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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
1.1 Introduction  
 

AMEC was contracted by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), via 
contract BPA EP09W001702, to perform site assessments of selected coal combustion 
byproducts surface impoundments.    As part of this contract with EPA, AMEC was assigned to 
perform a site assessment of Georgia Power Company’s Plant Hammond, which is located just 
west of Rome, Georgia as shown on Figure 1, the Project Location Map.   
 
A site visit to Plant Hammond was made by AMEC on April 26 and 27, 2010.  The purpose of 
the visit was to perform visual observations, to inventory coal combustion waste (CCW) surface 
impoundments, inspect the containment dikes, and to collect relevant historical impoundment 
documentation.     
 
AMEC engineers, Don Dotson, P.E. and Mary Swiderski, EIT, were accompanied during the site 
visit by the following individuals:   
 

Table 1. Site Visit Attendees 
 

Company or Organization Name and Title 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Jim Kohler, PE, Office of Solid Waste and 
Emergency Request 

Georgia Power Company Brandon Dillard, Plant Manager 

Georgia Power Company Eric Collins, Plant Engineering Manager 

Georgia Power Company Tina Maroney, Plant Compliance Team Leader 

Georgia Power Company 
Rochelle Routman, Environmental Specialist, 
Environmental Affairs 

Southern Company 
Ronald Wood, PG, Engineering Geologist, 
Hydro Services 

Southern Company 
Gary McWhorter, PE, Earth Science and 
Environmental Engineering 

Troutman Sanders Hollister Hill, Attorney 

 
1.2 Project Background 
 
CCW results from the power production processes at coal fired power plants like Georgia 
Power’s Plant Hammond.  Impoundments (dams) are designed and constructed to provide 
storage and disposal for the CCW that are produced.  Georgia Power refers to the CCW 
impoundments at the Plant Hammond facility as Ash Ponds 1, 2, 3, and 4. 
 
The National Inventory of Dams (NID), administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), provides a hazard rating for many dams within the United States.  Ash Ponds 1, 2, 
and 4 are included in the database but are not rated on the NID.  Ash Pond 3 is not listed on the 
NID. 
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The Safe Dams Program is the body within the Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Protection Division (EPD) that defines the term dam, as well as regulates dam 
design, construction and repair.  The Safe Dams Program also evaluates dams in order to 
assign a dam category classification to each structure.  Each dam within the state that is over 
25 feet in height or has at least 100 acre-feet of storage capacity is assigned either a Category I 
or Category II classification.  The Category I classification is assigned to structures “where 
improper operation or dam failure would result in probable loss of human life.  Situations 
constituting probable loss of life are those situations involving frequently occupied structures or 
facilities, including, but not limited to, residences, commercial and manufacturing facilities, 
schools, and churches.”  A Category II classification indicates that “improper operation or dam 
failure would not expect to result in probable loss of human life.”   These definitions are from the 
Rules of Georgia EPD Chapter 391-3-8 Rules for Dam Safety, Section 391-3-8.02(d) and (e). 
There are four existing ash ponds at Plant Hammond.  Ash Pond 1, Ash Pond 2, and Ash Pond 
4 have been classified by the EPD’s Safe Dams Program as Category II dams.  The 
classification given by the Georgia EPD for Ash Pond 3 is “TBS,” or to be studied.  According to 
the Safe Dam Rules, Category I dams are permitted and monitored continuously, while 
Category II dams are not permitted, but are re-inventoried every 5 years.  The re-inventory 
procedure is conducted to determine if adjacent or downstream development has changed or 
has been proposed to change in a manner that would necessitate a reclassification to a 
Category I dam. 
 
As part of the observations and evaluations performed at Plant Hammond, AMEC completed 
EPA’s Coal Combustion Dam Inspection Checklists and Coal Combustion Waste (CCW) 
Impoundment Inspection Forms.  Inspection forms for each CCW ash pond are presented in 
Appendix A.  The Impoundment Inspection Forms include a section that assigns a “Hazard 
Potential” that is used to indicate what would occur following failure of an impoundment.  
“Hazard Potential” choices include “Less than Low,” “Low,” “Significant,” and “High.”  Based on 
the site visit evaluation of the impoundments, AMEC engineers assigned a “Significant Hazard 
Potential” classification to Ash Ponds 1, 2 and 4, while the Ash Pond 3 impoundment was 
assigned a “Low Hazard Potential” classification.  As defined on the Inspection Form, dams 
assigned a “Significant Hazard Potential” classification are those dams where failure or 
misoperation results in no probable loss of human life but can cause economic loss, 
environmental damage, disruption of lifeline facilities, or can impact other concerns.  “Significant 
Hazard Potential” classification dams are often located in predominantly rural or agricultural 
areas but could be located in areas with population and significant infrastructure.”  “Low Hazard 
Potential” classification definition is reserved for dams where “failure or misoperation results in 
no probable loss of human life and low economic and/or environmental losses.  Losses are 
principally limited to the owner’s property.” 
 
1.2.1 State Issued Permits 
 
The Georgia Department of Natural Resources has issued Georgia EPD National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NDPES) Permit No. GA0001457 to Georgia Power Company.  
This NPDES Permit authorizes the Georgia Power Company to discharge from Plant Hammond 
to Smith Cabin Creek and Coosa River (Coosa River Basin).  The permit became effective on 
November 9, 2007 and is set to expire on June 30, 2012. 
 
The state of Georgia issues operating permits for those impoundments that are given the 
Category I classification.  There are no Category I impoundments at Plant Hammond, therefore 
the state has not issued operating permits for this facility.   
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1.3 Site Description and Location 
 
Georgia Power’s Plant Hammond is located in Floyd County, Georgia, approximately 10 miles 
west of the city of Rome.  The area surrounding the plant boundary is a primarily rural with an 
adjacent industrial facility and sparse residential development.  The Coosa River is located 
directly adjacent to the facility’s south side.  The distance between the closes point of the ash 
ponds and the Coosa River is between approximately 200 to 400 feet in the case of Ash Ponds 
1, 2, and 4, and 1,700 feet in the case of Ash Pond 3.   Smith Cabin Creek flows past the east 
side of the plant facility, approximately 200 and 500 feet east of Ash Ponds 1 and 3, 
respectively.  A railroad is located on the east side of Ash Ponds 1 and 3.  The tracks sit on top 
of the east embankment of Ash Pond 1, but sit on their own (separate) embankment adjacent to 
and below the east embankment of Ash Pond 3.  The Photo Site Plan, included as Figure 2, 
shows the location of the four ash ponds on the site, their proximity to the river and creek, and 
the location of the railroad.   
 
An aerial photograph of the region indicating the location of Plant Hammond’s ash ponds in 
relation to schools, hospitals, and other critical infrastructure located within approximately 5 
miles down gradient of the ash ponds is included as Figure 3, the Critical Infrastructure Map.  A 
table that provides names and coordinate data for the infrastructure is included on the map.    
 
1.4 Ash Ponds 
 
Plant Hammond utilizes coal in the production of electricity. In this process, two types of ash are 
generated: fly ash and bottom ash.  Bottom ash, the heavier and coarser of the two, is wet 
sluiced to Ash Pond 2, where it is dewatered, excavated, and transported to Ash Pond 4 for dry 
stacking or to the off-site permitted Huffaker Road solid waste disposal facility.  Fly ash can be 
transported out of the plant via a dry ash collection system or by wet sluicing.  When utilizing the 
dry ash system, the fly ash is transported to the dry ash silo where it is loaded onto trucks and 
hauled to Ash Pond 4 or to the Huffaker Road facility.  When the fly ash is sluiced wet, it goes to 
Ash Pond 2.  There it is dewatered, excavated, and transported to the Ash Pond 4 or to the off-
site permitted solid waste disposal facility.  Water from the dewatering process in Ash Pond 2 is 
transported to Ash Pond 1.  Water from Ash Pond 1 is recycled back to the plant for use in ash 
sluicing.  Excess water, above the amount used for sluicing, is discharged through permitted 
NPDES outfalls. 
 
The ash handling summary detailed above was provided to AMEC by Southern Company (SC) 
Generation engineers responsible for design and evaluation of the Plant Hammond facility 
operational processes.   Southern Company is the parent company of Georgia Power.  Design 
and communication documents provided to AMEC by Southern Company and Georgia Power 
indicate the following shared background for Ash Ponds 1 through 4.   
  

 Each of the four ash ponds at Plant Hammond contain fly ash, bottom ash, boiler 
slag, pyrites, and low volume waste as defined under 40 CFR 423.11.   Flue gas 
emission residue is contained only in Ash Pond 2. 

 Each ash pond was designed internally by Southern Company professional 
engineers.   

 A professional engineer supervised the construction of each ash pond.  

 Inspection of each of the four ash ponds is currently performed by a professional 
engineer. 
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Ash pond plan views and typical embankment cross sections are illustrated on Figures 4 and 5 
and 6, 7, 8 and 9, respectively.  Background information that is specific to each ash pond is 
presented in the following sections.  More comprehensive information is provided in Section 2, 
Field Assessment.   
 
1.4.1 Ash Pond 1 
 
Ash Pond 1 was commissioned in 1952 with a total storage capacity of 1,291,000 cubic yards 
(CY), a corresponding surface area of 35 acres, and a maximum embankment height of 25 feet.  
The pond is currently in service as a co-treatment facility, receives only low volume wastes, and 
does not receive any other liquid-borne material.  The volume of stored material, as of 
November 2006, was measured at 943,000 CY.      
 
1.4.2 Ash Pond 2 
 
Ash Pond 2 was commissioned in 1969 with a total storage capacity of 821,000 CY, a 
corresponding surface area of 21.2 acres, and a maximum embankment height of 24 feet.  A 
dike was added to this pond in 1998, effectively dividing the pond in half.  This pond is currently 
used as a dewatering facility for fly ash and bottom ash, with dewatering operations alternating 
between halves.  The halves are hydraulically connected via 24-inch corrugated metal pipes.  
Dewatered ash is excavated and transported to a permitted dry stacking area in Ash Pond 4 or 
the nearby Huffaker Road facility, a permitted solid waste disposal location.  According to 
reports from Georgia Power, the volume of material stored in Ash Pond 2 as of July 2007 was 
677,000 CY.   
 
1.4.3 Ash Pond 3 
 
Ash Pond 3 was commissioned in 1974 with a total storage capacity of 1,108,000 CY, a 
corresponding surface area of 25 acres, and a maximum embankment height of 28 feet.  
Although commissioned in 1974, the pond was not placed into operation until June 1977.    In 
July 1977, seepage was identified in the concrete drainage ditch along the toe of the west 
downstream slope.  Sluicing operations to Ash Pond 3 were immediately routed to existing Ash 
Pond 1.  In early August 1977, Law Engineering Testing Company initiated an investigation to 
determine the cause of the seepage.  In October 1977, Law Engineering Testing Company 
issued their final report and actions were undertaken to address the problem.  Ash Pond 3 was 
placed back in operation in October 1977.  The water level within Ash Pond 3 was maintained 
as low as possible by discharging to Ash Pond 1.  Ash Pond 3 was ultimately converted to a dry 
ash disposal area in the early 1980's.   Currently, this pond is full, no longer receives liquid-
borne material, and is considered inactive.   
 
1.4.4 Ash Pond 4 
 
Ash Pond 4 was commissioned in 1986 with a total storage capacity of 2,003,000 CY, a 
corresponding surface area of 54 acres, and a maximum embankment height of 35 feet.  
Georgia Power submitted an application to EPD in 1994 for permission to operate Ash Pond 4 
as a dry stacking facility.  Permission was granted, with a second, similar request submitted and 
granted in 2000.  This ash pond is currently operated as an approved dry stacking facility and 
no longer receives liquid-borne material.  Although the stack increased capacity, it did not 
expand the pond.  According to reports from Georgia Power, the volume of material stored in 
Ash Pond 4 as of July 2007 was 1,732,000 CY.   
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1.5 Previously Identified Safety Issues 
 
Discussions with plant personnel and review of provided documentation indicate that there are 
no current or previously identified safety issues from the previous 5 years at Plant Hammond. 
 
1.6 Site Geology 
 
The October 1977 report provided by Law Engineering Testing Company, (Georgia Power Item 
HMD-API 039), investigated a water loss beneath Ash Pond 3, and provides information that 
describes the soil and rock conditions of the area.  According to the report, “Three general soil 
categories were identified from the soil test borings:  (1) fill, (2) terrace material (represents the 
upper stratum of the naturally occurring soils and is typically about 10 feet thick), and (3) 
residuum.”   The report further describes that soil excavated adjacent to the pond and just north 
of Highway 20, as well as existing soil excavated from the north half of the proposed bottom of 
the pond, were used to construct the pond’s dike.  Many samples included fill and terrace soils 
in a mixed state, therefore difficult to describe separately.  However, these two soil categories 
were generally described in the report as “red, black, brown, tan, clayey sand or silty, sandy clay 
with gravel.”  Permeability ranged from 7.62 x 10-7 to 5.08 x 10-6 centimeters per second 
(cm/sec) for the fill soil, while the terrace soil was typically about 2.54 x 10-4 cm/sec. 
 
The soil from the residuum category was described as “a brown, red, tan, fine-sandy-silty clay 
containing some laminated zones and with occasional shale limestone fragments which 
increased in frequency toward the top of the rock.”  Further, the thickness of the residuum 
beneath the dike was described to vary considerably.  A thickness of 35 feet was found under 
the western portion, while a thickness of 5 to 6 feet was indicated by several borings taken from 
both the west and north portions of the dike. 
 
The report states that Ash Pond 3 “is underlain by rock units of the Conasauga Formation which 
is Cambrian in age.  The rock type mapped in the area is described as shale containing thin-
bedded limestone and calcareous siltstone.  Less than one-half mile north of the ash pond, a 
major thrust fault, the Rome fault, has positioned the Cambrian Conasauga over the 
Mississippian Floyd shale.  The fault dips to the south and passes beneath the ash pond at a 
probable depth of several hundred feet.” 
 
Several shallow borings were completed along the northern portion of the dike surrounding Ash 
Pond 3, as well as the area just to the west of the dike.  With the exception of bedding 
characteristics, two very similar rock types were found to exist at these locations.  One rock 
“may be generally described as a hard grey and dark grey, laminated to thin-bedded, fine 
grained, argillaceous limestone,” while the other is a “dark gray, thin-bedded to nodular or 
irregularly bedded, fine grained, argillaceous limestone.” 
 
The investigation also reported that solution cavities were penetrated by several borings.  
Cavities “up to 3.5 feet thick” occurred within the “upper 20 feet of rock” on the east side of the 
ash pond, while cavities on the north and west sides “ranged from 0.8 to 2.8 feet thick” and 
occurred in the upper 10 feet of rock.  At the time, “all of the cavities penetrated were open, with 
no filling material.” 
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1.7 Inventory of Provided Materials   

 
Southern Company and Georgia Power provided AMEC with numerous documents pertaining to 
the design and operation of Plant Hammond.  These documents were used in the preparation of 
this report and are listed in Appendix D, Inventory of Provided Materials. 
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2.0 FIELD ASSESSMENT 

2.1 Visual Observations  

 
AMEC performed visual inspections of Plant Hammond’s Ash Ponds 1, 2, 3, and 4 on April 26th 
and 27th, 2010.  Assessment of the ash ponds was completed in general accordance with 
FEMA’s Federal Guidelines for Dam Safety, Hazard Potential Classification System for Dams, 
April 2004.  The EPA Coal Combustion Dam Inspection Checklist and Coal Combustion Waste 
(CCW) Impoundment Inspection Form were completed for each ash pond during the site visit.  
These completed forms were provided to the EPA via email five business days following the site 
visit.  (Refer to Appendix A for copies of the completed checklist forms).  Additionally, 
photographs were taken of each impoundment during the site visit.  The photo log, descriptions, 
and photo location site maps for each ash pond can be found in Appendix B.  Rainfall data for 
the Rome, Georgia area was collected for the 30 days prior to the site visit.  A rather sizeable 
rain of 2.4 inches fell two days before the visit.  Table 2, below, summarizes the rainfall data for 
the days immediately preceding AMEC’s site visit. 
 

Table 2. Plant Hammond Rainfall Data 
 

Rainfall Prior to Site Visit 

Date Rainfall (in.) 

April 19, 2010 0.0 

April 20, 2010 0.0 

April 21, 2010 0.27 

April 22, 2010 0.0 

April 23, 2010 0.0 

April 24, 2010 0.0 

April 25, 2010 2.4 

April 26, 2010 0.0 

Total (7 days prior to visit) 2.67 

Total (30 days prior to visit) 4.17 

 
2.2 Visual Observations - Ash Pond 1 

 
Ash Pond 1, commissioned in 1952, is a co-treatment facility and receives only low volume 
wastes.  At the time of the site visit, railroad tracks were noted located along the eastern and 
southern dikes (photos 1-9 and 1-14). 
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2.2.1 Ash Pond 1 - Embankments and Crest 

 
Ash Pond 1 has an incised configuration along the northern and western banks, however, the 
remainder of the pond has a diked configuration. According to design drawings, the 
embankment is approximately 25 feet high and the pool area is 35 acres.  At the time of the site 
visit there was approximately 9 feet of freeboard within the pond.  In general, the downstream 
embankment was covered with moderate vegetation (photo 1-35). 
 
Surficial depressions that appeared to be the result of rutting from vehicles were noted along the 
crest of the southern dike (photos 1-16 and 1-26 through 1-30).  Additional wet areas, also 
apparently the result of rutting from maintenance trucks, were noted at the southern and eastern 
downstream toe (photos 1-31, 1-32, 1-36, and 1-37). 

 
2.2.2 Ash Pond 1 - Outlet Control Structure 
 
The primary outlet structure is located on the southern portion of the western dike of Ash Pond 1 
(photos 1-20, 1-22, 1-23, 1-24, and 1-43).  The structure contains both a 24-inch reinforced 
fiberglass pipe (FRP) plant reuse line (NPDES Discharge 01F) and a 36-inch FRP Coosa River 
discharge line (NPDES Discharge 01B). 
 
As originally constructed, there was an 18-inch RCP on the northeast side of Ash Pond 1 that 
acted as the primary discharge to Smith Cabin Creek, an adjacent stream on the east side of 
the pond.  We understand that the 18-inch pipe has since been grouted closed and is no longer 
in use. 
 
The emergency outlet is a vertical structure located within the south-western portion of the pond 
(photos 1-17 and 1-19).  The square spillway structure is 17-feet tall, and has sides measuring 
3-feet 8-inches in length.  Several rectangular inlets, measuring 3-feet wide by 1-foot high, are 
spaced vertically along the structure to allow emergency discharge from the pond at varying 
water surface elevations.  A 36-inch diameter reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) is located at the 
invert of the structure and carries discharge to the Coosa River (NPDES Discharge 07).  
Although high tailwater from recent rainfall hid outfall number 7 at the Coosa River (photo 1-40), 
clear, flow was noted moving through the emergency discharge sampling point (photos 1-41 
and 1-42). 

 
2.3 Visual Observations - Ash Pond 2 
 
Ash Pond 2 was commissioned in 1969 and was redeveloped in 1998 by adding a diagonal dike 
through the middle to create essentially two equally sized sluicing ponds.  The pond is used as 
a dewatering facility for fly ash and bottom ash.  The ash is excavated and transported to the 
EPD approved dry stacking area in Ash Pond 4 or the Coal Combustion By-Product Disposal 
area at Georgia Power’s nearby permitted Huffaker Road solid waste facility. 
 
2.3.1 Ash Pond 2 - Embankments and Crest 

 
Ash Pond 2 is a diked structure with a 24-foot high embankment.  The pool area is 21.2 acres 
and freeboard at the time of the site visit was approximately 6 feet.  Two repairs had been 
completed at previous slide locations along the north-western and western downstream slope 
(photos 2-13, 2-14, 2-17, 2-18, and 2-19).  The length of the repaired areas was approximately 
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300 feet and 360 feet, respectively.  The repairs were completed two to three weeks prior to the 
site-visit (early April 2001) and consisted of filter fabric, gravel, and rip-rap. 
 
A drainage ditch was noted along the northern downstream toe (photos 2-7 and 2-48).  
Additionally, a ditch-like area referred to by Georgia Power personnel as an “unnamed creek” 
was located along the northern downstream toe in the vicinity of the drainage ditch (photos 2-9, 
2-10, 2-12, 2-46, and 2-47). 
 
An uneven ground surface, which consisted of bulges and depressions, was noted along the 
northern and western downstream slope (photos 2-11, 2-21, 2-22, and 2-23).  Steep slopes and 
sloughing were observed along the southern downstream slope (photos 2-30 through 2-35).  
Gravel had been placed along the downstream toe at some of these locations (photos 2-27 and 
2-29).  Cracks were visible in the haul road that runs parallel to the southern dike and functions 
as the access road to Ash Pond 4 (photos 2-36 and 2-37). 
 
Several wet areas were noted along the western dike toe (photos 2-15, and 2-38 through 2-41). 

 
2.3.2 Ash Pond 2 - Outlet Control Structure 

 
Ash Pond 2 does not have an open channel spillway.  The primary outlet, which discharges flow 
into Ash Pond 1, consists of a 30-inch reinforced fiberglass pipe (FRP) (photos 2-5 and 2-6).  
Although the intake was submerged, water was assumed to be discharging from the pond to 
Ash Pond 1.  The discharge could not be confirmed.  The emergency outlet from Ash Pond 2 is 
a 24-inch diameter vertical inlet that is located at the southwest corner of the pond (photos 2-25, 
2-26, and 2-28). 

 
2.4 Visual Observations - Ash Pond 3 
 
Ash Pond 3, commissioned in 1974, is full, inactive, and no longer receives liquid-borne 
materials.  The pond contained some water from previous rainfall events at the time of the site 
assessment. 
 
2.4.1 Ash Pond 3 - Embankments and Crest 

 
Ash Pond 3 has a 28-foot high, diked embankment.  The pool area is 25 acres and was 
generally dry at the time of the site visit.  Water within the structure was assumed to be runoff 
from recent rain events (photos 3-3 and 3-4). A majority of the ash in the pond is covered with 
brush and large trees.   Railroad tracks were located directly adjacent to and below the pond’s 
eastern and southern dikes (photos 3-14, 3-15, 3-16, 3-18, and 3-21).  The dikes appeared to 
be maintained and mowed. 

 
2.4.2 Ash Pond 3 - Outlet Control Structure 

 
The inactive primary outlet (photos 3-9 and 3-10) and emergency outlet (photos 3-23, 3-25 and 
3-29) were observed along the western  and northeastern sides of the pond, respectively. 

 
2.5 Visual Observations - Ash Pond 4 
 
Ash Pond 4 was commissioned in 1986 but was re-permitted and currently serves as a dry coal 
ash stacking facility that no longer receives liquid-borne material.  Georgia EPD approved ash 
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stacking plans, submitted in 1994 and 2000, that expanded that pond’s ash stacking capacity, 
but did not expand the pond footprint or the perimeter dams. 
 
2.5.1 Ash Pond 4 - Embankments and Crest 

 
Ash Pond 4 is contained by a 35-foot high, diked embankment, with a 54-acre pool area.  A 
freeboard of approximately 10 feet was noted during the site visit.  The majority of the ash 
material in the pond is covered with brush.  The dikes appeared to be vegetated, generally 
maintained, and mowed. 
 
Several areas along the southern and western downstream face lacked vegetation.  Reseeding 
efforts were noted to be in progress during the site visit (photos 4-16, 4-26, 4-27, 4-31, 4-32, 
and 4-36).  Previous seepage, noted along the southern toe, led to the installation of trench and 
finger drains (photos 4-8, 4-9, 4-11, 4-12, and 4-15).  Wet areas were noted along the northern 
and southern toes (photos 4-5 and 4-44).  Minor sloughs were noted along the southern 
downstream slope (photos 4-7 and 4-13). 

 
2.5.2 Ash Pond 4 - Outlet Control Structure 

 
The primary (inactive) and emergency outlets were observed just inside the northwestern corner 
of the impoundment (photos 4-18 and 4-39, 4-40, and 4-41).  The emergency outlet structure is 
a vertical half 36-inch diameter pipe discharge riser connected to an 18-inch polyethylene pipe. 
Flow discharges in a westerly direction.  Dried ash from Ash Pond 2 is stacked in Ash Pond 4 
under an EPD approved dry stacking plan. There is a small wet pond area that exists in the 
northwestern corner of the pond where the primary and emergency outlets are located.  
Additionally, moisture from the dry stacked material and runoff from the pond surface pool in this 
area. 
 
2.6 Monitoring Instrumentation 
 
Historically, impoundment monitoring equipment has not been used at the Plant Hammond 
facility.  However, a total of 13 piezometers were installed at various locations around the ash 
ponds in March of 2010 to monitor piezometric levels within and below the embankments.  
Piezometer installation locations for each ash pond are shown on Figure 10.  Typical well 
construction consisted of a 2-inch diameter PVC pipe, 10-foot slotted screen, silica sand filter 
pack and a bentonite seal.  Piezometers are read by plant personnel on a monthly basis.  Table 
3 provides summary information for the recently added instrumentation.  Figures 4 and 5 
illustrate the locations of the impoundment monitoring piezometers and Appendix C contains 
corresponding data graphs.  According to Plant Hammond personnel, Ash Pond 4 piezometer 
AP4-3 was found to be dry at the time of each reading.  Results from this piezometer do not 
appear on the submitted reports.  Due to the recent installation, a trend cannot be noted at this 
time.  Generally, the data indicates an increase in phreatic surface which may be explained by a 
large rainfall that occurred over May 1 and May 2, 2010. 
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Table 3. Plant Hammond Piezometric Data 
 

Piezometer ID Location 
Screen 
Material 

Water Surface 
Elevation (MSL) 

April 8, 2010 

Water Surface 
Elevation (MSL) 

May 11,  2010 

AP1-1 Eastern DS Toe Silty Sand 572.55 572.48 

AP1-2 Eastern US Crest Silty Sand 567.39 576.64 

AP1-3 Eastern US Crest Clay 576.67 578.6 

AP2-2 Southern DS Crest Silty Sand 577.05 582.03 

AP2-3 Southern DS Crest Sandy Silt 567.8 564.45 

AP3-1 Inside North-eastern dike Fly Ash 583.94 582.28 

AP3-2 North-eastern DS Crest Sandy Silt 569.83 569.93 

AP3-3 North-eastern DS Crest Sandy Clay 576.23 578.65 

AP4-1 Southern DS Toe Silty Sand 561.22 564.79 

AP4-2 Southern DS Crest Sandy Clay 564.79 565.68 

AP4-3 Southern DS Crest Sandy Clay No Records Available 

AP4-4 Western DS Crest Sandy Clay Dry 582.01 

AP4-5 Western DS Crest Silty Sand Dry 571.48 
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3.0 DATA EVALUATION 

3.1 Design Assumptions 

 
AMEC has reviewed the design assumptions related to the design and analysis of the hydraulic 
adequacy and stability of Ash Ponds 1 through 4 based on the results of our site visit and the 
historical impoundment information provided to us by Georgia Power.  The design assumptions 
are described in the following sections. 

 
3.2 Hydrologic and Hydraulic Design 
 
3.2.1 Ash Pond 1 - Hydrologic and Hydraulic Design 

 
Georgia Power provided AMEC with an evaluation summary of the effects of a 10-year, 24-hour 
storm on the co-treatment pond, Ash Pond 1.  The summary appears to have been completed in 
the year 2006 or 2007, likely in conjunction with the facility’s NPDES permit application, and 
contains projections of the remaining volume in million gallons (MG) that would be available for 
wet storage in Ash Pond 1 through the year 2012.  This calculation assumes that the pond 
operating water surface elevation would be held steady at elevation 583.5 feet.  The main 
findings of the evaluation are shown below. 
 

A. Total Dry Weather Process Flow:    9.99 MGD 
 

B. Total Rainfall Runoff       11.37 MGD 
Total Plant Runoff Area 86.3 acres 
(not including Ash Pond 4) 
10-year, 24-hour storm 5.55 inches 
Annual Rainfall  54.21 inches 
Equivalent Direct Runoff 4.85 inches 

 
C. Required Water Volume (A+B)    21.36 MG 

 
D. Ash Pond 1 Remaining Wet Storage (above elev. 583.5) 70.02 MG 

(static for years 2007 - 2012) 
 

E. Available volume on 12/31/2012    70.02 MG 
 
At elevation 583.5, the available wet storage volume of 70 MG in Ash Pond 1 safely exceeds 
the calculated storage volume of 21.4 MG that is required to contain the 10-year, 24-hour event 
facility runoff plus the dry weather process flows.  According to notes provided with the 
hydrologic evaluation summary, the rainfall runoff was determined using the Soil Conservation 
Service (SCS) Method and Georgia manual for Sediment and Erosion Control, 2000 edition.  
Additionally, no dry ash sales are projected and the volume projected through year 2012 
assumes that dry stacking facilities will continue operation to prevent pond storage volume from 
falling below the minimum required for co-treatment purposes. 
 
The emergency overflow structure for Ash Pond 1, located on the southwest side of the 
impoundment, is a vertically oriented, concrete square box, 17-feet tall, with side dimensions of 
3-feet 8-inches.  There are eight opposing, staggered rectangular openings in the sides of the 
box that measure 3-feet wide by 1-foot high and are located on 3-feet centers with inverts 
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ranging from 577 feet to 587.3 feet.  Flow exits this vertical overflow structure through a 36-inch 
diameter RCP with invert elevation 572 feet.  This flow discharges to the Coosa River.  Besides 
the hydrologic summary for the 10-year, 24-hour storm captured in Ash Pond 1 presented 
above, there was no additional documentation provided by Georgia Power that included any 
references to or calculations for emergency discharge flow rate requirements or runoff storage 
volume capabilities. 
 
Each of the ash ponds at Plant Hammond is classified as a Category II dam by the Georgia 
EPD.  As such, these facilities in Georgia are exempt from the dam safety regulations set forth 
in Georgia Environmental Rule 391-3-8 Dam Safety for Category I structures, and therefore not 
required to design these impoundments to any design storm level. 
 
3.2.2 Ash Pond 2 - Hydrologic and Hydraulic Design 

 
No hydraulic requirements or hydrologic calculations for Ash Pond 2 were provided to AMEC for 
review. 
 
3.2.3 Ash Pond 3 - Hydrologic and Hydraulic Design 
 
No hydraulic requirements or hydrologic calculations for Ash Pond 3 were provided to AMEC for 
review. 
 
3.2.4 Ash Pond 4 - Hydrologic and Hydraulic Design 
 
No hydraulic requirements or hydrologic calculations for Ash Pond 4 were provided to AMEC for 
review. 
 
3.3 Structural Adequacy & Stability 

 
The Georgia Department of Natural Resources Environmental Protection Division outlines rules 
and regulations for dam safety in Standards for the Design and Evaluation of Dams (391-3-8-
.09).  The regulations state that all Category I dams must be stable under all conditions of 
construction and/or operation of the impoundment.  Earthen dams, when analyzed using the 
methods, guidelines, and procedures of the agencies listed in the regulations to determine 
safety factors,  can be considered to have acceptable stability if the analyses yield at least the 
minimum safety factors shown in Table 4. 
 
To analyze the structural adequacy and stability of the Ash Ponds at Plant Hammond, AMEC 
reviewed the material provided by Georgia Power with respect to the load cases shown in Table 
4.  Factors of safety documented in the provided material were compared with those factors 
outlined in Table 4 to help determine whether the impoundments meet the requirements for 
acceptable stability. 
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Table 4. Georgia EPD Minimum Required Dam Safety Factors 
 

Load Case Required Minimum Factor of Safety 

End of Construction 1.3 

Steady State Seepage 1.5 

Steady State Seepage with Seismic Loading 1.1 

Rapid Drawdown (Upstream) 1.3 

Submerged Toe with Rapid Drawdown 1.3 

 
3.3.1 Soil Properties used in the May 2010 Stability Analyses 

 
The soil properties of unit weight, angle of internal friction, and cohesion used in the stability 
analyses were obtained from triaxial shear testing performed on relatively undisturbed samples 
of the fill and foundation soils obtained during drilling in March 2010. The testing was performed 
by S&ME, Inc. in accordance with ASTM D 4767 “Standard Test Method for Consolidated 
Undrained Triaxial Compression Test for Cohesive Soils.” The test data is reproduced in Table 
5 along with an independent calculation of the average moist unit weights of the samples prior 
to consolidation.  S&ME noted that “while S&ME is not responsible for the use or interpretation 
of these data we note that the test results do not appear to be consistent with our expectations 
for materials with these unified soil classifications.” 

 
Properties for ash were based on laboratory testing performed on undisturbed and remolded 
samples of ash from various plants and on the engineering judgment of Georgia Power 
personnel.   Ash test data was not made available to AMEC. 
 
In addition to S&ME’s statement (noted above) that the lab values do not appear to be 
consistent with the UCS classifications, we also note that five of the tests do not report total 
stress values.  Total stress parameters would be important for the Rapid Drawdown analyses 
using the Duncan, Wright, and Wong method implemented in SLOPE/W.  Since the effective 
stress parameters are determined by subtracting the pore pressures at failure from the total 
stress values, it is possible that the software used to calculate the total and effective stress 
envelopes back-calculates the total stresses from the p-q data instead of calculating the values 
directly.  This could explain why the total stress values were not provided.  In any event, both of 
these issues require further clarification and possibly examination of the raw test data. 
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Table 5. Triaxial Test Data 
 

   
Effective Stress 

Parameters 
Total Stress Parameters 

Soil Sample 
Avg. Dry 

Unit Weight, 
pcf* 

Avg. Moist 
Unit Weight, 

pcf 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

AP1 @5-7 
Foundation 

97.9 122.7 40 35.1 500 21.6 

AP3 @6-8 
Foundation 

107.9 127.0 260 31.7 N/A N/A 

AP4 @4'-6' 
Foundation 

89.1 116.0 0 34.5 750 12.5 

AP2 @4'-6' 
& 6'-8' Fill 

112.4 128.7 140 37.3 N/A N/A 

AP3 @8'-10' 
& 10'-12' Fill 

111.8 129.6 0 36.0 N/A N/A 

AP1-2 @10'-
12.5' 

117.6 133.9 270 32.6 N/A N/A 

AP2-3 @35'-
37' 

98.8 124.1 280 29.9 850 18.9 

AP3-1 @8'-
10' 

110.3 130.1 0 35.0 N/A N/A 

AP4-1 @10'-
12.5' 

92.5 117.7 0 32.7 0 26.8 

AP4 2/5 
@10'-12.5' 

106.3 126.9 130 30.5 240 31.0 

*Calculated using Gs, eo, and γdry. 
 
3.3.2 Ash Pond 1 - Structural Adequacy & Stability 
 
An April 1971 East Ash Pond Dike Stability Report was completed by Law Engineering Testing 
Company for Georgia Power.  At that time, only Ash Pond 1 (east end) and Ash Pond 2 (west 
end) existed at Plant Hammond.  This stability report was performed in anticipation of the 
additional loading that would be caused by a railroad proposed to be constructed along the top 
of the east dike of Ash Pond 1.  The report states that two soil test borings were drilled along the 
dike of Ash Pond 1.  Laboratory triaxial shear testing of the undisturbed soil samples obtained 
during the drilling process was used to determine the fill soil shear strength.  Additionally, the 
report states “shear strength data obtained from the laboratory testing of alluvial soils at the 
rotary car dumper have been used for similar soils at the ash pond dike location.”  This data was 
used together to evaluate dike stability when subjected to additional loading.  Conclusions from 
the analyses indicate the “safety factor against failure of the embankment when subjected to 
railroad loading is approximately 2.5 for the outside face of the dike.  The safety factor against 
failure for the inside face is approximately 1.5 for conditions during excavation of ash from the 
pond.”  After filling the basin with water to elevation 587 during normal operations, the safety 
factor of the inside face was determined to be slightly less than 2. 
 
In May 2010, Southern Company completed an in-house structural stability analysis for Ash 
Pond 1 (HAM-API 077).  The cross-sections modeled in the analysis are shown on Figure 10; 
this figure also shows the boring and piezometer installation locations .  Table 6 shows the soil 
properties used in the analysis along with the soil sampling source of the parameters. 
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Table 6. Ash Pond 1 Soil Properties and Source 
 

    
Effective Stress 

Parameters 
Total Stress 
Parameters 

Soil 
Sample 

Soil 
Description 

Avg. Dry 
Unit 

Weight, 
pcf* 

Avg. 
Moist Unit 

Weight, 
pcf 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

AP1-2 
@10'-12.5' 

Sandy Clay 
Fill 

117.6 133.9 270 32.6 N/A N/A 

AP1 @5-7 
Foundation 

Sandy Clay 
Fdn. 

97.9 122.7 40 35.1 500 21.6 

 
Sluiced Ash  80 0 10 -- 

-- 
 

 
Eleven load cases were analyzed including Steady State Seepage, Seismic, Train Surcharge, 
and Rapid Drawdown.  Of the eleven computed factors of safety, four were below the minimum 
criteria referenced in the analysis.  Of these, none involved a failure of the dike itself; the low 
factors of safety were associated with the stability of the ash contained within the dike.  As such, 
we judge these types of failure to be primarily maintenance concerns as opposed to dike safety 
problems, especially when the surface elevation of the ash is below the top of dike. 
 
3.3.3 Ash Pond 2 - Structural Adequacy & Stability 

 
Southern Company has recently completed an in-house structural stability analysis for Ash 
Pond 2 (HAM-API 077).  The cross-sections modeled in the analysis are shown on Figure 10; 
this figure also shows the boring and piezometer installation locations.  Table 7 shows the soil 
properties used in the analysis along with the soil sampling source of the parameters. 

 
Table 7. Ash Pond 2 Soil Properties and Source 

 

    
Effective Stress 

Parameters 
Total Stress 
Parameters 

Soil 
Sample 

Soil 
Description 

Avg. Dry 
Unit 

Weight, 
pcf* 

Avg. 
Moist Unit 

Weight, 
pcf 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

AP2 @4'-6' 
& 6'-8' Fill 

Clayey Sand 
Fill 

112.4 128.7 140 37.3 N/A N/A 

AP2-3 
@35'-37' 

Sandy Clay 
Fdn. 

98.8 124.1 280 29.9 850 18.9 

 Sluiced Ash  80 0 10 -- -- 

 
Six load cases were analyzed including Steady State Seepage, Seismic, and Rapid Drawdown.  
Of the six computed factors of safety, none were below the minimum criteria referenced in the 
analysis. 
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3.3.4 Ash Pond 3 - Structural Adequacy & Stability 
 
Southern Company has recently completed an in-house structural stability analysis for Ash 
Pond 3 (HAM-API 077).  The cross-sections modeled in the analysis are shown on Figure 10; 
this figure also shows the boring and piezometer installation locations .  Table 8 shows the soil 
properties used in the analysis along with the soil sampling source of the parameters. 

 
Table 8. Ash Pond 3 Soil Properties and Source 

 

    
Effective Stress 

Parameters 
Total Stress 
Parameters 

Soil Sample 
Soil 

Description 

Avg. Dry 
Unit 

Weight, 
pcf* 

Avg. Moist 
Unit 

Weight, pcf 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

AP3 @8'-10' 
& 10'-12' Fill 

Sandy Clay Fill 111.8 129.6 0 36.0 N/A N/A 

AP3 @6’-8’ 
Foundation 

Sandy Clay 
Fdn. 

107.9 127.0 260 31.7 N/A N/A 

AP3-1 @8'-
10' 

 110.3 130.1 0 35.0 N/A N/A 

 
Sluiced, 

Consolidated 
Ash 

 90 0 20 -- -- 

 
Two load cases were analyzed including Steady State Seepage and Seismic.  Rapid Drawdown 
was not analyzed since the interior of the dike is generally dry.  Of the two computed factors of 
safety, none were below the minimum criteria referenced in the analysis. 
 
3.3.5 Ash Pond 4 - Structural Adequacy & Stability 
 
Southern Company has recently completed an in-house structural stability analysis for Ash 
Pond 4 (HAM-API 077).  The cross-sections modeled in the analysis are shown on Figure 10; 
this figure also shows the boring and piezometer installation locations.  Table 9 shows the soil 
properties used in the analysis along with the soil sampling source of the parameters. 

 
Table 9. Ash Pond 4 Soil Properties and Source 

 

    
Effective Stress 

Parameters 
Total Stress 
Parameters 

Soil Sample 
Soil 

Description 

Avg. Dry 
Unit 

Weight, 
pcf* 

Avg. 
Moist 
Unit 

Weight, 
pcf 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

AP4 2/5 
@10'-12.5' 

Dike Fill 106.3 126.9 130 30.5 240 31.0 

AP4 @4'-6' 
Foundation 

Sandy Clay 
Fdn. 

89.1 116.0 0 34.5 750 12.5 

AP4-1 @10'-
12.5' 

 92.5 117.7 0 32.7 0 26.8 

 Sluiced,  90 0 20 -- -- 
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Effective Stress 

Parameters 
Total Stress 
Parameters 

Soil Sample 
Soil 

Description 

Avg. Dry 
Unit 

Weight, 
pcf* 

Avg. 
Moist 
Unit 

Weight, 
pcf 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

Cohesion, 
psf 

Friction, 
degrees 

Consolidated 
Ash 

 Stacked Ash  101 20 33.6 -- -- 

 

Two cross-sections, Section D-D’ and E-E’ were analyzed.  The most noticeable difference 
between the two cross-sections is that Section D-D’ shows stacked dry ash overlying 
consolidated ash while Section E-E’ shows sluiced ash underlying a free water surface.  The top 
of stacked ash in Section D-D’ is shown at elevation 632 while the top of dike is at elevation 
600. 
 
Six load cases were analyzed for each section.  Section D-D’ was analyzed for Steady State (in 
dike and in ash); Seismic (in dike and in ash); and an overall Steady State and Seismic intended 
to check deep stabilities.  All analyses for Section D-D’ were for the downstream side of the 
dike.  Section E-E’ was analyzed for downstream and upstream Steady State; downstream and 
upstream Seismic (in dike and in ash); and upstream Rapid Drawdown. 
 
Of the twelve load cases, two calculated factors of safety were below reference minimum 
criteria: Section D-D’ Downstream Seismic - in ash; and Section E-E’ Upstream Seismic - in 
ash.  The low factor of safety in Section E-E’ has a calculated minimum failure surface entirely 
within the confines of the dike (similar to Ash Pond 1, discussed above) and will not be 
considered further. 
 
The picture below (taken from page 143 of the Georgia Power analysis) shows the calculated 
failure surface during a seismic event of Section D-D’. 
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The concern with this low calculated factor of safety is that a failure during a seismic event could 
lead to material flowing over the dike into the environment, possibly reaching the Coosa River.  
The Georgia Power stability analysis notes that, “This number is below the required current 
minimum criteria, but is at the minimum criteria at the time of the design of the ash stack in the 
1990s according to the criteria set in the US Corps of Engineers Manual EM 1110-2-1902, April 
1970” (HAM-API 077, p. 6 of 196).  It is AMEC’s opinion that this issue is inadequately 
addressed and should be explored more thoroughly.  A possible solution could be as simple as 
flattening the outer slope of the ash stack adjacent to the Coosa River until the calculated factor 
of safety is greater than or equal to 1.1. Other solutions may be feasible as well. 
 
3.4 Foundation Conditions 
 
Ash Pond 1 is the only impoundment at Plant Hammond that was constructed by a process 
where the dike was formed by cutting and piling existing material from the proposed 
impoundment interior, thus creating a combination incised and diked impoundment.  The Report 
by Law Engineering Testing Company, referenced in Section 3.3.1, describes subsurface 
conditions of the east side of the impoundment, including areas below the fill as “stiff to very stiff 
alluvial silty clays and sandy silty clays.”  The report indicates that boring depths ranged from 17 
to 25 feet through the approximately 15-foot average dike height.  Additionally, the report states 
that “borings drilled at other locations at the Plant Hammond site indicate that the clayey 
alluvium extends down to approximate elevation 565 to 570, and is underlain by a 5 to 10 foot 
thick deposit of coarse sand and gravel.” 
 
Ash Pond 3 had a series of borings completed approximately three years after construction (in 
1977).  Results of these borings, advanced approximately 40 feet through the dike crest, to 
varying depths up to 20 feet below the pond bottom, revealed a variety of foundation soils and 
rock condition.  The soils included soft to very stiff clayey silts, sandy clays and silty clays.  
Bedrock included soft to hard calcareous shale with open voids several feet in size as well as 
fractured black weathered shale. 
 
3.5 Operations and Maintenance 

 
SC Generation Hydro Services performs semi-annual safety and surveillance inspections of the 
berms at Plant Hammond and provides summary reports to Georgia Power.  AMEC was 
provided copies of these reports from the 2004 Second Semi-Annual Report through the 2009 
Second Semi-Annual Report (9 total), with the exception of the Second Semi-Annual reports for 
2006 and 2007.   Plant personnel reported that only one inspection was conducted in 2007.  
Also, although two inspections were conducted in 2006, a single report was written to 
summarize both inspections.  The range of data reviewed represents five years of operation.   
 
According to the reports, there have not been any safety issues that have occurred at the plant 
in the past five years of operation.  Review of these reports indicates that Plant Hammond is 
operated and maintained well.  The reports and any maintenance recommendations are clearly 
written and typically shown as addressed on the following semi-annual report discussion of past 
recommendations.  The facility has occasional instances of minor slope sloughing issues, but 
reports them addressed in a timely manner through repairs using filter fabric with gravel and 
riprap placed on top.  The site visit and observation performed by AMEC in April 2010 showed 
no major operational or maintenance issues that needed to be addressed.    
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3.5.1 Instrumentation 
 
AMEC understands that data from the thirteen piezometers that were installed in March 2010 
around all four Plant Hammond ash ponds will provide additional information that facility 
personnel will use to guide operation and maintenance of the facility.  Plant personnel plan to 
collect data from the piezometers on a monthly basis.  There is no other instrumentation at the 
facility for pond monitoring.   
 
3.5.2 State or Federal Inspections 

 
Since the Ash Ponds at Plant Hammond are all Category II structures, the state does not 
regularly inspect the ponds.  There was no evidence of past inspections by State or Federal 
regulatory agencies found in the provided documentation.  The state does, however, reevaluate 
each Category II dam every 5 years to determine if adjacent downstream development has 
increased to a level that would prompt a change in the assigned dam classification category.    
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4.0 COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1 Acknowledgement of Management Unit Conditions 

 
I certify that the management units referenced herein (Ash Ponds 1, 2, and 3) were personally 
inspected by me and was found to be in the following condition:  Satisfactory.   
 
A satisfactory management unit is described as having no existing or potential management unit 
safety deficiencies that are recognized.  Acceptable performance is expected under all 
applicable loading conditions (static, hydraulic, seismic) in accordance with the applicable 
criteria.  Minor maintenance items may be required.   
 
I certify that the management unit referenced herein (Ash Pond 4) was personally inspected by 
me and was found to be in the following condition:  Poor.   
 
A poor management unit safety is recognized for any deficiency in required loading conditions 
(static, hydraulic, seismic) in accordance with the applicable criteria.  Remedial action is 
necessary.  Poor also applies when further critical studies or investigations are needed to 
identify any potential dam safety deficiencies.   
 
Additional Information regarding recommendations for instrumentation and analyses can be 
found in Sections 4.2 through 4.5. 
 
4.2 Hydrologic and Hydraulic Recommendations 

 
Each of Plant Hammond’s ash ponds is classified as a Category II dam by state of Georgia and 
is therefore not required to provide storage for any specific rainfall event.  Georgia Power 
provided a hydrologic calculation summary showing that the 10-year 24-hour rainfall event over 
a portion of the site (86.3 acres) can be successfully contained using the wet storage capacity of 
Ash Pond 1.  Ash Pond 4 has a wet storage area and is not hydraulically connected to the rest 
of the Plant Hammond ash ponds.  The hydrologic summary did not clearly show what portion of 
the Plant Hammond site was included in the calculations.    
 
AMEC recommends that Georgia Power determine what rainfall event Ash Pond 1 and Ash 
Pond 4 are capable of containing.   A more complete evaluation would determine the effect of 
the PMP rainfall event on the ash ponds and the Plant Hammond site. 
 
4.3 Geotechnical and Stability Recommendations 

 
AMEC recommends that further clarification of the lack of total stress shear strength parameters 
be determined from the testing laboratory along with an explanation of why the test results are 
not indicative of the type of material expected from the USCS classification.  Additionally, AMEC 
recommends that the low seismic factor of safety for Ash Pond 4 be reconsidered in light of 
current criteria and that measures to mitigate this risk be undertaken by Georgia Power at the 
Plan Hammond site. 
 
4.4 Instrumentation Monitoring Recommendations 

 
AMEC recommends additional instrumentation to monitor slope stability and landslide 
conditions.  In order to monitor these parameters, Georgia Power should install combination 
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slope inclinometers and additional piezometers in the river side dike of each ash pond.  These 
instruments may be installed within the same borehole.  Routine monitoring should be 
established with corresponding elevations within the ash ponds at the time of the measurement 
in order to establish an understanding of the embankment behavior. 
 
In order to monitor change of water surface a gauge should be added to Ash Ponds 2 and 4.  
Routine monitoring should be established and read in conjunction with slope inclinometer and 
piezometer readings.   
 
4.5 Inspection Recommendations 

 
AMEC has reviewed provided information and inspection records and determined that Georgia 
Power has adequate inspection practices.  We recommend that Plant Hammond continue the 
current inspection program and practices.   
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5.0 CLOSING 

This report is prepared for the exclusive use of the Environmental Protection Agency for the site 
and criteria stipulated herein. This report does not address regulatory issues associated with 
storm water runoff, the identification and modification of regulated wetlands, or ground water 
recharge areas.  Further, this report does not include review or analysis of environmental or 
regional geo-hydrologic aspects of the site, except as noted herein. Questions or interpretation 
regarding any portion of the report should be addressed directly by the geotechnical engineer.  
 
Any use, reliance on, or decisions to be made based on this report by a third party are the 
responsibility of such third parties. AMEC accepts no responsibility for damages, if any, suffered 
by any third party as a result of decisions made or actions based on this report.  
 
The conclusions and recommendations given in this report are based on visual observations, 
our partial knowledge of the history of Plant Hammond impoundments, and information provided 
to us by others. This report has been prepared in accordance with normally accepted 
geotechnical engineering practices.  No other warranty is expressed or implied.   
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APPENDIX A 
Waste Impoundment Inspection Forms  



Site Name:    Date:    
Unit Name:    Operator's Name:     
Unit I.D.:        Hazard Potential Classification: High    Significant    Low 
Inspector's Name:     

Check the appropriate box below.  Provide comments when appropriate.  If not applicable or not available, record "N/A".  Any unusual conditions or 
construction practices that should be noted in the comments section.  For large diked embankments, separate checklists may be used for different 
embankment areas. If separate forms are used, identify approximate area that the form applies to in comments.

 Yes No  Yes No 

1. Frequency of Company's Dam Inspections?  18. Sloughing or bulging on slopes?   
2. Pool elevation (operator records)?    19. Major erosion or slope deterioration?   
3. Decant inlet elevation (operator records)?  20. Decant Pipes:   
4. Open channel spillway elevation (operator records)?        Is water entering inlet, but not exiting outlet?   
5. Lowest dam crest elevation (operator records)?        Is water exiting outlet, but not entering inlet?   
6. If instrumentation is present, are readings 
    recorded (operator records)?         Is water exiting outlet flowing clear?   

7. Is the embankment currently under construction?   21. Seepage (specify location, if seepage carries fines, 
and approximate seepage rate below):   

8. Foundation preparation (remove vegetation,stumps, 
topsoil in area where embankment fill will be placed)?        From underdrain?   
9. Trees growing on embankment? (If so, indicate    
     largest diameter below)        At isolated points on embankment slopes?   
10. Cracks or scarps on crest?        At natural hillside in the embankment area?   
11. Is there significant settlement along the crest?         Over widespread areas?   
12. Are decant trashracks clear and in place?        From downstream foundation area?   
13. Depressions or sinkholes in tailings surface or  
      whirlpool in the pool area?        "Boils" beneath stream or ponded water?   
14. Clogged spillways, groin or diversion ditches?         Around the outside of the decant pipe?   
15. Are spillway or ditch linings deteriorated?   22. Surface movements in valley bottom or on hillside?   
16. Are outlets of decant or underdrains blocked?   23. Water against downstream toe?   
17. Cracks or scarps on slopes?   24. Were Photos taken during the dam inspection?   
Major adverse changes in these items could cause instability and should be reported  for 
further evaluation.  Adverse conditions noted in these items should normally be described (extent, location, 
volume, etc.) in the space below and on the back of this sheet. 

Inspection Issue # Comments    

 

 

  

  

  

  

  

 

Coal Combustion Dam Inspection Checklist Form

US Environmental 

Protection Agency

EPA FORM -XXXX



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 1  

 

 
 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
 
 
 
 

Coal Combustion Waste (CCW) 
Impoundment Inspection 

 

 
 
 

Impoundment NPDES Permit #   001457 

Date  4/26/10 

INSPECTOR  Don Dotson/ Mary 
Swiderski 

 

 

Impoundment Name  Plant Hammond – Ash Pond #1 
Impoundment Company  Georgia Power 
EPA Region   4   
State Agency (Field Office) Address   Georgia Power DNR  

 

      2 MLK Jr. Drive, Suite 1152 East Tower, Atlanta, GA 30334 

Name of Impoundment  Ash Pond #1   
(Report each impoundment on a separate form under the same Impoundment NPDES 
Permit number) 

 

 

New        X  Update    
 

 

Yes No 
Is impoundment currently under construction? ______     X 
Is water or ccw currently being pumped into 
the impoundment?             X 

 
 
 

IMPOUNDMENT FUNCTION:  Recirculation Pond, Stormwater Detention  
 
 
 

Nearest Downstream Town : Name  Centre, Alabama   
Distance from the impoundment  Approximately 15 miles   
Impoundment 
Location: Longitude     85  Degrees     20  Minutes     647  Seconds 

Latitude     34  Degrees      15  Minutes      152  Seconds 
State   GA  County  Floyd  

 

 

Does a state agency regulate this impoundment?  YES    NO     X  
 

 

If So Which State Agency?   



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 2  

HAZARD POTENTIAL (In the event the impoundment should fail, the 
following would occur): 

 
   LESS THAN LOW HAZARD POTENTIAL: Failure or misoperation of 
the dam results in no probable loss of human life or economic or environmental 
losses. 

 
   LOW HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the low hazard potential 
classification are those where failure or misoperation results in no probable loss of 
human life and low economic and/or environmental losses. Losses are principally 
limited to the owner’s property. 

 
     X  SIGNIFICANT HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the significant 
hazard potential classification are those dams where failure or misoperation results 
in no probable loss of human life but can cause economic loss, environmental 
damage, disruption of lifeline facilities, or can impact other concerns. Significant 
hazard potential classification dams are often located in predominantly rural or 
agricultural areas but could be located in areas with population and significant 
infrastructure. 

 
   HIGH HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the high hazard 
potential classification are those where failure or misoperation will probably cause 
loss of human life. 

 

 

DESCRIBE REASONING FOR HAZARD RATING CHOSEN: 
 
-Location and size of pond indicate that loss of life would be unlikely in the event 
of a failure, power plant is primarily surrounded by Coosa River and farmland, 
however Pisgah Church is located to the North of Ash Pond #1 .   
 
-  Coosa River located within close proximity of Ash Pond #1, if failure were to 
occur, river would be contaminated resulting in environmental damage.   
 

- Due to failure possibly resulting in contamination of Coosa River, losses would not 
only be limited to owners property.



CONFIGURATION: 

EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 3 

 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 
  

 

   

 

 

 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 

 
original 

ground Height 
 

 
 

CROSS-VALLEY 

 
 
 
 

Water or ccw 
 

 
original 
ground Height 

 
 

SIDE-HILL 

 

DIKED 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 
 
 
 

 
Height 

original ground 

 

INCISED 
 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 

 
 

original 
ground 

   Cross-Valley 
   Side-Hill 
      Diked 
   Incised (form completion optional) 

    X  Combination Incised/Diked 
Embankment Height        25  feet Embankment Material On-site soils 
Pool Area                  35   
Current Freeboard   Approx 9  

acres Liner  N/A  
feet Liner Permeability    N/A  
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TYPE OF OUTLET (Mark all that apply) 
 

 

 
 

   Open Channel Spillway TRAPEZOIDAL TRIANGULAR 

   Trapezoidal Top Width Top Width 

   Triangular 
     X  Rectangular 
   Irregular 

 

 

  17’  depth 
  3’8”  bottom (or average) width 

Depth 
 

 
Bottom 
Width 

 
 
RECTANGULAR  IRREGULAR 

Average Width 

Depth 

  3’8” top width  
Depth 

Avg 
Depth 

 

 
Width 

 
 
 

 Emergency  Outlet 
 

 

   36”  inside diameter 
 
 

Material Inside   Diameter 

   corrugated metal 
   welded steel 
     concrete 
   plastic (hdpe, pvc, etc.) 
    X  other (specify)  FRP (Fiberglass reinforced Pipe)  

 
 
 

Is water flowing through the outlet? YES      X*  NO   
 

      *Probable – Tailwater too high to see if water was 
flowing through outlet, however, sampling point for emergency outlet was flowing clear and 
unobstructed.  Therefore, we assume the outlet is flowing but cannot confirm.   
 

   No Outlet 
 

 
 
 

   Other Type of Outlet (specify)    
 
 
 

The Impoundment was Designed By  Owner’s Chief Engineer  



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 5 

Has there ever been a failure at this site? YES    NO       X  

If So When?    

If So Please Describe :    

 

 

 



Has there ever been significant seepages  at this site? YES    NO       X  

If So When?    

IF So Please Describe:     

EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 6 

 

 

 



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 7 

 

 

Has there ever been any measures undertaken to monitor/lower 
Phreatic water table levels based on past seepages or breaches 
at this site? YES   NO      X  

 

 

If so, which method (e.g., piezometers, gw pumping,...)?    
 

 

If so Please Describe :    
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
 
 
 
 

Coal Combustion Waste (CCW) 
Impoundment Inspection 

 

 
 
 

Impoundment NPDES Permit #   001457 

Date  4/26/10 

INSPECTOR  Don Dotson/ Mary 
Swiderski 

 

 

Impoundment Name  Plant Hammond – Ash Pond #2 
Impoundment Company  Georgia Power 
EPA Region   4   
State Agency (Field Office) Address   Georgia Power DNR  

 

      2 MLK Jr. Drive, Suite 1152 East Tower, Atlanta, GA 30334 

Name of Impoundment  Ash Pond #2   
(Report each impoundment on a separate form under the same Impoundment NPDES 
Permit number) 

 

 

New        X  Update    
 

 

Yes No 
Is impoundment currently under construction? ______     X 
Is water or ccw currently being pumped into 
the impoundment?             X 

 
 
 

IMPOUNDMENT FUNCTION:  Collection/Dewatering of bottom ash/gypsum (on 
occasion)  

 
 
 

Nearest Downstream Town : Name  Centre, Alabama   
Distance from the impoundment  Approximately 15 miles   
Impoundment 
Location: Longitude     85  Degrees     21  Minutes     239  Seconds 

Latitude     34  Degrees      14  Minutes      984  Seconds 
State   GA  County  Floyd  

 

 

Does a state agency regulate this impoundment?  YES    NO     X  
 

 

If So Which State Agency?   
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HAZARD POTENTIAL (In the event the impoundment should fail, the 
following would occur): 

 
   LESS THAN LOW HAZARD POTENTIAL: Failure or misoperation of 
the dam results in no probable loss of human life or economic or environmental 
losses. 

 
   LOW HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the low hazard potential 
classification are those where failure or misoperation results in no probable loss of 
human life and low economic and/or environmental losses. Losses are principally 
limited to the owner’s property. 

 
      X  SIGNIFICANT HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the significant 
hazard potential classification are those dams where failure or misoperation results 
in no probable loss of human life but can cause economic loss, environmental 
damage, disruption of lifeline facilities, or can impact other concerns. Significant 
hazard potential classification dams are often located in predominantly rural or 
agricultural areas but could be located in areas with population and significant 
infrastructure. 

 
   HIGH HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the high hazard 
potential classification are those where failure or misoperation will probably cause 
loss of human life. 

 

 

DESCRIBE REASONING FOR HAZARD RATING CHOSEN: 
 
-Location of Ash Pond #2 is in close proximity to Coosa River, implies that failure 
could possible result in environmental damage and would not principally be limited 
to the owners property.   
 

 



CONFIGURATION: 

EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 3 

 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 
  

 

   

 

 

 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 

 
original 

ground Height 
 

 
 

CROSS-VALLEY 

 
 
 
 

Water or ccw 
 

 
original 
ground Height 

 
 

SIDE-HILL 

 

DIKED 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 
 
 
 

 
Height 

original ground 

 

INCISED 
 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 

 
 

original 
ground 

   Cross-Valley 
   Side-Hill 
    X  Diked 
   Incised (form completion optional) 

      Combination Incised/Diked 
Embankment Height        24  feet Embankment Material Clayey Sand
Pool Area                  21.2   
Current Freeboard   > 6’  

acres Liner  N/A  
feet Liner Permeability    N/A  
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TYPE OF OUTLET (Mark all that apply) 
 

 

 
 

 N/A  Open Channel Spillway TRAPEZOIDAL TRIANGULAR 

   Trapezoidal Top Width Top Width 

   Triangular 
       Rectangular 
   Irregular 

 

 

  depth 
    bottom (or average) width 

Depth 
 

 
Bottom 
Width 

 
 
RECTANGULAR  IRREGULAR 

Average Width 

Depth 

   top width  
Depth 

Avg 
Depth 

 

 
Width 

 
 
 

 Primary Outlet (Flows into Ash Pond #1) 
 

 

   30”  inside diameter 
 
 

Material Inside   Diameter 

   corrugated metal 
   welded steel 
     concrete 
   plastic (hdpe, pvc, etc.) 
    X  other (specify)  Fiber Glass (FRP)  

 
 
 

Is water flowing through the outlet? YES  X*  NO   
 

      *Assuming is recirculating back into Ash Pond #1. 
 

   No Outlet 
 

 
 
 

   Other Type of Outlet (specify)    
 
 
 

The Impoundment was Designed By  Owner’s Chief Engineer  



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 5 

Has there ever been a failure at this site? YES    NO       X  

If So When?    

If So Please Describe :    

 

 

 



Has there ever been significant seepages  at this site? YES    NO       X  

If So When?    

IF So Please Describe:     

EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 6 

 

 

 



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 7 

 

 

Has there ever been any measures undertaken to monitor/lower 
Phreatic water table levels based on past seepages or breaches 
at this site? YES   NO      X  

 

 

If so, which method (e.g., piezometers, gw pumping,...)?    
 

 

If so Please Describe :    





EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 1  

 

 
 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
 
 
 
 

Coal Combustion Waste (CCW) 
Impoundment Inspection 

 

 
 
 

Impoundment NPDES Permit #   001457 

Date  4/26/10 

INSPECTOR  Don Dotson/ Mary 
Swiderski 

 

 

Impoundment Name  Plant Hammond – Ash Pond #3 
Impoundment Company  Georgia Power 
EPA Region   4   
State Agency (Field Office) Address   Georgia Power DNR  

 

      2 MLK Jr. Drive, Suite 1152 East Tower, Atlanta, GA 30334 

Name of Impoundment  Ash Pond #3   
(Report each impoundment on a separate form under the same Impoundment NPDES 
Permit number) 

 

 

New        X  Update    
 

 

Yes No 
Is impoundment currently under construction? ______     X 
Is water or ccw currently being pumped into 
the impoundment?                              X 

 
 
 

IMPOUNDMENT FUNCTION:  Solids Containment  
 
 
 

Nearest Downstream Town : Name  Centre, Alabama   
Distance from the impoundment  Approximately 15 miles   
Impoundment 
Location: Longitude     85  Degrees     20  Minutes     294  Seconds 

Latitude     34  Degrees      15  Minutes      574  Seconds 
State   GA  County  Floyd  

 

 

Does a state agency regulate this impoundment?  YES    NO     X  
 

 

If So Which State Agency?   



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 2  

HAZARD POTENTIAL (In the event the impoundment should fail, the 
following would occur): 

 
   LESS THAN LOW HAZARD POTENTIAL: Failure or misoperation of 
the dam results in no probable loss of human life or economic or environmental 
losses. 

 
       LOW HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the low hazard potential 
classification are those where failure or misoperation results in no probable loss of 
human life and low economic and/or environmental losses. Losses are principally 
limited to the owner’s property. 

 
      X  SIGNIFICANT HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the significant 
hazard potential classification are those dams where failure or misoperation results 
in no probable loss of human life but can cause economic loss, environmental 
damage, disruption of lifeline facilities, or can impact other concerns. Significant 
hazard potential classification dams are often located in predominantly rural or 
agricultural areas but could be located in areas with population and significant 
infrastructure. 

 
   HIGH HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the high hazard 
potential classification are those where failure or misoperation will probably cause 
loss of human life. 

 

 

DESCRIBE REASONING FOR HAZARD RATING CHOSEN: 
 
-Failure would most likely cause land slide, possibility of environmental impact 
does exist, but would be limited.  To the west of Ash Pond #3 is  Pisgah Church, 
however chance for loss of life is not probable.    
 

 



CONFIGURATION: 

EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 3 

 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 
  

 

   

 

 

 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 

 
original 

ground Height 
 

 
 

CROSS-VALLEY 

 
 
 
 

Water or ccw 
 

 
original 
ground Height 

 
 

SIDE-HILL 

 

DIKED 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 
 
 
 

 
Height 

original ground 

 

INCISED 
 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 

 
 

original 
ground 

   Cross-Valley 
   Side-Hill 
    X  Diked 
   Incised (form completion optional) 

      Combination Incised/Diked 
Embankment Height        28  feet Embankment Material Clayey Sand
Pool Area                  25   
Current Freeboard   N/A  

acres Liner  N/A  
feet Liner Permeability    N/A  
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TYPE OF OUTLET (Mark all that apply) 
 

 

 
 

 N/A (Out of 
service/Abandoned)  
Open Channel Spillway 

TRAPEZOIDAL TRIANGULAR 

   Trapezoidal Top Width Top Width 

   Triangular 
       Rectangular 
   Irregular 

 

 

    6’  depth 
    8’  bottom (or average) width 

Depth 
 

 
Bottom 
Width 

 
 
RECTANGULAR  IRREGULAR 

Average Width 

Depth 

    8’ top width  
Depth 

Avg 
Depth 

 

 
Width 

 
 
 

 Emergency Outlet (Emergency Spillway acting as Primary Outlet) 
 

 

   36”  inside diameter 
 
 

Material Inside   Diameter 

   corrugated metal 
   welded steel 
     concrete 
   plastic (hdpe, pvc, etc.) 
    X  other (specify)  BBCMP  

 
 
 

Is water flowing through the outlet? YES    NO     X 
 

       
 

   No Outlet 
 

 
 
 

   Other Type of Outlet (specify)    
 
 
 

The Impoundment was Designed By  Owner’s Chief Engineer  



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 5 

Has there ever been a failure at this site? YES    NO       X  

If So When?    

If So Please Describe :    

 

 

 



Has there ever been significant seepages  at this site? YES      X  NO         

If So When?    Late 1970’s Early 1980’s  

IF So Please Describe:  

EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 6 

 

 

 
            
            
            
            
            
     

Filling of Ash Pond #3 began in June 1977, and was terminated on July 20, 

1977 due to high piezometer levels and seepage along the toe of the west side 

of the dike.  Water was seeping into a concrete trench and was ponding on the 

adjacent church property.  As a result of the seepage, a subsurface 

investigation was performed by Law Engineering to determine the source of 

the seepage.  Law Engineering indicated that approximately 1 million gallons 

per day was leaking from Ash Pond No. 3.  Further, the report state the 

removal of relatively impermeable material overlying the jointed bedrock had 

allowed water to move from the pond.  Additionally, low to very high 

permeability measurements in materials below the dike, including solution 

cavities were encountered during coring operations.   

 

An interoffice memo dated March 14, 1980, indicate a sinkhole investigation 

at Ash Pond No. 3 was performed and recommendations were submitted.  No 

documentation related to subsequent sinkhole repair or final disposition of the 

sinkhole issue was found as of 5/4/10.  On-site visits and discussions with 

personnel indicate that Ash Pond #3 was closed at this time to liquid ccw,  

and utilized as a dry stack storage basin.  At the time of the site visit, the pond 

was not receiving additional ccw and was covered with vegetation.  Personnel 

indicated that initiation of final closure would commence within the year.   



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 7 

 

 

Has there ever been any measures undertaken to monitor/lower 
Phreatic water table levels based on past seepages or breaches 
at this site? YES     X NO        

 

 

If so, which method (e.g., piezometers, gw pumping,...)?   Stopped Filling Pond  
 

 

If so Please Describe :  
See above.      





EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 1  

 

 
 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
 
 
 
 

Coal Combustion Waste (CCW) 
Impoundment Inspection 

 

 
 
 

Impoundment NPDES Permit #   001457 

Date  4/27/10 

INSPECTOR  Don Dotson/ Mary 
Swiderski 

 

 

Impoundment Name  Plant Hammond – Ash Pond #4 
Impoundment Company  Georgia Power 
EPA Region   4   
State Agency (Field Office) Address   Georgia Power DNR  

 

      2 MLK Jr. Drive, Suite 1152 East Tower, Atlanta, GA 30334 

Name of Impoundment  Ash Pond #4   
(Report each impoundment on a separate form under the same Impoundment NPDES 
Permit number) 

 

 

New        X  Update    
 

 

Yes No 
Is impoundment currently under construction? ______     X 
Is water or ccw currently being pumped into 
the impoundment?                                 X 

 
 
 

IMPOUNDMENT FUNCTION:  Solids Containment  
 
 
 

Nearest Downstream Town : Name  Centre, Alabama   
Distance from the impoundment  Approximately 15 miles   
Impoundment 
Location: Longitude     85  Degrees     21  Minutes     841  Seconds 

Latitude     34  Degrees      15  Minutes      087  Seconds 
State   GA  County  Floyd  

 

 

Does a state agency regulate this impoundment?  YES    NO     X  
 

 

If So Which State Agency?   



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 2  

HAZARD POTENTIAL (In the event the impoundment should fail, the 
following would occur): 

 
   LESS THAN LOW HAZARD POTENTIAL: Failure or misoperation of 
the dam results in no probable loss of human life or economic or environmental 
losses. 

 
   LOW HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the low hazard potential 
classification are those where failure or misoperation results in no probable loss of 
human life and low economic and/or environmental losses. Losses are principally 
limited to the owner’s property. 

 
      X  SIGNIFICANT HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the significant 
hazard potential classification are those dams where failure or misoperation results 
in no probable loss of human life but can cause economic loss, environmental 
damage, disruption of lifeline facilities, or can impact other concerns. Significant 
hazard potential classification dams are often located in predominantly rural or 
agricultural areas but could be located in areas with population and significant 
infrastructure. 

 
   HIGH HAZARD POTENTIAL: Dams assigned the high hazard 
potential classification are those where failure or misoperation will probably cause 
loss of human life. 

 

 

DESCRIBE REASONING FOR HAZARD RATING CHOSEN: 
 
-Location of Ash Pond #4 is in close proximity to Coosa River, implies that failure 
could possible result in environmental damage and would not principally be limited 
to the owners property.   
 

 



CONFIGURATION: 

EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 3 

 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 
  

 

   

 

 

 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 

 
original 

ground Height 
 

 
 

CROSS-VALLEY 

 
 
 
 

Water or ccw 
 

 
original 
ground Height 

 
 

SIDE-HILL 

 

DIKED 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 
 
 
 

 
Height 

original ground 

 

INCISED 
 
 

 
Water or ccw 

 

 
 

original 
ground 

   Cross-Valley 
   Side-Hill 
    X  Diked 
   Incised (form completion optional) 

      Combination Incised/Diked 
Embankment Height        35  feet Embankment Material sdy silt, silty clay
Pool Area                  54   
Current Freeboard   +/- 10’  

acres Liner  N/A  
feet Liner Permeability    N/A  



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 4 

TYPE OF OUTLET (Mark all that apply) 
 

 

 
 

  Open Channel Spillway TRAPEZOIDAL TRIANGULAR 

   Trapezoidal Top Width Top Width 

   Triangular 
       Rectangular 
     X  Irregular 

 

 

  depth 
    4’  bottom (or average) width 

Depth 
 

 
Bottom 
Width 

 
 
RECTANGULAR  IRREGULAR 

Average Width 

Depth 

    4’ top width  
Depth 

Avg 
Depth 

 

 
Width 

 
 
 

Emergency Outlet – Emergency Outlet functioning as primary outlet 
 

 

   18”  inside diameter 
 
 

Material Inside   Diameter 

   corrugated metal 
   welded steel 
     concrete 
     X  plastic (hdpe, pvc, etc.) 
      other (specify)    

 
 
 

Is water flowing through the outlet? YES    NO     X 
 

       
 

   No Outlet 
 

 
 
 

   Other Type of Outlet (specify)    
 
 
 

The Impoundment was Designed By  Owner’s Chief Engineer  



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 5 

Has there ever been a failure at this site? YES    NO       X  

If So When?    

If So Please Describe :    

 

 

 



Has there ever been significant seepages  at this site? YES    NO       X  

If So When?    

IF So Please Describe:   Low spots at toe which collected were remediated with 
trench and finger drains.    

EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 6 

 

 

 



EPA Form XXXX-XXX, Jan 09 7 

 

 

Has there ever been any measures undertaken to monitor/lower 
Phreatic water table levels based on past seepages or breaches 
at this site? YES   NO      X  

 

 

If so, which method (e.g., piezometers, gw pumping,...)?    
 

 

If so Please Describe :    



APPENDIX B 
Site Photo Log Map and Site Photos 
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ASH POND 1 
SITE PHOTOS 

 
 















































ASH POND 2 
SITE PHOTOS 

 
 





















































ASH POND 3 
SITE PHOTOS 

 

































ASH POND 4 
SITE PHOTOS 

 















































APPENDIX C 
Ash Pond 1-4 Piezometer Data Graphs 













APPENDIX D 
Inventory of Provided Materials 
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