


R.M. Sc:hahfw Generating Station
2723 East 1500 NorG\
Wheatfield, IN 46392

August S, 2010

VIA CERTU'lED MAIL 7e09 2120 0002 77061486

RETURNREC~," REOVES~

Mr. Richard Kinch

US Euvironmontal Protection Agency (S306P)
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Re: Supplementary aacI Ameaded Raponle of Nortltern IDdiana Publk Service Compa.y, R.M.
Sehufer GeM •.•tiq Station, to aequst for IDformadon under Seetioa 100(e) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Co •••••••• tio•• and UabiUty Ad ("CERCLA tt)

Dear Mr. Kinch:

As you know, NIPSCO respondod to a CERCLA 1000e) request from U.S EPA dated March 9, 2009 (the
"RFr') C08Ceming iulpoundments at NlPSCO's R.M. Schahfer Generatina Station (the "RMSGS") via a letter to you
dated March 26, 2009 (the "RFl Response"). The RFI Response was, as it itself made clear, based on NIPSCO's
diligent aud good faith effort to be fully responsive within the timeframe then afforded by U.S. EPA Since that time,
NlPSCO received and responded to a further information request from U.S. EPA (via its consultant, COM) following an
April 26, 2010 site inspection. During the course of NIPSCO's work with COM, NIPSCO learned additional
information regarding a former impoundment at the RMSGS. A1thouah NlPSCO does not believe the RFI imposed a
continuing obliption to provide updated information or that the RFI Response was in any way insufficient, NIPSCO
nonetbIlless clesircs to supplement its aspects of its responses to questions 2, 3, S and 8 of the RFI Response to reflect
the aforementioned additionl,l infotmation in a Sood faith effort to provide infonnation most useful to the agency.
Accordingly, by this letter, NIPSCO hereby supplements and amends its responses to RF1 requests 2, 3, S and 8.

Although NIPSCO bas made a dilisent and good faith effort to provide the below-stated supplemental and amended
responses, NIPSCO nonetheless respecttblly sets forth the aeneral objections stated on the attached Exhibit A to
preserve its rights. Subject to, and without waiving such general objections, NIPSCO further responds as stated below
to questions 2,3,5 and 8 of the 10 numbered items of the RF1 based upon information now known to NIPSCO.

SUDDIe~Dtal aad A_ndelll NfPM:9 24,.,. to U.S.N'. Reauest 1: The RFl Response to U.S. EPA
Request 2 conveyed., in an abundance of caution and in a good faith effort to be overly responsive, that the RMSGS
has two former units not subject to the RFI which are, and have been since 1982, out-of-service (the Retired Waste
Disposal Area and Dry Ash Staging Area). The RF1 Response to U.S. EPA Request 2 also stated that these former
impoundments did not contain free liquid. A seep was recently observed from the Retired Waste Disposal Area.
The presence of a seep indicates that the Retired Waste Disposal Area may, in fact. contain a volume of free liquid.
It is unknown whether the Dry Ash StaainI Area may also contain a volume of free liquid.

u.s. EP A Reouest 3: Wllilt IIUItBitIJstire te."orriy 0' peI',,",IIently cOllltlinetl in tire ,,"it' Use tirefollowillg
~ to rvpo"tI to tIsis ,,,,,": (1) fly 118";(2) botto", tub; (3) bow, sllIg; (4) jI"e gru e",issio" colltl'ol
1WitI"tIls; ($) otIur. q tire ",,,.tlge,,,ent unit co"tfIbts "'ON tIr". 0118type of ",fllerilll, pltlllStl iU"tify IIIJtlrllt
tIpJIiy. Also, if you Ith"tify "other", plus_ specify tIte otlur types of ",.teriaIs dult tire te."o1'llrlly 0'
penlltUWItiy COllttli,,_tIin tire ""it(a).



SUDDlemental and Amended NIPSCO ResDOnse to U.S. EPA Reauelt 3: The RFI Response to U.S. EPA
Request 3 stated that former Retired Waste Disposal Area and Dry Ash Staging Area, two former impoundments
outside the scope of the RFI, were dry. As indicated by the above amended response to U.S. EPA Request 2, it
now appears that free liquid may be present within the Retired Waste Disposal Area. It is unknown whether the
Dry Ash Staging Area may also contain a volume offree liquid.

u.s. EPA Relluest 5: Whlll did the compillty IIIst tlSsess of nllluGte the safety (i.e. structul'lll integrity) (If the
managements unit(s)? B,i4jly describe the credentillls of those conducdng Me stnIctul'lll int6grlty
tlSSt!S$mentslevllllllltions. Identify actions Isun (I' planne4 by facility personnel tISa result of those tlSUss",elfts
0' nllllUdJons. If correcme fICtions were taun, briefly describe the credentillls (If those perfo,.",;"g the
correcme IICtions, whether 'hey were cOIfJpllnyempl"Y"8 or contrllCtors. If the compflllY pliuas an tlS8t!SSlll.ent
0' nlllllation in the fllture, when is it expected to occllr.

SUDDlemental and Amended NIPSCO ResDonse to U.S. EPA Reouest 5: The RFI Response to U.S. EPA
Request 5 also indirectly referenced the Retired Waste Disposal Area and Dry Ash Staging Area as dry. As
explained above, it now appears that the Retired Waste Disposal Area may contain a volume of free liquid. It is
unknown whether the Dry Ash Staging Area may also contain a volume of free liquid.

U.S. EP A Reauest 8: What is the sllrfllCe flFea (.cres) and totlll storage cflJHlCityof each of tile IlUUUlpllfMl
IIIIits? What is tile WllIIme of materilll cllrrently sto,ed in eacll of ,lie IIffIIIfIg.,elft 111tits7 PleflSe provide the
date ,II.t the 1I01u",emetlSllre",e'" WfIStaken. PletlSe prollide the ",axillfllm helgll' fo, the mfllltlg.,ellt IIIIit(B).
The bflSisfor determ;,,;ng ",fIX;",II". heigh' is explained Itlter ;" this elfclosure.

SUDDlemental and Amended NIPSCO Resoonse to U.S. EPA Reouest 8: The RFI Response to U.S. EPA
Request 8 stated that fonner Retired Waste Disposal Area and Dry Ash Staging Area, two former impoundments
outside the scope of the RFI, were dry. As indicated by the above amended response to U.S. EPA Request 2, it
now appears that free liquid may be present within the Retired Waste Disposal Area. It is unknown whether the
Dry Ash Staging Area may also contain a volume of free liquid .

• • • • •

I certify that the information contained in this response to U.S. EPA's request for information and the
accompanying documents is true, accurate, and complete. As to the identified portions of this response for which I
cannot personally verify their accuracy, I certify under penalty of law that this response and all attachments were
prepared in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the
information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, those persons
directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge, true,
accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including
the possibility of fines and imprisonment for knowing violations.

Signature:

Name:

Title:

Donald L. Bull

Manager
Maintenance, Unit 17/18 Operations & Hydros
Northern Indiana Public Service Company
Rollin M. Schabfer Generating Station
2723 East 1500 North
Wheatfield, Indiana 46392



Exhibit A

Geaeral ObJecdoal

C.enepl Objection No.1: NIPSCO objects to the RF! to the extent its requests exceed the authority granted to
the U.S. EPA under Section 104(e) of CERCLA. NIPSCO specifically objects to the RFI to the extent that
U.S. EPA has not presented ". reasonable basis to believe that there may be a release or threat of release of a
bazardous substance or pollutant or contaminant" at the RMSGS. See 42 use § 9604(e)(I).

Operal Objection No.2: NIPSCO objects to the introductory paragraph (i.e. the first, unnumbered paragraph)
("Introductory Paragrapbj of the RFI on the grounds that the paragraph is ambiguous, vague, overbroad. or
too indefinite to be capable of reasonable interpretation. For the purposes of responding to the RFI, NIPSCO
has assumed that the RMSOS's R M Scbahfer Generating Station RWS I, Indiana Permit FP 37-01 is outside
the scope of the RFI as it receives only dry residuals which have been marginally conditioned for dust control
or dredged and allowed to thoroughly dewater prior to disposal. NIPSCO also assumes that detention basins at
RMSGS that receive de mirdmus amounts of coal dust through fUgitive dust emissions are outside the scope of
theRFI

(J~ QlUl;(lpon No.3: NIPseo objects to the terms "management unit" and "unit" as ambiguous, vap,
overbroad, or too indefinite to be capable of reasonable interpretation. By "manaaement unit" and "unit,"
NIPSCO assumes, for the purpose of this response, that U.S. EPA intends the terms to refer to the basins,
ponds, impoundments and disposal tacilities whicb receive or store Iiquid-bome coal combustion byproducts
or residuals except incidentally in de minimus quantities and as described at General Objection No.2.

General Obiection No.4: NIPSCO objects to the term "material" as ambiguous, vague, overbroad, or too
indefinite to be capable of reasonable interpretation. By "material," NIPSCO assumes, for the purposes of this
response, that u.s. EPA intends the term to refer to liquid-bome coal combustion byproducts and residuals.
NIPSCO additionally objects to other aspects of the RF! which are also ambiguous, vague, overbroad, or too
indefinite to be capable of reasonable interpretation.

General O~j~tiQn ~o. 5: NIPSCO objects to the RFI to the extent its requests purport to require NIPSCO to
divulse information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work product privilege, or any other
privilege recogni=l under applicable law.

General Objection No.6: NIPSCO objects to the RFI to the extent they call for NIPSCO to make legal
conclusions concerning any statute or regulation. NIPSCO also objects to the RFI to the extent its requests
require NIPSCO to (a) conduct inspections, assessments, calculations or other activities not otherwise required
by an applicable law or (b) develop or create documents that do not exist or that NIPSCO is not otherwise
required to create or maintain by applicable law.

GeneroI O~j~~oo ~o. 7: NIPSCO objects to the RFI to the extent its requests seek information previously
provided to U.S. EPA, already available to U.S~ EPA, or possessed by another governmental agency. By way
of example and Dot limitation, this objection includes information regarding prior state or federal governmental
inspections. Requests for such information are duplicative and unreasonably burdensome. NIPSCO also
objects to other aspects of the RFI to the extent its requests seek information which is similarly unreasonably
burdensome to obtain or produce.

c~J Obiection No.8: NIPSCO objects to the RFI to the extent that, through that its requests, U.S. EPA
seeks information not relevant to the purpose stated in U.S. EPA's letter dated March 9, 2009 or CERCLA
Section l04(e).






