


NOTE 
 
Subject: EPA Comments on Edison International – Homer City Generating Station, Homer 

City, PA  
Round 10 Draft Assessment Report 

 
To:  File 
 
Date:  May 10, 2012 
 
 

1. Please replace "inspection" with "assessment" globally in the report.   
 

2. On p. iv and p. 12 for section 3.5, the report states:"Remedial Measures 
Recommendations, Make provisions to address any deficiencies identified by the 
above recommended seepage analyses." Please add "and stability" after "seepage." 
 

3. In each section (2.1.2, 2.1.3, 2.1.4, and 2.1.5) please correct the following statement: 
"Wastewater exists the Pond via percolation to the under drain system and through a 
skimmer and baffled weir structure into a wet well similar to the other Ponds." 
 

4. Section 2.5 indicates that "No hydrologic or hydraulic data was available for review 
by GZA at the time of this inspection."  The need for this ought to be included in the 
list of recommendations.  The lack of this data also falls under the rationale for a 
condition rating of "poor" and should be noted as a General Deficiency. This 
comment applies to all related sections pertaining to contractor noted deficiencies of 
the facility as well as necessary utility actions to be taken. See Section 3.2 “Studies 
and Analyses” as comment applies. 
 

5. In the “Figures” appendix, Figure 2 “Ortho-Photo Locus Map Coal Combustion 
Surface Impoundments,” it may be advantageous, if possible given the scale of the 
aerial photo, to highlight with a colored line the perimeter of respective hydrologic 
units, It is somewhat difficult to discern the perimeter of units from the callouts 
bubbles. 
 

6. Please insert the checklists for the four ash recycling units ahead of the ten units that 
were not assessed. 
 

7. Please insert the photos for the four ash recycling units ahead of the ten units that 
were not assessed.  
 

8. It is requested that either in Appendix C- the checklist, or in section 1.2 there be a 
specific statement made to address the following question: “Is any part of the 
impoundment built over wet ash, slag, or other unsuitable materials (like TVA)?”  
Please correct for each of the four assessed impoundments. 



 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection’s Division of Dam Safety 
Comments On: 

 
Draft Report – Round 10 Dam Assessment 

 
Homer City Generating Station 

 
Homer City, Pennsylvania 

 
Report has been prepared for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C. by 
GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc. (GZA). 
 
Comments per Section of the Report: 
 
Executive Summary 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection’s Division of Dam Safety (DDS) concurs 
with the deficiencies described by GZA for the structures inspected on May 16, 2011.  The 
observations and deficiencies noted for the four of the fourteen dams investigated by GZA 
contract seem appropriate.  The list of general deficiencies, operation and maintenance 
recommendations, and minor repair recommendations is complete and thorough.   
It should be noted that the concurrence of DDS corresponds to statements made about dam 
embankment structures and related appurtenances only and not for observations made 
concerning other features of the power plant.  
 
1.0 Description of Project 
 

1.2.6 Size Classification 
The size of the four dams investigated by GZA does not meet the minimum size requirements to 
be considered regulated as a dam by DDS regulations.  The second paragraph states that DDS 
would classify the recycle ponds as Class C structures.  While the size of the structure does 
satisfy the C Size Category for regulated dams, DDS would not classify these dams and would 
simply state that the dams are non-jurisdictional.  This matter is also mentioned in the last 
sentence which states that the PADEP does not regulate the Ash Recycle Ponds as dams.  It is 
important to note that DDS does consider these structures to be dams; however, DDS does not 
regulate these impoundments because they do not meet the size requirements for jurisdictional 
dams.  Larger dams of the same purpose would be regulated. 
 
1.2.7 Hazard Potential Classification 
As in the previous comment, the final sentence states the PADEP does not regulate the Ash 
Recycle Ponds as dams.  DDS does not rate the hazard potential for dams not meeting the size 
requirements for regulated dams. 
 
2.0 Inspection 
DDS concurs with the observations reported by GZA for the structures.  The inspection report 
thoroughly documents the conditions on the date of the inspection and DDS has no further 
comments to add.  
 



 

3.0 Assessments and Recommendations 
Again, DDS concurs with GZA’s recommendations regarding operation, maintenance, repair and 
other remedial measures.   
 
GZA classifies the Ash Recycle Ponds 1 through 4 as Low Hazard Structures under the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s hazard rating criteria.  This is based on the fact that all of the 
ponds are relatively small in size and that if there was a failure, no loss of life would be expected 
and any environmental or economic damage due to failure would be minimal.  Although the 
ponds are considered as Low hazard, it should be noted that they have been given a poor 
condition rating.  These condition rating were based on both visual inspection and the fact that 
no geotechnical information was available for the structures.   
 
PADEP Action 
DDS proposes no action because for the structures of interest, DDS has completed a 
jurisdictional determination for the dams and has determined that the four dams are considered 
“non- jurisdictional.”  Of the other 10 dams inspected on May 16-17, 2011, but not reported on, 
several are considered jurisdiction by DDS.  DDS will continue to inspect and monitor these 
dams at the rate established by DDS regulations.  
 












