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Comments:

EPA:

Cover Page — “Prepared for” should read:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
Office of Resource Conservation and Recovery
1200 Pennsylvania Ave, NW

MC: 5304P

Washington, DC 20460

State: None

Company: See letter dated September 21, 2010
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Charles H. (Chuck) Huling, P.E. 241 Ralph McGili Boulevard NE
Vice President Atlanta, Georgia 30308-3374
Environmental Affairs Tel 404.506.7716

Fax 404.506.7066
chhuling@southernco.com

GEORGIA
POWER

September 21, 2010 ASOUTHERN COMPANY

CERTIFIED MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL

Mr. Stephen Hoffman Office of Resource
Conservation and Recovery (5304P)

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
2733 South Crystal Drive Fifth Floor
Arlington, VA 22202

Re: Comments on Draft “Report of Geotechnical Investigation Dam Safety Assessment of
Coal Combustion Surface Impoundments, Georgia Power Plant McDonough®

Dear Mr. Hoffman;

On July 6, 2010, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) provided to Georgia Power
a draft report regarding certain facilities for the management of coal combustion byproducts at Georgia
Power Plant McDonough (“Draft Report™). The Draft Report was prepared by AMEC Earth &
Environmental, Inc. (“AMEC”) and was dated June 2010. Georgia Power appreciates the opportunity to
provide comments on the Draft Report before it is finalized. This letter and attachments provide Georgia
Power’s comments on that Draft Report.

Management Unit Condition and Potential Hazard Rating

We are pleased that the report concludes that the dikes for coal combustion byproduct (CCB)
management units or Ash Ponds 1, 2, 3 and 4 at Plant McDonough are in “*Satisfactory” condition, which
is the most favorable category. We are also pleased that AMEC’s on-site inspection of all of the
management units was satisfactory and that AMEC recognized that Georgia Power’s inspection practices
for the management units at Plant McDonough were adequate. AMEC also requested additional
information which Georgia Power is submitting with this letter, This information supports the rating of
“Satisfactory” for Ash Ponds 1, 2, 3 and 4 in the final report.

1t is important to note that guidance such as Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) for
mine tailing ponds is not applicable to the Plant McDonough ash ponds. The preface, on page iii, of the
MSHA Engineering and Design Manual, Coal Refuse Disposal Facilities (May 2009), states as follows
{emphasis added):

The guidance presented in this Manual represents information, methods and procedures that are
recommended for consideration by designers, coal operators, and regulators. The guidance
presented in this Manual is not regulation and cannot be enforced as such. 1t is not intended to
preclude the application of other credible methods and procedures or the use of other and new
information that will result in a safe and reliable coal refuse disposal facility. It is the
responsibility of the designer to investigate the requirements of the project, recognize the unique
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Septembel; 21, 2010
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and critical aspects of the site conditions, and prepare designs that reflect actual site conditions,
features, loadings and constraints.

MSHA, therefore, is only guidance. In addition, based on our review of the other final dam CCB
inspection reports posted on EPA’s website, it appears that MSHA guidance was not used to determine
the final rating of a CCB dam.

Hydrology/Hydraulic Studies

In AMEC’s Draft Report, Georgia Power was requested “to determine what rainfall event is
appropriate for each ash pond and then evaluate if each ash pond can safely contain or pass the inflow due
to the design storm.” (Draft Report, page 27). Since Plant McDonough Ash Ponds 1, 2 and 3 are not
classified as Category I under the Georgia EPD Safe Dams Program, there are no current regulatory
requirements for any pasticular design storm for these ponds, In the absence of a regulatory requirement,
we view the requested study as a recommendation to Georgia Power, which has now been satisfied. In
addition, Ash Pond 4 is a Category I dam and meets the Georgia Safe Dams requirement for the
applicable storm event. Given that the requested hydrology/hydraulic studies assure that the dams can
safely contain or pass the inflow due to the appropriate storm event and that Georgia Power has provided
the information requested by AMEC, we are confident that the ratings for the Plant McDonough ash
ponds will remain “Satisfactory” in the final report.

Stability Analyses

Georgia Power did provide the necessary slope stability analyses to warrant a “Satisfactory”
rating for the Plant McDonough ash ponds. The additional slope stability analyses provide additional
information requested by AMEC. Given that all of the slope stability analyses resulted in acceptable
minimum factors of safety for existing dams, we are confident that the rating for the Plant McDonough
ash ponds will remain “Satisfactory” in the final repont.

Inspection Recommendations

Georgia Power and Southern Company will continue the current inspection p10g1am and practices
for Plant McDonough.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment. Please continue to direct correspondence to

my attention,
Sincerely,
\jo, PDQMDC.P(_

Chalies H. Hulmg

CHI/
Attachments
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[ MCDONOUGH
PAGE SECTION |CURRENT STATEMENY READS RECOMMENDED CHANGE ADDITIONAL NOTES
0 0 Throughout the report, tha terminology CCW (Coal Georgia Power prafers the use of the term CCB (Coal
Combustion Wastas} or COR (Coal Combustion Residues) [CGombustion Byprodugts) because these materials do have many
4re used heneficial uses. -
0 0 Reapert of Geotachnial Assessment Dam Safely of Coal Report of Dam Safety Assessment of Coal Combustion Surface  |This Report is an assessment, not a Report of
Combustion Surface impoundmenis Impoundments Geotechnical Investigations,
1 1.1 We werg informed that the use of coal fired generation was |{The updated retirement dates are Oct. 2011 for Unit 2 and April [The Georgia Public Service Commission approved
schedufed to be retirad by the end of 2010. 2012 for Unit 1, these new dates after the inspection took pace.
1 1.2 According to documentation provided by Georgia Power,  |According to the NID listing dated January 29, 2010, Ash Ponds
Ash Ponds 1, 2, and 3 do not appear on the NID. Ash Pond|1, 2, and 3 do not appear in the fisting, and Ash Pond 4 is listed,
4 is listed on the NID, but does not have an assigned but does not have an assigned hazard rating. Georgia Power stil
1 1.1, Table 1 1Benfarmin Gallagher, Enginear Baniamin Gallagher, PE,_Engineer. Mr. Gallagher is a PE
2 1.2 According to the Safe Dam Rules, Category | dams are According to the Safe Dam Rules, Category [ dams are permitted { Category Il dams are not required to have permits.
permitted and monitored peviodically, while Category If and monitored periodically, while Category |1 dams are not
dams are not permitted, but are rainventoried every 5 required to have permits, but are but are reinventoried every 5
Voars. : VEALS,
3 1.4 The ash handling summery detalled above was provided to | The ash handling summary detalled above was provided to The word summary is misspelled,
AMEC by Southern Company engineears responsible for  |AMEC by Southem Company Generation engineers who are
designing and evaluation of the Plant McDenough facillty  |responsible for design, inspaction and evaluation of the Plant
oparational processes. McDoncugh coal combustion byproduct surface impoundments.
4 142 Bottom ash, siulced to Ash Pond 2 from the plant facility, is |Bottom agh, sluiced to the concrete dewatering bin in Ash Pond
excavatad for market or stored in ong of Flant 2. is excavated for market or stored in one of Plant McDonough's
MeDonouah’s pammit ing filiti lpermitted drv ash stacking fagilifies
4 14.4 A portion of Ash Pond 4 serves as a co-treatment facility  |A portion of Ash Pond 4 serves as both a co-treatment facliity that
that raceives low-volume wastegs, The remining portion of |receives low volume waste and a sedimentation basin fora dry
Ash Pond 4 acls as a sedimantation basin for a dry stacking operation permitted by the EPL in 1995 and again in
stacking operation that when permitied by the EPD jn 1585 |2006.
and anain in 2006
5 18 In gonaral pledmont soif..., In general, Piedmont soil...
5 144 The diversion was accomplished by routing approximately | The diversion was originally accomplished by routing
2900 feat of 80- inch diameter fiberglass lined, reinforced  |approximately 1629 feet of 90" diameter BCCMP, that was re-
concrale pive across the bottom of Ash Pond 4. lined i 2007 with 2 78" diameter fiberglass reinforced plastic
(FRP pipe
6 241 Rainfall data from for the Smyma, Georgia arga was Rainfall data for the Smyma, Georgia area was collected forthe |Please delete the word “from”,
collected for the 30 days prior to the site visit, 30 days prior 10 the site vigit,
8 21 The monthly rainfalf looks typical. Please delete this sentence as thers is ne comparisen reference,
6 22 Ash pond 1 7s capable of impounding water... Ash Pond! 1 is not capabile of impounding a significant head of
water, as determined by the H&H study conducted by Southen
Company. The study determined that there is virtually no storage
available In McDonough's Ash Pond 1 (most of this storage is
immeditely in the area surrounding the discharge strusture).
7 23 The surface of Ash Pond 2 Is currently used as a Ash Pond 2 is currently used as a dewatering fagility for bottom
dawatering facility for bottom ash. ash.
7 2.21 According lo design drawings, the embankment is According to design drawings, the embankment is approximately
approximately 30 feet high and the pool area is 25,3 acres. 30 feet high, with an original pond area of 25.8 acres.
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7 222 appearad t¢ be tricking... ... {probably procipitation $eeping |...water was trickling” (misspeling) and please delete the ‘The source of the seepage is unknown.
through the ashj.... staternent about precipitation seepirg through the ash unless
yerification can be suoplied
7 2.3.1 Ash Pond 2 has a 16-foot high embankment with a poo! Ash Pond 2 has a 16-foct high ernbankment with an orlginal pond
area of 6.5 acres. area of 8.5 acres.
8 2441 Ash Pond 3 has a side-hitl arnbankment 39 feet high and a |Ash Pond 3 has a side-hill embankment 39 feet high and an
pool area of 25 acres. otigingl pond area of cres., Ash Pond 3 has a surface area of 23 acres.
8 241 Ash pond 3 is capable of impounding water...” Ash pond 3 is not capable of impounding a significant head of
water. Al rainfalt that drains on Ash Pond 3 is discharged to Ash
Pond 4, The H&H study conducted by Southern Company
concludes that Ash Ponds 3 and 4 are capabie of handling the
runoff from the 1/2 PMP with 4.9 feet of freeboard. This meets
the Georgia EPD Safe Dam STandards for a Category | dam.
g 242 —.(and indicated as the emergency discharge for Ash Pond .. (and indicated as the emergency discharge for Ash Pond 4)
4) may function as some lype of emergency dicharge for  ifunctions as an emergency dicharge for Ash Pond 3 as well.
Ash Pond 3 as well.
g 242 The outlet pipe was osorved to be unobstructed, howaver it | The outlet pipe was observed 1o be unobstructed, however it Photo 3-5 is of the pipe that was removed in 2010,
appeared 1o have bean recently damaged by construction |appeared 10 have been recently damaged by construction
aquipment (photo 3-5). squipment (photo 3-5). Use of this pipe was discontinued in
2008, and then removed in 2010, The emergency overflow has
been redirected to a nearby sedimentation basin, and is
eveniually pumped back to Ash Pond 3.
9 2.5.1 Ash Fond 4 is a 68 foot high, earthen embankment, with a |Ash Pord 4 has an earthers embankment, that has a maxiumum |Currently, the only pondec area is the recycle pond.
47 acre pool area. height of 68 feet, and has an original pond area of 41-acres.
@ 252 The spillway was noted o have some overgrown The emergency overflow was noted to have some cvergrown Photes verifying the corrective action are included
vegatation (photo 4-8), vegetation during the April 28, 2010 AMEC inspection, but the  {with this spreadsheet,
vegetation was removed after the inspection,
10 2841 The study stated that plant personnel intended 10 read the | The study stated that plant personnel intended to read the Insert “for” as in “reference to data for,
plazomelers menthly, but therg was no other reference o |piezometers monthiy, but there was no other reference to data for|piezometers...
data plezometers located in Ash Pond 3 beyond that piezometers located in Ash Pond 3 beyond that shown in Table 3,
show in Table 3
12 263 Since refinlng the 80-inch culvert tunnel in 2007, the Please delete this sentence as Georgia Power dues not see the
piozometers have seen a gradual increase in pigzometric  |signficance of this staternent.
levels,
15 3.2 Ho%éver, these ponds all have the capacity o store However, these ponds all have the capacity to store surface
surface water, yel the flow capacity of thelr decant systems |water, yet the flow capacity of their decant systems was unknown
Is unknown. during the preparation of this report. H&H studies conchucted by
Southem Cornpany show that Ash Ponds 1 and 2 can pass the
100-year storm maximum discharge with adequate freeboard,
and Ash Ponds 3 and 4 ¢an store the 1/2 PMP with adequate
freeboard.
15 33 safely factors showr: in Table 5. ...safety factors shown in Table 6.
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16 33 These raports worg roviewed to determing the way the dike [These reports were reviewed to determine the way the dike Insert “for" constructed and existing dams.
structures were modeled and fo determine whsther the structures were modeled and to determine whether the calculated
calcuiated factors of safety weare sufficiont, comparadte  [factors of safety were sufficient, compared to that required by the
that required Ly the Georgia EPD newly constructed and  [Georgia EPD newly for constructed and existing dams...
£X .
18 333 The analyses appsar to naglect the surcharge dus te the | Please delete this entire paragraph. This stacking surcharge effect and the use of |
dry ash stacking. appropriate phreatic surfaces wiit be included in the
revised slope stability anaiysis that Is being
submitted 1o AMEC
19 334 Aithough the analysis cover lotter states that resufts are |Although the analysis cover letter states that results are shown in
shown In a tabulated form, the tablated resuits results a tabulated form, the tabulated results were not included in the
were net included in the documentation received by AMEC, |documentation received by AMEC. Georgia Power did not have
19 334 Figure A (missing from AMEC's copy): Figure A was inadvertently missing from AMEC's copy provided  [We have located Figure A. it was inadvertently
at the time of the inspection. emitted from MCD-AP] 075, We are fumishing a
copy of the missing figure with these comments.
20 334 Although the 2008 report raferences Figuras 1,2, & 3 as Abhough the 2008 report references Figures 1.2, & 3 as existing |[The drawings are included as an attachment to
axisting and proposed dike and road alignments In plan and proposed dike and road alignments in plan and profile views, [thesé comments.
and profile viaws, thesa figures were notinciuded in the these figures were inadvertently excluded in the documetation
documetation providad to AMEC. provided to AMEC. However, Georgia Power has subsequently
provided these drawings to AMEC.
24 3.3.5 However, the borings and CPT soundings Indicated that  |Please delete this comment as it is addressed in the revised
the ash is very weak. The roported effective phi angle slope stability analysis that is being submitted with these
does not appear 1o be consistent with the results from the  [comments.
borinas and CPT soundinas,
24 335 Likewise, the use of cohesion in effoctive stress slope Please delete this statement as Georgla Power is providing
stability analyses is not fully endorsed by the state of justification for the use of effective cohesion in the revised slope
practice in geotschnical engineering. stability analysis that is being submitted with these comments.
25 3.4 Ash Pond 2 s the only impoundmant that was consiructed | Dikes for Ash Ponds 1,2, 3, and 4 were construsted of native soil
by a process where the dike was formed by cutting existing |consisting of clayey silts, sandy clays, and silty clays.
matarial from the proposed impoundmaent interior and
compacting in the dike, thus creating a combination incised
and diked impoundment, Dikes for Ash Pond 1,3, and 4
were constructod of native soil, The soils included clayey
siits, sandy clays and silty clays.
27 4.2 AMEC recornmends that Georgia Power determine what  |Pleass delete this statement, as Georgia Power is providing this

raintall event Is appropriate for each ash pond and then
evaluate if each ash pond can safely contain or pass the
inflow due 1o the design storm, :

data as an attachment 1o these comments.
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27 4.3 Please delale this entire section, inciuding the cormment on |These reécommendations have been addressed in the revised
darn braak analysis since it is not requirad for a Catagory If |siope stability analysis submitted with thess comments to the
dam, and is not appropriate for a darn that is not draft report.
impouoding walar,
29 & The conclusions and recommendations given In this report [This Report is for Plant McDonough.
are based on visual observations, our partlal knowledge of
the history of Plant Hammond impoundments, ard
information provided o us by others.
CHECKLISTS Chaecklists for Ash Ponds 1, 2, and 3 should indicate
instrumentation that is present.
FIGURES Figuras provided under CBI by GP are used In: this repert under a{The figures provided by Georgia Power to AMEC
format of AMEC's and is shown being drawn and checked by should be treated as CBl and redacted. Please see
AMEC personnel. Notations pertaining to CBl nor attributions 1o {separate submittal t¢ the EPA on CBI matters, for
GP are not shown, this report. Alsg, for ail figures and documents that
'were developed by Georgia Power or Southem
Company Services, Georgia Power or Southern
Company Services needs to be referenced on that
figure or document as the author.
Photo 2-1 | Stesp Slope/Uneven Ground Surface along Eastern Dike  [Steep Slope/Uneven Ground Surface along South Dike
Photo 2-3  |Emergency Splliway inlet at Emergency Qutlet Pipe
Photo 24 |Emergency Spillway Inlet at Emergency Outlet Pipe
Photo 3-1  {Primary Qutiet Secendary Qutlet (formerly Primary Dischargs Structure} AMEC section 2.4.2 correctly notes that this was
previcusly the primary discharge.
Photo 3-2  [Infot from Plant This is the sluice line discharge from the plant.
Photo 3-5  |Outfet from prirary splfiiway Former Cutlet from Primary Spillway Former outlet of the primary spillway (abandoned in
2009 and removed in 2010)
Phcte 4-5 | Cutiet from diversion pipe it would clarify this phote if the outlet were ¢ircled in red like photo
2:3..The outlet is located at right
Photo 4-6 | Emergency Overflow Inlet to Emergency Overflow Drop Structure.
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