 
TO:  James Kohler, P.E., Office of Resource Conservation of Recovery  
 
The following are EPA Region IX, RCRA Enforcement Office comments to the referenced 
report: 
 

1. Page 26, 7.2 Inflow Design.  The term “PMP” should be defined. 
 

2. Page 26, 7.2.1.  The term “PMF” is used in the title of this report and the term PMP is 
used in the subsection of the report.  The discussion of this subsection should be 
expanded to include relationship between PMP and PMF, and any calculations GEI 
performed to verify the PMF. 
 

3. Page 39, 12.5.  The condition of the management units in this section of the report was 
determined by GEI Consultants, Inc. (GEI) as “Fair.”  It is not clear from the report what 
observations/findings were the basis of GEI’s condition assessment determination.  
Recommend that GEI summarize which findings/observations lead to the company’s 
condition determination. 

 





AEPCO Comments on GEI Draft Report 

Specific Site Assessment for Coal Combustion Waste Impoundments 
Arizona Electric Power Cooperative (AEPCO) Apache Power Plant 

Cochise, AZ 
Dated October 2009 

 
Page 1, Section 1.1 
General Comment – Please note that the impoundments are referred to by GEI as AP1, AP2, 
AP3, AP4 , SSP1, and SSP2.  All AEPCO documentation uses Ash 1, Ash 2, Ash 3, Ash 4, 
Scrub1, and Scrub 2.  This may be confusing to anyone referencing both GEI and AEPCO 
documents in the future.   
 
Page 6, Section 2.7 – Second paragraph 
Change the third sentence to read “An old ash and scrubber waste disposal facility that is no 
longer in service has been closed through Arizona DEQ and the ADWR Flood Warning and 
Dam Safety Section.”   
 
Page 8, Section 3.0 – First paragraph  
Change the third sentence to read “An old ash and scrubber waste disposal facility that is no 
longer in service has been closed through Arizona DEQ and the ADWR Flood Warning and 
Dam Safety Section.”   
 
Page 8, Section 3.0 – Fourth paragraph  
Need to clarify sixth sentence – the site had not been disturbed except for surface farming.   
 
Page 13, Section 6.2 – Seventh sentence  
Correct the description of Ash Pond 1 to be consistent with Ash Pond 2 description in section 
6.3, page 15.  The bottom of the cell is lined with a 60-mil HDPE liner and the sides are lined 
with 80-mil HDPE.   
 
Page 24, Section 6.9.4  
AEPCO suspects that minor damage has been caused by vandalism and wildlife.  Additionally, 
the report mischaracterizes the condition of the SSP2 Liner.  AEPCO indicated to GEI that there 
has been minor damage to the SSP2 Liner in the past which has been properly repaired by 
outside vendors.  The report, however, states that there are similar instances of damage to the 
lining of the other ponds.  This language should be revised to more accurately reflect the 
condition of the liners by replacing the sentence referring to “other ponds” with the following: 
“AEPCO indicated during the inspection that there had been minor damage to the SSP2 Liner 
only.” 

Page 26, Section 7.2 – First paragraph  
Spell out PMP acronym for first time use.   
 
Page 26, Section 7.2 – Second paragraph  



GEI states that the ponds were designed to hold the 11.2 inch NOAA Probable Maximum 
Precipitation (PMP) Event.  This statement is incorrect.  The correct design value was ½ PMP 
(see attached Burns & McDonnell sheet).  Additional freeboard adequacy calculations, 
performed in 1997 at ADWR’s request, are attached herein.  The calculations illustrate that a 
three-foot-freeboard is adequate to contain a 9.6 inch rain event (more than a ½ PMP Event), 
including wind tide and wave heights generated from 55 mph winds without overtopping the 
dike crests.  The facility is permitted to operate at a three-foot-freeboard (evaporation pond 
freeboard is 3.5 feet) by the Arizona Department of Water Resources (License number 02.03) 
and the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (Aquifer Protection Permit number P-
101494).  A copy of the ADWR License of Approval, with freeboard levels specifically stated on 
the permit, is attached herein.  Any language suggesting that the facility does not maintain 
adequate freeboard should be deleted.  This comment applies to Sections 7.2.2 and 7.4 later in 
the report. 
 
Page 26, Section 7.2.3 – First Sentence  
Rewrite the first sentence to read “A simplified dam break analysis and inundation mapping was 
completed by Burns & McDonnell for the facility.” 
 
Page 28, Section 8.2 – Second bullet  
Correct first sentence to read “In 1974, Burns & McDonnell performed a subsurface 
investigation at the location of the proposed power plant for steam units 2 & 3.” 
 
Second sentence appears to be missing reference to a specific report.    
 
Page 28, Section 8.2 – Third bullet  
Last sentence appears to be missing reference to a specific report.  
 
Page 30, Section 8.5 – Table 8.1  
Rapid Drawdown – Water Depth at 27 feet is reported to have a FOS of 0.74.  These calculations 
were performed assuming the facility had no HDPE liner in place.  This FOS is increased 
considerably by the HDPE liner being in-place on the upstream sideslope, as indicated by GEI’s 
statement in the second paragraph of Section 8.8.1. 
 
Page 33, Section 9.3 – First sentence 
GEI states that the entire project is patrolled daily by APS personnel.  AEPCO is confused by 
this reference to APS, and is concerned that GEI has confused AEPCO’s facility with Arizona 
Public Service’s ash pond facilities.  Additionally, the AEPCO facility is patrolled every two 
hours by security personnel and on a daily basis by operations. 
 
Page 34, Section 10.0 – Fourth paragraph  
General Comment – Please note that the cooling tower blowdown is referred to by GEI as CTB.  
All AEPCO documentation uses CTBD.  This may be confusing to anyone referencing both GEI 
and AECPO documents in the future.   
 
Page 36, Section 11.1.3 – First paragraph  
Refer to Section 7.2 comments above. 



Page 38, Section 12.3  
GEI states AEPCO needs to address inadequate freeboard.  Refer to Section 7.2 comments.  GEI 
states that automatic pump shutoff controls should be provided.  AEPCO feels it would be of 
little benefit to install automatic pump shutoff controls compared to the cost of installation and 
maintenance.  Normal operation of the ash ponds includes recirculation of pond water to the 
plant to sluice ash back to the ponds.  This operation method ensures that outflow always equals 
or exceeds inflow to the ash ponds.  Normal scrubber slurry waste disposal flows to the scrubber 
waste storage ponds are 100 gallons per minute (gpm).  Although this water is not recycled, it 
would required 41 hours at normal disposal flow rates to the one active  scrubber waste storage 
pond to raise the pond level one foot.  However, AEPCO is investigating using the common Ash 
Pond Recirculation Water sump for passive freeboard level control.  Excess water from Ash 
Ponds 1 & 2 would overflow to Ash Ponds 3&4 which are not currently in-service and have a 
large freeboard available.  In the same manner, AEPCO is investigating using a standpipe 
attached to the HDPE piping between Scrubber Ponds 1 & 2 to send excess water to Scrubber 
Pond 2 which is not currently in-service and has a large freeboard available.  Any language 
suggesting that the facility does not maintain adequate freeboard should be deleted.   

Page 38, Section 12.4  
Section titled “Any New or Additional Monitoring Instruments…” - paragraph 1 – These 
comments are not new or additional to what AEPCO is already performing.  This paragraph 
should be deleted.  Third paragraph – GEI has recommended installing observation wells or 
piezometer instrumentation.  These items are not normally designed into or installed in ash ponds 
by consulting engineering firms.  These items are usually installed after leaks, pooling or seepage 
is discovered.  Each dike of the AEPCO facility is a dam, and as such, observation wells and 
piezometers would need to be installed along all exterior and interior dikes.  AEPCO believes 
this to be a generic comment by GEI.  If seepage, water pooling at dike toes, or significant 
HDPE liner leaks are discovered in the future, AEPCO would then consider installation of 
observation wells or piezometer instrumentation.  

Page 39, Section 12.5  
Section 11.2 of the GEI report states that “The seven impoundment dams were generally found 
to be in satisfactory condition”.  In Section 12.5, GEI give the ponds a “FAIR” rating.  Verbal 
comments from GEI personnel in the site meeting and inspections, including the debrief, 
indicated that the ponds were satisfactory.  AEPCO is confused that GEI gave a satisfactory 
rating to the facility in the exit debrief, refers to the facility as satisfactory in Section 11.2, and 
then assesses the ponds as “FAIR” in Section 12.5.  The ADWR Flood Warning and Dam Safety 
Section report dated December 19, 2008, states that there are no existing safety deficiencies with 
the AEPCO facility.  AEPCO maintains that our facility should be assessed “SATISFACTORY”, 
based upon GEI’s verbal comments, report text, and AEPCO’s highly performing staff, 
operations, maintenance, testing program, and past record with permitting agencies.  As such, the 
report should be revised to assess the facility as “Satisfactory” consistent with GEI’s verbal 
assessment and the facility’s performance. 



Appendix B 
Coal Combustion Waste (CCW) Impoundment Inspection Form for Ash Pond No. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 
Scrubber Waste Storage Ponds – page 3 – Liner Permeability for clay is incorrect.  Correct 
permeability is 1 x 10EE-6 cm/s. 
 
Coal Combustion Waste (CCW) Impoundment Inspection Form for Ash Pond No. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 
Scrubber Waste Storage Ponds – page 4 – Impoundment design date is incorrect.  Correct date is 
1994. 
 

 






























