TCEQ Public Meeting Form
April 9, 2015

Lower Colorado River Authority
Water Quality TPDES Permit Renewal
Permit No. WQ0002105000

PLEASE PRINT

Name: ﬂ t s «ZDD/‘?' é%

Mailing Address: /¢/2~—— Zﬁ;ﬁ?ﬂhﬁ /é]d

Physical Address (if different):

o > s
City/State: Z H é‘)’q At/ ge ' Zip: S E T ES

**This information is subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Information Act**

v

Email: o -él-é’l:fgc;l (Z.’E\,« L{‘ @dc?(w\;f; / /p C‘féf)m

Phone Number: 3 ra~ ¢7‘4" 7T&e

« Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? L] Yes dﬂ’ﬁo

If yes, which one?

l Please add me to the mailing list.

O I wish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting.

I wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting. /

(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you.,

ks



LCRA Environmental Laboratory Services

Fnvironmental ! 3505 Montopolis Drive
L.abora [-Ol‘y Austin, TX 78744
SCI‘ViCCS Phone: (512)366-5022

The Solutian Lab Fax: (612)356-6021

July 28, 2014

RECEIVED

ROBERT E. BALZER APR 09 2015
1412 ZAPALAC RD

La Grange, TX 78945 AT PUBLIC MEETING

RE: Final Analytical Report
ELS Workorder Q1426043

Aftn: ROBERT BALZER

Enclosed are the analytical results for sample(s} received by LCRA Environmental Laboratory Services,
Results reported herain conform to the most current NELAP standards, where applicable, unless otherwise
narrated in the body of the report.

Thank you for selecting ELS for your analytical needs. If you have any guestions concerning this report, please
feel free to contact us at (512) 356-6022. Ve look forward to assisting you again.

Authorized for release by:

Bhanu Acharya
Project Manager

bhanu.acharya@icra.org

(

Enclosures 1‘3@3‘ ‘

‘ T104704218-14-1C

Report ID: 102038 - 1043807 Page 1 of 5

~

This report may not be reproduced, except in full, \)
and with written approval from LCRA Environmental Laboratory Services. \(,\



LCRA Environmental Laboratory Services

- Environmental 5305 Montopolis Dive
Ia:ah()l‘atz()l‘y Austin, TX 78744
Services Phone: (512)356-6022

_ Te Solution Lub Fax; (512)356~6021

SAMPLE SUMMARY

Workorder: 11426043

Lab ID Sample ID Matrix Date Collected Date Received
Q1426043001 OUTDOOR FAUCET CLOSE TO WELLHE Drinking Water 7/8/2014 04:.00  7/8/2014 13:50
Report ID: 102038 - 1043907 Page 2 of §

This report may not he reproduced, except in full,
and with written approval from LCRA Environmental Laboratory Services.



LCRA Environmental Laboratory Services

Environmental ' L 3505 Montopolis Drive
L.abora t,()[‘v Austin, TX 78744
IS \
Services Phone: (512)356-6022
J i ———— Fax; (512)356-6021
PROJECT SUMMARY
Workorder: Q1426043
Sample Analysis Comments
Lab ID: Q1426043001 Sample {D: OUTDOOR FAUGET Analyte: Arsenic Total
CLOSE TO WELLHE
Analyte Detected Above Maximum Contaminant Level
Report ID: 102038 - 1043207 Page 3 of 6

This report may not be reproduced, except in full,
and with written approval from LCRA Environmental Laboratory Services.



Fnvironmental
Laboratory
Services

The Solution Lab

L.CRA Environmental Laborafary Services

3505 Montopolis Drive
Austin, TX 78744

Phone: (512)356-8022
Fax: (512)356-6021

ANALYTICAL RESULTS
Workorder: Q1426043
Lab ID: Q1426043001 Date Received: 7/8/2014 13;50 Matrix; Drinking Water
Sample ID: OUTDOOR FAUCET CLOSE TO WELLHE Date Collected: 7/8/2014 04:00  Sample Type:  SAMPLE
Project ID: ~ TEST
Parameters Results Units LOD PQL MCL DF Prepared By Analyzed By Qual
INORGANICS
Analysis Desc: E200.7 Metals, Trace Preparation Method: E200.7 Prep
Elements
le Analytical Method: E200.7 Metals, Trace Elements
Magnesium Total 0.467 mg/L 0.0700 0.200 1 0711114 FM  07/15/14 13:01:22 MV
Analysis Desc; E200.8, ICP-MS Preparation Method; E200.8, ICP-MS Prep
Analytical Method: E200.8, ICP-MS
Arsenic Total 0.0253 mg/L 0.000700¢ 000200 0.01 1 07111114 FM  07/23/14 11:06:00 SLW M
Lead Total <0.00100 mg/L 0.000400 0.001000.045 1 07111114 FM  07/16/14 18;52;00 SLW
TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS
Analysis Desc: SiM2540C, TDS Preparation Method: SM2540C, TDS
Analytical Method: SM2540C, TDS
Total Dissolved Solids(TDS) 799 mg/L 10.0 250 1000 10 07/1414 ML 07/14/14 ML
Page 4 of 5

Report 10 102038 - 1043907

This report may not be reproduced, except in full,
and with written approval from LCRA Envirenmental Laboratory Services,



Environmental
Laboratory
Services

Workorder: Q1426043

ANALYTICAL RESULTS QUALIFIERS

LCRA Environmental Laboratory Services
3505 Montopolis Drive
Austin, TX 78744

Phone: (512)366-6022
Fax; (512)356-5021

PARAMETER QUALIFIERS

Lab ID: Q1426043001

[ Analyte Detected Above Maximum Contaminant Level

Report ID; 102038 - 1043807

This report may not be reproduced, except in full, )
and with written approval from LCRA Environmental Laboratery Services.

Page E of 5



September 15, 2014 \9@ ()%@ REVI EWED /ﬂ/V

Bridget C. Bohac \ 6
Chief Clerk, MC-105 CEP 1 .?,2;0111
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality By %

P.O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087
http://www5.tceq.state.tx . us/rules/ecomments/

2 4]

€€ :6 W Dt 438 Bl

RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewallfor th
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000

3

PP L

Dear Chief Clerk:

J0H

'l
st

AL
TNTNNOEIANG NO

NOISSINNG:

I am writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River Authority’s

(“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette Power Plant.

Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA Fayette Power Plant

dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like arsenic, boron,

cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and streams. This toxic
soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This pollution is discharged

directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface impoundments that many
plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber sludge; and seeps from
unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near

the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,

and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that

the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that

contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]

property.” In short, pollution from the Fayetie Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentialty

impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells,

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address

the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

¢ The current Draft Permit does not set efftuent limits for the numerous toxic

pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean/\

N\

SendEl



Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only i imposes limits
on one toxic pollutant—selenivm. The revised Clean Water Act permit must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges as required by law.

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydro geologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA?”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards. I respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

il

Sincerely,

Robert E. Bal%\'

1412 Zapalac Rd.
La Grange, Tx 78945
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TCEQ Public Meeting Form
April 9, 2015

Lower Colorado River Authority
Water Quality TPDES Permit Renewal
Permit No. WQ0002105000

PLEASE PRINT

Name:_ DANILIA BlOCh

Mailing Address: (002 W ¢ AHHW& JU('}% %0%

Physical Address (if different):

Cityfstate: ____AUSHA (T X zip: 1870

**This information is subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Information Act**

Email: dbloch(@ femvironwmmh‘megv(ﬁy 01y -

Phone Number: (5‘7—) [02/7{ - 94 F0

7

» Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? E/Yes U No

I£yes, whichone? __E yirtampntsl T nt2qr(ty Proj ek

[ Please add me to the mailing list,

f?( I wish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting, V//

[l I wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting.
(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this form to the persoh at the information table. Thank you.

=
Q(\____,_'../ '



TCEQ Public Meeting Form
April 9, 2015

Lower Colorado River Authority
Water Quality TPDES Permit Renewal
Permit No. WQ0002105000

PLEASE PRINT

T NEL CHEI AN
Mailing Address: / Zj‘ O ;)\ éﬁ/ 7471] 7’@:/[// /0

Physical Address (if different):

City/State: 4% 8 77 /l//) 77( Zip: /7 57 /70 )

**This information is subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Inform&tion Act** /

Emai: N&:/_, @MMW@%(VQQM bellder . Comn -
Phone Number: 5——[ 3 — j\/ ,7 gj\ - }}7 é ,7

. ] : T . o
Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? ﬁ(Yes LI No

If yes, which one? 5/5 /Q/QA a LL{ Z%

| Please add me to the mailing list,
E( I wish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting.

f
I wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public mecting.

{Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you, {0



September { a], 2014

Bridget C. Bohac
Chief Clerk, MC-105

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality o 8
P.0. Box 13087 L =9
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 Y8 o
hitp://www?5 tceq.state.tx.us/rules/ecomments/ ;%’ — D3 g%
b ! L :Gg;
=y .:5 ez
RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal f tthe =z ﬁ% 7
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000 o8 g%
W 8

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LLCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayetie Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayctte Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creck Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September %, 2014

| N



———

Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commigsion on Environmental Quality
September | Sk, 2014

Page 2

Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antunony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.

s  TCEQ maust also require LLCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

- hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
sclenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occuwrring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act ("CWA?”) or state [aw, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Watet Quallty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

Cer s

Printed Name: £cLor ~ Coepfx.
Mailing Address:

!\}... f"‘v-xﬂ','.’;)f‘)

(N Gronge T X, 784S

Phone: 4 % 7f8 2[8=
Email;: € Alao N Cf)ft Yk of . Conn
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TCEQ Public Meeting Form
April 9, 2015

Lower Colorado River Authority
Water Quality TPDES Permit Renewal
Permit No. WQ0002105000

PLEASE PRINT

e T EFFIEYy ook _
Mailing Address: _ 7/ < /Z/ /%M i Ld{, 6/6/%/\;"“ 727%

Physical Address (if different):

City/State: Mé /6/%0% f /r Zip: 7 f 7 ?ﬁ;‘

**This information is subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Inform&ti.on Act**

Fmail: u{’f‘f/"?) 76 QOK@U(’//’/:}@,V; L NET /
S/ L497-003 >

Phone Number:

» Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? (A Hes LI No

o
If yes, which one? / 0? € W

m/ Please add me to the mailing list.

W I wish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting.

a I wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting.
(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you.

¢
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September / 2, 2014

Bridget C. Bohac
Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

P.O. Box 13087 @ B 4
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 ] ) <
hitp://www5.tceq.state.tx.us/rules/ecomments/ < @ %’8
2} - AR
b W i AEm
RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal favthe - ’“‘é{: :
LCRA Faypette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000 e = 3 £
by P 4
&3 4
Dear Chief Clerk: mooe g

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, nmanganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effTuent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The carrent Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September ,2014

| \
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Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

September [ 2 , 2014
Page 2

Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antunony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control foxic discharges
as required by law.

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking

coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

- hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate poliution
leaks and secps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

Tn sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for censidering these comments and my request for a public meeting,

Sincerely,

JefrFrey  covkl
Printed Name:
Mailing Address: .
/2w A
L¢t OAsgpy [ X ZF V95
Phone: 2/ 2 LG — &0 3‘7
Email: _veFE €Y o ool & per, Aor. e f
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September jz. , 2014 \g\-7

Bridget C. Bohac \
Chief Clerk, MC-105 O@ REVIEWED ,f /}/\
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

P.0. Box 13087 SEP 16 20W

Austin, Texas 78711-3087
http://www5.tceq.state.tx.us/rules/ecomments/ By

—

. P
RE:  Nofice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal fpr the 2

O
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000 H @ r:ﬁ(
o )
Dear Chief Clerk: :% o %:%ﬁ ~.
sy E2osl
w528
We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado Rivgr ﬁ%’;g ?
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for they ayettd 3;;‘5

-
¢

Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like ’cheT'CRAX1
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in commumication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayetie Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September 12 , 2014



Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
September _j= , 2014

Page 2

Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antnnony, arsemc barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calctum, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or coptrol toxic discharges
as required by law.

¢  TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking

coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

- hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creck Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

_____

federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, 1nelud1ng the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quahty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

Dormedfumm., Coolb
Printed Name: oz, »adnan Coolk
Mailing Address:

[04-] Grove Detse

Av‘?qi,‘?,,.}"ﬁﬂ | T=>< ‘7? l-.?
Phone: (q—m) 571~2268 \/

Email: i.,lca. c','-c:)rﬂid. 2R @ aok.cam
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Sefatember ﬁr_ﬁ_, 2014 \)) 0?7” REVEEWEEﬂ
Bridget C. Bohac O\ ©SEP 16 20 ﬂ/\

Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality B / /
P.0. Box 13087 y ,

i ]
=
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 ;"% e %
)
http://www35.tceq.state. tx. us/rules/ecomments/ ;j;' & g‘g
frn == Q=2
RE:  Notice of Application and Inient to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal—f"ort he gggg
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQG002105000 B quv
. £ s 02
Dear Chief Clerk: > 3
o~ ™

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“ILCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, fead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MClLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the {Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to

set effluent limits for almost all of the toxie pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:
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« The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic
pellutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean
Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallivm, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yttrium, and zine), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised Clean Water Act épermit must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges as required by law.

o TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

" “hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at Jevels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollition
leaks and seeps info hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

«Th 8am, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean,Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Qurface Wafer Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

NEWAR

- OAA -
(Pri-ﬁted Name” JAy Cox e
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September , 2014

Bridget C. Bohac

Chief Clerk, MC-105 4 —_
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality SEP 16 201 2 B Q
P.O. Box 13087 4 o, 2,
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 ff o ° Dé"g _
hitp://wwwS5 tceq.state.tx.us/rules/ecomments/ S5 o ’é %3:% %
& - TIE G
RE:  Notice of Application and Intent fo Obiuin Water Quality Permis Renewal frﬁ_ﬁfke g J% <
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000 rf;; M 5;4
LN

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA™) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Bach day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmiwm, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters,

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arscnic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Mareover, according to LCRA’s repord, many of the groundwater inonitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creel Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wugstewaters, or address
the sceps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The carrent Draft Permit does not set effluent Fimits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean Sepiember , 2014

A
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Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technolo gy-based effluent limits for al
discharged poltutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yitriun, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limils on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic disch arges
as required by law,

®  TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking

coal ash dispesal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and; or groundwater with a

. hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Waiter Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
commumicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements fo clean up and eliminate poliution
leaks and seeps into h vdrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA™) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Watér Qliality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

i
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Marisa Weber

I
From: PUBCOMMENT-OCC
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 9:23 AM
To: PUBCOMMENT-QCC2
Subject: FW: Fayette Application Summary Comments 9 11 2014.docx D @
Attachments: Fayette Application Summary Comments 9 11 2014.docx \0) /B;X
PV

From: CHIEFCLK

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 8:18 AM

To: PUBCOMMENT-OCC

Subject: FW: Fayette Application Summary Comments 9 11 2014.docx

From: Greenthumb [mailto:greenthumb@skyconnect.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2014 7:58 PM

To: CHIEFCLK

Subject: Fayette Application Summary Comments 9 11 2014.docx

We request a public meeting -
Suzanne & rusty green



September 11, 2014

Bridget C. Bohac

Chief Clerk, MC-105

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

http://www3 tceq.state.tx.us/rules/ecomments/

RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal for the
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses, This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal arcas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs,

Moteover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells,

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

o The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic
pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean



Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must includetechnology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants.Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal
ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yitrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised Clean Water Act permit must impose
effluent limits that efiminate or control toxic discharges as required by law.

s TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units.Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic, '
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and sutface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA?”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

Suzanne & Rusty Green
720 6% st.

Bay City, Tx 77414



0
- September ___, 2014 N REVIEWED
S £y ;

i
Bridget C. Bohac . ¥ /M
Chief Clerk, MC-105 ON SEP 16 ‘%m‘i
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality By / ) -
P.0. Box 13087 d 2 = Q
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 A ¢ mo
http://www5.teeq.state.tx. us/rules/ecomments/ FC;J s ég
11 R
RE:  Notice of Application and Inient to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal for the = ?_—;&Z?‘ﬁ B
LCRA Fayette Power Plans, Permit No. WQ0002105000 E:"'T,ﬂ: = "‘g%
& =
Dear Chief Clerk: mon ®

We are writing o request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power planrs like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxjc pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, untined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters,

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenie, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium Ievels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and mo) ybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL, in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, ¢hloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MClLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Resexvoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayeite Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wustewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent Limits for the numerous toxic polutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters, Under the Clean September , 2014

<
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Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 polhsiants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or centrol toxic disch arges

as required by law. .

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plait’s coal ash impoundments and {andfills to surface waters andior groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA. ifself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permiit muyst impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In surh, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act ("CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Wa’g_v’;—:jﬁ'—"@uality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats. '

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting,

Sincerely,

e o~

CPrinted Name: ~75 &~ Lrerirr”
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Marisa Weber

R
From: PUBCOMMENT-OCC
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 9:16 AM
To: PUBCOMMENT-OCC2
Subject: FW: LCRA Application.
PM

From: CHIEFCLK
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 8:39 AM
To: PUBCOMMENT-0OCC

Subject: FW: LCRA Application.

From: celeste hagaman [mailto;vallorie6l@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 7:26 PM

To: CHIEFCLK

Cc: Celeste Morgan Hagaman; allison Sliva; Irene Solnik
Subject: LCRA Application.

Gentlemen, | request a public meeting to discuss
the LCRA's application.

Thank you,

Celeste Hagaman

35 CR 243

Bay City, Texas
77414-3355
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v

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA™) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Fach day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selentum into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurties of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters,

L.CRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayeite Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCI, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address

the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:
Q
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o The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic
pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean
Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
metcury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yitrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on one toxic poliutant—seleniun. Fhe revised Clean Water Ack permit must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or control foxic discharges as required by law. '

o TCEQ must alse require LCRA to clean np and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

* “‘hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and coball at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologicaily connected ground and surface waters.

«+Tn sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean, Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Waler Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

il Kaodk.

Printed Name: 4 /d,/w/ HA?&A:

Mailing Address:

b6l49 _Lfaca A
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September ,2014

Bridget C. Bohac

GEP 16,201
Chief Clerk, MC-105 7

i

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality By __ - ey £3

P.0. Box 13087 = = g

Austin, Texas 78711-3087 ‘c’j_)"? e me
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LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000 N % >

fa o 2

Dear Chief Clerk: o

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LLCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayetie
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters,

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Seleniwm levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moteover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the gronndwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health tisk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:



Bridget C. Bohac, Chiel Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
September , 2014

Page 2

o The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic
pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean
Water Act, Clean Water Act petmits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminumi, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmivm, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnestum, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised Clean ¥Water Act permit must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or conirol foxic discharges as required by law.

o TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

- . hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LORA itself bas identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit musi impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps inie hydrogeologicaily connected ground and surface waters.

10 s, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Cl-eén;Water Act (“CWA™) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

/
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LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. W00002105000 o = ?r;‘.ag_;
Dear Chief Clerk 2o P

ear Chief Clerk: RN i

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the F ayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the grovndwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permat fails to

set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

Q\
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¢ The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous texic
pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean
Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, coppet, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on ope toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised Clear Water At permil must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges as required by law.

s TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and Jandfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

.., Jnydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements fo clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surfuce waters.

A sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA>™) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Wéﬁe‘i")Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting,

Sincerely,

Oéa H &%_L/{ _

Printed Name:; LEFE [Ha Y.E X
Mailing Address:
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RE: Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renew@for @ &=
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LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LLCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant, Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LLCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

» The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic .
pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean \b

1 N



Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised Clean Water Act permif must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges as required by law.

e TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards, We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

e

-

Sincerely, =~
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Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater ncar
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plani’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

e The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic —
pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean



Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised Clean Water Act permit must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges as required by law.

e TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash dispoesal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate {from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”™) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards, We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting,

Sincerely, -~

MUX, L \lmﬂaaé"’

Mindy L. Hengst
4370 Leslie Road
Fayetteville, Texas

My concern is for our water quality. I own and show expensive
professional show horses, and their water comes directly out of our well.
Why would you let the LCRA even think about contaminating our well
water? Is this water you will come out here to drink at any time? Please
put the politics aside, and think what is right for Texas and it’s citizens
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Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LLCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burming power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
atsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells,

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition: o
* The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxie

pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean

| N



Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, ¢obalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thaltium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised Clean Water Act permit must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges as required by law.

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the

Plant’s coal ash impoundménts and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean

Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of poliutants like arsenic,

selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater

standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised

Clean Water Act permif must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution

leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

W7

o

S

Smcel ely,

Dav1d & Geral dme Jeanes
4375 Leslie Rd

Fayetteville Texas 78940
djeanes@imsday.com
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Dear Chief Clerk: -
ear Chief Cler & & g

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenjum, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs,

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition: \\

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September , 2014
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Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antunony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent lzmzts that eliminate or control toxic dzsckarges
as required by law. -

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking

coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

~hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creck Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters,

Tn-suih, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean:Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quahty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these eritical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting,

Sincerely,

Diwa M Krgne le
Printed Name Ve wn A iy e
Mailing Address:
Po. Do 249
Thdotleny (UL TX 74900
Phone: 4 4 250 3355 /
Email: dw4rerele@od . n~
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RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal férthe 5

N =

LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000

Dear Chief Clerk:;

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“I.LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills inio ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayetie Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient ot cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayctte Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentialty
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units, In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that ~—
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September , 2014
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Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antunony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium, The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In:surti, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA?”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water: Quahty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

//7 Y/ //Z//M <

Pfinted Name: /&f///(,c/é 4
Mailing Address:

2/ JZ%P\ (%WJML

Jaa Mmu 7 77,71//1’
Phone:

Email:
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Bridget C. Bohac

Chiof Clerk, MC-105 REVI FWED -

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality ,:“M;‘:] ;’f %

P.O. Box 13087 SEP 16 2014 S8 mo

Austin, Texas 78711-3087 /Y B = REE.
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RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal fo@ke s rz”g

LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000 MmN

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“I.CRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayelte Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams, This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. L.CRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In shott, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic poltutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September , 2014
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Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.

+  TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pellution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

- hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution

. leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sur, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean: Water Act (“CWAP”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quallty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

Wb Youi,

Printed Name: [/ AR £ wEK
Mailing Address:
£ 'ga)bf '94/5\(
Erterv e, DC 78 7%
Phone: f7¢.375-2252
Email: ARENEKS @/ CV CTX (0
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RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal jﬁﬁ the E 3

LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt ievels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September , 2014
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Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills fo surface waters and/or groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water’ Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

rely,

va

Prmted Name: f" BT Er A A L

Mailing Address: :
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P.O. Box 13087 By éf’
Austin, Texas 78711-3087
http://wwwS5.tceq.state.tx.us/rules/ecomments/

f'l /I‘/‘I

0 8H

4
ECOW 91 ¢3S my

=
RE: Nofice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal féﬁthe
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000

304

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LLCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromiom, fead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobali levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand 1s believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
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the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition: -

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September , 2014
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Water Act, Clean Waier Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, an‘umony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boton, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking

coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

~hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selentum, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sur, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean«Wa,ter Act ("CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quahty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting,

Sincerely,

7@& X/AU)/L@%.
Prirtted Name: £, +o Krenel?
Mailing Address:

PO. Box A48
foy, T 78940
Phone: 979- 37% - 2252

Email:
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Marisa Weber

From: PUBCOMMENT-OCC

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 4:15 PM

To: PUBCOMMENT-OCC2

Subject: LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000
PM

From: Judy Landress [mailto:jlandr2000@amail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 3:44 PM

To: CHIEFCLK

Subject: public meeting on white stallion water permit

September 15, 2014

Bridget C. Bohac

Chief Clerk, MC-105

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Noftice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal for the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002165000

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River Authority’s (“LCRA™)
application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette Power Plant, Each day across the United
States, coal-burning pewer plants like the LCRA Fayetie Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater
loaded with toxic pollutants like arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our
rivers, lakes, and streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface impoundments that
many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber sludge; and seeps from unlined
ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters,

LLCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near the coal ash
ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt, and molybdenum
exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more

| Q¢



than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenu.. has exceeded the federal Life-time He...a Advisory by nearly 4 times
and exceeded the PCL in water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride,
manganese, sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are located within
the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that the “Middle Sand is believed to
be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that contaminated groundwater “could migrate
beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant] property.” In short, pollution from the Fayetie Plant’s
leaking coal ash dumps could potentially impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby
residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit
fails to set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic poliutants found in coal ash wastewaters,
or address the seeps and leaks from the plant's coal ash disposal units. In addition:

o The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic
pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean Water
Act, Clean Water Act permits must includetechnology-based effluent limits for all discharged
pollutants.Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters
(including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium, calcium, chromium,
cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver,
sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette
Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised Clean Water Act permit
must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges as required by law.

» TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking coal
ash disposal units.Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the Plant's coal ash
impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a hydrogeological
connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean Water Act. LCRA
itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic, selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt
at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater standards, and acknowledged that this
pollution is occurring in groundwater that communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and
could migrate of fsite. The revised Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements fo
clean up and eliminate pollution leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and
surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the federal Clean Water
Act (“CWA™) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas Surface Water Quality
Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to provide an opportunity for the public to
address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

Judg [ andress



Marisa Weber

me L
From: PUBCOMMENT-QCC
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 9:22 AM
To: PUBCOMMENT-OCC2
Subject: FW: Fayette Power Plant
Importance: High

From; CHIEFCLK
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 8:19 AM
To: PUBCOMMENT-0OCC

Subject: FW: Fayette Power Plant
Importance: High

From: hg@theconservationagency.org [mallto:hg@theconservationagency.org]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 6:54 AM

To: CHIEFCLK

Subject: Fayette Power Plant

Importance: High

Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Austin, Texas

Dear Chief Bohac,

I am a professional biologist with a long career invested in environmental conservation. I strongly oppose
the plan of the Lower Colorado River Authority to increase coal pollution. Coal is a filthy, old-fashioned fuel
that pollutes both air and water. There are much better, up-to-date alternatives.

Sincerely,

James Lazell, Ph. D,

The Conservation Agency
1140 Monree St.,
Jackson, MS 39202
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Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power planis like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, Iead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCT., and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in

water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address

the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September—f-7—2014

| N



Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
September , 2014

Page 2

Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technolo gy-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsetic, barium, beryllium, boren, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadism, yttriuni, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effTuent Limits that eliminate or caitrol toxic discharges
as required by law,

o  TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash dispesal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and;or groundwater with a

~hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creck Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal G"leand.le}ter Act ("CWA?”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water:Quality Standards. We respectfully request thai TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and miy request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

&Smﬂwﬂﬁ » %,%;7/
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RE:  Nofice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000

™

Dear Chief Clerl:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) applicationt and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCI and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearihg Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells,

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition: o

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September [2— , 2014

| N



Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

September | Z- ,2014
Page 2

Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by faw.

¢+ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking

coal ash disposal units., Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

-hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and staie groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In surh, it does not appear that the ex1stmg penmt if renewed, would comply with the

.....

provide an opportumty for the pubhc to address these critical public health threats

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

v/
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LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000
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Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is belicved to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In shott, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition: T
The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September {2~ 2014



Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commxssmn on Environmental Quality

September Z , 2014
Page 2

Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or coptrol toxic discharges
as required by law.

e TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

- hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurting in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creck Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quahty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting,

Sinc
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RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal foy th

LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000
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Dear Chief Clerk;

I am writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River Authority’s
(“LCRA") application and intent to oblain a water quality permit for the Fayette Power Plant,
Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA Fayette Power Plant
dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like arsenic, boron,
cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and streams. This toxic
soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This pollution is discharged
directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface impoundments that many
plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber sludge; and seeps from
unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas, Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs,

Voreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps couid potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units, In addition; \

| ¢



Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
September 14, 2014

Page 2

¢ The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic
pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters, Under the Clean
Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised Clean Water Act permit must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges as required by law.

s TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface watetrs and/or groundwater with a

~ hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite, The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

I sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Cleart. Water Act ("CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting,

Sincerely,

(oo S P riots”

Printed Name: _ Carolan Mendel

Mailing Address:

4225 Leslie Rd

Fayetteville Texas 78940 /
Email: dmendel@gmail.com_ .V
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Dear Chief Clerk;

I am writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River Authority’s
(“LCRA?”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette Power Plant.
Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA Fayette Power Plant
dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like arsenic, boron,
cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and streams, This toxic
soup can be harm{ul to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This pollution is discharged
directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface impoundments that many
plants use (o store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber sludge; and seeps from
unlined ponds and landfilis into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater moniforing report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a tandfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reserveir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address

the seeps and teaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition: / T
N,
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Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
September 14, 2014

Page 2

¢ The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic
pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters, Under the Clean
Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antlmony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, seienium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on one toxic pollutant—selenivum. The revised Clean Water Actpermit must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or conirol toxic discharges as required by law.

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfilis to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
‘hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate poliution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

Inrstim, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Watér Qual ity Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats,

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Cerel ey b M

Prlnled Name __Don Mendel

Mailing Address:

4225 Leslie Rd

Fayetteville Texas 78940 e
Email: donmendel@gmail.com V'
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Y

Chief Clerk, MC-105 ; By /
Texas Commission on Environmental Qualify :
P.0. Box 13087

2 = o
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 %’ = ¥
http://www5.tceq.state. tx . us/rules/ecomments/ o e
e L Sy
£l g1 e
RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal @r the™ §§§§
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No, WQ0002105000 —~ B I506
ik B fc)
e o
Dear Chief Clerk: T S T SO =
£

We are writing to request a public mesting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LLCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayeite Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic sluries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRAs own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Tevels (PCl.s) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by neatly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-~gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, ¢hloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayeite Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wustewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants tlél
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean Sepiembep———r20T4*
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Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

September /2, 2014
Page 2

Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technolo gy-based effluent limits for all
discharged poliutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsetiic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcinm, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thatlium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yiirium, and zine), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effTuent iimits that efiminuie or conirol toxic discharges
as required by law.,

» TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

_hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is ocowrring in groundwater that
commumicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permiit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surfiace waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal €lean Water Act (“CWA™) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water. Quality Standards. We respectiully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincer@ A/LQ m&/

Printed Name: 241/ Q/; M K&

Mailing Address: )
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RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal for the ¥

LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River

Authority’s (“LLCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette

Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA

Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic poliutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and

streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This

pollution is discharged directly from planis and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface

impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber

sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant coniains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,

and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal

Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in

water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,

sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are

located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that

the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address

the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September , 2014
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Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
September , 2014

Page 2

Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include fechnology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.

¢  TCEQ maust also require LLCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In surn, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal CleamWaier Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

&
A /‘( 7
Mailing Address
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TCEQ Public Meeting Form
April 9, 2015

Lower Colorado River Authority
Water Quality TPDES Permit Renewal
Permit No. WQ0002105000

PLEASE PRINT

T A4S ST IR
Mailing Address: WO /g 0/‘( o/ (7

Physical Address (1f dlfferent) asy, (/(// /@ M /( e < #
/@f/%zlf//& 7/537%&

p:

City/State:

**This information is subject to public dzsclosure under the Texas Public Information Act**

Email: M/ /éZ/ 5///]11/@ E/ﬂAL?ﬁ CoT 72 v
K72 2/2 /e

Phone Number:

« Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? B Tes LI No
If yes, which one? /QX/M'}’ ﬁ%/? @5%57%‘ / é/{‘_, E N2 g ep
SR /E 2

E\]//Please add me to the mailing list. /

Ej/i/vvish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight's public meeting. \/

PEI/ I wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting. \/

(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting) /

\

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you.



Ty AKys TIE G
CALIBER ANALYTICAL SERVICES

Certificate of Analysis
A-Prime Water Well Service Date Sampled: 03/10/15 14:10
6149 Baca Road RECE EVED Date Received: 03/23/15 17:00
Fayetteville, Texas 78940 Date Issued: 04/08/15
APR ¢ 9 2015
Project: TREW
Site Location: Fayetteville, TX AT PUBL‘C MEE‘HNG

Project Number: 2A SDG Number: 15032310

LpaL gk

Result Unit LLQ Method Prepared Analyzed Init.

Sulfate by IC
Sulfate 33 mgfL. 1 EPA 300.0 03/24/15 03/24/1516:22 88

Total Metals
» Aluminum 8,800 ug/L 50 EPA 6020A 03/24/15 03/30/15 10:54 MEL
© Antimony ND ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15 03/26/15 11:12 MEL
«  Arsenic 6.3 ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15 03/26/1511:12 MEL
+ Barium 260 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/16 03/26/15 11:12 MEL
« Beryllium ND ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15 03/26/1511:12 MEL
» Boron 38 ug/l 5 EPA 6020A 03/25/15 03/25/1513:23 MEL
v Cadrium ND ug/l 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/2611511:12 MEL
« Calcium 250,000 ug/l 100 EPA 6020A 03/24115  03/30/15 10:54 MEL
+ Chromium 8.0 ugilL 5 EPA 50204 03/24/115  03/26/1511:12 MEL
« Cobalt ND ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/2415  03/30/15 10:54 MEL
« Copper 6.8 ug/l 5 EPA B020A 03/2415 03/26/15 11:12 MEL
= lron 7,000 ug/l. 100 EPA B020A 03/24/15  03/30/15 10:54 MEL
« Lead 10 ugflL 5 EPA 6020A 03/2415 03/26/1511:12 MEL
+ Magnesium 4,200 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/30/15 10:564 MEL
+ Manganese 410 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/30/15 10:54 MEL
«  Mercury ND ug/L 0.2 EPA 6020A 03/24/15 03/26/1511:12 MEL
»  Molybdenum ND ug/l 5 EPA 6020A 03/25/15 03/25/1512:06 MEL
»  Mickel 7.3 ug't. 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/16 0372615 11:12 MEL
Potassium 5,9‘00 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/30/15 10:54 MEL
«  Selenium ND ug/L 5 EPA B020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:12 MEL
»  Sliver ND ug/L 5 EPA B020A 03/24115  03/26/15 11:12 MEL
»  Sodium 5,700 ug/l 100 EPA BO20A 03/24/15 03/30/15 10:54 MEL
«  Thallium ND ug/. 1 EPA 80204 03/24/15 03/26/15 11:12 MEL
»  Vanadium 32 ug/l 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/30/15 10:54 MEL
+ Zinc 21 ug/L 5 EPA 60204 03/24/16  03/26/15 11:12 MEL

Notes/Qualifiers: A,wjf O&&p,
Approved by:

LLQ- Lowest Level of Quantitation
ND - Not Detecled at a concentration greater than or equal to the LLQ. QC Chemist

- EPA identifitd as poilytants o analyze
in Coal ash wastewdter (9.15.08 guidelines)

Page 1 of 3 \\

8851 Qrchard Tree Lane Towson, Maryland 21286
tel: 410.825,4151 fax: 410.825.2126 www.caslabs.net




CALIBER ANALYTICAL SERVICES

Certificate of Analysis
A-Prime Water Well Service Date Sampled: 03/10/15 14:25
6149 Baca Road Date Received: 03/23/15 17:00
Fayetteville, Texas 78940 Date |ssued: 04/08/15
Project: TREW
Site Location: Fayetteville, TX

Project Number: 2A SDG Number: 15032310

.

ole 1B

Result Unit LLG Method Prepared Analyzed Init.

Sulfate by IC
Sulfate 35 mg/l 1 EPA 300.0 03/2415 03/24/1516:40 88
Total Metals

Aluminum 9,700 ug/L 50 EPA 6020A 03/24115 03/3015 11:19 MEL
Antimony ND ug/l. 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15 03/26M1511:40 MEL
Arsenic 6.9 ugiL 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Barlum 290 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15 03/26/1511:40 MEL
Beryllium ND ugfl. 1 EPA 6020A 03/24115 03/26/1511:40 MEL
Boron 40 ug/. 5 EPA 6020A 03/25/15 03/25/15 13:45 MEL
Cadmium ND ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Calcium 250,000 ug/l. 100 EPA B020A 03/2415  03/30/1511:19 MEL
Chromium 8.5 ug/L 5 EPA 60204 03/24115  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Cobhalt 5.1 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24115  03/30/15 11:19 MEL
Caopper 8.8 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15 03/26115 11:40 MEL
Iron 7,800 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/2415 03/30/11511:19 MEL
Lead 1 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/2415  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Magnesium 4,400 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/2415  03/30/15 11:19 MEL
Manganese 410 ug/L o EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/301511:19 MEL
Mercury ND ugiL 0.2 EPA 8020A 03/24/15 03/26/1611:40 MEL
Molybdenum ND ugiL 5 EPA 6020A 03/25/15 03/25/15 12:24 MEL
Nickel 8.3 ugfL 5 EPA B020A 03/2415  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Potassium 6,000 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 0372415 03/30/15 11:19 MEL
Selenium ND ug/L 5 EPA 60204 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Silver ND ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/16 03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Sodium 5,600 ug/l 100 EPA 6020A 03/24115  03/301511:19 MEL
Thalllum ND ug/L. 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Vanadium 35 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/30/15 11:19 MEL
Zinc 23 ug/L. 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:40 MEL

Notes/Qualifiers: W O&&J/"
Approved by: '

LLQ- Lowest Lavel of Quantitation
ND - Not Detected at a concentratlon greater than or equal to the LLQ. QC Chetmist

Page 2 of 3

88451 Orehard Tree Lane Towson, Maryland 21286
tel: 410.825,1151  fax: 410.825.2126 www.caslabs.net




\ CALIBER ANALYTICAL SERVICES

Certificate of Analysis

A-Prime Water Well Service Date Sampled:  03/10/15 15:00

§149 Baca Road Date Recsived: 03/23/15 17:00

Fayetteville, Texas 78940 Date Issued: 04/08/15

Project: TREW

Site Location: Fayetteville, TX

Project Number:  2A SDG Number: 15032310

Result Unit LLQ Method Prepared Analyzed Init.
Sulfate by IC
Sulfate 11.1 mgiL 1 EPA 300.0 04/03/15  04/03/15 15:63 S8
Total Metals

Aluminum 2,700 ug/L 50 EPA 6020A 03/30M15  03/30/15 11:24 MEL
Antimany ND ugfL i EPA 6020A 03/26/115  03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Arsenic 4.3 ug/l. 1 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Barium 100 ug/l. 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/115 03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Beryllium ND ugit 1 EPA 8020A 03/26/115  03/26/1511:486 MEL
Boron 58 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/25/5 03/25/1513:49 MEL
Cadmium ND ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Calcium 33,000 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/30/15  03/30/15 11:24 MEL
Chromium ND ug/l. 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Cobalt ND gL 5 EPA 6020A 03/30/15 03/30/1511:24 MEL
Copper 12 ug/L 5 EPA B020A 03/26/15 03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Iron 3,600 ug/L 100 EPA G020A 03/30/15 03/30/15 11:24 MEL
Lead 9.4 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/15  03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Magnesium 2,800 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/30/15  03/30/15 11:24 MEL
Manganese 410 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/30M15  03/30/1511:24 MEL
Mercury ND ug/l. 0.2 EPA 6020A 03/26/15  03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Molybdenum ND ugit 5 EPA 8020A 03/25/15  03/25/15 12:28 MEL
Nickel ND ug/l 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/15 1146 MEL
Potassium 4,500 ug/L i00 EPA 6020A 03/30115 03/30/15 11;:24 MEL
Selenium ND ug/L 5 EPA B020A 03/26/15 03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Silver ND ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/45 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Sodium 8,600 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/30/15  03/30/1511:24 MEL
Thalllum ND ug/l. 1 EPA 6020A 03/26/15  03/26/1511:46 MEL
Vanadium 14 ugiL 5 EPA 6020A 03/30/15  03/30/15 11:24 MEL
Zinc 23 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/15 11:46 MEL

Notes/Qualifiers: W @&jf"
Approved by:

LLQ- Lowest Level of Quantitation
ND - Not Detected at a concentration greater than or equal to the LLQ. QC Chemist

Page 3 of 3

8851 Orehard Trae Lane Towson, Maryland 21286
tol: 410.825.1161 fax: 410.825.2128 www.caslabs.net
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September / 92/, 2014

Bridget C. Bohac
Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087
http://wwwS tceq.state.tx.us/rules/ecomments/ %3

RE:  Noftice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal fa’iﬁke
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000

ATRVE NN 111

£

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCI,, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCI. in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September , 2014
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Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
September /< -, 2014

Page 2

Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes Iimits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.,

e TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

- hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this poltution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In surh, it does not appear that the existing perniit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA?”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quahty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

infed Name: J 245/ 2/ /@f:@/\’(
Mailing Address: / f/(/ < / o S/

ﬁ?—us’?bd Y 77O Z2
Phone: __§2572 ~ /2 ~ L e
Email: %1 /42nlpze/ @ M/?jd‘z? P
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"September /2~ , 2014 b REVIEWED /

Bridget C. Bohac SEP 1e Zﬂ)ll

Chief Clerk, MC-105 ‘

Texas Commission on Environmental Quahty \ V ' , 3
P.O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 el
http://wwwS5 tceq.state.tx.us/rules/ecomments/
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RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal ﬁ)r the:g
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000 o

Dear Chief Clerk: A

40
VAN
TUNG

‘,j

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LLCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of galtons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slutries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayetie Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Tevels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is belicved to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that mﬁ“"\

are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September , 2014 'J\)

N



Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
September , 2014

Page 2

Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
caleium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zine), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.

e TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
liydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit nuist impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

Th sum, 1t does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincegely,

Printed Name: (?}:@ g\@ < AéMﬂKMfg&L
Mailing Ad : X
Ko et

2250 Mivomal Crect B mombagt 77375
Phone: %’3‘2"1’75 “/’/Zdis
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REVIEWED W
September L 2014 SEP 16 2014

Bridget C. Bohac By %f

Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality P
o = o
P.O. Box 13087 nE o s 2
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 k. Eﬁ . m8
http://wwws5.tceq.state.tx.us/rules/ecomments/ | f{;}%gng
rm U mj}ﬁ Ul
- EQ@
RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewal fgﬁth e R f;‘éﬁ "
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000 i B %‘z
. Mow R
Dear Chief Clerk: o~

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. L.CRA acknowledges that
the *Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
propetty.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September , 2014

| \



Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk, MC-105
Texas. Commission on Environmental Quality

September Zﬂ» , 2014

Page 2

Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selentum, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zin¢), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking

coal ash disposal units, Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

- hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sut, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quahty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Mailing Address: '
9202 Mipapnal) (oot ().
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Marisa Weber

From: PUBCOMMENT-0OCC

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 422 PM

To: PUBCOMMENT-0CC2 @
Subject: LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000 \))9 /X

" )

UV — [ v

From: CHIEFCLK
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 4:22 PM
To: PUBCOMMENT-OCC

Subject: FW: Public meeting

/

From: Carclyn Moon [mailto:carolynmoon@ijuno.com]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 4:21 PM

To: CHIEFCLK

Subject: Public meeting

| request a public meeting to discuss the Fayette Coal Plant’s effects on
the Colorado River and thereby the water supply of Corpus Christi.

Carolyn Moon

4902 Calvin

Corpus Christi, TX 78411
361-815-4471
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REVIEWED I

September 11, 2014 SEP 17 2004

Bridget C. Bohac By //]/ /
Chief Clerk, MC-105

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality @

P.O. Box 13087 \))‘\)q?& ¢

Z

[
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 Z = 2
http://www5 tceq.state.tx.us/rules/ecomments/ IR S e
&2 2 pEgl
RE:  Notice of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit Renewﬂ for the %ﬁ%%
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000 o R o
"“‘1‘"! P %2
Dear Chief Clerk: E‘:;% % B

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA™) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters,

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. T.CRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash digposal units. In addition: -

s The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the namerous toxic
pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean

| ¢



Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boren,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, ytirium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised Clean Water Act permit must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges as required by law,

e TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permif must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats,

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely, i

S5 /ﬂé/{g
/o AAETTELD fpe
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Marisa Weber

W i

From: PUBCOMMENT-OCC

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 9:25 AM

Ta: PUBCOMMENT-OCC2

Subject: FW: Public comment on Permit Number WQ0002105000

Attachments: Hearing Request.pdf Q 0@

From: dpagnano@sbecglobal.net [mailto:dpagnano@sbegiobal.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2014 9:42 PM

To: donotreply
Subject: Public comment on Permit Number WQ0002105000

REGULATED ENTY NAME LCRA SAM SEYMOUR FAYETTE POWER PROJECT
RN NUMBER: RN100226844

PERMIT NUMBER: WQ0002105000

DOCKET NUMBER:

COUNTY: FAYETTE

PRINCIPAL NAME: LOWER COLORADO RIVER AUTHORITY

CN NUMBER: CN600253637

FROM

NAME: Daniel James Pagnano

E-MAIL: dpagnano@sbcglobal.net

COMPANY:

ADDRESS: 1411B HAROLD ST
HOUSTON TX 77006-3729

PHONE: 7138246048
FAX:

COMMENTS: Property owner: 4325 Leslie, Fayetteville, TX



Seplember 11,2014

Bridget C. Bohac

Chief Clerk, MC-105

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087
hitp/Awwws Loeq.state. tx.us/rulesfecomments/

RE:  Notice of Applicetion and Intent to Qbtain Water Qunlity Permif Renewdl for the
LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No, WQO002105000

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to reguest a public mesting (o discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obiain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Poswer Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenie, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxie soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses, This
polhution is discharged divectly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, ualined surface
impotndments that many plants use to store loxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters,

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a tandfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, seleninm, eobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Conlamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Conlaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 limes the
PCL and MCL, cobalt tevels have reached maore than 3 times the PCL, and melybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chioride, mangansse,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MClLs,

Moreover, according to LCRA’s repoil, many of the groundwaler monitoring wells are
Jocated within the shallow groundwater bearing Middie Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the *Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayetie Power Plant]
properly.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant's leaking cosl ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residentiad drinking water wells,

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clesn Water Aet permit Fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the loxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewnlers, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. 1n addition:

*  The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxie
pollutants that are regularly discharged tn conl ash wastewsters, Under the Clean



Water Act, Clean Waler Aet parmits musl include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despile the fact that EPA hag identified 27 pollutants found in
coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calelum, chromium, cobalt, capper, lron, lead, maghesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thalkium, tin, tianium,
vanadium, yitrium, and zine), the current permit for the Fayetle Plant only imposes limils
on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised Clean Water Act perimif must impose
efftucnt limits that elintinate or control toxic discharges as required by law,

o TCEQ must alse require LCRA to clean up and prevent polhution from its lenking
conl ash disposal unlés, Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of teachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and Jandfills to susface waters and/or groundwater with s
liydrogeological conneetion Lo surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Acl, LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state grouncwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is oceurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reserveir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Cleqn Water Aot permit must bupose requiventents o clean ap and eliminate poltition
feaks and seeps Info hydrogeologically connected ground wid surfuce waters,

Inn sum, it does not appear that the existing pernit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Waler Aet ("CWA®) or state faw, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards, We respectlully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
pravide an oppertunity for the public to address these critical publie health thrests.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeling.

Sincerely,
. ’7 o

Aid™ fosipe
S AGETTE L o™



TCEQ Public Meeting Form
April 9, 2015

Lower Colorado River Authority

Water Quality TPDES Permit Renewal
Permit No. WQ0002105000

et Mhinn Shre
s 2 Vallha) (o Ty Bay Oy,

77‘%/V
.Zip: 77L/[L/

**This information is subject to ptiblic disclosure under the Texas Public Informatmn Act®*

Email: §/(\/Z3x0\@ggcé/éd/f7&%
Phone Number: &E 7 p""? Q‘QL{S\-& (Dg O X}

Physical Address (if different):

City/State:

» Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? [l Yes ﬁ(@)

If yes, which one?

ﬁ\_ Please add me to the mailing list. l/

I wish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting. |/ :

0 I wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting, \
{Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting) \)\)

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you. \QD



Marisa Weber

From: PUBCOMMENT-OCC »
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 9:24 AM

To: PUBCOMMENT-OCC?2

Subject: FW: request for a public meeting ,\) A\b

W

O@’?f

PM

From: CHIEFCLK
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 8:18 AM
To: PUBCOMMENT-OCC

Subject: FW: request for a public meeting

From: allison sliva [maitto:slivaa@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2014 6:39 PM
To: CHIEFCLK

Subject: request for a public meeting

Dear Chief Clerk,

| am requesting a public meeting to discuss the LCRA's application
and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette Power
Plant. | live downstream from the plant, and am very concerned
about the impact of the plant on area waters.

Thanks,

Allison Sliva

42 Valhalla Dr.

Bay City, TX 77414




Marisa Weber

From: PUBCOMMENT-OCC
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 8:20 AM
To: PUBCOMMENT-OCC2
Subject: FW: Public comment on Permit Number WQ0002105000
Attachments: CORRECTED Sierra Club Comments Re Fayette TPDES Permit WQ0002105000 with
Exhibits.pdf
\90 /x(o
From: joshua.smith@sierraclub.org [mailto:joshua.smith@sierraclub.org] A\ (}/
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 7:27 PM (7\43

To: DoNot Reply
Subject: Public comment on Permit Number WQ0002105000

REGULATED ENTY NAME LCRA SAM SEYMOUR FAYETTE POWER PROJECT
RN NUMBER: RN100226844

PERMIT NUMBER: W(Q0002105000

DOCKET NUMBER:

COUNTY: FAYETTE

PRINCIPAL NAME: LOWER COLORADO RIVER AUTHORITY

CN NUMBER: CN600253637

FROM

NAME: Joshua Smith

E-MAIL: joshua.smith@@sierraclub.org

COMPANY: Sierra Club

ADDRESS: 85 2ND ST Second Floor
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-3459

PHONE: 4159775560

FAX: 4159775793

COMMENTS: On behalf of the Sierra Club, please accepted the attached CORRECTED Comments on Notice
of Application and Preliminary Decision for TPDES Permit No. WQ0002105000 for the Discharge of

Pollutants into the Nueces River Basin from the Sam Seymour Electric Station (Fayette Power Plant), The
attached document was corrected to address three typos on pages 1, 2, AND 11,

| N



SIERRA
CLUB

FOUNDED 1892

April 9, 2015

Chief Clerk, MC-105 Via Electronic Filing
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

P.0. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

http://www14.tceq.texas.gov/epic/cComment/

Re: Comments on Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision for TPDES Permit
No. WQ0002105000 for the Discharge of Pollutants into the Colorado River Basin
from the Sam Seymour Electric Station (Fayette Power Plant)

On February 27, 2015, the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (“TCEQ”)
issued a Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision to renew Permit No. WQ0002105000,
which would authorize the Sam Seymour Electric Station (Fayette Power Plant) to discharge
numerous waste streams to Cedar Creek and the Colorado River Basin. Sierra Club offers the
following comments regarding the Application and Draft Permit.

Sierra Club’s interests in the permit and proceeding are clearly germane to the
organization’s purposes, 30 TEx, AbDMIN CODE §55.205 (a)(2). Founded in 1892 by John Muir,
Sierra Club is the Nation’s oldest and largest grassroots environmental organization, with more
than 625,000 members nationwide and nearly 23,000 members in Texas dedicated to exploring,
enjoying, and protecting the wild places and resources of the earth; practicing and promoting the
responsible use of the earth’s ecosystems and resources; educating and enlisting humanity to
protect and restore the quality of the natural and human environment; and using all tawful means
to carry out these objectives. To further those goals, Sierra Club and its members have a
significant interest in ensuring that any wastewater permit issued to the Fayette power plant
ensures protection of fish, wildlife, and ecosystems of Cedar Creek and the Colorado River
Basin, as well as the health of Sierra Club’s menibers who use and enjoy those waters. Sierra
Club has a significant interest in ensuring that the Fayette Power Plant’s Texas Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (“TPDES™) permit complies with all applicable statutory and
regulatory requirements, which are created to protect human health and the environment,

In addition to comments set forth below, we reserve the right to rely on all public
comments submitted relating to -this Draft Permit and Application, including Sierra Club’s
September 15, 2014 comments, which we incorporate by reference. Additionally, we reserve the
right to request a contested case hearing or reconsideration of any decision of the Executive
Director. Ifthe permit is amended or altered in response to comments, we request an opportunity
to review and comment on any amended permit,



Introduction

Each day across the United States, coal-fired power plants like the Fayette Power Plant
discharge millions of gallons of industrial wastewater contaminated with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromivum, lead, mercury, copper, nickel, and selenium into the rivers,
lakes, and streams of the United States. This pollution is discharged directly from plants; flows
from old, unlined surface impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slutries of coal ash
and sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) estimates that at least 5.5 billion pounds of pollution
are released into the environment by coal-fired power plants every year.! These power plants are
responsible for at least 50 to 60 percent of the toxic poliutants discharged in waters of the United
States——more than the next nine top polluting industries combined.”

Coal plant water pollution has serious public health consequences and causes lasting
harm. Coal combustion waste (i.e. coal ash) wastewaters contain a slew of toxic pollutants that
can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. Due to the bio-accumulative
nature of many of these toxins, this pollution persists in the environment and poses a risk to
public health, and even short-term exposure can result in long-term damage to aquatic
ecosystems. According to EPA, power plant pollution has caused over 160 water bodies not to
meet state water quality standards, prompted government agencies to issue fish consumption
advisories for 185 waters, and degraded 399 water bodies across the country that serve as public
drinking water supplies.” EPA has concluded that coal combustion wastes, such as the fly and
bottom ash wastewater, which the Fayette Power Plant discharges to the Colorado River Basin
are likely to contain numerous highly toxic and bioaccumulative pollutants, such as arsenic,
boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, copper, nickel, and selenium. Moreover, these
pollutants are often not fully removed using sedimentation or settling methods employed at the
Fayette Power Plant.

In June 2013, EPA identified the coal ash disposal units at the Fayeite Power Plant as a
“potential damage case.,” which means that an exceedance of a primary MCL or health based
standards has been documented “directly beneath or in very close proximity” to a coal ash
dump.” Groundwater near the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of
arsenic, selenium, cobalt, and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels

U.S. EPA, Environmental Assessment of the Proposed Effluent Limitation Guidelines and Standards for
the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source Category 3-14, Docket No. EPA-HQ-OW-2009-0819-
2260 (Apr, 2013).
»Id. at 3-13,
? http://water.epa.gov/scitech/wastetech/guide/steam-electric/proposed.cfm.
*EPA, Final Determination of Identified Proven Damage and Recently Alleged Damage Cases, [DCN
SSE01966], Docket No. EPA-HQ-OW-2009-0819-2212,
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(PCLs) and federal Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs).5 Selenium levels have reached
more than 4 times the PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and
molybdenum has exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and
exceeded the PCL in water downgradient or crossgradient of ash disposal areas.” Aluminum,
chloride, manganese, sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.* Many
of these exceedences have been detected in groundwater in the Middle Sand Unit, which LCRA
acknowledges to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that contaminated
groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant] property.” In
short, pollution discharged via outfalls and from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps
could potentially impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir, Cedar Creek, and other
downstream waters, as well as nearby residential drinking water wells,

Even more troubling, LCRA has detected seeps at its coal ash landfill that are directly
discharging into Cedar Creek.!! Yet, LCRA’s application and the draft permit fail to address (or
even mention) those discharges. As a result, the Fayette Power Plant TPDES renewal
application and draft permit fail to comply with the federal Clean Water Act (“CWA™), TCEQ
must, at a minimum, amend the permit to address this unpermitted discharge and ensure that
[.CRA adopts safeguards to protect against routine and dangerous seeps from the Fayette Power
Plant ash landfill to Cedar Creek.

Moreover, as discussed in detail below, in March 2015, Baylor Creek, which runs west of
the Fayette Power Plant, experienced a significant pollution event that caused the entire creek to
turn a creamy buttermilk-like color. Water samples conducted by Sierra Club members and
volunteers confirmed extremely high levels of aluminum, arsenic, sulfate, calcium, iron, copper,
and lead.'” Although these pollutants are often associated with coal ash waste, the Fayette
TPDES permit does not specifically permit any discharge to Baylor Creek, Instead, the power
plant’s discharges to Baylor Creek appear to be governed by TCEQ’s Multi Sector General
Permit. As discussed below, however, TCEQ must inspect this potential discharge and ensure
that the Fayette Power Plant is utilizing best management practices to protect water quality in
Baylor Creek and the Colorado River Basin, Given the scope and nature of the March 2015
exceedence in Baylor Creek, TCEQ should require LCRA to amend its individual TPDES permit
application if the agency concludes that the Fayette stormwater discharges to Baylor Creek are
causing or contributing to violations of water quality standards.

% Ammual Groundwater Monitoring Report: 2009 Data Summary submitted by Lower Colorado River
Authority to the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (May 2010),
5
d .
‘I
*Id. at 3.
.
"' TCEQ, Investigation Report, Lower Colorado River Authority, CN600253637, Investigation No.
095057
I See Ex. 1 (Apr. 2, 2015 Caliber Analytical Servs. Certificate of Analysis)
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Sierra Club has several additional serious concerns with the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA™) Application and the draft permit, including:

1. The Draft Permit fails to include technology-based effluent limitations for
numerous pollutants present in the Fayette power plant’s coal combustion waste
and impoundment waters.

2. In 2011, LCRA installed flue gas desulfurization (“FGD”) equipment for the
control of sulfur dioxide (*S02”). The operation of this equipment may affect the
nature of the facility’s wastewater discharges. Indeed, the March 2015 water
quality samples taken from Baylor Creek show extremely high levels of calcium,
arsenic, chromium, copper, lead, iron, magnesium, zinc, and vanadium, all of
which are common byproduct of FGD operations.” Yet the facility has submitted
no analytical data concerning the impact of additional FGD wastewater, nor has
TCEQ undertaken an independent assessment of whether increased operation of
the FGD system will result in degradation of the receiving waters or require
additional effluent limits or monitoring.

3. On a related note, TCEQ should include monitoring requirements for bromide.
While not directly toxic, bromide discharges from FGD waste have been
associated with the formation of dangerous disinfection byproducts *in
downstream public drinking water systems.

4, For the Fayette cooling water intake structure, the Draft Permit fails to comply
with the requirements of Clean Water Act §316(b), which requires that cooling
water intake structures reflect the best technology available for minimizing
adverse environmental impacts.

5. TCEQ has not properly considered the full impact of the permitted activity on the
endangered Houston Toad because it does not know the total mass of lead
discharged on a monthly basis, and has not evaluated the impacts of other toxic,
bioaccumulative pollutants contained in the coal combustion wastewater
discharged to the Colorado River Basin.

¥ EPA, Hazardous and Solid Waste Management System; Disposal of Coal Combustion Residuals from
Electric Utilities at 27, EPA Docket No. EPA-HQ-RCRA-2009-0640 (Dec. 19, 2014) (Prepublication
Copy) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. Parts 257 and 261), available at
http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-12/documents/cer_finalrule_prepub.pdf [hereinafter
“CCR Rule] (noting that the “constituents of most environmental concern in [coal combustion residual
material] are metals, such as antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury,
nickel, selenium, silver and thallium); see also EPA, Air Pollution Control Technology Fact Sheet, Flue
Gas Desulfurization (FGD) — Wet, Spray Dry, and Dry Scrubbers, EPA-452/F-03-034, available at
http://www.epa.gov/ttncate | /dir | /ffdg. pdf; Higgins et al., Flue Gas Desulfurization Wastewater
Treatment Primer at 4 ((Mar. 1, 2009), available at

http://www.epa.govi/region I/npdes/merrimackstation/pdfs/at/AR-119.pdf



Before issuing a final permit, TCEQ must address each of these errors in the Draft
Permit, discussed in detail below, to ensure that the final permit complies with the Clean Water
Act and the Texas Water Code, and is sufficiently protective of human health and the
environment.

L. The Permit Does Not Adequately Address All Discharges Associated with the
Coal Ash Landfill and Impoundments.

TCEQ must assess whether the Fayette Power Plant is discharging pollution from its coal
combustion waste landfill and impoundments without a permit, According to the Application,
LCRA claims that it does not discharge wastcwater from its three wet limestone flue gas
desulfurization (“FGD”) controls and fly and bottom ash handling systems."" With respect to the
FGD controls, LCRA operates a dewatering system that separates wastewater and solids from the
spent limestone slurry.”®> Solids are either sold or disposed of at the on-site coal combustion
waste landfill, while the wastewater is sent to Reclaim Pond and other holding tanks so that it
may be recycled in the FGD system.'® Although the current permit prohibits “direct” discharge
of wastewater from the Reclaim Pond to waters of the State, the permit authorizes discharges
from the Reclaim Pond to the Coal Pile Runoff Pond, which discharges via Outfall 003 to a
tributary of Cedar Creek or Outfall 301 to the Cedar Creek Reservoir.'” Thus, LCRA may
ultimately discharge FGD wastewaters to waters of the State via the Coal Pile Runoff Pond.

Similarly, the permit prohibits discharges of fly and bottom ash transport water to waters
of the State.'® Yet LCRA is authorized to transfer bottom and fly ash transport water from the
closed Ash Pond to the Reclaim Pond and Coal Pile Runoff Pond, which discharges to a tributary
of Cedar Creek or the Cedar Creck Reservoir.'” LCRA is also permitted to discharge leachate
from the coal combustion waste landfill, which collects in the Combustion Byproducts Land(ill
Pond, from Outfall 004 to a tributary of Cedar Creek or to the Reclaim Pond and Coal Pile
Runoff Pond, which discharges to a tributary of Cedar Creek or the Cedar Creek Reservoir,
TCEQ must assess these discharges and establish best available technology limits for the
discharge of FGD and coal ash waste water to protect the receiving waters.

In addition to the coal combustion waste leachate and wastewaters discharged from the
Coal Pile Runoff Pond and Combustion Byproducts Landfill Pond to tributaries of Cedar Creek
and the Cedar Creek Reservoir, it is clear that the coal ash disposal units are leaking into

:: Application, Attachment FPP-TECH 1:WW Generation,
10

' Draft Permit at 17.

B 1d. at 15.

Y 1. at 17.
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groundwater that has a direct connection to Cedar Creek Reservoir.?! Indeed, LCRA has
acknowledged seeps at its coal ash landfill that are directly discharging into Cedar Creek.” Yet
LCRA’s application and the draft permit fail to address (or even mention) those discharges. That
LCRA has developed a remediation plan under RCRA does not relieve TCEQ or LCRA of the
obligation to comply with Clean Water Act’s prohibition against unpermitted discharges. TCEQ
must, at a minimum, amend the permit to address these discharges and ensure that LCRA adopts
safeguards to protect against routine and dangerous seeps from the Fayette Power Plant ash
[andfill to Cedar Creek.

Further, the Draft Permit fails to examine whether there are additional unpermitted
discharges from the coal ash impoundments at Fayette. According to the Application, none of
the LCRA waste disposal units are lined with a protective composite liner,”> As noted, EPA
identified the Fayette Power Plant as a “potential damage case” in 2013 because concentrations
of toxic pollutants in groundwater monitoring wells exceed federal drinking water standards.
LCRA’s own monitoring data reveal exceedances of federal and state health based drinking
waler standards for arsenic, selenium, cobalt, and 11101ybdc-mum.25 That monitoring data makes
clear that LCRA is discharging leachate from leaking coal combustion waste disposal units into
groundwater that has a direct connection to drinking water resources. It is possible, even likely,
that the Fayette landfill is discharging to ground and surface waters at locations in addition to the
identified seep.

Discharges of leachate from the coal ash impoundments to surface waters and/or
groundwater with a hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited
by the Clean Water Act.*® Discharges to groundwater with a direct hydrogeological connection

21 See, e.g., Annua) Groundwater Monitoring Report: 2009 Data Summaty submitied by Lower Colorado
River Authority to the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (May 2010).

™ 1d., see also Lelter from Beckie Loeve, Envtl. Supervisor, LCRA-Fayette Power Project, to April Hoh,
Water Quality Assessment Team , Texas Council on Environmental Quality (May 7, 2010) (Ex. 2);
TCEQ, Investigation Report, CN600253637, Investigation No, 995057 at p.2-3 (Apr. 12, 2012} (noting
seep from coal ash pond to Cedar Creek) (Ex. 3); LCRA, 2010 Affected Property Assessment Report
(APAR) for the Fayette Power Project, Attachment 1 at 7 (Sept. 17, 2010) (confirming groundwater
seepage into Cedar Creek) (Ex. 4).

3 permit, Attachment FPP-TECH 4: Pond Liner Information.

* EPA, Final Determination of Identified Proven Damage and Recently Alleged Damage Cases, [DCN
SE01966], Docket No. EPA-HQ-OW-2009-0819-2212.

¥ See, e.g., Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report: 2009 Data Summary submitted by Lower Colorado
River Authority to the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (May 2010).

™ See, e.g., Hernandez v. Esso Standard Oil Co., 599 F.Supp.2d 175, 181 (D. Puerto Rico 2009)
(reviewing federal case law and holding “that the CWA extends federal jurisdiction over groundwater
that is hydrologically connected to surface waters that are themselves waters of the United States”); see
also U.S, Envil, Prot. Agency, Office of Wastewater Mgmt., National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Permitting of Wastewater Discharges from Flue Gas Desulfurization and Coal Combustion
Residuals Impoundments at Steam Electric Power Plants, Att. B at 2 (2010) (“Permitting authorities
should examine the need for [NPDES permit requirements such as lined impoundments and seepage

6



to “waters of the U.S.” fall within the scope of the Clean Water Act.”’ All unpermitted
discharges from a point source to these waters are violations of the CWA. Leaks in a pollution
containment system, like coal combustion waste landfills and impoundments; are point sources.**
" Thus, discharges of toxic pollution from leaks in coal combustion waste landfills and
impoundments are prohibited without an NPDES permit.zg

TCEQ should require LCRA to install a protective composite liner and additional
safeguards to prevent the continued discharge of coal combustion waste into Cedar Creek. Any
unpermitted discharges from these ponds would be illegal and TCEQ must require the applicant
to submit groundwater and lake water monitoring data to ensure that such discharges are not
occurring, TCEQ should further require a period of wet effluent toxicity testing using water
samples taken from various locations around the perimeter of the coal ash ponds.

Recent EPA guidance has made clear that coal ash combustion impoundments are within
the scope of NPDES permits for electric generating facilities and must be addressed by the
permitting authority: “Seepage discharges to surface water through a shallow ground water
hydrologic connection have been controlled in a number of cases through NPDES permit
requirements to either use lined impoundments to prevent seepage or to install seepage
interception systems. Permitting authorities should examine the need for these types of
requirements for hydroiogwally connected discharges that cannot be regulated through
traditional NPDES outfalls,”

interception systems] for hydrologically connected discharges that cannot be regulated through
traditional NPDES outfalls™); U.S. Envil, Prot. Agency, Office of Wastewater Mgmt., EPA-833- K~10-
001, NPDES Permit Writer’s Manual (2010) (“If a discharge of pollutants to ground water reaches waters
of the United States . . . it could be a discharge to the surface water (albeit indirectly via a direct
hydrological connection, i.e. the ground water) that nceds an NPDES permit™); U.S. EPA, Notice of
Final NPDES General Permit for Egg Production Operations in New Mexico and Oklahoma NMG800000
and OKG800000, 67 Fed. Reg. 47,362-63 (July 18, 2002} {*The permit prohibits the discharge of process
wastewater pollutants from retention or control structures to groundwater that has a direct hydrologlc
2cvcnmectlon to Waters of the United States™).

Id.
%133 U.8.C. § 1362(14) (defining “point source” broadly and specifically including “container” in the
definition); see, e.g., United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 599 F22d 368 (10th Cir. 1979) (noting that
“[wlhen a [closed circulating system] fails because of flaws in the construction or inadequate size to
handle the fluids utilized, with resulting discharge, whether from a fissure in the dirt berm or overflow of
a wall, the escape of liquid from the confined system is a point source™).
? In fact, discharges that result from leaks and other failures of a pollution containment system should
never be authotized by an NPDES petmit because BAT is to contain the pollution. See 33 U.S8.C. §§
1311(b)(1), 1311{(b)(2)(A), and 13 14(b) (mandating that permitting agencies set technology-based
effluent limits for all discharges).
® Memorandum from James A. Hanlon, Director, Office of Wastewater Management, on National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permitting of Wastewater Discharges from Flue Gas
Desulfurization (FGD) and Coal Combustion Residuals (CCR) Impoundments at Steam Electric Power
Plants, Appendix B at 2 (June 7, 2010), available ar
http:/fwww.epa.goviregionl/npdes/merrimackstation/pdfs/ar/ AR-44.pdf,
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IL TCEQ Must Investigate and Address Potential Unpermitted Discharges to
Baylor Creek

On March 10, 2015, Sierra Club members and volunteers identified a potentially
significant pollution event in Baylor Creek, which runs west of the Fayette Power Plant, As
demonstrated in the photograph attached to these comments, the pollution event caused the entire
creek to turn a creamy buttermilk-like color.®’ March 20, 2015 water quality samples confirmed
extremely high levels of aluminum, arsenic, sulfate, calcium, iron, copper, and lead.”* Although
the exact cause of the Baylor Creek pollution event is unknown, these pollutants are often
associated with flue gas desulfurization (“FGD”) and coal ash waste.® The FGD or SO2
scrubbing process typically uses a calcium or sodium alkaline-based reagent that is injected into
the flue gas. The SO2 is absorbed, neutralized, and or oxidized by the alkaline reagent into a
solid compound, either caleium or sodium sulfate.*® Coincidentally, satellite images show what
appeats to be a coal ash loading or drainage directly to the northwest of the plant, and adjacent to
Baylor Creek.” If so, it is not surprising that heavy rainfall would result in a discharge of such
materials to Baylor Creek.

The Fayette TPDES permit, however, does not contemplate or allow any discharge to
Baylor Creek. All of the outfalls from the Fayette Power Plant are to Cedar Creek, Thus, any
discharge of pollutants from the Fayctte Power Plant to Baylor Creek are not within the scope of
the draft permit, The power plant’s discharges to Baylor Creek instead appear to be governed by
TCEQ’s Multi Sector General Permit.*®

That general permit, however, does not allow “[d]ischarges that would cause or
contribute to a violation of water quality standards, or that would fail to protect and maintain
existing designated uses of receiving waters.”>’ Moreover, any permittee under the general
permit “shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any discharge or other permit
violation that has a reasonable likelihood of adversely atfecting human health or the
environment,” including the implementation of “all pollution prevention practices . . . necessary

3 Ex. 5 (Mar. 10, 2015 photograph at Texas HWY 71 and Baylor Creek).
%2 Ex. 1{Mar. 20, 2015 water quality sample report).
3 BPA, Hazardous and Solid Waste Management System; Disposal of Coal Combustion Residuals from
Electric Utilities at 27, EPA Docket No. EPA-HQ-RCRA-2009-0640 (Dec. 19, 2014) (Prepublication
Copy) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. Parts 257 and 261), available at
http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-12/documents/cer_finalrule _prepub.pdf [hereinafter
“CCR Rule”] (noting that the “constituents of most environmental concern in [coal combustion residual
material} are metals, such as antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury,
nicke!, selenium, silver and thallium); see also EPA, Air Pollution Control Technology Fact Sheet, Flue
Gas Desulfurization (FGD) — Wet, Spray Dry, and Dry Scrubbers, EPA-452/F-03-034, available at
http://www.epa.gov/ttincatel/dir1/ffdg. pdf; Higgins et al,, Flue Gas Desulfurization Wastewater
Treatment Primer at 4 (Mar. 1, 2009), available at
gttp Hwww.epa.gov/regionl/npdes/merrimackstation/pdfs/at/AR-119.pdf

Id.
3% Ex. 6 (Google Earth image of Fayette Power Plant).
3 TCEQ, Multi Sector General Permit, TPDES General Permit No. TXR050000; Draft Permit at 8.
37 General Permit § ILB.6.



to protect the water quality in receiving waters.”?® Tn light of the extremely high quantities of
arsenic, heavy metals, and other pollutants detected in Baylor Creek, TCEQ should exercise its
authority to require LCRA to apply for an individual permit for those discharges, and should
require best available technology to prevent further discharges to Baylor Creek.” Ata
minimum, TCEQ must inspect and assess the Fayette Power Plant’s potential to discharge to
Baylor Creek and require LCRA to take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent future
discharges that may adversely affect human health or the environment,

. TCEQ Must Address Additional Clean Water Act Permitting Requirements

1. TCEQ Must Establish Technology-Based Effluent Limits in the Fayette
TPDES Permit

The Draft Permit does not set technology-based effluent limits for the numerous
pollutants that are regularly discharged from coal combustion leachate and impoundment
wastewater. Under the CWA, NPDES permits must include technology based effluent
limitations for all discharged poilutants.40 TBELs must reflect pollutant controls constituting the
“best available technology economically achievable” (“BAT”), and these effluent limitations
“shall require the elimination of discharges of all pollutants if the Administrator finds, on the
basis of information available to him . . . that such elimination is technologically and
economically achievable.”*' All sources and all pollutants must be subject to technology-based
effluent limits,* unless more stringent water quality-based effluent limits are required to avoid
exceedances of water quality standards.®

To implement the CWA’s technology-based effluent limit requirements, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) is required to promulgate national effluent
limitations and guidelines (“ELGs”) to control discharges of pollutants into the waters of the
United States from industrial point sources.** EPA and states look first to the ELGs when setting
technology-based effluent limits, which represent the minimum standards of protection.” Where

¥ 1d. § ILE.2.

% See id. § ILB.6 (“The executive director may require an application for an individual permit or
alternative general permit to authorize discharges of storm water from any industrial facility that is
determined to cause a violation of water quality standards or is found to cause, or contribute to, the loss of
a designated use of receiving waters,”),

10 See 33 U.S.C. §8 1311 (establishing technology based effluent limitations) & 1342(a)(1) (requiring that
NPDES permits incorporate technology-based effluent [imits); 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(a) (“Each NPDES
permit shall include...technology-based effluent limitations and standards based on: effluent limitations
and standards promulgated under section 301 of the CWA, or new source performance standards
promulgated under section 306 of CWA, or case-by-case effluent limitations determined under section
402(a)(1) of CWA, or a combination of the three, in accordance with § 125.3 of this chapter”); 40 C.F.R.
§ 122.44(e)(“Each NPDES permit shall include...technology-based controls for toxic pollutants™); 30
TEX. ADMIN, CODE § 305,531 (incorporating 40 C.F.R. § 122.44 by reference).

133 U.S.C. § 1311(D)(2)XA).

¥ See 33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)2XA).

B See id. § 1312(a).

33 U.S.C. §§ 1311(b), 1314(b).

* See Natural Res. Def. Council v. Envtl. Prot. Agency, 859 F.2d 156, 183 (D.C. Cir, 1988).
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EPA has not yet promulgaled ELGs for particular pollutants discharged by a given point source
category, the CWA requires the TCEQ to stand in the shoes of EPA and use its best professmnal
judgment (“BPJ™) to set case-by-case TBELs for these pollutants in NPDES permits.*® EPA last
promulgated ELGs for the steam electric power generation industry in 1982 — approximately 30
years ago — before the agency was fully cognizant of threats posed by waste waters from coal ash
handling and air pollution control systems, With respect to waste streams from power plants,
such as the Fayette plant, the outdated ELGs cover only (1) pl, () total suspended solids
(“TSS™, (3) oil and grease, (4) total residual chlorine, and (5) selenium.

EPA has not yet established ELGs for metals and other pollutants in waste streams from
power plants. The steam electric power generating industry is the second largest discharger of
toxic pollutants, and the toxicity of these discharges is primarily drlven by metals associated with
coal combustion waste handling and air pollution control systems.”® As EPA recently stated:

An increasing amount of evidence indicates that the characteristics of coal
combustion wastewater have the potential to impact human health and the
environment. Many of the common pollutants found in coal combustion
wastewater (e.g., selenium, mercury, and arsenic) are known to cause
environmental harm and can potentially represent a human health risk. Pollutants
in coal combustion wastewater are of particular concern because they can occur in
large quantities (i.e., total pounds) and at high concentrations (i.e., exceeding
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)) in discharges and leachate to
groundwater and surface waters. In addition, some pollutants in coal combustion
wastewater present an increased ecological threat due to their tendency to persist
in the environment and bioaccumulate in organisms, which often results in slow
ecological recovery times following exposure,*’

Specifically, EPA has identified 27 pollutants to analyze in coal ash wastewaters, including:
aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt,
copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum nickel, selenium, silver,
sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc, 30

Coal pile runoff shares many characteristics of coal combustion wastewaters. EPA’s
survey of coal pile runoff at many coal-burning EGUs found it to be extremely acidic “due to the
oxidation of iron sulfide, which produces sulfuric acid, and ferric hydroxnde or ferric sulfate,”
and to contain high concentrations of copper, iron, aluminum, and nickel. 51

433 U.S.C. § 1311(bY2)(A); 33 U.S.C. § 1342 (a)(1)(B); 40 CF.R. § 125.3(c), (d); Natural Res. Def.
Council v. Envil, Prot. Agency, 863 F.2d 1420, 1425 (9th Cir. 1988).

“T Draft Permit at 2a-2f.

®J.S. EPA, Notice of Availability of Preliminary 2008 Effluent Guidelines Program Plan, 72 Fed. Reg.
61,335, 61,342 (Oct. 30, 2007).

9U.8. EPA, Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source Category. Final Detailed Study Report, EPA
821-R-09-008, 3-19 (October 2009) (“EGU Detailed Study™).

0 jd at 3-34; see also U.S. EPA, Notice of Final 2008 Effluent Guidelines Program Plan, 73 Fed. Reg.
53,218 (Sept. 15, 2008).

5! See EGU Detailed Study at 3-22 to 3-23.
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EPA has published a proposal to revise the ELGs for power plants to include metals and
other pollutants as the Clean Water Act requires.”® But EPA does not plan to issue a final rule
until at least September 30, 2013, Thus, it could still be a number of years before EPA
finalizes ELGs for metals and other pollutants from power plants, Accordingly, in the interim,
the Clean Water Act requires that TCEQ use its best professional judgment to set BAT-based
TBELs to limit pollution and protect the Colorado River Basin,™

The current permit does not set TBELSs on toxic pollutants in coal combustion residual
leachate® despite the fact that the permit allows LCRA to discharge coal combustion leachate
from Quifalls 003, 301, and 004 to tributaries of Cedar Creek and Cedar Creck Reservoir. ™
Although EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum,
antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron,
lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, mol}}/bdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium,
tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc),”’ the current permit for the Fayette Plant only
imposes limits on one toxic—selenium.*® As noted, the Clean Water Act requires that TCEQ use
its best professional judgment to set BAT-based TBELSs on toxic pollutants in discharges of coal
combustion waste wastewaters.>

TCEQ must undertake the BPJ analysis for leachate with the goal of eliminating pollutant
discharges, not as a substitute for setting TBELs.® Although zero-discharge may not be strictly
attainable in all settings, the best available technologies must be applied in an effort to get as
close as possible to zero discharge. TCEQ can and must consider the same mandatory factors
that EPA would consider in setting national effluent limitations, including the age of facilities,
the process employed, engineering aspects of various control techniques, process changes, and
non-water environmental impacts.®’ While a thorough review of available technologies including
their cost and performance is required, the vast majority of this analysis has already been done

* Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Standards for the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source
Category, 78 Fed. Reg. 34,432 (June 7, 2013).

* EPA, Proposed Effluent Guidelines for the Steam Electric Power Generating Category,
http://water.epa.gov/scitech/wastetech/guide/steam-electric/proposed.cfm#fconsent (last visited on May
14, 2014).

33 U.8.C. § 1311(bX2)(A).

% In its 2013 proposal, EPA propases to define combustion residual leachate as leachate from landfills or
surface impoundments containing residuals from the combustion of fossil or fossil-derived fuel. Leachate
includes liquid, including any suspended or dissolved constituents in the liquid, that has percolated
through or drained from waste or other materials placed in a landfill, or that pass through the containment
structure {e.g., bottom, dikes, berms) of a surface impoundment. Leachate also includes the terms
seepage, leak, and leakage, which are generally used in refergnce to leachate from an impoundment. 78
Fed. Reg. at 34,533,

% 9 Permit, at 17.

ST0 EA at 3-34; see also U.S. EPA, Notice of Final 2008 Effluent Guidelines Program Plan, 73 Fed. Reg.
53,218 (Sept. 15, 2008).

¥ Permit, 2-2g

%33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)2)(A).

% Natural Res. Def. Council v. EPA, 863 F.2d at 1426 (“BAT should represent ‘a commitment of the
maximum resources economically possible to the ultimate goal of eliminating all polluting discharges.’”).
' Natural Res. Def. Council v. EPA, 859 F.2d at 183; 33 U.S.C. §1314(b)(2)(B).
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by EPA. EPA signed a comprehensive proposed rule and published detailed supporting
documents on April 19, 2013.° Prior to the proposal, EPA publlshed guidance and Steam
Electric Power Generating Point Source Category reports, 46 % EPA also made extensive
materials available to state permit writers, and over the course the multi-year study of the Steam
Electric industry conducted prior to the proposed rule, it coordinated directly with state and
regional permit writers.*" In addition, the Public Interest Groups have submitted extensive legal
and technical comments on EPA’s proposal with respect to coal combustion residual discharges
and other wastestreams.® Thus, TCEQ has—and has had——the information it needs to conduct
the BPJ analysis required by law.

Although total loadings from coal combustion residual leachate may be small in relation
to FGD and ash transport wastewaters, coal combustion residual leachate is responsible for
significant, adverse impacts on public health and the environment. As is the case at the Fayette
Plant, impoundments and landfills often directly discharge or leak and seep into groundwater
and/or smaller creeks and streams that are tributaries of larger rivers and lakes. Toxic pellution in
small streams and creeks will result in higher concentrations of selenium, cadmium, and other
pollutants that are toxic to aquatic life in minute concentrations. In addition, humans recreating
in and around these smaller water bodies will also face a greater risk of adverse health effects
from exposure to higher concentrations of coal combustion waste pollution. In fact, combustion
residual leachate is responsible for a significant number of EPA proven and potential damage
cases. Nearly half (30 of 67) of EPA’s documented surface wate1 damage cases were caused by
leachate seeping into groundwater flowing into surface water.’® For all these reasons, it is
critical that TCEQ conduct a BPJ analysis to set BAT limits to clean up these dangerous
discharges and protect public health and the environment.

Additionally, LCRA claims that the Plant does not discharge wastewater associated with
FGD pollution controls Similar to the prohibition on discharge of ash transport wastewaters in
the cutrent permit,”® TCEQ should expxessly prohibit d1scha1ges of FGD wastewater to waters of
the State since LCRA claims to achieve “zero discharge” by recycling wastewater within the
plant,

% Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Standards for the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source
Category, 78 Fed. Reg. 34,432 (June 7, 2013).
6 See Memorandum from James Hanlon, EPA, Director of the Office of Wastewater Management to EPA
Water Division Directors, Regions 1-10 & Attachment A: Technology Based Effluent Limits, Flue Gas
gesulfurization (FGD) at Steam Electric Facilities (June 7, 2010) [hereinafter, Hanlon Memo].

.
% Environmental Integrity Project, Earthjustice, and Sietra Club comments on EPA’s Proposal to Revise
the Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Standards for the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Scurce
Category, Docket No. EPA-HQ-OW-2009-0819-4684 (Sept. 20, 2013). The comments and appendices
and exhibits are available at www.regulations.gov. Because these documents are voluminous, we hereby
incorporate them by reference instead of providing them as attachments..
S EA at A-29-A-39
7 Application, Attachment FPP-TECH 1.
S8 permit, at 15.
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2, TCEQ Must Undertake a Full, Independent Analysis of Continuous Operation of
the Fayette Flue Gas Desulfurization System to Control SO; Emissions Will Affect
Wastewater Discharges

In 2001, LCRA completed the installation of flue gas desulfurization equipment at Units
1 & 2, and is required to continuously operate that equipment. The Texas Administrative Code
requires a permittee to supplement its application when the permittee becomes aware that it
failed to submit any relevant facts in a permit application.* Moreover, the applicant is required
to notify TCEQ where any change in the operation of a source could significantly change the
nature or increase the quantity of pollutants that are discharged, but not limited in the permit.”
There is no indication in the public records available that LCRA submitted any other analysis of
this increased waste stream or how it might affect existing discharges. TCEQ must require
LCRA to submit analytical data for this increased or additional waste stream, and information on
exactly how often and in what quantities the FGD system will discharge, as well as the likely
composition of that discharge. FGD systems are in use at many other coal plants around the
country (and has been in use at Unit 3 for many years), so LCRA should be able to provide
TCEQ with reliable predictions about what this discharge will contain, and how the continuous
operation of the FGID) system will impact discharges. As explained above, FGD waste water
contains elevated levels of numerous pollutants that could affect dissolved oxygen levels in the
receiving waterways. The use of additional lime sorbent, the continuous use of FGD, and the
production of potentially significant amounts of additional FGD waste water might affect the
guantity and quality of the facility’s discharges.

TCEQ must require LCRA to supplement the application with complete information
about the increased FGD discharges, and an analysis of how the continuous operation of the
FGD system will affect the composition and quantity of the FGD wastewater and sludge. TCEQ
should then reevaluate whether additional effluent limits or monitoring requirements are needed.
Additionally, TCEQ should require several years of monitoring and reporting for the
contaminants expected to be found in the FGD discharge so as to better understand the impacts
of these wastewaters and whether additional effluent limits need to be in place.

3. TCEQ Should Include Limits and Monitoring Requirements for Bromides, which
Interact with Wastewater Treatment Systems fo Form Harmful Compounds.

Coal plant waste, including FGD coal ash waste, contains bromide salts, which are very
hard to remove short of evaporating wastewater to crystallize out these pollutants,”’ Bromides
interact with wastewater treatment systems at public drinking water intakes to form disinfection
byproducts, including a class of chemicals called trihalomethanes, which are linked to bladder

%30 T.A.C. § 305.125(19).
™ See 40 C.F.R. § 122.41(1)(1)(ii) (adopted by reference 30 T.A.C. § 305.537).
178 Fed. Reg. at 34,477 (June 7, 2013).
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cancer.”” As noted in the draft permit, Fayette discharges to Cedar Creek and the Colorado River
Basin, which is designated as a drinking water supply.” Drinking water utilities are concerned
about escalating levels of bromide in the water supply, as those elevated levels has made it
increasingly difficult for them to meet Safe Drinking Water Act requirements for

trihalomethanes.”™

Other states have recognized the potential water quality concerns associated with
bromide pollution. In North Carolina, the NPDES permit for the Belews Creek Steam Station
requires monthly monitoring for bromides at the outfall from an ash settling pond that receives
the effluent from the FGD treatment system.” The permit contains a separate requirement to
evaluate bromide reduction technologies for these discharges and to coordinate with downstream
water systems,” If TCEQ does not require LCRA to monitor and install mechanical evaporation
as BAT for bromides, it will simply be shifting the cost of addressing the bromides problem from
the well-funded electric generating sector onto resource-limited public water systems. Ata
minimum, we urge TCEQ to require monitoring and reporting of bromide discharges at Fayette.

4. TCEQ Has Not Properly Evaluated Whether the Draft Permit Will Adversely
Affect the Endangered Houston Toad.

TCEQ’s determination that the draft permit will not adversely affect the endangered
Houston Toad (Bufo houstonensis Sanders) is incomplete.”” TCEQ must consult with FWS
when a proposed permit for an electric generating facility will result in the discharge of effluent
containing lead, copper, arsenic, chromium, mercury, cadmium, nickel, cyanide, among other
toxic metals into sensitive waters, Because the draft permit will result in the discharge of several
of those substances into the Colorado River, which is critical habitat for the species, TCEQ was
required to submit a preliminary draft of the permit to FWS.

Although TCEQ notified U.S. Fish and Wildlife of the Fayette draft permit, TCEQ
apparently failed to consider the possible impact of coal combustion waste discharges on the
Houston Toad. Nor did the agency specifically notify FWS that the proposed permit would
result in the discharge of effluent containing lead, copper, arsenic, chromium, mercury,
cadmium, nickel, cyanide, among other toxic metals. Moreover, as discussed more fully below,
TCEQ failed to properly analyze or disclose the impacts to endangered aquatic species from
Fayette’s cooling water intake system.

” Id. at 34,505.

? Fact Sheet at 1.

M EPA, Environmental Assessiment for the Proposed Effluent Limitation Guidelines and Standards for the
Steamn Electric Power Generating Point Source Category 3-14 (Apr. 2013), Docket No. EPA-HQ-OW-
2009-0819-2260 [hereinafter EA].

2012 NPDES Permit for Belews Creek Steam Station, NC0024406, at p.4.

7 [d. at Condition A.(14), p.9.

" Fact Sheet at 5; 35 Fed. Reg. 16,047 (Oct. 13, 1970).
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Fayette has two coal ash impoundments: one fly ash impoundment and reclaim pond,
both of which are routed through the rainfall surge pond, the primary and secondary treatment
basins, and then discharged to Cedar Creek and the Colorado River Basin, As EPA has
recognized, coal combustion wastewater is very likely to contain heavy, bioaccumulative
pollutants such as mercury, selenium, cadmium, arsenic, mercury, lead, chromium, nickel, and
copper.”® Because the Houston Toad is a very long-lived species, bioaccumulative pollutants
like selenium and mercury pose a special harm. The draft permit, however, does not contain any
information on the frequency or amount of arsenic, chromium, mercury, lead, copper, nickel,
selenium, or other similar contaminants being discharged into critical habitat for the Houston
Toad. Moreover, as discussed below, the draft permit also lacks any analysis or information
about the impacts of Fayette’s cooling water intake system on the Houston Toad. TCEQ
therefore lacks sufficient information on which to base a scientific determination of whether the
proposed discharges will adversely impact the toad, and therefore cannot meet its obligations to
protect these species,

5. TCEQ Must Ensure Compliance with Clean Water Act Section 316(D).

Section 316(b) of the Clean Water Act requires that the “location, design, construction,
and capacity of cooling water intake structures reflect the best technology available for
minimizing adverse environmental impacts.”” The withdrawal of cooling water by existing
electric generation facilities removes and kills hundreds of billions of aquatic organisms from
waters of the United States each year, including plankton (small aquatic animals, including fish
eggs and larvaeg, fish, crustaceans, shellfish, sea turtles, marine mammals, and many other forms
of aquatic life.*” Cooling water intake systems pose two major threats to aquatic life. The first is
impingement, which occurs when fish die or are injured as a result of being pinned against the
cooling water intake screens. The second is entrainment, which occurs when aquatic organisms
that are small enough to pass through the wire mesh of the cooling water intake screens, are
sucked into the pumps.

On May 19, 2014, EPA finalized rules for cooling water intake structures at facilities like
the Fayette Power Plant.®' The rule establishes requirements under section 316(b) of the Clean
Water Act for existing power generating facilities and existing manufacturing and industrial
facilities that, like Fayette, are designed to withdraw more than 2 million gallons per day (mgd)
of water from waters of the United States and use at least 25 percent of the water they withdraw
exclusively for cooling purposes.* In particular, the rule provides a national performance
standard for avoidance of impingement mortality that may be met by the installation of modified

™ See EGU Detailed Study, supra note 7, at 3-22 to 3-23; see also U,S, EPA, Notice of Final 2008
Eftluent Guidelines Program Plan, 73 Fed. Reg. 53,218 {Sept. 15, 2008) (identifying pollutants
commonly found in coal ash wastewaters, including arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, iron, lead,
mercury, nickel, silver),

"33 U.8.C. § 1326(b).

% 11.8. EPA, Final Rule, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System—Final Regulations to
Establish Requirements for Cooling Water Intake Structures at Existing Facilities and Amend
Requirements at Phase I Facilities at 12, Docket No, EPA-HQ-OW-2008-0667 (May 19, 2014)
[hereinafter “Final 3 {6(b) Rule”].

81 See Final 316(b) Rule.

®Id at 10-11.
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traveling screens or one or more of six other compliance alternatives that are equivalent or better
in performance.®® With regard to entrainment, the rule contains a national BTA standard that is a
process for a site-specific determination of entrainment mitigation requirements at existing
CWIS. The entrainment provision reflects EPA’s assessment that there is no single technology
basis that is BTA for entrainment at existing facilities, but instead a number of factors that are
best accounted for on a site-specific basis. Site-specific decision making may lead to a
determination by the NPDES permitting authority that entrainment requirements should be based
on variable speed pumps, water reuse, fine mesh screens, a closed-cycle recirculating system, or
some combination of technologies that constitutes BTA for the individual site.*

Although TCEQ acknowledges EPA’s Final 316(b) Rule, the agency failed to exercise
best professional judgment to determine the “best technology available” at Fayette’s cooling
water intake structures.”® Instead, TCEQ appears to have relied solely upon the permit
applicant’s own 316(b) Assessment, which concluded that Fayette’s cooling water intake system
represents the best technology available even though the system has the potential to impinge or
entrain significant numbers of organisms and larvae, including the endangered Houston toad
(Bufe houstonensis Sanders). Yet the draft permit lacks any analysis or information about the
impacts of Fayette’s cooling water intake system on this endangered species.

Federal law requires TCEQ choose a cooling water intake structure that best minimizes
adverse environmental impacts. Despite the acknowledged potential for impacts to sensitive
species, LCRA’s 316(b) Assessment failed to even consider retrofitting or upgrading its closed-
cycle cooling system to replace the once-through cooling system at Fayette, TCEQ cannot
continue with the approach it approved in 2011: the use of bar screens, sluice screens, and further
studies as a 316(b) compliance strategy. Screens cannot address Fayette’s significant
entrainment and impingement impacts. As a result, TCEQ's interim approach to regulating
Fayette’s cooling water intakes is unlawful. TCEQ must require LCRA to retrofit its system to a
closed-cycle cooling system, or upgrade its current cooling system to protect the aquatic
ecosystemn,.

TCEQ must also require LCRA to provide additional data on impingement and
entrainment at its cooling water intake structure, and conduct a proper, site-specific analysis of

B Jd. at'14-15. More specifically, the rule provides that existing facilities subject to this rule must comply
with one of the following seven alternatives identified in the national BTA standard for

impingement mortality: (1) operate a closed-cycle recirculating system as defined at § 125.92; (2) operate
a cooling water intake structute that has a maximum through-screen design intake velocity of 0.5 fps;

(3) operate a cooling water intake structure that has a maximum through-screen intake velocity of 0.5 fps;
(4) operate an offshore velocity cap as defined at § 125.92 that is installed before the effective date of the
rule; (5) operate a modified traveling screen that the Director determines meets the definition at
§1§25.92(s) and that the Director determines is the best technology available for impingement reduction;
(6) operate any other combination of technologies, management practices and operational measures that
the Director determines is the best technology available for impingement reduction; or (7} achieve the
specified impingement mortality petformance standard. See Final 316(b) Rule at 89-90. Neither the
Draft Permit nor the Fact Sheet provides sufficient information to determine whether Fayette will comply
with any of these alternatives.

% Final 316(b) Rule at 13-14.

% Draft Permit at 24.
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whether Fayette’s cooling water intake system is adversely impacting aquatic life. TCEQ must
require the company to submit the studies necessary to evaluating the impacts of its dual cooling
water intake systems and determining the best technology available to minimize these impacts.
TCEQ must then incorporate enforceable conditions relating to that technology directly into the
final permit.

Conclusion

In sum, the Application and Draft Permit suffer a number of legal defects, which LCRA
and TCEQ must address before the final permit may issue. Sierra Club appreciates the
opportunity to submit these comments, reserves the right to rely on all public comments
submitted concerning the Fayette TPDES permit, and requests both a written response to these
comments and a written notification of any agency action taken pertaining to this draft permit. If
the permit is amended or altered in response to comments, Sierra Club requests an opportunity to
review and comment on any amended permit.

If you have any questions or would like further input from the Sierra Club on this matter,
please contact me at any time.

Sincerely,

/\\J\ M@;ﬁ\ o

Joshua Smith

Staff Attorney

SIERRA CLUB

85 Second Street

San Francisco, CA 94105
Tel: 415.977.5560

Fax: 415.977.5793
joshua.smith@sierraclub.org
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A-Prime Water Well Service
6149 Baca Road
Fayetteville, Texas 78940

EXHIBIT 1

Date Sampled:

) CALIBER ANALYTICAL SERVICES

Certificate of Analysis

03/10/15 14:10
Date Received: 03/23/15 17:00

Date Issued: 04/02/15
Project: TREW
Site Location: Fayetteville, TX
Project Number:  2A SDG Number: 15032310
Field Sample [D: 1-Baylor Creek Matrlx: Water LabID:  15032310-01
Result Unit LLQ Method Prepared Analyzed Init.
Sulfate by IC
Sulfate 33 mgfL 1 EPA 300.0 0324115 03/241516:22 S8
Total Metals
Aluminum 8,800 ug/l. 50 EPA 60204 03/24/15  03/30/1510:54 MEL
Antimony ND ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15 03/26/15 11:12 MEL
Arsenic 6.3 ug/l 1 EPA 60204 03/2415  03/26/115 11112 MEL
Barium 260 ugil. 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11112 MEL
Beryllium ND ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15 03/26/1511:112 MEL
Boron 38 ug/l 5 EPA 60204 03/25/15 03/25/1513:23 MEL
Cadmium ND ug/lL 1 EPA 6020A 03/24115 03/26/1511:12 WEL
Calclum 250,000 ug/l. 100 EPA 6020A 03/2415  03/30M15 10:54 MEL
Chromium 8.0 ug/l 5 EPA 6020A 032415  03/26M15 11:12 MEL
Cobalt ND ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/30/1510:54 MEL
Copper 638 ug/l 5 EPA 6020A 03724115  03/26/1511:12 MEL
Iron 7.000 ugfL 100 EPA B020A 03/24/15  03/30/15 10:54 MEL
Lead 10 ugf/L 5 EPA 6020A 03724/15  03/26/15 1112 MEL
Magnesium 4,200 ugfL. 100 EPA 6020A (3/2415 03/30/1510:54 MEL
Manganese 410 ugfL. 5 EPA 6020A 03/24M15 03/30/1510:54 MEL
Mercury ND ugfL 0.2 EPA GO20A 03724115  03/26/1511:12 MEL
Melybdenum ND ugit 5 EPA 6020A 03/25/15  03/25/1512:06 MEL
Nickel 7.3 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A D3/24M15  03/26/1511:12 MEL
Potassium 5,900 ugfL 100 EPA 8020A 03/24M15 03/30/1610:54 MEL
Selenium ND ugiL 5 EPA G020A 03/24115 03/26/15 11:12 MEL
Silver ND ugfL 5 EPA B020A 03/24M15 03/26/1511:12 MEL
Sodium 5,700 ugfL 1C0 EPA B020A 03/247115  03/30/15 10:54 MEL
Thallium ND ugfL 1 EPA 60204 03/24115 03/26M1511:12 MEL
Vanadium 32 ugiL 5 EPA 8020A 03/2415 03/30/15 10:54 MEL
Zinc 21 ugiL 5 EPA 6020A 03/24115  03/26M1511:12 MEL
Notes/Qualiflers: W &&]D’
LLG- Lowast Level of Quantitation Approved by:
ND - Not Delecled at a concentration greater than or equal to the LLQ, QC Chemist
Page 10f 3

8851 Orchard Tree Lane Towson, Maryland 21286
tal: 410.825.115% fax: 410.825.21268 www.caslabs.net



A-Prime Water Well Service
6149 Baca Road
Fayetteville, Texas 78940

Date Sampled:

CALIBER ANALYTICAL SERVICES

Certificate of Analysis

03/10/15 14:25
Date Received: 03/23/15 17:00

Date Issued: 04702115
Project: TREW
Site Location: Fayetteville, TX
Project Number:  2A SDG Number: 15032310
Field Sample ID: 2-Baylor Creek Matrix:  Water LabID:  15032310-02
Resuit Unit LLQ Method Prepared Analyzed Init,
Sulfate by IC
Sulfate 35 mg/L 1 EPA 300.0 03/24/15  03/24/151640 SS
Total Metals
Aluminum 9,700 ugit 50 EPA 6020A 03/24115 0330716 11:19  MEL
Antimany ND uglt 1 EPA 6020A 03/24115  03/2611511:40 MEL
Arsenic 6.9 ugrk. 1 EPA 6020A 0324115 03/26/1511:40 MEL
Barium 290 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24115 0326151140 MEL
Beryllium ND ug/L. 1 EPA 6020A 0324115 03/26/1511:40 MEL
Boron 40 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/25/15 0251151345 MEL
Cadmium ND ugil. 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/1511:40 MEL
Calcium 250,000 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/24116  03/3011511:19 MEL
Chromium 8.5 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26M511:40 MEL
Cobalt 5.1 ugiL 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/301511:19  MEL
Copper 8.8 ugiL 5 EPA 8020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
fron 7,800 ugiL 100 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/3015 11;19 MEL
Lead 11 ugiL 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/1511:40 MEL
Magnesium 4,400 ug/L 100 EPA 8020A 03/24/15  03/301511;19  MEL
Manganese 410 ugil. 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/45  03/30A15 11;19 MFL
Mercuiy ND ug/l. 0.2 EPA 60204 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Malybdenum ND ugiL 5 EPA 60204 03/25/16  03/25/15 12:24 MEL
Nickel 83 ug/L 5 EPA 8020A 0372415  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Potassium 6,000 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/30A15 1119 MEL
Selenium ND ug/L b EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Silver ND ug/l. 5 EPA 6020A 03/2415  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Sodium 5,600 ug/t 100 EPA 50204 03/24/15  03/30/15 11:18 MEL
Thallium ND ug/t. 1 EPA 5020A 03724715 03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Vanadium 35 ug/l. 5 EPA 60204 0372415 03/30/15 11:18 MEL
Zinc 23 ugil 5 EPA 8020A 0324115 03/25/1511:40 MEL

Notes/Qualifiers:

LLQ- Lowest Level of Quantitation
ND - Not Detecled at a concentration greater than or equal to the LLQ.

Approved by: J '

QC Chemist

Page 2 of 3

8851 Orchard Trea Lana Towson, Maryland 21286
lel: 410.826, 1151 fax; 410.825,2126 www.caslabs.net



A-Prime Water Well Service
6149 Baca Road
Fayetieville, Texas 78940

Date Sampled:

CALIBER ANALYTICAL SERVICES

Certificate of Analysis

03/10/15 15:00
Date Received: 03/23/15 17:00

Date Issued: 04/02/15
Project; TREW
Site Location: Fayetteville, TX
Project Number; 2A SDG Number: 15032310
Field Sample 1D; 1-Cedar Creek Matrix:  Water Lab ID: . 15032310-03
Result Unlt LLG Method Prepared Analyzed Init,
Total Metals
Aluminum 2,700 ug/L 50 EPA 6020A 0373015  03/30/1511:24 MEL
Antimany NE ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/26/115 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Arsenic 4.3 ug/L 1 EPA BD20A 03/26/115 03/26M1511:46 MEL
Barium 100 ugfL 5 EPA GO20A 03/26M15  03/26/11511:46 MEL
Beryllium ND ug/L 1 EPA 8020A 03/26/15 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Boron 58 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/25M15 03/25M1513:49 MEL
Cadmium ND ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/26115 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Galclum 33,000 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/30M15  03/3011511:24 MEL
Chromium ND ug/L 5 EPA B020A 03/26/15 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Caobalt ND ug/L 5 EPA 60204 03/30115  03/30/1511:24 MEL
Copper 12 ug/L 5 EPA 60204 03/26/15 03/26M1511:46 MEL
Iron 3,600 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/30M15  03/30M115 11:24 MEL
Lead 9.4 ug/l. 5 EPA 8020A 03/26/15 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Magnesium 2,800 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/3015 03/30/11511:24 MEL
Manganese 410 ug/l. 5 EPA 60204 03/30/15  03/30/15 11:24 MEL
Mercury ND ug/L 0.2 EPA 60204 03/26M15  03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Molybdenum ND ug/l. 5 EPA 6020A 03/25/15  03/25/1512:28 MEL
Nickel ND ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Potassium 4,500 ug/L 100 EPA 60204 03/3015  03/30M15 11:24 MEL
Selenium ND ugiL 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/115 03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Silver ND ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Sodium 8,600 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/30/15 03/30/1511:24 MEL
Thallium ND ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/15 11:46 MEL
Vanadium 14 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/30/15 03/30/115 11:24 MEL
Zinc 23 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Notes/Qualifiers: W Oa&ﬂ/’
LLG- Lowest Level of Quantitation Approved by:
N - Mot Detected at a concentralion greater than or equal to the LLQG, QC Chemist
Page 3 of 3

8851 Otchard Tree Lane Towson, Maryland 21286
tol: 410,825, 1151 fax: 410.825.2126 www.caslzbs.net
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(5/10/2010) April Hoh - 2105 Amendment fagea |

EXHIBIT 2
From: April [oh
To: beekic. loeve a teraory
Date: 471572010 9:43 AM
Subject: 2105 Amendment
Beckie.

Good morning! Te follow up on our conversation yesterday, the following information would atlow
me to finish my assessment of the permit amendment. Please provide a simmary of the current
groundwater investigation to identify the source/extent of the selenium in the groundwater around
manitoring well AP-407. Include in the summary:

I, That. as you mentioned on the phone, the investigation has allowed you to get a betier
understanding of the source of the selenium in that middle sand aquifer, and that you think it is the
ash pond.

2. Please provide some information on why you think the ash pond is the likely source.

3. Why have you determined that the selenium source is not the coal pile or the coal pile runolf
area?

4. A brief description that the coal pile and the coal pile runoff area are not connected to the ash
poid.

3. Future plans for the ash pond and a brief discussion that you are waorking with our Remediation
Division to close that pond and will be working on a ¢lean up action plan {or whatever the correct
Remediation plan title is at this next phase),

6. | undersiand you are also working on identifying or understanding that molybdenum source, but
that the investigation is still ongoing in this matter. Perhaps a brief discussion that the investizgation
into the Mo is ongoing.

Please provide this information at your earliest convenience, or by May 15. 2010. so that | may flinish
my teview and the permit amendment can continue through our review process, Obviously, if you
can get the information to me sooner. | can route it out of here quicker 1o get that amendment
moving,

Thank you for your help on this mutter,
April

April Hoh, P.G.

Geologist

Water Quality Assessment Team

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

Phone: 512-239-3567

Fax: 512-239-4420

Please consider whether it is necessary to print this e-mail



ENERGY « WATER « COMMURIFY SERVICES

- TCEQ
May 7, 2010 Recei‘«'ed
Ms. April Hoh MC-150 geatec Quallty
Water Quality Assessment Team pETEDT

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P.0O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Re:  Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA)
Fayette Power Project (FPP)
Groundwater Investigation Summary

Dear Ms. Hoh:

This letter is in response to a conversation we had on 04/14/2010 related to an ongoing groundwater
investigation. You requested a summary of the current groundwater investigation to identify the
source/extent of the selenium in the groundwater around monitoring well AP-407. [ have
inchuded each of your questions and followed each question with the information learned, thus far.
as a result of the investipation. As we discussed during our conversation, the investigation is not
complete. Upon completion of the groundwater investigation, 1 wili send you a copy of the fina)
report.

1. That, as you mentioned on the phone, the investigation has allowed you to get a better
understanding of the source of the selenium in that middle sand aquifer. and that you think
it is the ash pond.

Answer: The investigation has generally involved the installation and testing of 2 new shallow
waler-bearing zone and 7 new Middie Sand groundwater monitoring wells, and the physical
assessment of the construction integrity of monitoring well RP-67 (which has a history of
elevated selenium near the Reclaim Pond). The new monitoring wells were located to address
data gaps in the current groundwater monitoring well network, and to larget certain potential
selenium source areas (e.g., the Coal Pile. ihe Reclaim Pond, and the Ash Pond). As described
more specifically in the comments below, the data obtained from the investigation 1o date has
provided the LORA with 2 better understanding of the groundwater flow regimes beneath the
facility and has indicated the likely source of the seleniun is the Ash Pond.

2. Please provide some information on why you thinlk the ash pond is the likely source.

Answer: The data appears 1o support a conclusion that the Ash Pond is the source of the
seleniunt. This is based on several factors, as follows;
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« Based on process knowiedge and historical laboratory analytica) dawa, fluids in the Ash
Pond do contain elevated selenium concentraiions (i.e.. there 15 a source matesial present

in the Ash Pond).

o ltispossible that, during historical efforts 1o remore settled ash from the Ash Pond, the
dredging extended to such depths as to potentially breach the underlying natural clay
liner, thus creating a kydraulic connection between fluids in the Ash Pond and the Middle
Sand. Based on the pressute head uf the Middle Sand as compared to operating levels in
the Ash Pond, the flow gradicnt would be vertical into the Middle Sand.

+ Dlevaled selenium concentrations have been historically present primarily in monitoring
well AP-407. This well is located in close proximity to, and in a generally down-gradient
diraction from, the Ash Pond.

. While selenium above ils PCL has also been detected in monitoring well RP-67, which is
immediatcly adjacent to the Reclaim Pond (RP), the recent field investigations have
confirmed that this well was improperly constructed (i.e., it did not have an annular grout
seal). Tt appears likely that the selenium concentrations in this well are associated with
vertical migration along the well bore annulus, and not vertical migration through the
clay undertying the RP. Thus, the best explanation for the historic occurrences of
clevated selenium in RP-67 appears to be that limited lateral migration of fluids from the
RP intersected the artificial vertical conduit created by the improperly constructed
monitoring well RP-67. After encountering the monitoring well conduit, the fluids were
likely able to migrate vertically into the Middle Sand. Based on the study findings, RP-
67 was drilled out and plugged and abandoned and replaced with a new well (RP-67R)
lacated within approximately 10 feet of the original well. Afier its installation, the new
well was sampled and laboratory results indicated the selenium concentrations were
below the selentum PCL.

« The recent field investigations included monitoring well installations specifically
designed to evaluate the potential for there 1o be sources other than the Ash Pond.
Specifically, one new well (CP-28) was instatled in a shallow water-bearing zone in fill
material adjacent to the Coal Pile; and two new Middle Sand monitoring wells (CP-1 and
CP-2) were installed in the area of, and down-gradient from, the Coal Pile. If the Coal
Pile were the source or a contributing source of selenium to groundwater, one would
expect to observe elevaied selenium concentrations in these wells. Elevaled selenium
concentrations were not observed. This is consistent with past assessment work
performed by LCRA which included collection and testing of water saruples from seeps
in the conveyor tunnels located directly beneath the Coal Pile, feaching analyses of Coal
Pile sainples, and testing of an existing Upper Sand monitoring well (AP-304) located
down-gradient from the Coal Pile. None of these past assessments huve indicated
elevated selenium associated with the Coal Pile.

Given the complete plausibility of the Ash Pond as the selenium source based on operational.
geochemical, and hydrological data, and the apparent absence of any other compelling ey idence
of a different or another source. the LORA is reasonably confident the Ash Pond is the source of
the selepiwm plume,

LOWER COLORANG RIVER AUTHORITY



3. Why have you derermined that the sclenium source is not the coal pile or the coal pile
riunoff area?

Answers See above comments,

4. A bricl description that the coal pile and the coal pile runuff ares ure not connected 1o the
ash pond.

Answer: The Coal Pile and its immediate runofl area are Jocated more than 300 feel west of the
Ash Pond and arc physically scpatated from the Ash Pond by an interior road way. and a jarge
drainage ditch, The drainage ditch conncets to large culverts bencath the interior roadway which
carry the Coal Pile runoff waters to the Coal Pile Runoff Pond, The Runoff Pond is lacated
approximately 1200 feet south of the Ash Pond und is phvsically separated from the active
{northern) portion of the Ash Pond by the closed (southemn) portion of the Ash Pond.

Funue plans for the ash pond and a brief discussion that you are working with our
Remediation Division to close that pond and will be working on a ¢lean-up action plan (or
whalever the correct Remediation plan title is at this next phase).

5

.

Answer; The futare plan for the Ash Pond is closure. LCRA has retained the engineering firm
URS to affect the timely closure of this unit and we are working directly with the TCEQ
Remediation Division to this end. The longer term cleanup of the selenium groundwater plume
{and, potentially, a newly-detected molybdenum plume) bencath the Ash Pond will be
accomplished in accordance with the TCEQ's Texas Risk Reduction Program (TRRD)
requirements in TAC 30 Chapter 350. At this time. and in coordination with the TCEQ's
Remediation Division. we are completing certain additional field investigations to fill remainin g
data gaps and. vpon completion of these actions. an A ffected Property Assessment Report
(APAR]) will be submitted to the TCEQ for approval. Upon TCEQ's approval of the APAR, the
LCRA will prepare and implement a Response Action Plan (RAP),

6. lunderstand you are also worling on identifying or undersianding that molybdenum source.
but that the investigation is still ongoing in this matter. Perhaps a brief discussion that the
investigation inio the Mo is ongoing.

Answer: Correct. Recent analytical dawa and Wistoric wrends from a single monitoring well (AP-
406) have indicated the presence of a molybdenum groundwater plume. This well is located
down gradient of the Ash Pond. LCRA has commissioned the consuhting firm AMEC 1o design
and implement an assessment of the malybdenum plume. The current plan invoives the
installation of additional groundwater monitoring wells in the vicinity of AP-406 for the
purposes of betier defining the tateral and down-gradicnt extent of (his plume. The field work is
scheduled to begin within the next few weeks. Based on the dawa obtained from this study.
LCRA will develop additional ussessment and or response action plans, as applicable. As with

LOWER COILOIDO RIVER AUTHORITY



the selenium plume, the LCRA is working directly with the TCEQ Remediadon Division
regarding the molybdenum dceuryence,

If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to call me at (979)249-8774.

Thank vou,

Ewpf %we_,

Beckie Loeve

Environmental Supervisor
LCRA - Fayette Power Project
63549 Power Plant Road

T.a Grange, Texas 78943
L-Mail: beekie.loeve@lora.org

LoweRr CoLoraDO RIVER AUTHORITY



EXHIBIT 3
WD, /Q0002105-000 / CO
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Investigation Report

Lower Colorado River Authority
CN600253637

LCRA SAM SEYMOUR FAYETTE POWER PROJECT

RN100226844
Investigation # 395057 Incident #
[nvestigator:  MICHAEL DAMIELS Site Classification
INDUSTRIAL MAJOR
Conducted:  03/15/2012 -- 03M5/2012 NAIC Coda: 221112

NAIGC Code: 221119
SIC Code: 4911

Programis}): WASTEWATER
Investigation Type : Compliance Investigation Locatlon : 7 MILES EAST OF LA
GRANGE, TX ON MORTH SIDE OF
HWY, 71
Additional ID{s): WQ0002105000
TAO073121

Addresa: 6549 POWER PLANT RD; LA Actlvity Type : REGION 11 - AUSTIN
GRANGE, TX 78945 WWCCIMDMAJ - WW CCI Mandatory Major
Principalfs) :
Role Name
RESPONDENT LOWER COLORADO RIVER AUTHORITY
Contact{s) :
Role Title Name Phone
Pariicipated in Ipvestigation ENVIRONMENTAL MR JAY JANGA Cell (979) 249-7202

; COORDINATOR Wark  (979) 249-8661
Participated In Invastigation ENVIRONMENTAL MS BECKIE LORVE ~ Work  (979) 249.8774

SURERVISOR Cell (512) 663-4153
Regulated Entity Mail Contact PLANT MAMAGER MR KENT DAWSON Work  (979) 249-3111
Other Staff Member(s) ;
Rale Name
Supervisor SHEA COCKRELL
Associated Check List

Checklist Name Unit Namg
WG GENERAL CCI CHECKLIST Fayetite Powsr Plant
WQ INVESTIGATION - EQUIPMENT MOMITORING Fayette Power Plant
AND SAMPLING

lavestigation Comments ¢

INTRODUCTION

The LCRA Fayette Powar Project was invasligated on March 15, 2012, to datermine compliance
with applicable wastewater treatment regulations. This investigation is considered a mandatory
major investigation. A verbal exit interview, explaining the rasults of the Investigation, was
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conducted on the same day of the Investigation with Beckie Loeve and Jay Janca. A TCEQ Exit
interview Form was not provided since there were no violations to document. Based on the
findings of this investigation, 2 General Compliance Letter was issued to acknowlsdge
compliance.

GENERAL FACILITY AND PROCESS INFORMATION ,

The facility is permitted to discharge 1185 MGD once through cooling water at Outfall #001. The
facility is permitted to discharge 2.5 MGD cooling water drained from condensers and other
cooling aquipment during maintenance at Outfall #002. The facility is permittad to discharge low
yoiume wastewatars at Ouifall #201, The facllity is permittad to discharge low volume wastes,
coal pile runoif, truck wash water, and storm water from the Coal Pile Runofi Pond at Oufalls
#003 and #301. The facility is permittad to discharge low volume wastes, truck wash water, and
storm water from the Combustion By-praducts Landfill Pond at Qutfall #004. The facility is
nermitted to discharge traated domestic wastewater &t Outfall #103. The facility utilizes chloring
1o disinfect domestic wastewater prior to discharge to a holding pond.

The primary source of wastewstar is industrial. A plant flow schematic is attached to this report.
The facility has had no significant plant modifications and/or coligction system upgrades
associated with wastewater since the last comprehensive investigation, However, there have
been modificationy to the power plant operation including instaliation of wet scrubbars to Units 1
and 2. The overflow waler from the wet scrubbers |s discharged into the reclaim pond for water
re-Use in the flue gas desulfurization procass. Solids from the wet scrubbers are recoverad as
gypsum and sither sold or disposed into the combustion byproduct fandfill. The installation of the
wet scrubbers has allowed the facility to remove the ash slorage pend. None of these changas
has changed the wastswater outfall locations or sampling points.

Flow measuraments are sstimatad by using pump curves. The pump curves wers not reviewed
during this inspection.

The efiluent samples are collected by the opsrator and analyzed by LCRA Environmental
Lebaratory for the following parameters: BODS, TSS, ait and grease, and selanium, The aperator
perormms chlorine residual analysis, pH analyses, and temparature, LCRA Enviranmental
Laboratory is accradited by TCEQ to perform analytical methods for the permitted parameters.

Effluent samples ware colizctad at the end of the discharge canal (Outiall 001). The pH was 8.6
standard units. The total chloring residual was measurad with a Hach Pocket i colorimeter using
the DPD method. The total chlorine residual varied betwean 0.07 mg/L and 0.8 mgfl.. According
to the permit, “the term total chlorine residual (or total residual oxidants for intake waler with
bromides) means the value obtained using the amperometric method for total residual chioring
described in 40 CFR Part 138" This item is discussed further in the Additional Information
section of this report. Outfalls 002, 003, 301, 2nd 004 wers not discharging, so samples wers not
taken. Samples ware taken from Cuifall 103 (the domestic wastawater treatment plant) for TSS
and BOD, The chioring residual at Outfall 103 was measured to be 2.2 mg/L, and the pH at
Outfall 103 was 7.7 standard units. Samplas were taken at Outfall 201 for TSS and ofl and
graase. The pH was measurad lo be 7.55 standard units at Qutfall 201, Samples were also
taken from storm watsr outfalls at two locations, see altached map. The storm walsr was clear at
both outfalls, free of foam and floating materlals, and supported aquatic hfe. Sample analysis
resulis, a sampling map, and the chain of custody are attached to this report. Sample resuits
ware compliant with permit limits.

BACKGROUND

A file review was performed as part of the investigation, The last wastewater compliance
investigation was conducted on March 4, 2010, Three viclations were alleged for failure 1o
pravent unauthorized discharges, failure to meet TSS limits, and for incorrect sampling technigue.
All violations were resolved. There are no pending or existing enforcement cases; and, there
have been no wasiewater complaint investigations since the last investigation. There have been
no unauthorized discharges of wastewater reported in the last 18 months, There have been no
sfiiuent viclations in the previous twalve months. in November 2010, the TCEQ Austin Region
Oifice conducted an Emergensy Response inspection due ta a seep from the coal ash pond, The
coal ash pond is regulated as a Solid Waste Management Unil, see Invesiigalion Report Number
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864796 for mara information. No violations were alieged, and ane Additional Issue was reported
for 2 polential discharge to an unnamed tributary to Cedar Craek,

The fite review found copies of the Quarterly Sslerium Progress Reports as required by the Other
Requiremants section of the permit. No salenium exceedances ware reported in the Quartany
Reports  The ICIS database was used to review monthly DMRs since January 2010. Noissues
ware found with the effluent rasults at any of the outfalls or with the biormonitoring resulls.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The aperators for the domestic wastewater treatmesnt facility are Anabell Guerrerro, with a Class
B Wastewaler Treatment Operator License, and Valarie Bussalman, with a Clags Wastewalar
Treatment Operator License. The operation of the domestic wastewater treatment facility was
reviewed with Ms. Guerrerro. The domestic wastewater treatment facility includes two activated
sludge treatment trains with aeration basins, clarifiers, sludge holding tanks, and a chlorination
system for disinfection. The facility uses Hach CI 17 chlorine analyzars to monitor and control the
chlorine concentration in both wastewater trzatment plants, A WTW MIQ/CG184 instrumnent
monitors the dissolved oxygen in the aeration basins in both traatrment plants. The operator
records daily flow readings, chlorine system readings, dissolved oxygan readings, and weather
conditions in a logbook. The flew meters are in-ling Signet paddle wheels, The accuracy of the
meters could not be checked since the TCEQ doss not have meters to verify the flow in an
enclosed pipe. The acouracy of the meters is checked annually by LCRA instrument technicians.
Sludge hauling lickets were available for revisw. The sludge is shipped by Southwaste
(Transporter 1D #24075) to Windermere WWTP (WQ0011931-001).

Three months of records were reviewed for July through September 2011, The recards wera
found to be readity available and well-arganized in notebooks by months with individual section
tabs, The values reported on the DMRs were found to be consistent with the laboratory analysis
results. A copy of the updated facility map was provided during the records review. The ravisians
to the facility map were to add locations of new monitoring walls and stormwater outfalts,

On March 15, 2012, LCRA sent & letter notifying the TCEQ thal it had not sampled and analyzed
Qutfall 002 for Table 1 and Table 2 parameters during a discharge from November 29 through
December 1, 2011, This is @ new Other Requirement 12 on page 17 of the parmit that was
issued on August 30, 2011, The letter also acknowledged that LCRA failed to sample and
analyze Qutfall 003 for Table 1 and Table 2 parameters during a discharge from March 6 through
March 8, 2012. LCRA discovered the aversight on March 14, 2012, and verbally reported the
item to TCEQ Enforcemant Division and TCEQ Region 11, LCRA will report the occurrence on
the March 2012 DMR, LCRA has sampled a discharge from Qutfall 002 on March 19, 2012, and
a discharge from Outfall 003 on March 26, 2012, A copy of the ¢chain of custody for each sample
is attached to this report. This item will be resolved as an Area of Concern,

The sample at Outfall 001 showed a variatien in the residual chlorine concentration to be 0.07
mgil. to 0.6 mgil when measured with a Hach colorimeter and the DPD method, it was not clear
why there was such a significant variation in the analysis result, The paimit specifically statas that
an amperometric titration methad is requirad to measura the chlorine rasidual, A review of the
QA/QC analysis spikes routinely shows a percent recovery of 45% to 65%. This is an indication
that thera is a matrix interference in the amperometric chloring analysis. Based onthls
information, | requested that additional spike concentratlons of two times and three times the
standard spike concentration should be run to detarming the sffect of the matrix interference.
Since the permit specifically raquires the amperometric titration method 1o measure chiorineg, the
chlorine readings of greater than 0.2 mg/L with the Hach meter wili be Identified as an Additional
tssue. LCRA has agrsed to continue to work the TCEQ Austin Region Office 1o determina the
cause of the low percentage recovery for QA samples.

NOVY Date Method
0471372012 AREA OF CONCERN
AREA OF CONCERN
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Track No: 463913 Resolution Status Date: 4/1212012
Violation Start Date: 12/1/2011 Violation End Data:3/18/2012

30 TAC Chapter 305.125(1)
PERMIT WQO0002105000, Other Requirement 12, page 17
Additional sampling and reporting requirernents for Outfalls 002, 003, and 004

Alleged Violation: _

Investigation; 885057 Comment Date; 04/12/2012
Fafiure to callect and analyze samples required by Other Requirement 12. The permit
renewal Issued on August 30, 2011, required that three Outfalls (002, 003, and 004) shall
be sampled when they ara first discharged. A discharge occurred at Qutfall 002 on
November 29, 2011, and a sample was not collected. A discharge occurred st Quitfall
003 on March 8, 2012, and a sample was not collected. There has not been a discharge
at Qutfall 004 since August 30, 2011,

Recommended Corrective Action: Collest, analyze and report samplas from Quifalls 002, 003 and
004 according to Other Requirement 12 on page 17 of the permit.

Resolution: On March 1%, 2012, the LCRA submitied an action plan to complete the required
sampling and reporting. The first sample was collectad for Outfall 002 on March 19, 2012, and the
first sample was collected for Outfall 003 on March 26, 2012.

Additional Issues

Description ITEM

Additional Comments

Quality Assurance recoveries for chlorine analysis of Outfali 001 show typical rangas of 45% to B85%. The
cause of the low chlorine recovary should be determined to veriiy the accuracy of the amperometric titration
determination of chlorine concentrations,

Signed \\l\\:r/o/\l"p QC\VJ Date ]"Jfﬂeﬁ‘lvaﬂ}‘a

Environmental Investigator

Signed &@% : Date ¢odd A 2/ oie),

Supervisar \ ‘
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EXFHIBIT 4

ATTACHMENT 1

Response to TCEQ review commenis listed in their |letter Affected
Property Assessment Heport (APAR), Phase i, dated September
17, 2010 which were not fully addressed in the subsequent LCRA

response letter dated April 27, 2011




Attachment No. 1 ~ LCRA Response to TCEQ Comments on the Affected Property
Assessment Report, dated September 17, 2010, LCRA — Fayette Power Project

TCEQ Response No. 1

Conclusions and Recommendations Section
Section 1.3 Geology/Hydrogeology

1. p 15 The APAR describes a possible paleo-channel in the Middle Sand that may
be a preferential pathway for groundwater flow and CQCs. Please include the
approximate location of this apparent paleo-channel on a facility map In relation
fo the waste management units and groundwater monitoring wells.

LCRA Response {April 27, 2011): The possible existence of a paleo-channel is inferred
based on a previously constructed Middle Sand isopach map that indicates a greater
Middle Sand thickness near the Cedar Creek Reservoir dam, and an area immediately
north of the Reclaim Pond aligned approximately north to south. The presence of such a
channel will be further evaluated from the geologic information gained through additional
assessment activities, and reported In an APAR Addendum.

Additional LCRA Response ( March 2014): Based on the site-wide hydrogeologic
database, including additional hydrogeologic evaluation activities conducted in the area of the
Combustion Byproducts Landfill (AMEC, December 2013), there is no evidence of a paleo-
channel existing within the Middle Sand. Instead, the Middle Sand itselfis a paleo-channel
deposit. As described in Galloway, et. al (1982), the FPP site lies within an axis of Miocene-
age stacked ephemeral stream sands and associated crevasse splay sand over-bank
deposits, with the primary inferred drainage axis generally oriented northwest to southeast
(see Figure 4). The Middle Sand spans the majority of the site (itis absent toward the south)
and, therefore, on a local scale (i.e., site) there does not appear to be channelized flow, and
certainly not in the context of preferential COC migration that would possibly escape being
detected by the current Middle Sand monitoring well network. Based on this, additional
assessiment for paleo-channels within the Middle Sand is not warranted.



TCEQ Response No, 2

2. Figure 1B-Affected Property Map -- Why does the affected property exclude CBL-
401 and 138, and C2L.-4127 These welis have also experienced sampling events
with elevated COCs?

LCRA Response {(April 27, 2011): The Affected Property Assessment (APA) was prepared
to respond to the Texas Risk Reduction Program'’s requirsments for the closure of the Ash
Pond. Consequently, the initial focus of the APA was to determine the source of elevated
selenium coneentrations in monitoring wells AP-407 (near the Ash Pond) and RP-87 (near
the Reclaim Pond). During the course of the groundwater investigation, additional chemicals
of concem (COC) were assessed southeast of the closed Coal Ash Pond towards Cedar
Creek.

LCRA recently initiated a geologic assessment to prepare for the expanslon of the
Combustion Byproducts Landfill (CBL). During this assessment, in addition to collecting the
required geologic Information to support the expansion, LCRA also plans to investigate the
possible sources of COCs detected in monitoring wells CBL-401, CBL-138, and C2L.-412.
These monitoring wells are associated with wasta management units located within the
Baylor Creek watershed. This new assessment will serve to address the TCEQ's coricerns
within this area of the plant site while ensuring that the TRRP process for closure of the Ash
Pond proceeds in a timely manner. LCRA is proposing to report results from this recently
Initiated assessment separately from the APA completed for closure of the Ash Pond.

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014):

As pant of the Hydrogeologic Evaluation of Combustion Byproducts Landfil (CBL) Area
Report (AMEC, December 2013), LCRA investigated the possible sources of COCs
detected in monitoring wells CBL-401, CBL-138, and C2L-412. Concurrent with the CBL
Arga Study, LCRA also conducted an evaluation of the Upper Sand, herein referred
to as the Upper Sand Assessment (AMEC, June 25, 2013).

The COCs exceeding PCLs referenced in the TCEQ response are as follows:

o C2L-412 (screened in the Upper Sand): arsenic, having sporadic detections
above the groundwater residential and industrial PCL of 10 micrograms per
liter (ug/L).

o CBL~138 (screened in the Middle Sand): cobalt, having consistent
detections above the cobalt residential groundwater PCL of 7 ug/L, but
below the commercial-Industrial PCL of 22 ug/l..

+ CBL-401 (screened in the Middle Sand): cobalt, having consistent
detections above the cobalt residential groundwater PCL. of 7 ug/L, but
below the commercial-industrial PCL of 22 ug/L.



CaL-412

The Upper Sand Assessment verified that the Upper Sand GWBU is designated a
Class 3 GWBU under TRRP. This Class 3 designiation was based on the assessment
findings, which documented the Upper Sand’s limited lateral extent, ephemeral
saturation in several areas, and low groundwater vields to wells completed in the
Upper Sand. The designation was approved by the TCEQ (TCEQ, September 10,
2013), with the acknowledgement that the potential for any groundwater to surface
water pathways are to be evaluated In future slte investigations. Despite the fact that
the Upper Sand outcrops in numerous areas across the site, no Upper Sand
groundwater seeps have been identified. As such, there is no identified groundwater
to surface water pathway. Furthermore, the distance from the western margin of the
Upper Sand to Baylor Creek Is approximately 2600 ft.

Given the Upper Sand's deslgnation as a Class 3 GWBU, the TRRP groundwater PCLs have
been revised accordingly for the Upper Sand (Table 58-2), As such, excluding the outlier
result for mercury (monitoring well CBL-3070 in April 2012 sampling event), there are no
groundwater PCL exceedances for any COC in any well completed in the Upper Sand,
including C2L-412. '

CBL Monitoring Wells

Prior assessment work documented in the APAR indicated the COC impact to the
Middle Sand was the result of one of two scenarios across the FPP facility:

1. Excessive removal of the native clay bottom liner in the Coal Ash Pond through
Initial construction and later ash removal operations in the Coal Ash Pond, allowing a
release of impounded ash pond liguids into the undertying Middle Sand.

2, Faulty annular seals in existing monitoring well RP-67 (subsequently plugged and
abandoned, then replaced by RP-67R), allowed for communication of localized perchad
groundwater with underlying Middle Sand groundwater.

There were no identified sources for elevated cobalt concentrations in the Middle Sand in
the CBL area based on a review of current and historic FPP operations. As part of the
CBL Area Study, two new monitoring wells were installed adjacent to the CBL-138 location
(CBL-300U, scresned in the Upper Sand, and CBL-300M screened in the Middle Sand),
and a new monitoring well was installed adjacent to the CBL-401 location (CBL-401M, also
screenad in the Middle Sand).

The study supported the Scenario No. 2 conclusion at CBL-138, Cobalt concentrations in
groundwater from CBL-300M are below the TRRP groundwater Residential PCL and are an
order of magnitude lower than thase in the adjacent CBL-138. This has been demonstrated
over eight quarterly sampling events to date {Table 5B-1). It is noted that cobalt
concentrations in CBL-300U are roughly double those observed in CBL-138, lsading to the
conclusion that CBL-138 sampling data is influenced by leakage through the annular seal
from the overlying Upper Sand. The CBL-300U cobalt concentrations are below the
residential groundwater PCL applicable to the Upper Sand. As such, LCRA has received



approval from TCEQ to modify its groundwater monitoring program to replace CBL-138 with
CBL-300M. Existing well CBL.-138 has been plugged.

Evaluation of conditions adjacent to CBL-401 are inconclusive at this point. CBL-

401M cobalt concentrations are consistent with those observed in CBL-401. Both walls are
located up-gradient of the Combustion By-Products Landfill. Qver the course of eight
quarterly groundwater monitoring events, abserved cobalt concentrations in CBL-401M have
exceeded the residential groundwater PCL of 7 ug/L five times, and four of those
exceedances were by less than 2 ug/l.. However, neither well has ever exceeded the
Commercial/industrial groundwater PCL of 22 ug/.

Regarding monitoring well CBL-401M, we do note a Residential PCL exceedance for
Manganese in the January 2012 and April 2012 sampling events. Manganese
concentrations have been well below the PCL for the following six sampling events. We also
note an outlier result for Thallium in the January 2013 event. Three subsequent sampling
gvents confirm Thallium concentrations below the detection limit.

We have noted other outller analytical resuits from certain well samples in the CBL Area,
These include the following:

»  CBL-301! (October 2012 event); one-time (over 10 sampling events) PCL
exceedances observed far the analytes aluminum, cabalt, and lead.

o CBL-302 (July 2013 event): one-time (over 9 sampling events) PCL exceedances
observed for the analytes alurinum, cobalt, iron, lead, and manganese.

In both of these cases, an anomalous spike was observed in the aluminum concentrations
over prior and subsequent events, and field sampling notes reporting turbid samples, which
lsads to the conclusion that the anomalous results correlate to the presence of sediment in
the samples, and are not truly representative of dissolved concentrations in groundwater,
This observed "aluminum spike” was also noted in the CBL-401M samples discussed above
where elevated manganese was observed.

Lastly, a one-time (over 8 sampling events) PCL exceedance for cobalt was observed in the
April 2013 sampling event for monitoring well CBL-3061 (10.9 ug/L).

With the exceptions discussed above, no other cobalt exceedances in the Middle Sand are
observed in the entire CBL area, and it is possible the conditions observed are a local
background anomaly. LCRA will continue monitoring CBL 401and downgradient Middle
Sand wells as part of our routine monitoring fo verify that the cobalt residential groundwater
PCL exceedance in CBL-401 is isolated to the small area and that the observed
concentrations are attenuating or remain relatively stable.

LCRA will conduct sorne additional investigation monitoring of CBL-3011 and 302!, including
analyzing for both total and dissolved metals to confirm our conclusions above.



TCEQ Response No, 3

3. Figure 1E-2-Regional Cross Section A-A’ Well CP-2 is shown fo be drilled to the Lower
Sand. According fo the bore log, it appears that this well was drilled to and screened
within the Middle Sand. It also appears that the Middle Sand elevations shown on this
cross section are slightly different from what the bore logs appear to show for wells RP-
67R and RP-1 (the bore logs seem to indicate that the Middle Sand starts at 324" amsl in
RP-67R and at 304.6" amsl in RP-1. Please clarify.

LCRA Response {April 27, 2011): The geologic cross section incorrectly referenced 'B20.
a 1982 geotechnical assessment boring, as ‘CP-2." The ‘B20' information is included to
indicate the presence of the Lower Sand water bearing unit, Monitoring well CP-2 is
completed In the Middle Sand, and has a similar lithologie section above the Middle Sand to
that shown in the B20 lithologic log. '

The boring log for RP-67R shows the Middle Sand at approximately 321" MSL when using
the approximate ground surface elevation of 353 MSL provided in Table 5D, Likewise, the
top of the Middle Sand in RP-1, using the ground surface elevation from Table 50, is
approximately 302' MSL, However, after closer examination, it was determined that several
wells were shown incorractly in Figure 1E-2, A revised and comected figure is attached (to
LCRA's April 27, 2011 response).

Monitoring well RP-1 was installed in 1988 and RP-67R was installed in 2010. The Middle
Sand, as logged in RP-1, does not appear 1o be as well defined as itis in RP-67R. The
geolagic assessment for the CBL expansion referred to in the response to TCEQ Comment
No. 2 wilt provide additional lithologic information in an effort to determine the continuity (or
lack of) and/or changes in the physical characteristics of the sand units from east to weast
across the FPP property.

Based on additional acquired information, including data from past geolechnical
assessments, three additional modifications have been made to Figure 1E-2 as follows:

» A discontinuous intermediate sand body is now shown above the Middle Sand at
well location MW-501. This will be further evaluated in forthcoming assessment
activities;

e The Lower Sand body doses not appear in the DH-136 boring (had been
incorrectly Included based on a prior cross-section). A copy of the lithologic log
has now been obtained, and shows the Lower Sand was not encountered:

» The shallow (less than 15 feet deep) stratigraphy between wells AP-407 and
AP-504 has been revised slightly in both Figure 1E-2 and 1E-3 to reflect the
greater heterogeneity present in those locations where reworking and fill
operations were conducted during facility construction,

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014): The TCEQ concurred with the LCRA's April 27
Response by letter dated July 21, 2011, and no additional updated response is required.



TCEQ Response No. 4
Section 2.4 Receptor Survey Results

4. It should be noted that the full extent of surface/groundwater contamination has not
been determined off-site, and an additional receptors evaluation will be included in
the addendum to the APAR to include the results of the additional investigation.

LLCRA Response (April 27, 2011): LCRA agrees. Adjacent landowners have been
contacted and LCRA is currently negotiating easement agreements to access the
property and complete the assessment.

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014): LCRA finalized the easemeants with the
adjacent landowners in October and November of 2011. After successfuily addressing
access issues, off-site wells (OS-1 through 0S-5) wers installed in June of 2012,
Furthermore, LCRA installed new on-site monitoring wells MW-512, MW-513, and MW-514,
and reinstated AP-405 as a monitoring point. Based upon the sampling of the new wells and
existing on-site wells, LOCRA has completed additional assessment of the area southeast of
the closed Coal Ash Pond (Figures 10 and 11). Each of the groundwater sarnpling wells
mentioned above has subsequently been sampled on a quarterly basis to provide a better
understanding of the nature and extent of COCs in Middle Sand groundwater.

In addition, the LCRA has completed a Screening-Level Ecological Risk Assessment
(SLERA) (see Formation Environmental, July 2013, Revised February 2014) to assess
hoth surface water and sediment data in Cedar Creek, located immediately adjacent to the
closed Coal Ash Pond in the path of Middle Sand groundwater transport, Cedar Creek is
continuiousty fed by a flow (approximately 224 gallons per minute) from the Cedar Creek
Reservoir, with an additional approximate 15 gallons per minute released by the Reservoir
dam toe-drain system. The SLERA was conducted at both on-gite and off-site locations to
assess concerns regarding potential ecological receptors.

Cedar Creek Reservolr undergoes seasonal thermal stratification and behaves as a
dimictic lake, with two natural mixing events per year. As such, SLERA sediment and
surface water sampling activities were conducted in two events, October and Decermber of
2012, corresponding to periods of natural reservolr stratification and mixing respectivaly,

Key findings from the additional groundwater assessment and the SLERA are as follows:

« The Middle Sand GWBU Is present at each of the new well locations, Its upper
surface is either in direct contact or very close contact with the Cedar Creek
drainage channel (Figure 12).

+ Groundwater flow within the Middle Sand is strongly influenced by Cedar Creek.
Cedar Creek serves as a gaining stream, and coincides with the lowest
potentiometric surface elevation observed in the Middle Sand (Figure 11). As
such, the net Middle Sand groundwater flow path is toward Cedar Creek.



The COCs in the Cedar Creek area are cobalt, manganese, and
molybdenum, consistent with earlier findings presented in the APAR. Both
cobalt and molybdenum groundwater ingestion PCL exceedances are
observed in new monitoring well MW-512, immediately adjacent to the cast
bank of Cedar Creek, on FPP property.

Manganese groundwater ingestion PCL exceedances are only consistently
observed in on-site monitoring well MW-510. The manganese groundwater
PCL exceedance has not been observed in any of the off-site wells, and only
sporadically in any of the other on-site wells (Figure 15),

Only cobalt PCL exceedances are consistently observed off-site, and only in
the well in closest proximity to the closed Coal Ash Pond, 0S-1. Molybdenum
PCL exceedances have not been observed in the off-site wells.

The cobalt PCLE Zone extends approximately 250 feet off-site, along the westemn
side of Cedar Creek (Figure 14). The molybdenum PCLE zone Is present only on
the FPP property (Figure 16).

The groundwater results obtained from the seven sampling events conducted
to date in off-site well monitoring events appear to demonstrate a stable plume
configuration for cobalt, manganese, and molybdenum. The COC attenuation
mechanisms are a combination of groundwater dilution and re-precipitation of
metals with gradual attainment of natural redox conditions. The attenuation
mechanism will be further discussed in the forthcoming Response Action Plan.

Cobait concentrations have fallen below the PCL in monitoring well AP-408,
beginning with the April 2012 quarterly monitoring event. This may be a result of
perimeter leachate coliection system modifications conducted for the closed Coal
Ash Pond embankment as part of the pond closure.

The SLERA confirmed that although groundwater ssepage into Cedar Creek
does increase surface water concentrations of several COCs, the
concentrations in surface water and sediments do not pose a risk to Cedar
Creek ecological receptors. Surface water COC concentrations are also below
human health PCLs and applicable RBELSs (see Table 128, Table 12D, and
Appendix 6).

Analysis of groundwater samples in groundwater monltoring wells serving as Point
of Exposure wells at the groundwater-to-surface water interface (AP-6, AP-408,
AP-510, AP-511, AP-512, OS-1, and 0$-3) shows sporadic exceadances of the
groundwater-to-surface water PCLs for aluminum, iron, and manganese as follows:



Aluminum

» AP-510 [one event (July 2011) out of nine events),

» AP-511 [two events (October 2010 and Aprit 2011) out of nine évents].
» 08-1 [two events {(June 2012 and January 2013] out of seven events).
¢ 0S-3 [one event (Septerber 2012) out of seven events],

It Is recognized that turbidity may have affected sampling data quality,
particularly with respect to metals, As such, LCRA also conducted
groundwater sample field filtration, using the approved 10-micron filter media,
for the April 2013 samples collected from off-site wells OS-1 through OS-5
The filtered groundwater sample data is further discussed below.

Table 12F-1 and Table 12F-2 have been prepared to further evaluate
aluminum as a COC. Table 12F-1 shows & comparison of aluminum
concentrations between background wells (here defined as wells not
hydraulically downgradient of groundwater released from the closed Coal Ash
Pond), wells downgradient of the closed Coal Ash Pond, and CAP-1 (installed
in the closed Coal Ash Pond). Additional analytes considered pertinent as Ash
Pond release indicators are also included. These analytes are cobalt and
molybdenum {considered the COCs requiring further response action), and
sulfate (considered the Ash Pond release tracer compound).

Monitoring wells AP-513, AP-514, 08-4, and 0S-5 are considered background
wells In the closed Coal Ash Pond area, since they oceur on the opposite side
of Cedar Creek and are isolated from the closed Coal Ash Pond release based
on potentiometric surface measurements (see Figure 11}, and observed sulfate
concentrations. Note, sulfate levels in facility background welt MW-500 are
consistently below 530 mg/L, and sulfate levels in AP-513, AP-514, 0S-4, and
0O8-5 are consistently below 200 mg/L.

Wells affected by closed Coal Ash Pond release (AP-405, AP-406, AP-509,
AP-510, AP-511, AP-512, 08-1, 08-2, and 08-3) consistently show sulfate
levels above 530 mgil.. Samples from monitoring well AP-6, though
downgradient of the closed Coal Ash Pond, and formerly showing elevated
sulfate concentrations, now show a downward trend from the 701 mg/L result
detected in January-2012.

Table 12F-2 shows the mean aluminum concentrations in groundwater
samples collected from background wells, and background well MW-500, in
cormparison to mean aluminum concentrations from wells affected by closed
Coal Ash Pond release. As a conservative measure; non-detects were
assigned the detection limit concentration; where duplicate samples were
collected, only the higher concentration results are used; and AP-6 data was
excluded from the "Affected Wells” data, as indicator COCs are not obviously
alevated with respect to background wells. Two comparisons are provided,
one for unfiltered sample data, and one for filtered sample data from the April
2013 sampling event,



The unfiltered sample data comparison shows no correlation between
aluminum concentrations in background groundwater (mean aluminurn
concentration of 3.22 mg/L.), and Ash Pond-affected groundwater (mean
aluminum concentration of 1.24 mg/L). In fact, AP-512, the well expected to be
most affected by Ash Pond release based on sulfate, cobalt, and molybdenum
data, shows no aluminum PCL exceedances, and the mean concentration for
aluminum, analyzed for 6 sampling events, is 0.31 mg/L.

The filtered data shows no aluminum PCL exceedances, and the data
comparison again shows no correlation between aluminum concentrations in
background groundwater (mean concentration of 0.65 mg/L) and closed Ash
Pond release-affected groundwater (mean concentration of 0.14 mgiL).

Based on these findings, the LCRA does not consider aluminum to be a COC
requiring a further response action.

Iren

One groundwater-to-surface water PCL exceedance was observed in 0S-3
over the seven sampling events conducted to date. The observed excesdance
is considered an outlier, and observed only in the first sampling event, which
was conducted in September 2012, No groundwater-to-surface water
exceedances have been observed since. Based on these findings, the LCRA
does not consider iron to be a COC requiring a further response action.

Manganese

Four groundwater-to-surface water PCL exceedances were observed in AP-
510 over ten sampling events conducted to date, although no exceedances
have been observed since July 2012. This may be a result of improved
groundwater conditions observed following closed Coal Ash Pond perimeter
leachate collection systern modifications. Manganese concentrations in AP-
510 do, however, exceed the groundwater ingestion PCL in nine of the ten
sampling events conducted to date.

No additional assessment activities are proposed beyond the implementation of a
groundwater monitoring program to docurnent COG attenuation and plume stability,
and verification of improved conditions. The target analytes for this evaluation are
proposed as follows:

» Cobalt

¢ Manganese

¢ Molybdenum

« Sulfate (for use as a closed Coal Ash Pond plume tracer)

This approach will be detailed in a forthcoming Response Action Plan.



TCEQ Response No. 5
Section 2.8 Exposure Pathways

5. Because there was a break in the toe drain pips near the sump on the eastern side of the
ash pond that Field Office inspected, and because the unnamed tributary in the vicinity of
that leak is elevaled in several of the metals tested, it seems that the facility will need to
expand their APAR to include the surface water assessment and a soil assessment in
the vicinity of that break. Additionally, a seep called Cedar Creek Seep apparently is
coming from the vicinity of the ash pond and the metals found in this seep (described in
Table 6B) are elevated. The facility will need to investigate the soils and surface water
near this seep.

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): LCRA agrees, The planned supplemental APA for
the Ash Pond closure will include the surface water assessment and a soll assessment
in the vicinity of the toe drain pipe break and Cedar Cresk Seep.

Additlonal LCRA Response (March 2014): As part of LCRA's Coal Ash Pond closure
operations, repairs were implemented to the closed Coal Ash Pond embankment's
perimeter leachate collection system, which included the repair of the above —-mentioned
pipe. As part of that repair, soil samples were collected and analyzed for the key COCs in
this area, cobalt and molybdenum. The analytical results are summarized in the attached
Table 4A. The cobalt and molybdenum concentrations are below the applicable PCl.s for
soils and sediments, and surface water concentrations are below applicable RBELs. The
groundwater-surface water pathway assessment Is further detailed in Section 6.0, with
supporting information provided in Appendix 6.

Surface water and sediment samples have been collected as part of the SLERA, (Cedar

Creek Seep data is also included in Table 12E-2), and it was determined concentrations
of COCs do not pose a risk to Cedar Creek ecological receptors.
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TCEQ Response No. 6
Section 5 Groundwater Assessment

6. There is some confusion regarding the emplacement of monitoring well CP-2. Figure 1F-
2 Cross Section A-A’ depicts CP-2 extending from ground surface to the lower sand
approximately 140 ft deep with no depiction of the screened interval, Section 5.2 Coal
Piles states CP-2 was completed in the middle sand, which, according to the above
mentioned cross seclion, would be approximately 90 fi deep. The Log of Well in
Appendix 2 shows the well completed to a depth of 62.5 feet, screen from 40-55f. The
State of Texas Well Report in Appendix 6 states a tofal depth of 65 ft. and grave!
packed from 53-65 ft. Please resolve these differences.

LCRA Response {April 27, 2011): Monitoring well CP-2 was completad within the Middle
Sand. As discussed above, the well lithology shown In the Figure 1E-2 cross section is from
prior geotechnical boring B2, and not from CP-2. Monitoring well CP-2 was drilled to a
depth of 62.5 feet as shown on both the well log and State of Texas Well Report for well CP-
2. The State of Texas Well Report for CP-2 correctly shows the gravel pack from 38-55 feat,
Arevised Figure 1E-2 is atached. :

Itis possible that TCEQ may have been viewing the State of Texas Well Report for Well
RP-72 instead of CP-2. The State of Taxas Well Report for Well RP-72 states a total
depth of 65 feet and gravel packed from 53-65 feet.

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014): The TCEQ concurred with the LCRA's April 27
Response by letter dated July 21, 2011, and no additional updated response is required,

11



TCEQ Response No. 7

7. Section 5.2 - This section discusses the nature and extent of selenium contarmination.
However, Table 68 documents various metal contaminants in CP-2S. No mention is
made of these constiluients in the narrative portion of the report. The report states that it
focuses on sefenium. |t should be noted that a complete APAR should be submitted that
will consider the documentation of other contaminants, not a single contaminant. The last
senlence stales that the Supplemental APAR aclivities will evaluate the full nature and
extent of COCs documented In groundwater and seep waler southeast and east of the
Ash Pond and will include performance of a SLERA. It should be noted that groundwater
contamination in the vicinity of the Reclaim Pond and Coal Piles should be fully
documented.

LLCRA Response (April 27, 2011): LCRA agrees. We plan to address the COCs in
CP-28 in the Supplemental APA for the Ash Pond. Also, as stated in LCRA's
response io TCEQ Comment Na. 2, LCRA plans to investigate the possible sources of
COCs detected in monitoring wells CBL-401, CBL-138, and C2L-412,

Additional LCRA Response {February 2014): Groundwater present in CP-2S appears
to be associated with saturated soils In hydraulic communication with reworked Upper
Sand groundwater-bearing media, fill material, and naturally present clayey strata. Ina
letter dated September 10, 2013, TCEQ approved the site-wide classification of the Upper
Sand as a Class 3 groundwater resource and thus Class 3 groundwater PCLs are used
as the regulatory thresholds for groundwater. As such, data from analysis of CP-28
grounciwater samples are now compared to the Class 3 PCLs, and no PCL exceedances
are observed (see Table 58-2). Tharefore, we will no longer sample CP-2S.

For monitoring wells CBL-401, CBL-138, and C2L-412, please refer to the discussion
provided in Response No.2.

12



TCEQ Response No. 8

8. Figure 6B--Selenium Groundwater PCLE Zone Map - As part of the Response Action
Plan (RAP), please include a plan for quarterly sampling of groundwater from monitoring
wells in this area so as to allow for the determination of plume configuration (growth,
shrinkage, movement) of the Selenium PCLE zone,

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): The Response Action Plan will include a plan for
monitoring the Selenium Groundwater PCLE Zone to determine plume configuration.

Additional LCRA Response {March 2014): The LCRA confinues to conduct groundwater
monitoring across the FPP site, including the area of identified selenium PCL exceedance
in the Middie Sand. Analytical results (Table 5B-1) continue to show a stable selenium
PCLE plume configuration (Figure 17). Monitoring well AP-407 continues o be the only
monitoring well in the Middle Sand having concentrations exceeding the PCL for selenium,
Monitoring well CAP-1, screened within the saturated closed Coal Ash Pond rmedia
(the source area), has been sampled over several events, and is the only other wall
having samples with selenium concentrations above the PCL for selenium.

The LCRA proposes to continue monitoring the selenium Groundwater PCLE Zone to
verily that concentrations are stable as part of the forthcoming Response Action Plan,
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TCEQ Response No. 9

8. The potentiomelric surface may intersect the ground surface in the unnamed drainage
near AP-502 and RP-67R. LCRA should investigate for any seeps and do some grab
samples just to determine if metals are present in the Middie Sand in that location.

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): LCRA agrees, The Supplemental APA activities will
include an investigation for seeps. If found, grab samples will be collected.

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014): As part of general site operations
reconnaissance, the LCRA has routinely conducted a visual assessment of the referenced
area (Figure 13). There have been no observations of groundwater seepage at this
location. It is also noted that the referenced area is outside of any identified PCLE Zones.
Therefore, we do not propose any further actions to identify seeps in this area.

14



TCEQ Response No, 10

10. LCRA shouid conduct field investigations on the western edge of the facility to ook
for seeps from the Upper Sands that the Class If Landfill wells are completed within.
C2L-412 exceeds the TRRP PCL for Class | residential groundwater for arsenic,
and molybdenum. If there are seeps, LCRA needs to evaluate the potential for
surface water and soil impacis.

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): LCRA agrees. The investigation for seeps is
included In the scope of the geologic assessment for the CBL expansion.

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014); LCRA has completed the Site-wide Class
3 Designation for the Upper Sand Groundwater-Bearing Unit, Favette Power Frofect, La
Grange, Texas, AMEC, June 25, 2013 and the Hydrogeologic Evaluation of the
Combustion Byproducts Landfill Area, AMEC, December 20, 2013, The reports
concluded that the Upper Sand has limited lateral extent and no Upper Sand seeps
were identified. In a letter dated September 10, 2013, TCEQ approved the site-wide
classification of the upper sand as a Class 3 groundwater resource. The Upper Sand
extent is shown in Figure 3, TCEQ approval of the findings from the Hydrogeologic
Evaluation of the Combustion Byproducts Area report was received by letter dated
March 12, 2014.

LCRA sampled the "Biegal Pond” and the “Employee Park Pond,” which are down-
slope from the Class 2 landfill, for the metals arsenic and molybdenum (Figure 13, data
summarized in Table 12E-1). Analyses of these samples show no exceedances of
applicable PCLs. These ponds are suspected to be sourced from Middle Sand
discharge.

[LCRA has identified four ephemeral seeps in the western portion of the facility (see
Figure 13), consisting of the following:

o Production Engineering Seep — ephemeral seep from rewarked fill materials. No
sustained releases to surface drainage channels are observed, and released
water doas not leave the facility operations area. This seep is located more than
3600 feet east of Baylor Creek,

» Waste Storage Building Seep- ephemeral seep from reworked fill materials. No
sustained release to surface drainage channels is observed, and released water
does not leave the facility operations area. This seep is located more than 3600
feet east of Baylor Creek.

» Catch Basin (Culvert) Seep-sphemeral seep believed to originate from a French
drain system constructed in association with the FPP Vehicle Maintenance
Shop.

+ Construction Debris Landfill (CDL) Seep- ephemeral seep believed to be in
hydraulic communication with the Middle Sand. The seep drains into an
ephemeral tributary of Baylor Creek, located approximately 1600 feet to the
west,

15



LCRA has conducted sampling of these seeps on multiple occasions. Table 12E-3
summarizes the analytical data from samples collected at these seeps beginning in
2007. The Production Engineering Seep, Waste Storage Building Seep, and Culvert
Seeps have been evaluated for metals. Given the status of non- release to ecological
receptors, and the expected hydraulic communication between fill materials and the
Upper Sand, analytical results were compared to the Upper Sand-specific PCLs. There
have been no applicable PCL exceedances,

The CDL Seep has been evaluated routinely since the 1990s for multiple analytical
sultes, including metals, Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH), volatile organic
compounds, semivolatile organic compounds, Polychlorinated Biphenyls, Pesticides,
and Herbicides. There have been no Indications of environmental impact. As such,
LCRA has not identified any surface water or soil impacts from any seep in the western
portion of FPP and has discontinued seep monitoring.
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TCEQ Response No. 11

11. CBL-401 and 138 have had cobalt concenirations above the TRRP PCL for
Class | residential groundwater. Please datermine the source and extent of
cobalt concentrations in the area around these walls,

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): The scope of the geologic assessment for the
CBL expansion includes the evaluation of COCs in groundwater, including COC
source and extent.

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014): Please refer to the discussion provided
in Response No. 2,

17



. ‘
T
e

S
oE
5

g.ﬁ
B
ey




9 LIdIHXH

anaied aye-




Marisa Weber

From: PUBCOMMENT-OCC

Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 453 PM

To: PUBCOMMENT-OCC2

Subject: FW: Public comment on Permit Number WQ0002105000

Attachments: Sierra Club Comments Re Fayette TPDES Permit WQ0002105000 with Exhibits. pdf

/5

From: joshua.smith@sierraclub.org [mailto:joshua.smith@sierraclub.org] 0)
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 4:35 PM N
To: DoNot Reply oN
Subject: Public comment on Permit Number WQ0002105000

REGULATED ENTY NAME LCRA SAM SEYMOUR FAYETTE POWER PROJECT
RN NUMBER: RN100226844

PERMIT NUMBER: WQ0002105000

DOCKET NUMBER:

COUNTY: FAYETTE

PRINCIPAL NAME: LOWER COLORADO RIVER AUTHORITY

CN NUMBER: CN600253637

FROM

NAME: Joshua Smith

E-MAIL: ioshua.smith{@sierraclub.org

COMPANY: Sierra Club

ADDRESS: 85 2ND ST Second Floor
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-3459

PHONE: 4159775560
FAX: 4159775793
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April 9,2015

Chief Clerk, MC-105 Via Electronic Filing
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

http://www 14 tceq.texas.gov/epic/eComment/

Re:  Comments on Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision for TPDES Permit
No. WQ0002105000 for the Discharge of Pollutants into the Nueces River Basin
from the Sam Seymour Electric Station (Fayette Power Plant)

On February 27, 2015, the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (“TCEQ”)
issued a Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision to renew Permit No, WQ0002105000,
which would authorize the Sam Seymour Electric Station (Fayette Power Plant) to discharge
numerous waste streams to Cedar Creck and the Colorado River Basin, Sierra Club offers the
following comments regarding the Application and Draft Permit,

Sierra Club’s interests in the permit and proceeding are clearly germane to the
organization’s purposes. 30 TEX. ADMIN CODE §55.205 (a)(2), Founded in 1892 by John Muir,
Sierra Club is the Nation’s oldest and largest grassroots environmental organization, with more
than 625,000 members nationwide and nearly 23,000 members in Texas dedicated to exploring,
enjoying, and protecting the wild places and resources of the earth; practicing and promoting the
responsible use of the earth’s ecosystems and resources; educating and enlisting humanity to
protect and restore the quality of the natural and human environment; and using all lawful means
to carry out these objectives. To further those goals, Sierra Club and its members have a
significant interest in ensuring that any wastewater permit issued to the Fayette power plant
ensures protection of fish, wildlife, and ecosystems of Cedar Creek and the Colorado River
Basin, as well as the health of Sierra Club’s members who use and enjoy those waters. Sictra
Club has a significant interest in ensuring that the Fayette Power Plant’s Texas Pollution
Discharge Elimination System {*TPDES”) permit complies with all applicable statutory and
regulatory requirements, which are created to protect human health and the environment,

In addition to comments set forth below, we reserve the right to rely on all public
comments submitted relating to this Draft Permit and Application, including Sierra Club’s
September 15, 2014 comments, which we incorporate by reference, Additionally, we reserve the
right to request a contested case hearing or reconsideration of any decision of the Executive
Director. If the permit is amended or altered in response to comments, we request an opportunity
to review and comment on any amended permit.



Introduction

Zach day across the United States, coal-fired power plants like the Fayette Power Plant
discharge millions of gallons of industrial wastewater contaminated with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, copper, nickel, and selenium into the rivers,
lakes, and streams of the United States. This pollution is discharged directly from plants; flows
from old, unlined surface impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash
and sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) estimates that at least 5.5 billion pounds of pollution
arc released into the environment by coal-fired power plants every year.” These power plants are
responsible for at least 50 to 60 percent of the toxic pollutants discharged in waters of the United
States—more than the next nine top polluting industries combined.?

Coal plant water pollution has serious public health consequences and causes lasting
harm. Coal combustion waste (i.e. coal ash) wastewaters contain a slew of toxic pollutants that
can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. Due to the bio-accumulative
nature of many of these toxins, this pollution persists in the environment and poses a risk to
public health, and even short-term exposure can result in long-term damage to aquatic
ecosystems. According to EPA, power plant pollution has caused over 160 water bodies not to
meet state water quality standards, prompted government agencies to issue fish consumption
advisories for 185 waters, and degraded 399 water bodies across the country that serve as public
drinking water supplies.” EPA has concluded that coal combustion wastes, such as the fly and
bottom ash wastewater, which the Fayette Power Plant discharges to the Colorado River Basin
are likely to contain numerous highly toxic and bicaccumulative pollutants, such as arsenic,
boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, copper, nickel, and selenium. Moreover, these
poliutants are often not fully removed using sedimentation or settling methods employed at the
Fayelte Power Plant.

In June 2013, EPA identified the coal ash disposal units at the Fayette Power Plant as a
“potential damage case.,”* which means that an exceedance of a primary MCL or health based
standards has been documented “directly beneath or in very close proximity” to a coal ash
dump.’ Groundwater near the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of
arsenic, selenium, cobalt, and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels

"U.S. EPA, Environmental Assessment of the Proposed Effluent Limitation Guidelines and Standards for
the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source Category 3-14, Docket No. EPA-HQ-OW-2009-0819-
2260 (Apr. 2013).
® Id. at 3-13.
* http://water.epa.gov/scitech/wastetech/guide/steam-electric/proposed.cfin.
* EPA, Final Determination of [dentified Proven Damage and Recently Alleged Damage Cases, {DCN
§E01966], Daocket No. EPA-HQ-OW-2009-0819-2212,

Id.



(PCLs) and federal Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs).® Selenium levels have reached
more than 4 times the PCL and MCL, cabalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and
molybdenum has exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and
exceeded the PCL in water downgradient or crossgradient of ash disposal areas.” Aluminum,
chloride, manganese, sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.? Many
of these exceedences have been detected in groundwater in the Middle Sand Unit, which LCRA
acknowledges to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that contaminated
groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant] property.” In
short, pollution discharged via outfalls and from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps
could potentially impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir, Cedar Creek, and other
downstream waters, as well as nearby residential drinking water wells. !

Even more troubling, LCRA has detected seeps at its coal ash landfill that are directly
discharging into Cedar Creek.'" Yet, LCRA’s application and the draft permit fail to address (or
even mention) those discharges. As a result, the Fayette Power Plant TPDES renewal
application and draft permit fail to comply with the federal Clean Water Act (“CWA?™). TCEQ
must, at a minimum, amend the permit to address this unpermitted discharge and ensure that
LCRA adopts safeguards to protect against routine and dangerous seeps from the Fayette Power
Plant ash landfill to Cedar Creek.

Moreover, as discussed in detail below, in March 2015, Baylor Creek, which runs west of
the Fayette Power Plant, experienced a significant poflution event that caused the entire creek to
turn a creamy buttermilk-like color, Water samples conducted by Sierra Club members and
volunteers confirmed extremely high levels of aluminum, arsenic, sulfate, calcium, iron, coppet,
and fead.'? Although these pollutants are often associated with coal ash waste, the Fayette
TPDES permit does not specifically permit any discharge to Baylor Creek. Instead, the power
plant’s discharges to Baylor Creek appear to be governed by TCEQ’s Multi Sector General
Permit. As discussed below, however, TCEQ must inspect this potential discharge and ensure
that the Fayette Power Plant is utilizing best management practices to protect water quality in
Baylor Creek and the Colorado River Basin. Given the scope and nature of the March 2015
exceedence in Baylor Creek, TCEQ should require LCRA to amend its individual TPDES permit
application if the agency concludes that the Fayette stormwater discharges to Baylor Creek are
causing or contributing to violations of water quality standards.

§ Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report; 2009 Data Summary submitted by Lower Colorado River
Authority to the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (May 2010).

7
.

$1d.

°Id. at 3.

"y,

"' TCEQ, Investigation Report, Lower Colorado River Authority, CN600253637, Investigation No.
995057

"2 See Ex. 1 (Apr. 2, 2015 Caliber Analytical Servs. Certificate of Analysis)
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Sierra Club has several additional serious concerns with the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) Application and the draft permit, including:

1. The Draft Permit fails to include technology-based effluent limitations for
numerous pollutants present in the Fayette power plant’s coal combustion waste -
and impoundment waters.

2, In 2011, LCRA installed flue gas desulfurization (“FGD”) equipment for the
control of sulfur dioxide (*S02”). The operation of this equipment may affect the
nature of the facility’s wastewater discharges. Indeed, the March 2015 water
quality samples taken from Baylor Creek show extremely high levels of calcium,
arsenic, chromium, copper, lead, iron, magnesium, zinc, and vanadium, all of
which are common byproduct of FGD operations.”> Yet the facility has submitted
no analytical data concerning the impact of additional FGD wastewater, nor has
TCEQ undertaken an independent assessment of whether increased operation of
the FGD system will result in degradation of the recelvmg waters or require
additional effluent limits or monitoring.

3. On a related note, TCEQ should include monitoring requirements for bromide,
While not directly toxic, bromide discharges from FGD waste have been
associated with the formation of dangerous disinfection byproducts in
downstream public drinking water systems.

4, For the Fayette cooling water intake structure, the Draft Permit fails to comply
with the requireiments of Clean Water Act §316(b), which requires that cooling
watler intake structures reflect the best technology available for minimizing
adverse environmental impacts.

5. TCEQ has not properly considered the full impact of the permitted activity on the
endangered Houston Toad because it does not know the total mass of lead
discharged on a monthly basis, and has not evaluated the impacts of other toxic,
bioaccumulative pollutants contained in the coal combustion wastewater
discharged to the Mississippi River.

¥ EPA, Hazardous and Solid Waste Management System; Disposal of Coal Combustion Residuals from
Electric Utilities at 27, EPA Docket No. EPA-HQ-RCRA-2009-0640 (Dec. 19, 2014) (Prepublication
Copy) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. Parts 257 and 261), available at
http://www2.epa.govisites/production/files/2014-12/documents/cer_finalrule_prepub.pdf [hereinafter
*CCR Rule”] (noting that the “constituents of most environmental concern in [coal combustion residual
material] are metals, such as antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercuty,
nickel, selenium, silver and thallinm); see also EPA, Air Pollution Control Technology Fact Sheet, Flue
(as Desulfurization (FGD) — Wet, Spray Dry, and Dry Scrubbers, EPA-452/F-03-034, available at
http://www.epa.gov/tincate1/dir1/ffdg.pdf; Higgins et al., Flue Gas Desulfurization Wastewater
Treatment Primer at 4 ({Mar. 1, 2009), available at
http://www.epa.gov/regionl/npdes/merrimackstation/pdfs/ar/AR-119.pdf



Before issuing a final permit, TCEQ must address each of these errors in the Draft
Permit, discussed in detail below, to ensure that the final permit complies with the Clean Water
Act and the Texas Water Code, and is sufficiently protective of human health and the
environment,

I. The Permit Does Not Adequately Address All Discharges Associated with the
Coal Ash Landfill and Impoundments.

TCEQ must assess whether the Fayette Power Plant is discharging pollution from its coal
combustion waste landfill and impoundments without a permit. According to the Application,
LCRA claims that it does not discharge wastewater from its three wet [imestone flue gas
desulfurization (“FGD") controls and fly and bottom ash handling systems.l4 With respect to the
FGD controls, LCRA operates a dewatering system that separates wastewater and solids from the
spent limestone slurry."” Solids are either sold or disposed of at the on-site coal combustion
waste landfill, while the wastewater is sent to Reclaim Pond and other holding tanks so that it
may be recycled in the FGD system.'® Although the current permit prohibits “direct” discharge
of wastewater from the Reclaim Pond to waters of the State, the permit authorizes discharges
from the Reclaim Pond to the Coal Pile Runoff Pond, which discharges via Outfall 003 to a
tributary of Cedar Creek or Qutfall 301 to the Cedar Creek Reservoir.!” Thus, LCRA may
ultimately discharge FGD wastewaters to waters of the State via the Coal Pile Runoft Pond.

Similarly, the permit prohibits discharges of fly and bottom ash transport water to waters
of the State.'® Yet LCRA is authorized to transfer bottom and fly ash transport water from the
closed Ash Pond to the Reclaim Pond and Coal Pile Runoff Pond, which discharges to a tributary
of Cedar Creck or the Cedar Creek Reservoir.'” LCRA is also permitted to discharge leachate
from the coal combustion waste landfill, which collects in the Combustion Byproducts Landfill
Pond, from Outfall 004 to a tributary of Cedar Creek or to the Reclaim Pond and Coal Pile
Runoff Pond, which discharges to a tributary of Cedar Creek or the Cedar Creek Reservoir,*
TCEQ must assess these discharges and establish best available technology limits for the
discharge of FGD and coal ash waste water to protect the receiving waters,

In addition to the coal combustion waste leachate and wastewaters discharged from the
Coal Pile Runoff Pond and Combustion Byproducts Landfill Pond to tributaries of Cedar Creek
and the Cedar Creek Reservoir, it is clear that the coal ash disposal units are leaking into

" Application, Attachment FPP-TECH [:WW Generation,
B 1.

8 1d.

" Draft Permit at 17.

" Jd. at 15.

14 at 17,
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groundwater that has a direct connection to Cedar Creek Reservoir.?! Indeed, LCRA has
acknowledged seeps at its coal ash landfill that are directly discharging into Cedar Creek.™ Yet
LCRA’s application and the draft permit fail to address (or even mention) those discharges. That
LLCRA has developed a remediation plan under RCRA does not relieve TCEQ or LCRA of the
obligation to comply with Clean Water Act’s prohibition against unpermitted discharges. TCEQ
must, at a minimum, amend the permit to address these discharges and ensure that LCRA adopts
safeguards to protect against routine and dangerous seeps from the Fayette Power Plant ash
landfill to Cedar Creek.

Further, the Draft Permit fails to examine whether there are additional unpermitted
discharges from the coal ash impoundments at Fayette. According to the Application, none of
the LCRA waste disposal units are lined with a protective composite liner.”® As noted, EPA
identified the Fayette Power Plant as a “potential damage case” in 2013 because concentrations
of toxic pollutants in groundwater monitoring wells exceed federal drinking water standards.?’
LCRA’s own monitoring data reveal exceedances of federal and state health based drinking
water standards for arsenic, selenium, cobalt, and molybdenum.? That monitoring data makes
clear that LCRA is discharging leachate from leaking coal combustion waste disposal units into
groundwater that has a direct connection to drinking water resources. It is possible, even likely,
that the Fayette landfill is discharging to ground and surface waters at locations in addition to the
identified seep.

" Discharges of leachate from the coal ash impoundments to surface waters and/or
groundwater with a hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited
by the Clean Water Act.”® Discharges to groundwater with a direct hydrogeological connection

! See, e.g., Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report: 2009 Data Summary submitted by Lower Colorado
River Authority to the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (May 2010).

2 1d.; see also Letter from Beckie Loeve, Envtl. Supervisor, LCRA-Fayette Power Project, to April Hoh,
Water Quality Assessment Team , Texas Council on Environmental Quality (May 7, 2010) (Ex. 2);
TCEQ, Investigation Report, CN600253637, Investigation No. 995057 at p.2-3 (Apr. 12, 2012) (noting
seep from coal ash pond to Cedar Creek) (Ex. 3); LCRA, 2010 Affected Property Assessment Repoit
(APAR) for the Fayette Power Project, Attachment 1 at 7 (Sept. 17, 2010) (confirming groundwater
seepage into Cedar Creek) (Ex. 4).

B permit, Attachment FPP-TECH 4: Pond Liner Information.

* EPA, Final Determination of Identified Proven Damage and Recently Alleged Damage Cases, [DCN
SE01966], Docket No. EPA-HQ-OW-2009-0819-2212,

# See, e.g., Annual Gronndwater Monitoring Report: 2009 Data Summary submitted by Lower Colorado
River Authority to the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (May 2010).

% See, e.g., Hernandez v. Esso Standard Oil Co., 599 F.Supp.2d 175, 181 (D. Puerto Rico 2009)
(reviewing federal case law and holding “that the CWA extends federal jurisdiction over groundwater
that is hydrologically connected to surface waters that are themselves waters of the United States™); see
also U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, Office of Wastewater Mpmt., National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Permitting of Wastewater Discharges from Flue Gas Desulfurization and Coal Combustion
Residuals Impoundments at Steam Electric Power Plants, Att. B at 2 (2010} (“Permitting authorities
should examine the need for [NPDES permit requirements such as lined impoundments and seepage
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to “waters of the U.S.” fall within the scope of the Clean Water Act.*” All unpermitted
discharges from a point source to these waters are vielations of the CWA, Leaks in a pollution
containment system, like coal combustion waste landfills and impoundments, are point sources.?®
Thus, discharges of toxic pollution from leaks in coal combustion waste landfills and
impoundments are prohibited without an NPDES permit,”

TCEQ should require LCRA to install a protective composite liner and additional
safeguards to prevent the continued discharge of coal combustion waste into Cedar Creek. Any
unpermitted discharges from these ponds would be illegal and TCEQ must require the applicant
to submit groundwater and lake water monitoring data to ensure that such discharges are not
occurring. TCEQ should further require a period of wet effluent toxicity testing using water
samples taken from various locations around the perimeter of the coal ash ponds.

Recent EPA guidance has made clear that coal ash combustion impoundments are within
the scope of NPDES permits for electric generating facilities and must be addressed by the
permitting authority: “Seepage discharges to surface water through a shallow ground water
hydrologic connection have been controlled in a number of cases through NPDES permit
requirements to either use lined impoundments to prevent seepage or to instail seepage
interception systems. Permitting authorities should examine the need for these types of
requirements for hydrologically connected discharges that cannot be regulated through
traditional NPDES outfalls.”*

interception systems] for hydrologically connected discharges that cannot be regulated through
traditional NPDES outfalls™); U.S, Envtl. Prot, Agency, Office of Wastewater Mgmt., EPA-833- K-10-
001, NPDES Permit Writer’s Manual (2010) (“If a discharge of pollutants to ground water reaches waters
of the United States. . . it could be a discharge to the surface water (albeit indirectly via a direct
hydrological connection, i.e. the ground water) that needs an NPDES permit™); U.S. EPA, Nolice of
Final NPDES General Permit for Egg Production Operations in New Mexice and Oklahoma NMGE00000
and OK.GB00000, 67 Fed. Reg. 47,362-63 (July 18, 2002) (“The permif prohibits the discharge of process
wastewater pollutants from retention or control structures to groundwater that has a direct hydrologic
S}(nmection to Waters of the United States™).

Id.
%33 U.8.C. § 1362(14) (defining “point source” broadly and specifically including “container” in the
definition); see, e.g., United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 599 F.2d 368 (10th Cir. 1979) (noting that
“Iw]hen a [closed circulating system] fails because of flaws in the construction or inadequate size to
handle the fluids utilized, with resulting discharge, whether from a fissure in the dirt berm or overflow of
a wall, the escape of liquid from the confined system is a point source™}.
* In fact, discharges that result from leaks and other failures of a pollution containment system should
never be authorized by an NPDES permit because BAT is to contain the pollution. See 33 U.S.C. §3§
1311(b)(1), 1311(b)(2)(A), and 1314(b) (mandating that permitting agencies set technology-based
effluent limits for all discharges).
¥ Memorandum from James A. Hanlon, Director, Office of Wastewater Management, on National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permitting of Wastewater Discharges from Flue Gas
Desulfurization (FGD) and Coal Combustion Residuals (CCR) Impoundments at Steam Electric Power
Plants, Appendix B at 2 (June 7, 2010), available at
hitp:/www.epa.gov/regionl/npdes/merrimackstation/pdfs/ar/ AR-44.pdf,
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1L, TCEQ Must Investigate and Address Potential Unpermitted Discharges fo
Baylor Creek

On March 10, 2015, Sierra Club members and volunteers identified a potentially
significant pollution event in Baylor Creek, which runs west of the Fayette Power Plant. As
demonstrated in the photograph attached to these comments, the pollution event caused the entire
creek to turn a creamy buttermilk-like color?! March 20, 2015 water quality samples confirmed
extremely high levels of aluminum, arsenic, sulfate, calcium, iron, copper, and lead.**> Although
the exact cause of the Baylor Creck pollution event is unknown, these pollutants are often
associated with flue gas desulfurization (“FGD”) and coal ash waste.” The FGD or SO2
scrubbing process typlcally uses a calcium or sodium alkaline-based reagent that is injeeted into
the flue gas. The SO2 is absorbed, neutralized, and or oxidized by the alkaline reagent into a
solid compound, either calcium or sodium sulfate>® Coincidentally, satellite images show what
appears to be a coal ash loading or drainage directly to the northwest of the plant, and adjacent to
Baylor Creek.”® If so, it is not surprising that heavy rainfall would result in a discharge of such
materials to Baylor Creek.

The Fayette TPDES permit, however, does not contemplate or allow any discharge to
Baylor Creek. All of the outfalls from the Fayette Power Plant are to Cedar Creek. Thus, any
discharge of pollutants from the Fayette Power Plant to Baylor Creek are not within the scope of
the draft permit. The power plant’s dlschalges to Baylor Creek instead appear to be governed by
TCEQ’s Multi Sector General Permit,*®

That general permit, however, does not allow “[d]ischarges that would cause or
contribute to a violation of watet quallty standards or that would fail to protect and maintain
existing designated uses of receiving waters.” 7 Moreover, any permittee under the general
permit “shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any discharge or other permit
violation that has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting human health or the
environment,” including the implementation of “all pollution prevention practices . . . necessary

3L BEx. 5 (Mar. 10, 2015 photograph at Texas HWY 71 and Baylor Creek).
*2 Ex. 1{Mar. 20, 2015 water quality sample report).
3 EPA, Hazardous and Solid Waste Management System; Disposal of Coal Combustion Residuals from
Electric Utilities at 27, EPA Docket No. EPA-HQ-RCRA-2009-0640 (Dec. 19, 2014) (Prepublication
Capy) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. Parts 257 and 261), available at
http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-12/documents/cer_finalrule_prepub.pdf [hereinafter
“CCR Rule”] (noting that the “constituents of most environmental concern in [coal combustion residual
material] are metals, such as antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury,
nickel, selenium, silver and thallium); see also EPA, Air Pollution Control Technology Fact Sheet, Flue
Gas Desulfurization (FGD) — Wet, Spray Dry, and Dry Scrubbers, EPA-452/F-03-034, available at
http://www.epa.gov/tincate 1/dir1/ffdg.pdf; Higgins et al., Flue Gas Desulfurization Wastewater
Treatment Primer at 4 (Mar, 1, 2009), available at
ghttp://www.epa. gov/regionl/npdes/merrimackstation/pdfs/ar/AR-119.pdf

d.
% Ex. 6 (Google Earth image of Fayette Power Plant).
% TCEQ, Multi Sector General Permit, TPDES General Permit No. TXR050000; Draft Permit at 8.
7 General Permit § ILB.6.



to protect the water quality in receiving waters.”® In light of the extremely high quantities of
arsenic, heavy metals, and other pollutants detected in Baylor Creek, TCEQ should exercise its
authority to require LCRA to apply for an individual permit for those discharges, and should
require best available technology to prevent further discharges to Baylor Creek.” Ata
minimum, TCEQ must inspect and assess the Fayette Power Plant’s potential to discharge to
Baylor Creek and require LCRA to take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent future
discharges that may adversely affect human health or the environment,

III. TCEQ Must Address Additional Clean Water Act Permitting Requirements

1. TCEQ Must Establish Technology-Based Effluent Limits in the Fayelte
TPDES Permit

The Draft Permit does not set technology-based effluent limits for the numerous
pollutants that are regularly discharged from coal combustion leachate and impoundment
wastewater. Under the CWA, NPDES permits must include technology based effluent
limitations for all discharged pollutants,** TBELs must reflect pollutant controls constituting the
“best available technology economically achievable” (“BAT”), and these effluent limitations
“shall require the elimination of discharges of all pollutants if the Administrator finds, on the
basis of information available to him , . . that such elimination is technologically and
economically achievable.”"' All sources and all pollutants must be subject to technology-based
effluent limits,*® unless more stringent water quality-based effluent limits are required to avoid
exceedances of water quality standards.”

To implement the CWA’s technology-based effluent limit requirements, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) is required to promulgate national effluent
limitations and guidelines (“ELGs”) to control discharges of pollutants into the waters of the
United States from industrial point sources.* EPA and states look first to the ELGs when setting
technology-based effluent limits, which represent the minimum standards of protection.*” Where

® Id. § IILE.2.

3 See id. § ILB.6 (“The executive director may require an application for an individual permit or
alternative general permit to authorize discharges of storm water from any industrial facility that is
determined to cause a violation of water quality standards or is found to cause, or contribute to, the loss of
a designated use of receiving waters.”},

% See 33 U.S.C. §§ 1311 (establishing technology based effluent limitations) & 1342¢a)(1) (requiring that
NPDES permits incorporate technology-based effluent limits), 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(a) (“Each NPDES
permit shall include...technology-based effluent [imitations and standards based on: effluent limitations
and standards promulgated under section 301 of the CWA, or new source performance standards
promulgated under section 306 of CWA, or case-by-case effluent limitations determined under section
402(a)(1) of CWA, or a combination of the three, in accordance with § [25.3 of this chapter™); 40 C.I'.R.
§ 122.44(e)(“Bach NPDES permit shall include...technology-based controls for toxic pollutants’™); 30
TEX. ADMIN, CODE § 305.531 (incorporating 40 C.F.R. § 122.44 by reference).

133 11.8.C. § 1311(b)2)(A).

2 See 33 U.S.C. § 1311(B)(2)(A).

» See id. § 1312(a).

"33 U.8.C. §§ 1311(b), 1314(b).

3 See Natural Res. Def. Council v. Envil. Prot. Agency, 859 F.2d 156, 183 (D.C. Cir, 1988),
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EPA has not yet promulgated ELGs for particular pollutants discharged by a given point source
category, the CWA requires the TCEQ to stand in the shoes of EPA and use its best professional
judgment (“BPJ™) to set case-by-case TBELSs for these pollutants in NPDES permits.46 EPA last
promulgated ELGs for the steam electric power generation industry in 1982 — approximately 30
years ago — before the agency was fully cognizant of threats posed by waste waters from coal ash
handling and air pollution control systems. With respect to waste streams from power plants,
such as the Fayette plant, the outdated ELGs cover only (1) pH, (22 total suspended solids
(“TSS™), (3) oil and grease, (4) total residual chlorine, and (5) selenium.”’

EPA has not yet established ELGs for metals and other pollutants in waste streams from
power plants. The steam electric power generating industry is the second largest discharger of
toxic poliutants, and the toxicity of these discharges is primarily driven by metals associated with
coal combustion waste handling and air pollution control systems.’® As EPA recently stated:

An increasing amount of evidence indicates that the characteristics of coal
combustion wastewater have the potential to impact human health and the
environment. Many of the common pollutants found in coal combustion
wastewater (e.g., selenium, mercury, and arsenic) are known to cause
environmental harm and can potentially represent a human health risk. Pollutants
in coal combustion wastewater are of particular concern because they can occur in
large quantities (i.e., total pounds) and at high concentrations (ie., exceeding
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)) in discharges and leachate to
groundwater and surface waters. In addition, some pollutants in coal combustion
wastewater present an increased ecological threat due to their tendency to persist
in the environment and bicaccumulate in organisms, which often results in slow
ecological recovery times following exposure.*’

Specifically, EPA has identified 27 pollutants to analyze in coal ash wastewaters, including:
aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt,
coppet, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, mol%/bdenum, nickel, selenium, silver,
sodium, thallium, tin, titanivm, vanadium, yttrium, and zine.’

Coal pile runoff shares many characteristics of coal combustion wastewaters. EPA’s
survey of coal pile runoff at many coal-burning EGUs found it to be extremely acidic “due to the
oxidation of iron sulfide, which produces sulfuric acid, and ferric hydroxide or ferric sulfate,”
and to contain high concentrations of copper, iron, aluminum, and nickel,*!

1633 U.S.C. § 1311{(bX2)A); 33 U.S.C. § 1342 (a)(1)(B); 40 C.F.R. § 125.3(c), (d); Natural Res. Def.
Council v. Envil, Prot. Agency, 863 F.2d 1420, 1425 (9th Cir. 1988).

*7 Draft Permit at 2a-2f,

® 1U.S. BPA, Notice of Availability of Preliminary 2008 Effluent Guidelines Program Plan, 72 Fed. Reg.
61,335, 61,342 (Oct. 30, 2007).

9U.8. EPA, Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source Category: Final Detailed Study Report, EPA
821-R-09-008, 3-19 (October 2009) (“EGU Detailed Study”).

0 Id at 3-34; see also U.S. EPA, Notice of Final 2008 Effluent Guidelines Program Plan, 73 Fed. Reg.
53,218 (Sept. 15, 2008).

3 See EGU Detailed Study at 3-22 to 3-23.
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EPA has published a proposal to revise the ELGs for power plants to include metals and
other pollutants as the Clean Water Act requires.”® But EPA does not plan to issue a final rule
until at least September 30, 2015.> Thus, it could still be a number of years before EPA
finalizes ELGs for metals and other pollutants from power plants. Accordingly, in the interim,
the Clean Water Act requires that TCEQ use its best professmnal judgment to set BAT-based
TBELSs to {imit pollution and protect the Nueces River Basin. 54

The current permit does not set TBELs on toxic pollutants in coal combustion residual
leachate™ despite the fact that the permit allows LCRA to discharge coal combustion leachate
from Outfalls 003, 301, and 004 to tributaries of Cedar Creek and Cedar Creek Reservoir.”
Although EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters (including, aluminum,
antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron,
lead, magnesium, manganese, metcury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium,
tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc),” the current permit for the Fayette Plant only
imposes limits on one toxic—selenium.>® As noted, the Clean Water Act requires that TCEQ use
its best professional judgment to set BAT-based TBELs on toxic pollutants in discharges of coal
combustion waste wastewaters.*

TCEQ must undertake the BPJ analysis for [eachate with the goal of eliminating pollutant
discharges, not as a substitute for setting TBELs.*® Although zero-discharge may not be strictly
attainable in all settings, the best available technologies must be applied in an effort to get as
close as possible to zero discharge. TCEQ can and must consider the same mandatory factors
that EPA would consider in setting national effluent limitations, including the age of facilities,
the process employed, engineering aspects of various control techniques, process changes, and
non-water environmental impacts.®’ While a thorough review of available technologies including
their cost and performance is required, the vast majority of this analysis has already been done

*? Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Standards for the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source
Category, 78 Fed. Reg. 34,432 (June 7, 2013).

» EPA, Proposed Effluent Guidelines for the Steam Electric Power Generating Category,
http://water.epa.gov/scitech/wastetech/guide/steam-electric/proposed.cfinfconsent (last visited on May
14, 2014),

#330U.8.C § 1311(LY2XA).

* In its 2013 proposal, EPA proposes to define combustion residual leachate as leachate from landfills or
surface impoundments containing residuals from the combustion of fossil or fossil-derived fuel. Leachate
includes liquid, including any suspended or dissolved constituents in the liquid, that has percolated
through or drained from waste or other materials placed in a landfill, or that pass through the containment
structure (e.g., bottom, dikes, berms) of a surface impoundment, Leachate also includes the terms
seepage, leak, and leakage, which are generally used in reference to leachate from an impoundment, 78
Fed. Reg. at 34,533,

* 9 Permit, at 17.

70 EA at 3-34; see also U.S, EPA, Notice of Final 2008 Effluent Guidelines Program Plan, 73 Fed. Reg.
53,218 (Sept. 15, 2008).

% Permit, 2-2g

33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(2)(A).

© Notural Res. Def. Council v. EPA, 863 F.2d at 1426 (“BAT should represent ‘a commitment of the
maximum resources economically possxble to the ultimate goal of eliminating all polluting discharges.’*}.
8" Natural Res. Def. Council v. EPA, 859 F.2d at 183; 33 U.S.C. §1314(b)(2)(B).
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by EPA. EPA signed a comprehensive proposed rule and published detailed supporting
documents on April 19, 2013.% Prior to the proposal, EPA published guidance and Steam
Electric Power Generating Point Source Category reports.46 > EPA also made extensive
materials available to state permit writers, and over the course the multi-year study of the Steam
Electric industry conducted prior to the proposed rule, it coordinated directly with state and
regional permit writers.®’ In addition, the Public Interest Groups have submitted extensive legal
and technical comments on EPA’s proposal with respect to coal combustion residual discharges
and other wastestreams.®® Thus, TCEQ has—and has had—the information it needs to conduct
the BPJ analysis required by law.

Although total loadings from coal combustion residual leachate may be small in relation
to FGD and ash transport wastewaters, coal combustion residual leachate is responsible for
significant, adverse impacts on public health and the environment. As is the case at the Fayette
Plant, impoundments and landfills often directly discharge or leak and seep into groundwater
and/or smaller creeks and streams that are tributaries of larger rivers and lakes. Toxic pollution in
small streams and creeks will result in higher concentrations of selenium, cadmium, and other
poliutants that are toxic to aquatic life in minute concentrations. In addition, humans recreating
in and around these smaller water bodies will also face a greater risk of adverse health effects
from exposure to higher concentrations of coal combustion waste pollution. In fact, combustion
residual leachate is responsible for a significant number of EPA proven and potential damage
cases, Neatly half (30 of 67) of EPA’s documented surface water damage cases were caused by
leachate seeping into groundwater flowing into surface water.”® For all these reasons, it is
critical that TCEQ conduct a BPJ analysis to set BAT limits to clean up these dangerous
discharges and protect public health and the environment.

Additionally, LCRA claims that the Plant does not discharge wastewater associated with
FGD pollution controls.®” Similar to the prohibition on discharge of ash transport wastewaters in
the current permit,’® TCEQ should expressly prohibit discharges of FGD wastewater to waters of
the State since LCRA claims to achieve “zero discharge” by recycling wastewater within the
plant.

%2 Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Standards for the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source
Category, 78 Fed. Reg. 34,432 (June 7, 2013).
8 Gee Memorandum from James Hanlon, EPA, Director of the Office of Wastewater Management to EPA
Water Division Directors, Regions 1-10 & Attachment A: Technology Based Effluent Limits, Fiue Gas
Besulfurization (FGD) at Steam Electric Facilities (June 7, 2010) [hereinafter, Hanlon Memo].

1.
% Environmental Integrity Project, Earthjustice, and Sietra Club comments on EPA’s Proposal to Revise
the Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Standards for the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source
Category, Docket No. EPA-HQ-OW-2009-0819-4684 (Sept. 20, 2013), The comments and appendices
and exhibits are available at www.regulations.gov. Because these documents are voluminous, we hereby
incorporate them by reference instead of providing them as attachments..
“EA at A-29-A-39
57 Application, Attachment FPP-TECH 1.
% Permit, at 15.
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2 TCEQ Must Undertake a Full, Independent Analysis of Continuous Operation of
the Fayetie Flue Gas Desulfurization System to Control SO; Emissions Will Affect
Wastewaler Discharges

In 2001, LCRA completed the installation of flue gas desulfurization equipment at Units
I & 2, and is required to continucusly operate that equipment. The Texas Administrative Code
requires a permittee to supplement its application when the permittee becomes aware that it
failed to submit any relevant facts in a permit application.* Moreover, the applicant is required
to notify TCEQ where any change in the operation of a source could significantly change the
nature or increase the quantity of pollutants that are discharged, but not limited in the permit,”
There is no indication in the public records available that LCRA submitted any other analysis of
this increased waste stream or how it might affect existing discharges, TCEQ must require
LCRA to submit analytical data for this increased or additional waste stream, and information on
exactly how often and in what quantities the FGD system will discharge, as well as the likely
composition of that discharge. FGD systems are in use at many other coal plants around the
country (and has been in use at Unit 3 for many years), so LCRA should be able to provide
TCEQ with reliable predictions about what this discharge will contain, and how the continuous
operation of the FGD system will impact discharges. As explained above, FGD waste water
contains clevated levels of numerous pollutants that could affect dissolved oxygen levels in the
receiving waterways. The use of additional Hme sorbent, the continuous use of FGD, and the
production of potentially significant amounts of additional FGD waste water might affect the
quantity and quality of the facility’s discharges.

TCEQ must require LCRA to supplement the application with complete information
about the increased FGD discharges, and an analysis of how the continuous operation of the
FGD system will affect the composition and quantity of the FGID wastewater and sludge. TCEQ
should then reevaluate whether additional effluent limits or monitoring requirements are needed.
Additionally, TCEQ should require several years of monitoring and reporting for the
contaminants expected to be found in the FGD discharge so as to better understand the impacts
of these wastewaters and whether additional effluent Hmits need to be in place.

3 TCEQ Should Include Limits and Monitoring Requirements for Bromides, which
Interact with Wastewater Treatment Systems to Form Harmful Compounds.

Coal plant waste, including FGD coal ash waste, contains bromide salts, which are very
hard to remove short of evaporating wastewater to crystallize out these pollutants.”' Bromides
interact with wastewater treatment systems at public drinking water intakes to form disinfection
byproduets, including a class of chemicals called trihalomethanes, which are linked to bladder

%30 T.A.C. § 305.125(19).
™ See 40 C.F.R. § 122.41(1)(1)(ii) (adopted by reference 30 T.A.C, § 305.537).
™ 78 Fed. Reg. at 34,477 (June 7, 2013).
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cancer.” As noted in the draft permit, Fayette discharges to Cedar Creek and the Colorado River
Basin, which is designated as a drinking water supply.” Drinking water utilities are concerned
about escalating levels of bromide in the water supply, as those elevated levels has made it
increasingly difficult for them to meet Safe Drinking Water Act requirements for
trihalomethanes.”

Other states have recognized the potential water quality concerns associated with
bromide pollution. In North Carolina, the NPDES permit for the Belews Creek Steam Station
requires monthly monitoring for bromides at the outfall from an ash settling pond that receives
the effluent from the FGD treatment system.” The permit contains a separate requirement to
evaluate bromide reduction technologies for these discharges and to coordinate with downstream
walter systems.” If TCEQ does not require LCRA to monitor and install mechanical evaporation
as BAT for bromides, it will simply be shifting the cost of addressing the bromides problem from
the well-funded electric generating sector onto resource-limited public water systems. Ata
minimum, we urge TCEQ to require monitoring and reporting of bromide discharges at Fayette.

4. TCEQ Has Not Properly Evaluated Whether the Draft Permit Will Adversely
Affect the Endangered Houston Toad.

TCEQ’s determination that the draft permit will not adversely affect the endangered
Houston Toad (Bufo houstonensis Sanders) is incomplete.”” TCEQ must consult with FWS
when a proposed permit for an electric generating facility will result in the discharge of effluent
containing lead, copper, arsenic, chromium, mercury, cadmium, nickel, cyanide, among other
toxic metals into sensitive waters. Because the draft permit will result in the discharge of several
of those substances into the Colorado River, which is critical habitat for the species, TCEQ was
required to submit a preliminary draft of the permit to FWS.

Although TCEQ notified U.S. Fish and Wildlife of the Fayette draft permit, TCEQ
apparently failed to consider the possible impact of coal combustion waste discharges on the
Houston Toad. Nor did the agency specifically notify FWS that the proposed permit would
result in the discharge of effluent containing lead, copper, arsenic, chromium, mercury,
cadmium, nickel, cyanide, among other toxic metals. Moreover, as discussed more fuily below,
TCEQ failed to properly anatyze or disclose the impacts to endangered aquatic species from
Fayette's cooling water intake system.

" Id. at 34,505.

7 Fact Sheet at 1.

™ EPA, Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Effluent Limitation Guidelines and Standards for the
Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source Category 3-14 (Apr. 2013), Docket No. EPA-HQ-OW-
2009-0819-2260 [hereinafter EA].

7 2012 NPDES Permit for Belews Creek Steam Station, NC0024406, at p.4.

" Id. at Condition A.(14), p.9.

" Fact Sheet at 5; 35 Fed. Reg. 16,047 (Qct. 13, 1970).
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Fayette has two coal ash impoundments: one fly ash impoundment and reclaim pond,
both of which are routed through the rainfall surge pond, the primary and secondary treatment
basins, and then discharged to Cedar Creek and the Colorado River Basin. As EPA has
recognized, coal combustion wastewater is very likely to contain heavy, bioaccumulative
pollutants such as mercury, selenium, cadmium, arsenic, mercury, lead, chromium, nickel, and
copper.”® Because the Houston Toad is a very long-lived species, bioaccumulative pollutants
like selenium and mercury pose a special harm. The draft permit, however, does not contain any
information on the frequency or amount of arsenic, chromium, mercury, lead, copper, nickel,
selenium, or other similar contaminants being discharged into critical habitat for the Houston
Toad. Moreover, as discussed below, the draft permit also lacks any analysis or information
about the impacts of Fayette’s cooling water intake system on the Houston Toad. TCEQ
therefore lacks sufficient information on which to base a scientific determination of whether the
proposed discharges will adversely impact the toad, and therefore cannot meet its obligations to
protect these species.

3. TCEQ Must Ensure Compliance with Clean Water Act Section 316(b).

Section 316(b) of the Clean Water Act requires that the “location, design, construction,
and capacity of cooling water intake structures reflect the best technology available for
minimizing adverse environmental impacts.”79 The withdrawal of cooling water by existing
clectric generation facilities removes and kills hundreds of billions of aquatic organisms from
waters of the United States each year, including plankton (small aquatic animals, including fish
eggs and larvaeg, fish, crustaceans, shellfish, sea turtles, marine mammals, and many other forms
of aquatic life.*® Cooling water intake systems pose two major threats to aquatic life. The first is
impingement, which occurs when fish die or are injured as a result of being pinned against the
cooling water intake screens. The second is entrainment, which occurs when aquatic organisms
that are small enough to pass through the wire mesh of the cooling water intake screens, are
sucked into the pumps.

On May 19, 2014, EPA finalized rules for cooling water intake structures at facilities like
the Fayette Power Plant.!! The rule establishes requirements under section 316(b) of the Clean
Water Act for existing power generating facilities and existing manufacturing and industrial
facilities that, like Fayette, are designed to withdraw more than 2 million gallons per day (mgd)
of water from waters of the United States and use at least 25 percent of the water they withdraw
exclusively for cooling purposes.** In particular, the rule provides a national performance ,
standard for avoidance of impingement mortality that may be met by the installation of modified

™ See EGU Detailed Study, supra note 7, at 3-22 to 3-23; see also U.S. EPA, Notice of Final 2008
Effluent Guidelines Program Plan, 73 Fed. Reg, 53,218 (Sept. 15, 2008) (identifying poliutants
commonly found in coal ash wastewaters, including arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, iron, lead,
mercury, nickel, silver).

33 US.C. § 1326(b).

% 1U.S. EPA, Final Rule, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System—Final Regulations to
Establish Requirements for Caoling Water Intake Structures at Existing Facilities and Amend
Requirements at Phase I Facilities at 12, Docket No. EPA-HQ-OW-2008-0667 (May 19, 2014)
[hereinafter “Final 316(b) Rule”].

8! See Final 316(b) Rule.

® Id. at 10-11.
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traveling screens or one or more of six other compliance alternatives that are equivalent or better
in performance.® With regard to entrainment, the rule contains a national BTA standard that is a
process for a site-specific determination of entrainment mitigation requirements at existing
CWIS. The entrainment provision reflects EPA’s assessment that there is no single technology
basis that is BTA for entrainment at existing facilities, but instead a number of factors that are
best accounted for on a site-specific basis. Site-specific decision making may lead to a
determination by the NPDES permitting authority that entrainment requirements should be based
on variable speed pumps, water reuse, fine mesh screens, a closed-cycle recirculating system, or
some combination of technologies that constitutes BTA for the individual site.*

Although TCEQ acknowledges EPA’s Final 316(b) Rule, the agency failed to exercise
best professional judgment to determine the “best technology available” at Fayette’s cooling
water intake structures.” Instead, TCEQ appears to have relied solely upon the permit
applicant’s own 316(b) Assessment, which concluded that Fayette’s cooling water intake system
represents the best technology available even though the system has the potential to impinge or
entrain significant numbers of organisms and larvae, including the endangered Houston toad
(Bufo houstonensis Sanders). Yet the draft permit lacks any analysis or information about the
impacts of Fayette’s cooling water intake system on this endangered species.

Federal law requires TCEQ choose a cooling water intake structure that best minimizes
adverse environmental impacts. Despite the acknowledged potential for impacts to sensitive
species, LCRA’s 316(b) Assessment failed to even consider retrofitting or upgrading its closed-
cycle cooling system to replace the once-through cooling system at Fayette, TCEQ cannot
continue with the approach it approved in 2011: the use of bar screens, sluice screens, and further
studies as a 316(b) compliance strategy. Screens cannot address Fayette’s significant
entrainment and impingement impacts. As a result, TCEQ’s interim approach to regulating
Fayette’s cooling water intakes is unlawful. TCEQ must require LCRA to retrofit its system to a
closed-cycle cooling system, or upgrade its current cooling system to protect the aquatic
ecosystem.

TCEQ must also require LCRA to provide additional data on impingement and
entrainment at its cooling water intake structure, and conduct a proper, site-specific analysis of

8 1d. at 14-15. More specifically, the rule provides that existing facilities subject to this rule must comply
with one of the following seven alternatives identified in the national BTA standard for

impingement mortality: (1) operate a closed-cycle recirculating system as defined at § 125.92; (2) operate
a cooling water intake structure that has a maximum through-screen design intake velocity of 0.5 fps;

(3) operate a cooling water intake structure that has a maximum through-screen intake velocity of 0.5 fps;
(4) operate an offshore velocity cap as defined at § 125.92 that is installed before the effective date of the
rule; (5) operate a modified traveling screen that the Director defermines meets the definition at
§125.92(s) and that the Director determines is the best technology available for impingement reduction;
(6) operate any other combination of technologies, management practices and operational measures that
the Director determines is the best technology available for impingement reduction; or (7) achieve the
specified impingement mortality performance standard. See Final 316(b) Rule at 89-90. Neither the
Draft Permit nor the Fact Sheet provides sufficient information to determine whether Fayette will comply
with any of these alternatives.

% Final 316(b) Rule at 13-14,

% Draft Permit at 24.
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whether Fayette’s cooling water intake system is adversely impacting aquatic life. TCEQ must
require the company to submit the studies necessary to evaluating the impacts of its dual cooling
water intake systems and determining the best technology available to minimize these impacts.
TCEQ must then incorporate enforceable conditions relating to that technology directly into the
final permit,

Conclusion

In sum, the Application and Draft Permit suffer a number of legal defects, which LCRA
and TCEQ must address before the final permit may issue, Sierra Club appreciates the
opportunity to submit these comments, reserves the right to rely on all public comments
submitted concerning the Fayette TPDES permit, and requests both a written response to these
comments and a written notification of any agency action taken pertaining to this draft permit. If
the permit is amended or altered in response to comments, Sierra Club requests an opportunity to
review and comment on any amended permit.

If you have any questions or would like further input from the Sierra Club on this matter,
please contact me at any time.

Sincerely,

A

Joshua Smith

Staff Attorney

SIERRA CLUB

85 Second Street

San Francisco, CA 941065
Tel: 415.977.5560

Fax: 415.977.5793
joshua.smith{@sierraclub.org
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A-Prime Water Well Service
6149 Baca Road
Fayetteville, Texas 78940

EXHIBIT 1

Date Sampled:

CALIBER ANALYTICAL SERVICES

Certificate of Analysis

03/10/15 14:10
Date Received: (3/23/15 17:00

Date Issued: 04/02115
Project: TREW
Site Location; Fayelteville, TX
Project Number:  2A SDG Number: 15032310
Field Samplg 1D: 1-Baylor Creek Matrix: Water Lab ID:  15032310-01
Result Unlt LLQ Method Prepared Analyzed Init.
Sulfate by IC
Sulfate 33 mgiL i EPA 300.0 03/24M15 03/2411516:22 S8
Total Metals .
Afuminum 8,800 ugiL. 50 EPA 60204 03/24/15  03/30/1510:54 MEL
Antimony NE ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/24M5 03/26/15 11:12 MEL
Arsenic 8.2 ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03724118  03/26M5 11:12 MEL
Barium 260 ug/L, 5 EPA 6020A 03/24115  03/26/15 11112 MEL
Beryllium ND ug/l 1 EPA 60204 03/24115  03/26/5 11:12 MEL
Boren 38 ug/L 5 EPA 60204 03/25/15 03/25/1513:23 MEL
Cadmium ND ug/L 1 EPA 60204 03/24115 03/26/11511:12 MEL
Calcium . 250,000 ug/L 100 EPA G020A 032415  03/30M15 #0:54 MEL
Chromium 8.0 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03724115  03/26M5 $1:12 MEL
Cobalt ND uofl 5 EPA 60204 03/24115  03/3015 10:54 MEL
Copper 6.8 ug/l 5 EPA 80204 03/24/15 03/26M115 11:12 MEL
Iron 7,000 ug/L 100 EPA G020A 0372415  03/30M15 10:54 MEL
Lead 10 ugfl. 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15 03/26/15 1112 MEL
Magnesium 4,200 ug/L 100 EPA 60204 03/24/115  03/3015 10:54 MEL
Manganese 410 ug/l 5 EPA 8020A 03/2415 03/30/1510:54 MEL
Mercury ND ug/L 0.2 EPA G020A 03/24115  03/26/15 11:12 MEL
Molybdenum ND ug/L 5 EPA 60204 03/25/15 03/25/1512:08 MEL
Nickel 7.3 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:12 MEL
Potassium 5,900 ug/L. 100 EPA 6020A 03/24M15  03/30/15 10:54 MEL
Selenium ND ugriL 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/1511:12  MEL
Siiver ND ug/l. 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/1511:12 MEL
Sodium 5,700 ug/L 100 EPA 60204 03/24/15  03/30/115 10:54 MEL
Thallium ND ug/L 1 EPA 60204 03/24/15 03/26/1511:12 MEL
Vanadium 32 ug/L 5 EPA G020A 03/24115  03/30M15 10:54 MEL
Zine 21 ug/l 5 EPA 8020A 03/24115 03/26/1511:12 MEL

NotesfQualifiers:
LLQ- Lowest Level of Quantitation
N - Not Detected at a concentration greater than or equal 1o the LLQ,

Approved by: W

QC Chemist

Page 1 0of3

8851 Orchard Tree Lane Towson, Maryland 21286
tel: 410.825.1151 fax: 410.825.2126 www.caslebs.net



A-Prime Water Well Service
6149 Baca Road
Fayetieville, Texas 78940

Date Sampled:

) CALIBER ANALYTICAL SERVICES

Certificate of Analysis

03/10/15 14:25
Date Received: 03/23/15 17:00

Date Issued: 04/02/15
Project; TREW
Site Location: Fayetteville, TX
Project Number: 2A SDG Number: 15032310
Field Sample ID: 2-Baylor Creek Matr:  Water LabiD: ~ 15032310-02
Result Unit LLG Method Prepared Analyzed Init.
Sulfate by IC
Sulfate 3.5 mg/L. 1 EPA 300.0 03/24/15  03/24/1516:40 S8
Total Metals
Aluminum 9,700 ugiL 50 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/3011511:19  MEL
Antimony ND ugiL 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:40  MEL
Arsenie 6.9 ugfl. 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/1511:40 MEL
Barium 290 ugiL 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  0326/1511:40 MEL
Beryllium ND ugiL 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/1511:40 MEL
Boron 40 ugiL 5 EPA 6020A 03/25/15 03/25/1513:45 MEL
Cadmium ND ugiL 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/1511:40 MEL
Calcium 250,000 ug/L 100 EPA 5020A 03/24/15  03/30/1511:19  MEL
Chromium 8.5 ug/L 5 EPA §020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Cobalt 5.1 ugiL 5 EPA 6020A 03,2416 03/3015 11:19  MEL
Copper 8.8 ug/L 5 EPA 80204 03/24/15  03/26/15 {1:40 MEL
Iron 7,800 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03/24115  03/301511:19  MEL
Lead 1 ugiL 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/16 11:40 MEL
Magnesium 4,400 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03724415 03/30/15 11:19  MEL
Manganese 410 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 0324115 03/3015 11:19 MEL
Mercury ND ug/L 0.2 EPA 6020A 0324116 03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Motybdenum ND ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/25/15  03/25/15 12:24 MEL
Nickel 83 ug/l. 5 EPA 6020A 0324115 03/26/1511:40 MEL
Potassium 6,000 ug/L 100 EPA B020A 03/24/15  03/30/1511:19 MEL
Selenium ND ug/L 5 EPA 8020A 03/24/15  03/26/15 11:40 MEL
Silver ND ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/16  03/26/1511:40 MEL
Sodium 5,600 ugiL 100 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/30/15 11:19  MEL
Thallium ND ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/24/15  03/26/1511:40  MEL
Vanadium 35 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/16  (3/3011511:19  MEL
Zinc 23 ugrL 5 EPA 6020A 03/24/16  03/26/1511:40 MEL

MNotes/Qualifiers:

LLQ- Lowesl Level of Quantitation
ND - Not Detected at a concentration greater than or equal to the LLQ.

Approved by:

Page 2 of 3

it (bl

QC Chemist

8851 Orchard Tree Lane Towson, Maryland 21236
tel: 410.825.1151 fax: 410.825.2126 www.castabs.nst



> ) CALIBER ANALYTICAL SERVICES

A-Prime Water Well Service
6149 Baca Road
Fayetteville, Texas 78940

Certificate of Analysis

Date Sampled:

03/10/15 15:00
Date Received: 03/23/15 17:00

Date Issued; (4/02/15

Project: TREW

Site Location: Fayetteville, TX

Project Number:  2A SDG Number:; 15032310

Field Sample ID: 1-Cedar Creek Matrlx: Water Lab ID:  15032310-03
Result Unit LLG Method Prepared Analyzed Init.
Total Metals

Aluminum 2,700 ug/L 50 EPA 6020A 03/30/15 03/30/1511:24 MEL
Antimony ND ug/L. 1 EPA GD20A 037260115  03/26/1511:46 MEL
Arsenic 4.3 ug/l. 1 ERA G020A 03/26M15 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Barium 100 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/i511:46 MEL
Beryllium ND ug/L 1 EPA 6020A 03/26/115 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Boron 58 ug/L 5 EPA G020A 03/26/15  03/25/1513:49 MEL
Cadmium ND ug/l. 1 ERA 6020A 0326115 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Calcium 33,600 ugfL 100 EPA 6020A 0330745 03/30M1511:24 MEL
Chromium ND ugfL 5 EPA 8020A 03/26/15 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Cobalt ND ugfL 5 EPA 6020A 03/30/15  03/30/1511:24 MEL
Copper 12 ug/t 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Iron 3,600 ugft 100 EPA 6020A 03307115  03/30/11511:24 MEL
Lead 8.4 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Magnesium 2,800 ug/L 100 EPA B020A 03/30/15  03/30/1511:24 MEL
Manganese 410 ugfl. 5 EPA B020A 03307115 03/3011511:24 MEL
Mercury ND ugfL 0.2 EPA 6020A D3/26ri6  03/26/1511:46 MEL
Motybdenum ND ugfl 5 EPA 6020A 03/25/15 03/25M1512:28 MEL
Nickel ND ug/L 5 EPA GO20A 03r26/15  03/2611511:46 MEL
Potassium 4,500 ug/L 100 EPA 6020A 03730715  03/30M511:24 MEL
Selenium ND ugfl. 5 EPA 6020A 03/26/15 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Silver ND ugfL 5 EPA B020A 03/26M5 03/26/1511:46 MEL
Sodium 8,600 ugfL 100 EFA 6020A 03307115 03/30/1511:24 MEL
Thallium ND ugfL 1 EPA B020A 03/26/15 03/26M1511:48 MEL
Vanadium 14 ug/L 5 EPA 6020A 0330115  03/30M1511:24 MEL
Zinc 23 ugfL 5 EPA B020A 03/26M5 03/26/1511:46 MEL

Notes/Quallfiers;

LLQ- Lowesl Level of Quantitation

ND - Not Detectsd at a concentration greater than or equal to the LLQ.

Approved by: A/W O&M

QC Chemist

Page 3 of 3

8851 Orchard Tree lLane Towson, Maryland 21286
tel: 410.825.1151 fax: 410.825.2128 www.caslabs.net
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(510/2010) April Hoh - 2105 Amendment

EXHIBIT 2
From: April 11ah
Tu; beekic. loevee lera.ory
Date; 32010 943 AM
Subject: 2105 Amendment
Beckie,

Good morning! To follow up on our conversation yesterday, the following information would allow
me Lo finish my assessment of the permit amendment. Please provide a summary of the current
groundwater investigation to identify the sourcefextent of the selenivm in the groundwater around
monitoring well AP-407. Include in the summary:

I. That. as you mentioned on the phone. the investigation has allowed you to get a better
understanding of (he source of the sclenium in that middle sand aquifer, and that you think it is the
ash pond,

2. Please provide some information on why you think the ash pond is the likely source.

3. Why have you determined that the selenium source is not the coal pile or the coal pile runolf
area?

4. A brief description that the coal pile and the coal pile runoff arca are not connected to the ash
pond.

5. Future plans {or the ash pond and a brief discussion that you are working with our Remediation
Division to close that pond and will be working on a clean up action plan (or whalever the correct
Remediation plan title is at this next phase),

6. 1 understand you are also working on identifying or understanding that molybdenum source, but
that the investigation is still ongoing in this matter. Perhaps a brief discussion that the investigation
into the Mo is ongoing.

Please provide this information at your earliest convenience, or by May 15. 2010. so that | may (inish
my review and the permit amendment can continue through our review process. Obviously, il you
can get the information (o me sooner. | can route it out of here quicker to get that amendment
moving,

Thank you for your help on this matter.
April

April Hoh. P.G.

Geologist

Water Quality Assessment Team

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

Phone; 312-239-3567

Fax: 512-239-4420

Please consider whether it is necessary to print this e-mail



TCEQ

’) -
May 7. 2010 Recewed
Wiy 0 20
Ms. April Hoh MC-150 W@WMS;%‘AK
Water Quality Assessment Team | pEBERE

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Re:  Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA)
Fayetie Power Project (FPP)
Groundwater Investigation Summmmary

Dear Ms, Hoh:

This fetter is in response to a conversation we had on 04/14/2010 related to an ongoing groundwater
investigation. You requested a summary of the current groundwater investigation to identifv the
source/extent of the selenium in the groundwater around monitoring well AP-407. | have
included each of your questions and folowed each question with the information learned, thus far.
as a result of the investigation. As we discussed during our conversation, the investigation is not
complete. Upon completion of the groundwater investigation, | will send you a copy of the final
report.

1. That, as you mentioned on the phone, the investigation has allowed you to get a better
understanding of the source of the selenjum in that middle sand aquifer. and 1hat you think
it is the ash pond.

Answer: The imvestigation has generally involved the installation and testing of 2 new shallow:
water-bearing zone and 7 new Middle Sand groundwater monjtoring wells, and the physical
assessment of the construction inteprity of monitoring well RP-67 (which has a history of
clevated selenium near the Reclaim Pond). The new monitoring wells were located to address
data gaps in the current groundwater monitoring well network, and to target certain potential
selenium source areas (e.g., the Coal Pile. the Reclaim Pond, and the Ash Pond). As described
more specifically in the commenis below, the data obtained {rom the investigation to dare has
provided ithe LCRA with 2 betler understanding of the groundwater flow regimes heneath the
facility and has indicated the likely source ol the selenium is the Ash Pond.

2. Please provide some information on why you think the ash pond is the likely source.

Anpswer: The data appears to support a conclusion that the Ash Pond is the source of the
selenium. This is based on several factors, as follows:

T FOWER PLAGTFD e A DGUARINE TRALN 0 CES43 3TI0 . BT TA% ATN1 e | & TRA ST L iy FACRT



. Based on process knowledge and histotical laborator) analytical data, fluids in the Ash
Pond do contain elevated selenium concentrations (i.¢.. there is a source material present
in the Ash Pond).

o 1t is possible that, during historical efforts to remove settled ash from the Ash Pond, the
dredaing extended to such depths as to poientially breach the underlying natural clay
liner, thus creating a hydraulic cannection between fluids in the Ash Pond and the Middle
Sand. Based on the pressure head ul the Middle Sand as compared 10 operating levels in
the Ash Pond, the flow gradient would be vertical into the Middle Sand.

. Elevaled selenium concentrations have been historically present primarily in monitoring
well AP-407. This well is located in close proximity to, and in a generally down-gradient
direction from, the Ash Pond.

«  While selenium above ils PCL has also been detected in monitoring well RI*67, which is
inmmediatcly adjacent to the Reclaim Pond (RP), the recent field investigations have
confirmed that this well was improperly constructed (i.e,, it did not have an annutar grout
seal). It appears likely that the selenium concentrations in this well are associated with
vertical migration along the well bore annulus, and not vertical migration through the
clay underlying the RP. Thus, the best explanation for the historic occurrences of
elevated selenjurn in RP-67 appears to be that limited laterat migration of {luids from the
RP intersected the artificial vertical conduit created by the improperly constructed
monitoring well RP-67. After encountering the monitoring well conduit, the fluids were
likely able to migrate vertically into the Middle Sand. Based on the study findings, RP-
67 was drilled out and plugged and abandoned and replaced with a new well (RP-67R}
located within approximately 10 feet of the original well. Afierits installation, the new
well was sampled and laboratory results indicated the selenium concentrations were
helow the selenium PCL.

« The recent field investigations included monitoring well installations specifically
designed to evaluate the potential for there to be sources other than the Ash Pond.
Specifically, one new well (CP-28) was installed in a shallow water-bearing zone in fill
material adjacent to the Coal Pile; and two new Middle Sand monitoting wells (CP-1 and
CP-2) were installed in the area of, and down-gradient [rom. the Coal Pile. If the Coal
Pile were the source or a contributing source of selenium 1o groundwater, one would
expect to observe elevated selenium concentrations in these wells. Elevated selenium
concentrations were not observed, This is consistent with past assessment work
performed by LCRA which included collection and testing of water samples from seeps
in the conveyor wnnels located directly beneath the Coal Pile, leaching analyses of Coal
Pile samples, and testing of an existing Upper Sand monitoring well (AP-304) located
down-gradient from the Coal Pile. None of these past assessiments huve ndicated
elevated selenjum associated with the Coal Pile.

Given the complete plavsibility of the Ash Pond as the selenium source based on operational.
geachemical, and hiydrological data, and the apparent absence of any other compelling evidence
of a different or another source. the LORA is reasonably confident the Ash Pond is the source of
the selenium plume.

LOWER COLORADG RIVER AUTHORITY



3. Why bhave you determinad that the selenium source is not the coal pile or the coal pile
runott area?

Answer! See above commenis,

4. Abriel description that the coal pile and the coal pile runoff areu are not connected 1o the
ash pond.

Answer: The Coal Pile and its immediate runofl arca are Jocated more than 300 feel west of the
Ash Pond and arc physically scparated from the Ash Pond by an interior road way. and o barge
drainage ditch, The drainage ditch connects 1o large culverts bencath the interior roadway which
carry the Coal Pile runoff waters to the Coal Pile Runoff Pond. The Runoff Pond is localed
approximately 1200 feet south of the Ash Pond and is physically separated from the active
(northern} portion of the Ash Pond by the closed (southem) portion of the Ash Pond.

5. Fuwnwe plans for the ash pond and a brief discussion that you are working with our
Remediation Division to close that pond and will be working on a clean-up action plan (or
whalever {he correct Remediation plan title is at this next phase).

Answer: The future pian for the Ash Pond is closure, LCRA has retained the engineering firm
URS (o affect the timely closure of this unit and we are working directly with the TCEQ
Remediation Division to this end. The longer term cleanup of the selenium groundwater plume
(and, potentially, a newly-detected molybdenum plume) beneath the Ash Pond will be
accomplished in accordance with the TCEQ's Texas Risk Reduction Program (TRRP)
requirements in TAC 30 Chapter 350 At this time. and in coordination with the TCEQ's
Remediation Division. we are completing certain additional field investigations to fill remaining
data gaps and. upon completion of these actions. an A ffected Property Assessment Reporr
(APAR) will be submitted to the TCEQ for approval. Upon TCEQ's approval of the APAR, the
LCRA will prepare and implement a Response Action Plan (RAP).

6. lunderstand you are also working on identifying or understanding that molybdenum source.
but that the investigation {s still ongoing in this matter. Perhaps a brief discussion that the
investigation into the Mo is ongoing.

Answer: Correct. Recent analytical data and lustoric trends from a single monitoring well (AP-
406) have indicated the presence of u molybdenum groundwater plume. This well is located
down gradient of the Ash Pond. LCRA has commissioned the consuliting firm AMEC to design
and implement an assessment of the molybdenum plume, The current plan involves the
installation of additional groundwater monitoring wells in the vicinity of AP-406 for the
purposes of better defining the lateral and down-gradient extent of this plume. The feld work is
scheduled 10 begin within the next few weeks. Based on the data obtained from this study.
LCRA will develop additional ussessiment and or response aclion plans, as applicable. As with

LOower Corombo RIVER AUTHORITY



the sclenium plume, the LCRA {s working directly with the TCT:Q Remediation Division
regarding the molybdennm occuryence.

If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate 10 call me at (979)249-8774.

Thank vou,

Beckie Loeve

Environmental Supervisor
LCRA - Fayette Power Project
6549 Power Plant Road

La Grange, Texas 78945
L-Mail: beckie.loeve@lora.org

Lownr COLORADO RIVER AUTHORITY



EXHIBIT 3
WD, /Q0002105-000 / CO
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Investigation Report

Lower Colorado River Authority
CN600253637

LCRA SAM SEYMOUR FAYETTE POWER PROJECT

RN100226844
Investigation # 995057 Incident #
Investigator: NICHAEL DAMIELS Site Classiftcation
INDUSTRIAL MAJOR
Conducted; 03/15/2012 -- 03/15/2012 NAIC Code: 221112

NAIC Code: 221119
SIC Code: 4911

Program(s}: WASTEWATER
Investigation Type : Compliance Investigation Location : 7 MILES EAST OF LA
: GRANGE, TX ON MORTH SIDE OF
HWY. 71
Additional ID(s): WQO0O002105000
TX0073121
Address: 6549 POWER PLANT RD; LA Activity Type : REGION 11 - AUSTIN
GRANGE, TX 78945 WWCCIMDMAJ « WW CCl Mandatory Major
Princlpalfs) :
Role Name
RESPONDENT LOWER COLORADO RIVER AUTHORITY
Contact(s)
Role Title Name Phone
Pariicipaled In \pvastigation ENVIRONMENTAL MR JAY JANCA Call (979) 249-7202
COORDINATOR Work  (979) 240-8661
Parlicipated In Invaatigation ENVIRONMENTAL MS BECKIE LOBVE Work  (979) 249.8774
SUPERVISOR Cell (512) 6634133
Regulaled Enity Mail Cantact PLANT MAMAGER MR KENT DAWSON Work  {979) 249-3111
Other Staff Memberls) :
Rale Name .
Supecvisor SHEA COCKRELL
Assoctated Check List
Checklist Name Unit Name
WQ GENERAL CCI CHECKLIST Fayetta Power Plan
WQ INVESTIGATION - EQUIPMENT MONITORING Fayette Power Plant
AND SAMPLING

Investiaation Comments :

INTRODUCTION

The LCRA Fayetle Power Project was investigatad on March 18, 2012, to determine compliance
with applicable wastewater treatment ragulations. This investigation is considared a mandatary
major investigation, A verbal exit interview, explaining the results of the Investigation, was
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conducted on the same day of the investigation with Beckie Leeve and Jay Janca, A TCEQ Exit
Interview Form was not provided since there were no violations to documant. Based on the
findings of this investigation, a General Compliance Lelter was issued to acknowledge
compliance.

GENERAL FACILITY AND PROCESS INFORMATION

The facility is permitted to discharge 1165 MGD once through cooling water at Outiall #001. The
facility is permitted to discharge 2.5 MGD coaling waler drained from condensers and other
cooling equipment during maintenance at Qutfall #002. The facility is permitted to discharge low
vo'ume wastewatars at Outfall #201. The facility is parmitiad to discharge low volume wasies,
coal pile runoff, truck wash water, and storm water from the Coal Pile Runafi Pond at Outfalls
#003 and #301. The facility is permittad to discharge low volume wastes, truck wash water, and
storm water from the Combustion By-products Landfill Pond at Qutfall #004, The facility is
parmittad to discharge treated domestic wastewater at Outfall #103. The facility utilizes chloring
1o disinfact domestic wastewater prior to discharge to a holding pond.

The primary source of wastewster is industrial. A plant flow schematic is attached to this report.
The facility has had ne significant plant modifications and/or coliection system upgrades
associsted with wastewater since the last comprehensive investigation. Mowever, there have
bean modifications to the power plant operation including instaliation of wst scrubbars to Units 1
and 2. The overflow water from the wat scrubbers is discharged into the retlaim pond for water
rz-use in the flus gas desulfurization process. Solids from the wet scrubbers are recoverad as
gypsum and either sold or disposed into the combustion byproduct landfill. The installation of the
wet scrubbers has allowed the facility to remove the ash storage pond. None of these changes
has changed the wastewatar outiall locations or sampling points.

Flow measurarments are estimatad by using pump curves. The pump curves were not reviewed
during this inspection.

The sfiluent samples are collected by the operator and analyzed by LCRA Environmental
Labaratory for the following paramsters: BODS, 78S, oll and grease, and selenium. The operator
perfonns chiorine residual analysis, pH analyses, and tempsraturg. LCRA Environmental
Laboratory is accradited by TCEQ to perform anslytical methods for the paermitted parametars.

Effluent samples ware collectzd at the end of the discharge canal (Outfall 001). The pH was 8.6
stanciard units, The total chlorine residusl was measured with a Hach Packet I colorimetar using
the DPD method. The total chlorine residual varied between 0.07 mg/L and 0.6 mg/L. According
to the permit, "the term total chlorine residual (or total residual oxidanis for intake waler with
bromides) means the value obtained using the amperometric method for total residual chiaring
described in 40 CFR Part 138." This item is discussed further in the Additlonal Information
section of this report. Outfzlls 002, 003, 301, and 004 were not discharging, so samples were not
taken. Samples were taken from Outfall 103 (the domnestic wastewater treatment plant) for TSS
and BOD. The chiorine residual at Quifall 103 was measurad to be 2.2 mg/k, and the pH at
Qutiall 103 was 7.7 standard units. Samples ware taken at Outfall 201 for TSS and oil and
graass, The pH was mesasurad to be 7.55 standard units at Outfall 201, Samples were also
{akan from storm water autfalls at two locations, see attached map. The storm water was clear at
both cutfalls, free of foam and floating materials, and supporied aquatic kfe. Sample analysis
results, a sampling map, and the chain of custody are attached to this report, Sample resuts
were compliant with permit limits.

BACKGROUMND

A file review was performed as part of the investigation. The last waslewatsr compliance
investigation was conducted on March 4, 2010. Three violations were alleged for failure to
prevent unauthorized discharges, failure to maet TSS limits, and for incorrect sampling technigue.
All violations wera resolved. There are no pending or existing enforcement cases; and, there
have been no wastewater complaint investigations gince the last investigation. Thera have been
no unauthorized discharges of wastewater reportad in the last 18 months. There have been no
effluent violations in the previous twelve months, in November 2010, the TCEQ Austin Region
Office conducted an Emergency Response inspection due to a sesp from the coal ash pond, The
coal ash pond is regulated as a Sclid Waste Managament Unil, see Investigation Report Number
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884798 for more information. No violations were afieged, and one Additional 1ssue was reporied
for @ potential discharge to an unnamed tributary to Cedar Craek,

The file raview found cop:es of the Quarterly Selenium Prograss Reports as required by the Other
Raquirements saclion of the permit. No selenium sxcesdances wara reported in the Quarterty
Reports  The ICIS database was used to raview monthly DMRs since January 2010. No issues
werg found with the sffluent results at any of the outfalls or with the biomonitaring results,

ARDITIONAL INFORMATION

The operators for tha domestic wastewater treatment facility are Anabsll Guerrerro, with a Class
B Wastewater Traatmeni Operator Licenss, and Valerte Busselman, with a Class C Wastewster
Treatment Operator License. The aparation of the domestic wastewaler lreatment facility was
reviewed with Ms. Guarrero. The domestic wastawater traatmant facility includes two activated
sludge treatment trains with aeration basins, clarifiers, siudge holding tznks, and a chlorination
system for disinfecticn. The facility uses Hach Gl 17 chlorine analyzers fo monitor and control the
chlorine concentration in both wastewaler treatment plants. A WTW MIQ/C184 instrument
monilors the dissolved oxygen in the aeration basins in both treatment plants. The operator
records daily flow rgadings. chlorine system readings, dissoived oxygen readings, and weather
conditions :n a logbook. The flow meters ar# in-line Signet paddle wheels, The accuracy of the
maters could not be checked since the TCEQ does not have meters to verify the flow in an
snclosad pipe. The acousacy of the meters is checkead annually by LCRA instrumant technicians.
Sludge hauling tickets were avaitabls for review. The sludge is shippsd by Southwaste
{(Transporter iD #24075) to Windemmere WWTP (WQ0011 931-001),

Three months of records ware reviewed for July through September 2011, The records wara
found to be readily available and well-organized in notebooks by months with individual section
tabs. The values reparted on the DMRs were found to be consistent with the tlaboratory analysis
results. A copy of the updated facility map was provided during the records review. The ravisions
to the facility map were to add locations of new monitoring wails and stormwater outfalls,

On March 15, 2012, LCRA sent a lelter notifying the TCEQ that it had not samplsd and analyzed
Qutiall 002 for Tabls 1 and Table 2 parameters during a discharge from November 29 through
December 1, 2011, This is @ new Other Raquirement 12 on page 17 of the parmit that was
issued on August 30, 2011. The lettar also acknowledged that LCRA failed to semple and
analyze Outfall 03 for Table 1 and Table 2 parameters during a discharge from March 6 through
March 8, 2012, LCRA discoversd the aversight on March 14, 2012, and verbally reported the
item to TCEQ Enforcement Division and TCEQ Ragion 14, LCRA will report the accurrence on
the March 2012 DMR. LCRA has sampled a discharge from Outfall 002 an March 19, 2012, and
a discharge from Quitfall 003 on March 26, 2012. A copy of the chain of custody far 2ach sample
is attached to this report. This item will be resolved as an Araa of Concern,

The sample at Outfall 001 showead & variation in the residual chlorine concentration to be 6.07
mg/l. to 0.6 mg/L when measurad with a Hach colorimeter and the DPD method. It was not clear
why there was such a significant variation in the analysis result, The permit spacifically states that
an amperometric titration methad is required to measura the chiorine residual, A review of the
QAJQC analysis spikes routinely shows a percent recovery of 45% to 65%. This is an indication
that thera is a matrix interference in the amparomestric ehloring analysis. Based an this
Information, | raquested that additional spike concentrations of two times and three times the
standard spike concentration should be run te determine the sffect of the matrix interference.
Since the permil specifically requires the amperometric titration method to measuca chlorine, the
chlorine readings of graater than 0.2 mg/L with the Hach meter wil: be identified as an Additional
tssue. LCRA has agreed to continue to work the TCEQ Austin Reglon Offics to datermine tha
cause of the fow percentage recovery for QA samples.

NOV Date Method
04/13/2012 AREA OF CONCERN
AREA OF CONCERN
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Track No: 463913 Resohition Status Date: 4/12/2012
Vigiation Start Date: 12/1/2011 Violation End Date:3/19/2012

30 TAC Chapter 305.125(1)
PERMIT WQO0002105000, Other Requirement 12, page 17
Additional sampling and reporting requirements for Ouitfails 002, 003, and 004

Alleged Violation:

Investigation. 9856057 Comment Date: 04/12/2012
Eailure to callect and analyze samples required by Other Requiremeant 12. The permit
renewal issued on August 30, 2011, required that three Outfalls (002, 003, and 004) shall
be sampled when they arz first discharged. A discharge occurrad at Quitfall 002 on
November 29, 2011, and a sample was not collected. A discharge occurred al Outfall
003 o March 8, 2012, and a sample was not coilecied. There has not been a discharge
at Quifall 004 since August 30, 2011,

Recommeanded Corrective Action: Collect, analyze and report samples from Outfalls 002, 003 and
004 according to Other Requirement 12 on page 17 of the permit.

Resolution: On March 15, 2012, the LCRA submitted an action plan to complate the required
sampling and reporting. The first sample was collected for Qutiall 002 on March 19, 2012, and the
first sampla was collected for Outfall 003 on March 26, 2012,

Additional 1ssues

Description ITEM

Additional Comments

Quality Assurance recoveries for chlorine analysis of Outfall 001 show typical ranges of 45% to 65%. The
cause of the low chlorine recovery should be determinad {o verify the accuracy of the ampercmstric titration
determination of chlorine concentrations.

Signed }\l\:r,‘)/\b/‘) OL\:-J Dato }",],*ﬂeﬁ\l-gf) 2

Environmental Investigator

=
Signed d%@%‘a(\ Date gi&/f":’g [T jen

Supervisor \
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EXHIBIT 4

ATTACHMENT 1

Response to TCEQ review comments listed in their letter Affected
Property Assessment Report (APAR), Phase Il, dated September
17, 2070 which were not fully addressed in the subsequent LCRA

response letter dated April 27, 2011




Attachment No. 1 - LCRA Response to TCEQ Comments on the Affected Property
Assessment Report, dated September 17, 2010, LCRA - Fayette Power Project

TCEQ Response No. 1

Conclusions and Recommendations Saction
Section 1.3 Geology/Hydrogeology

1. 9 15 The APAR describes a possible paleo-channel in the Middle Sand that may
be a preferential pathway for groundwater flow and COCs, Please include the
approximate location of this apparent palso-channel on a facifity map in relation
to the waste management units and groundwater monitoring wells,

LCRA Response (Aprll 27, 2011): The possible existence of a paleo-channel is inferred
based on a previously constructed Middle Sand isopach map that indicates a greater
Middle Sand thickness near the Cedar Creek Reservoir dam, and an area immediately
north of the Reclaim Pond aligned approximately north to south. The presence of such a
channel will be further evaluated from the geologic information galned through additional
assessment activities, and reported in an APAR Addendum. :

Additional LCRA Response ( March 2014): Based on the site-wide hydrogeologic
database, including additioral hydrogeologic evaluation activities conducted in the area of the
Combustion Byproducts Landfill (AMEC, Decernber 2013), there is no evidence of a paleo-
channel existing within the Middle Sand, Instead, the Middle Sand itselfis a paleo-channel
deposit. As described in Galloway, et al (1982), the FPP site lies within an axis of Miocene-
age stacked ephemeral stream sands and associated crevasse splay sand over-bank
deposits, with the primary inferred drainage axis generaliy oriented northwest to southeast
(see Figure 4). The Middle Sand spans the majority of the site (it is absent toward the south)
and, therefore, on a local scale (i.e., site) there does not appear.to be channelized flow, and
certainly not in the context of preferantial COC migration that would possibly escape being
detected by the current Middie Sand monitoring well network. Based on this, additional
assessment for paleo-channels within the Middle Sand is not warranted.



TCEQ Response No, 2

2. Figure 1B-Affected Property Map -- Why does the affected property exclude CBL-
401 and 138, and C2L-412? These wells have also experienced sampling events
with elevated COCs? '

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): The Affected Property Assessment {APA} was prepared
to respond to the Texas Risk Reduction Program’s requirements for the closure of the Ash
Pond. Consequently, the initial focus of the APA was to determine ihe source of elevated
selenium concentrations in monitoring wells AP-407 (near the Ash Pond) and RP-67 (near
the Reclaim Pond). During the course of the groundwater investigation, additional chemicals
of concern (COC) were assessed southeast of the closad Coal Ash Pond towards Cedar
Creek. ,

LCRA recently initiated a geologic assessment to prepare for the expansion of the
Combustion Byproducts Landfill (CBL). During this assessment, in addition to collecting the
required geologic Information to support the expansion, LCRA also plans to investigate the
possible sources of COCs detected in monitoring wells CBL-401, CBL-138, and C2L.-412.
These monitoring wells are associated with waste management units located within the
Baylor Creek watershed. This new assessment will serve to address the TCEQ's concerms
within this area of the plant site while ensuring that the TRRP process for closure of the Ash
IFond proceeds in a timely manner. LCRA is proposing to report results from this recently
iniliated assessment separately from the APA completed for closure of the Ash Pond.

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014):

As part of the Hydrogeologic Evaluation of Combustion Byproducts Landfil (CBL) Area
Report (AMEC, December 2013), LCRA investigated the possible sources of COCs -
detected in monitoring wells CBL-401, CBL-138, and C2L-412, Concurrent with the CBL
Area Study, LCRA also conducted an evaluation of the Upper Sand, herein referred
to as the Upper Sand Assessment (AMEC, June 28, 2013),

The COCs exceeding PCLs referenced in the TCEQ response are as follows:

o C2L-412 (screened in the Upper Sand): arsenic, having sporadic detections
above the groundwater residential and industrial PCL of 10 micrograms pér
liter (ug/L).

¢ CBL-138 (screened in the Middle Sand): cobalt, having consistent
detections above the cobalt residential groundwater PCL of 7 ug/L, but
below the commercial-industrial PCL of 22 ug/L..

»  (CBL-401 (screened in the Middle Sand): cobalt, having consistent
detections above the cobalt residential groundwater PCL of 7 ug/L, but
below the commercial-industrial PCL of 22 ug/..



C2L-412

The Upper Sand Assessment verified that the Upper Sand GWBU is designated a
Class 3 GWBU under TRRP. This Ciass 3 designation was based on the assessment
findings, which documented the Upper Sand's limited lateral extent, ephemeral
saturation in several areas, and low groundwater yields to wells completed in the
Upper Sand. The designation was approved by the TCEQ (TCEQ, September 10,
2013), with the acknowledgement that the potential for any groundwater to surface
water pathways are to be evaluated in future site investigations. Despite the fact that
the Upper Sand outcrops in numerous areas across the site, no Upper Sand
groundwater seeps have been identified. As such, there is no identified groundwater
to surface waler pathway. Furthermore, the distance from the western margin of the
Upper Sand to Baylor Creek Is approximately 2600 fi.

Given the Upper Sand's designation as a Class 3 GWBU, the TRRP groundwater PCLs have
been revised accordingly for the Upper Sand (Table 5B-2). As such, excluding the outlier
result for mercury (monitoring well CBL-307U in April 2012 sampling event), there are no
groundwater PCL exceedances for any COC in any well completed in the Upper Sand,
inchuding C2L-412.

CBL Monitoring Wells

Prior assessment work documented in the APAR indicated the COC impact to the
Middle Sand was the result of one of two scenarlos across the FPP facility:-

1. Excessive removal of the native clay bottom liner in the Coal Ash Pond through
initial construction and later ash removal operations in the Coal Ash Pond, allowing a
release of impounded ash pond liguids into the undertying Middle Sand.

2. Faulty annular seals in existing monitoring well RP-67 (subsequently piugged and
abandoned, then replaced by RP-67R), allowed for communication of localized perched
groundwater with underlying Middle Sand groundwater.

There were no identified sources for elevated cobalt concentrations in the Middle Sand in
the CBL area based on a review of current and historic FPP operations. As part of the
CBL Area Study, two new monitoring wells were Installed adjacent to the CBL-138 location
(CBL-300U, screened in the Upper Sand, and CBL-300M screened in the Middle Sand),
and a new monitoring well was installed adjacent to the CBL-401 location (CBL-401M, also
screened in the Middle Sand).

The study supported the Scenario No. 2 conclusion at CBL-138. Cobait concentrations in
groundwater from CBL-300M are below the TRRP groundwater Residential PCL and are an
order of magnitude lower than those in the adjacent CBL-138. This has been demonstrated
over eight quarterly sampling events to date (Tabls 58-1). Itis noted that cobalt
concentrations in CBL-300U are roughly double those observed in CBL-138, lsading to the
conclusion that CBL-138 sarmpling data is influenced by leakage through the annular seal
from the overlying Upper Sand. The CBL-300U cobalt concentrations are below the
residential groundwater PCL applicable to the Upper Sand. As such, LCRA has received



approval from TCEQ o medify its groundwater monitoring program to replace CBL-138 with
CBL-300M. Existing well CBL-138 has been plugged.

Evaluation of conditions adjacent to CBL-401 are inconclusive at this point. CBL-

401M cobalt concentrations are consistent with those ohserved in CBL-401. Both wells are
located up-gradient of the Combustion By-Products Landfill. Over the course of eight
quarterly groundwater monitoring events, observed cobalt concentrations in CBL-401M have
exceeded the residential groundwater PCL of 7 ug/L five times, and four of those
exceedances were by less than 2 ug/l.. However, neither well has ever exceeded the
Commercial/industrial groundwater PCL of 22 ug/.

Regarding monitoring well CBL-401M, we do note a Residential PCL exceedance for
Manganese in the January 2012 and April 2012 sampling events. Manganese
concentrations have been well below the PCL for the following six sampling events. We also
note an outlier result for Thallium in the January 2013 event. Three subsequent sampling
avents confirm Thallium concentrations below the detection limit,

We have noted other outlier analytical results from certain well samples in the CBL Area.
These include the following:

« CBL-3011 (October 2012 event): one-time (over 10 sampling events) PCL
exceedances observed far the analytes aluminum, cobalt, and lead.

o CBL-3021 (July 2013 event): one-time (aver 9 sampling events) PCL exceedances
abserved for the analytes aluminum, cobalt, iron, lead, and manganese.

in both of these cases, an anomalous spike was observed in the aluminum concentrations
over prior and subsequent events, and field sampling notes reporting turbid samples, which
leads to the conclusion that the anomalous results correlate to the presence of sediment in
the samples, and are not truly representative of dissolved concentrations in groundwater,
This observed "alurminum spike” was also noted in the CBL-401M samples discussed above
where elevated manganese was observed.

Lastly, a one-time (over 8 sampling events) PCL exceedance for cobalt was observed in the
April 2013 sampling event for monitoring well CBL-3061 (10.9 ug/L).

With the exceptions discussed above, no other cobalt exceedances in the Middle Sand are
observed in the entire CBL area, and it is possible the conditions observed are a local
background anomaly. LCRA will continue monitoring CBL 401and downgradient Middle
Sand wells as part of our routine monitoring to verify that the cobalt residential groundwater
PCL exceedance in CBL-401 is Isolated to the smalf area and that the observed
concentrations are attenuating or remain relatively stable.

LCRA will conduct some additional investigation monitoring of CBL-3011 and 3021, including
analyzing for both total and dissolved metals to confirm our conclusions above.



TCEQ Response No, 3

3. Figure 1E-2-Regional Cross Section A-A' Well CP-2 is shown to be drilled to the Lower
Sand, According to the bore log, it appears that this well was drilled to and screened
within the Middle Sand. It afso appears that the Middle Sand elevations shown on this
cross section are slightly different from what the bors logs appear to show for wells RP-
67R and RP-1 (the bors logs seem (o inclicate that the Middle Sand starts at 324" amsi in
RP-67R and at 304.6' amsl in RP-1. Please cfarify,

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): The geologic cross section incorrectly referenced ‘820,
a 1982 geotechnical assessment boring, as ‘CP-2.' The ‘B20' information is included to
indicate the presence of the Lower Sand water bearing unit. Monitoring well CP-2 is
completed in the Middle Sand, and has a similar lithologlc section above the Middle Sand to
that shown in the B20 lithologlc log.

The boring log for RP-67R shows the Middle Sand at approximately 321' MSL when using
the approximate ground surface elevation of 353 MSL provided in Table 5D, Likewise, the
top of the Middle Sand in RP-1, using the ground surface elevation from Table 50, is
approximately 302" MSL. However, after closer examination, it was determined that several
wells were shown incorrectly in Figure 1E-2, A revised and corrected figure is attached (o
LCRA’s Aprit 27, 2011 response).

Monitoring well RP-1 was installed in 1988 and RP-67R was installed in 2010. The Middle
Sand, as logged in RP-1, does not appear to be as well defined as itis in RP-67R. The
geologic assessment for the CBL expansion referred to in the response to TCEQ Comment
No. 2 will provide additional lithologic Information in an effort to determine the continuity {or

tack of) and/or changes in the physical characteristics of the sand units from east to west
across the FPP property.

Based on additional acquired information, including data from past geotechnical
assessments, three additional modifications have been made to Figure 1E-2 as follows:

« A discontinuous intermediate sand body is now shown above the Middle Sand at
well location MW-501. This wilt be further evaluated in forthcoming assessment
activities;

* The Lower Sand body does not appear in the DH-136 boring (had been
incorrectly included based on a prior cross-section). A copy of the lithologic log
has now been obtained, and shows the Lower Sand was not encountered:

* The shallow (less than 15 feet deep) stratigraphy between wells AP-407 and
AP-504 has been revised slightly in both Figure 1E-2 and 1E-3 to reflect the
greater heterogeneity present in those locations where reworking and fill
operations were conducted during facility construction.

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014): The TCEQ concurred with the LCRA's April 27
Response by letter dated July 21, 2011, and no additional updated response is required.



TCEQ Response No, 4

Section 2.4 Receptor Survey Results

4. it should be noted that the full extent of surface/groundwatsr contamination has not
been determined off-site, and an additional receptors evaiuation will be included in
the addendum to the APAR fo include the results of the additional investigation.

LLCRA Response (April 27, 2011}: LCRA agrees. Adjacent landowners have been
contacted and LCRA is currently negotiating easement agreements to access the
property and complete the assessment.

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014): LCRA finalized the easements with the
adjacent fandowners in October and November of 2011. After successfully addressing
access issues, off-site wells (O8-1 through OS-5) were installed in June of 2012,
Furthermore, LCRA Installed new on-site monitoring wells MW-512, MW-513, and MW-514,
and reinstated AP-405 as a monitoring point. Based upon the sampling of the new wells and
existing on-site wells, LORA has completed additional assessment of the area southeast of
the closed Coal Ash Pond (Figures 10 and 11). Each of the groundwater sampling wells
mentioned above has subsequently been sampled on a quarterly basis to provide a better
understanding of the nature and extent of COCs in Middle Sand groundwater.

In addition, the LCRA has completed a Screening-Level Ecological Risk Assessment
(SLERA) (see Formation Environmental, July 2013, Revised February 2014) to assess
both surface water and sediment data in Cedar Creek, located immediately adjacent to the
closed Coal Ash Pond in the path of Middle Sand groundwater transport. Cedar Creek is
continuously fed by a flow (approximately 224 gallons per minute) from the Cedar Creek
Reservoir, with an additional approximate 15 gallons per minute released by the Resenvair
dam toe-drain system. The SLERA was conducted at both on-site and off-site locations o
assess concemns regarding potential ecological receptors.

Cedar Creek Reservoir undergoes seasonal thermal stratification and behaves as a
dimictic lake, with two natural mixing events per year. As such, SLERA sediment and
surface water sampling activities were conducted in two events, Oclober and December of
2012, corresponding to periods of natural reservolr stratification and mixing respectively.

Key findings from the additional groundwater assessment and the SLERA are as follows:

+ The Middle Sand GWBU is present at each of the new well locations. Its upper
surface s either in direct contact or very close contact with the Cedar Creek
drainage channel (Figure 12).

* Groundwater flow within the Middle Sand is strongly influenced by Cedar Creek. -
Cedar Creek serves as a gaining stream, and coincides with the lowest
potentiometric surface elevation observed in the Middle Sand (Figure 11). As
such, the net Middle Sand groundwater flow path is toward Cedar Creek.



The COCs in the Cedar Creek area are cobalt, manganese, and
molybdenum, consistent with earlier findings presented in the APAR. Both
cobailt and molybdenum groundwater ingestion PCL exceedances are
observed in new monitoring well MW-512, immediately adjacent to the east
bank of Cedar Creek, on FPP property.

Manhganese groundwater ingestion PCL exceedances are only consistently
observed in on-site monitoring well MW-510, The manganese groundwater
PCL exceedance has not been observed in any of the off-site wells, and only
sporadically in any of the other on-site wells (Figure 15).

Only cobalt PCL exceedances are consistently observed off-site, and only in
the well in closest proximity to the closed Coal Ash Pond, 0S-1. Molybdenum
PCL exceedances have not been observed in the off-site wells.

The cobalt PCLE Zone extends approximately 250 feel off-site, along the westemn
side of Cedar Creek (Figure 14). The molybdenum PCLE zone is present only on
the FPP property (Figure 16),

The groundwater results obtained from the seven sampling events conducted
to date in off-site well monitoring events appear to demonstrate a stable plume
configuration for cobalt, manganese, and molybdenum. The COC attenuation
mechanisms are a combination of groundwater dilution and re-precipitation of
metals with gradual attainment of natural redox conditions. The attenuation
mechanism will be further discussed in the forthcoming Response Action Plan,

Cobalt concentrations have fallen below the PCL in monitoring welt AP-408,
beginning with the April 2012 quarterly monitoring event. This may be a result of
perimeter leachate collection system modifications conducted for the closed Coal
Ash Pond embankment as part of the pond closure.

The SLERA confirmed that although groundwater seepage into Cedar Creek
does increase surface water concentrations of several COCs, the
concentrations in surface water and sediments do not pose a risk to Cedar
Creek ecological receptors. Surface water COC concentrations are also below
human health PCLs and applicable RBELs (see Table 128, Table 12D, and
Appendix 6).

Analysis of groundwater samples in groundwater monitoring wells serving as Point
of Exposure wells at the groundwater-to-surface water interface (AP-8, AP-406,
AP-510, AP-511, AP-512, 0S-1, and OS-3) shows sporadic exceedances of the
groundwater-to-surface water PCLs for aluminum, iron, and manganese as follows:



Alurninum

o AP-510 [one event (July 2011) out of nine events].

* AP-511 [two avents (October 2010 and April 2011) out of nine events),
+ OS-1 [two events (June 2012 and January 2013] out of seven events)
» O8-3 [one event (September 2012) out of seven avents).

Itis recognized that turbidity may have affected sampling data quality,
particulardy with respect to metals. As such, LORA also conducted
groundwater sample field filtration, using the approved 10-micron filter media,
for the April 2013 samples collected from off-site wells 0S-1 through 0S-5,
The filtered groundwater sample data is further discussed below.

Table 12F-1 and Table 12F-2 have been prepared to further evaluate
aluminum as a COC, Table 12F-1 shows a comparison of aluminurm
concentrations between background wells (here defined as wells not
hydraulically downgradient of groundwater released from the closed Coal Ash
Pond), wells downgradient of the closed Coal Ash Pond, and CAP-1 (installed
in the closed Coal Ash Pond). Additional analytes considered pertinent as Ash
Pond release indicators are also included. These analytes are cobalt and
molybdenum (considered the COCs requiring further response action), and
sulfate (considered the Ash Pond release tracer compound),

Monitoring wells AP-513, AP-514, 08-4, and OS-5 are considered background
wells in the closed Coal Ash Pond area, since they occur on the opposite side
of Cedar Creek and are isolated from the closed Coal Ash Pond release based
on potentiometric surface measurements (see Figure 11), and observed sulfate
concentrations. Note, sulfate levels in facility background wall MW-500 are
consistently below 530 mg/L, and sulfate levels in AP-513, AP-514, OS$-4, and
O8-5 are consistently below 200 mgi/L.

Wells affected by closed Coal Ash Pond release (AP-405, AP-406, AP-509,
AP-510, AP-511, AP-512, 08-1, 08-2, and 08-3) consistently show sulfate
levels above 530 mg/L. Samples from monitoring well AP-6, though
downgradient of the closed Coal Ash Pond, and formerly showing elevated
sulfate concentrations, now show a downward trend from the 701 mg/L result
detected in January 2012,

Table 12F-2 shows the mean aluminum concentrations in groundwater
samples collected from background wells, and background well MW-500, in
comparison to mean aluminurm concentrations from wells affected by closed
Coal Ash Pond release. As a conservative measure: non-detects were
assigned the detection limit concentration; where duplicate samples were
collected, only the higher concentration results are used; and AP-6 data was
excluded from the “Affected Wells" data, as indicator COCs are not obviously
elevated with respect to background wells. Two comparisons are provided,

one for unfiltered sample data, and one for fitered sample data from the April
2013 sampling event,



The unfiltered sample data comparison shows no correlation between
aluminum concentrations in background groundwater (mean aluminum
concentration of 3.22 mg/L), and Ash Pond-affected groundwater (mean
aluminum concentration of 1.24 mg/L). In fact, AP-512, the well expected to be
rmost affected by Ash Pond release based on sulfate, cobalt, and molybdenum
data, shows no aluminum PCL exceedances, and the mean concentration for
aluminum, analyzed for 6 sampling events, is 0.31 mg/L.

The filtered data shows no aluminum PCL exceedances, and the data

comparison again shows no correlation between aluminurm concentrations in

background groundwater (mean concentration of 0.85 mgiL) and closed Ash
- Pond release-affected groundwater (mean concentration of 0.14 ma/L.).

Based on these findings, the LCRA does not consider aluminurm to be a COC
requiring a further response action.

Iron

One groundwater-to-surface water PCL gxceedance was observed in 0S8-3
over the seven sampling events conducted to date. The observed excesdance
is considered an outlier, and observed only in the first sampling event, which
was conducted in September 2012, No groundwater-to-surface water
exceedances have been observed since. Based on these findings, the LCRA
does not consider iron to be a COC requiring a further response action.

Manganese

Four groundwatsr-to-surface water PCL exceedances were observed in AP-
510 over ten sampling events conducted to date, although no exceedances
have been observed since July 2012, This may be a result of improved
groundwater conditions observed following closed Coal Ash Pond perimeter
leachate collection system modifications. Manganese concentrations in AP-
510 do, however, exceed the groundwater ingestion PCL In nine of the ten
sampling events conducted to date.

No additional assessment activities are proposed beyond the implementation of a
groundwater monitoring program to document COC attenuation and plume stability,
and verification of improved conditions. The target analytes for this evaluation are
proposed as follows:

» Cobalt

+ Manganese

+ Molybdenum

» Sulfate (for use as a closed Coal Ash Pond plume tracer)

This approach will be detailed in a forthcoming Response Action Plan,



TCEQ Response No. 5
Section 2.6 Exposure Pathways

5. Because there was a break in the toe drain pipe near the sump on the eastern side of the
ash pond that Field Office inspected, and because the unnamed tributary in the vicinity of
that leak is elevated in several of the metals tested, it seems that the facility will need to
expand their APAR to include the surface water assessment and a soil assessment in
the vicinity of that break. Additionally, a seep called Cedar Creek Seep apparently is
coming from the vicinity of the ash pond and the metals found in this seep (described in
Table 6B8) are elevated. The facility will need to investigete the solls and surface water
near this seep.

LCRA Reshonse (April 27, 2011): LCRA agrees. The planned supplemental APA for
the Ash Pond closure will include the surface water assessment and a soil assessment
in the vicinity of the toe drain pipe break and Cedar Cresk Seep.

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014): As part of LCRA’s Coal Ash Pond closure
operations, repairs were implemanted to the closed Coal Ash Pond embankment's
perimeter lsachate collection system, which included the repair of the above ~mentioned
pipe. As part of that repair, soil samples were collected and analyzed for the key COCs in
this area, cobalt and molybdenum. The analytical results are summarized in the attached
Table 4A. The cobalt and molybdenum concentrations are below the applicable PCl.s for
soils and sediments, and surface water concentrations are below applicable RBELs. The
groundwater-surface water pathway assessment is further detailed in Section 6.0, with
supporting information provided in Appendix 6.

Surface water and sediment samples have been cailécted as part of the SLERA, (Cedar

Cresk Seep data is also included in Table 12E-2), and it was determined concentrations
of COCs do not pose a risk to Cedar Craek ecological receptors.
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TCEQ Response No. 6
Section 5 Groundwater Assessment

6. There is some confusion regarding the emplacement of monitoring well CP-2. Figure 1E-
2 Cross Section A-A" depicts CP-2 extending from ground surface to the lower sand
approximately 140 ft deep with no depiction of the screened interval. Section 5.2 Coal
Piles states CP-2 was completed in the middie sand, which, according to the above
mentioned cross section, would be approximately 90 ft deep. The Log of Well in
Appendix 2 shows the well completed to a depth of 62.5 feet, screen from 40-55f. The
State of Texas Well Report in Appendix 6 states a total depth of 65 ft. and grave!
packed from 53-65 ft. Please resolve these differences.

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): Monitoring well CP-2 was completed within the Middle
Sand. As discussed above, the well lithology shown in the Figure 1E-2 cross section |s from
prior geotechnical boring B20, and not from CP-2. Monitoring well CP-2 was drilled to a
depth of 62.5 feet as shown on both the well log and State of Texas Well Report for well CP-
2. The State of Texas Well Report for CP-2 correctly shows the gravel pack from 38-55 feet,
Arevised Figure 1E-2 is attached.

It is possible that TCEQ may have been viewing the State of Texas Well Report for Well
RP-72 instead of CP-2. The State of Texas Well Report for Well RP-72 states a total
depth of 65 feet and grave! packed from 53-65 fest,

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014): The TCEQ concurred with the LCRA's April 27
. Response by letter dated July 21, 2011, and no additional updated response is required,

(a



TCEQ Response No. 7

7. Section 5.2 - This section discusses the nature and extent of selenium contamination,
However, Table 68 documents various metal contaminants in CP-2S, No mention is
made of these constituents in the narrative portion of the report, The report states that it
focuses on sefenium. It should be noted that a complete APAR should be submitted that
will considler the documentation of other contaminants, not a single contaminant. The last
sentence states that the Supplemental APAR activities wilt evaluate the full nature and
extent of COCs documented in groundwater and seep waier southeast and east of the
Ash Pond and will include performance of a SLERA, It should be noted that groundwater
contamination in the vicinity of the Reclaim Pond and Coal Piles should be fully
tlocumented.

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): LCRA agrees. We plan to address the COCs in
CP-25 in the Supplemental APA for the Ash Pond. Also, as stated in LCRA's
response to TCEQ Comment No. 2, LORA plans to investigate the possible sources of
COCs detected in monitoring wells CBL-401, CBL-138, and C2L-412.

Additional LCRA Response {February 2014): Groundwater present in CP-28 appears
1o be assoclated with saturated soils in hydraulic communication with reworked Upper
Sand groundwater-bearing media, fill material, and naturally present clayey strata. Ina
letter dated September 10, 2013, TCEQ approved the site-wide classification of the Upper
Sand as a Class 3 groundwater resource and thus Class 3 groundwater PCLs are used
as the regulatory thresholds for groundwater. As such, data from analysis of CP-28
groundwater samples are now compared to the Class 3 PCLs, and no PCL exceedances
are observed (see Table 58-2). Therefore, we will no longer sample CP-2S.

For monitoring wells CBL-401, CBL-138, and C2L-412, please refer to the discussion
provided in Response No.2.
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TCEQ Response No. 8

8. Figure 5B—Selenium Groundwater PCLE Zone Map - As part of the Response Action
Plan (RAP), please include a plan for quarterty sampling of graundwater from monitoring
wells i this area s0 as to allow for the determination of plume configuration (growth,
shrinkage, movement) of the Selenium PCLE zone.

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): The Response Action Plan will include a plan for
monitoring the Selenium Groundwater PCLE Zone to determine plume configuration.

Additional LCRA Response {March 2014): The LCRA continues to conduct groundwater
monitoring across the FPP site, including the area of identified selenium PCL exceedance
in the Middle Sand. Analytical results (Table 5B-1) continue to show a stable selenium
PCLE plurme configuration (Figure 17). Monitoring well AP-407 continues 1o be the only
monitoring well in the Middle Sand having concentrations exceed ing the PCL. for selenium.
Monitoring well CAP-1, screened within the saturated closed Coal Ash Pond media
(the source area), has been sampled over several events, and is the only other well
having samples with selenium concentrations above the PCL for selenium.

The LCRA proposes to continue monitoring the seleniurn Groundwater PCLE Zone to
verify that concentrations are stable as part of the forthcoming Response Action Plan.,
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TCEQ Response No. 9

8. The pofentiometric surface may intersect the ground surface in the unnamed drainage
near AP-502 and RP-67R. LCRA should investigate for any seeps and do some grab
samples just to determine if metals are present in the Middle Sand in that location.

LCRA Response {April 27, 2011): LCRA agrees. The Supplemental APA activities will
include an investigation for seeps. If found, grab samples will be collected.

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014): As part of general site operations
reconnaissance, the LCRA has routinely conducted a visual agsessment of the referenced
area (Figure 13). There have been no observations of groundwater seepage at this
location. It is also noted that the referenced area is outside of any identified PCLE Zones.
Therefore, we do not propose any further actions to identify seeps in this area.

T4



TCEQ Response No, 10

10. LCRA should conduct field investigations on the western edge of the facility to look
for seeps from the Upper Sands that the Class I Landfill wells are completed within,
C2L-412 exceeds the TRRP PCL for Class | resideniial groundwater for arsenic,
and molybdenum. If there are seeps, LCRA needs to evaluate the potential for
surface water and soil impacts.

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): LCRA agrees. The investigation for seeps is
included in the scope of the geologic assessment for the CBL axpansion,

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014); LCRA has completed the Site-wide Class
3 Designation for the Upper Sand Groundwater-Bearing Uni, Fayette Power Project, La
Grange, Texas, AMEC, June 25, 2013 and the Hydrogeologic Evaluation of the
Combustion Byproducts Landfill Area, AMEC, December 20, 2013. The reports
concluded that the Upper Sand has limited lateral extent and no Upper Sand seeps
were identified. In a letter dated September 10, 2013, TCEQ approved the site-wide
classification of the upper sand as a Class 3 groundwater resource. The Upper Sand
extent is shown in Figure 3. TCEQ approval of the findings from the Hydrogeologic
Evaluation of the Combustion Byproducts Area report was received by letter dated
March 12, 2014.

LCRA sampled the "Biegal Pond” and the "Employee Park Pond,” which are down-
slope from the Class 2 landfill, for the metals arsenic and molybdenum (Figure 13, data
summarized in Table 12E-1), Analyses of these samples show no exceedances of

applicable PCLs. These ponds ara suspected to be sourced from Middie Sand
discharge.

LCRA has identified four ephemeral seeps in the western portion of the facility (see
Figure 13), consisting of the following:

» Production Engineering Seep ~ ephemeral seep from reworked fill materials. No
sustalned releases to surface drainage channels are observed, and released
water doss not leave the facility operations area. This seep is located more than
3600 feet east of Baylor Creek.

» Waste Storage Building Seep- ephemeral seep from reworked fill materials, No
sustained release to surface drainage channels is observed, and released water
does not leave the facility operations area. This seep is located more than 3600

- feet east of Baylor Creek.

+ Catch Basin (Culvert) Seep-ephemeral seep believed to originate from a French
drain system constructed in assoclation with the FPP Vehicle Maintenance
Shop.

e Construction Debris Landfill (CDL) Seep- ephemeral seep believed to be in
hydraulic communication with the Middle Sand. The seep drains into an

ephemeral tributary of Baylor Creek, located approximately 1600 feet to the
west,
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LCRA has canducted sampling of these seeps on multiple occasions. Table 12E-3
summarizes the analytical data from samples coliected at these seeps beginning in
2007. The Production Engineering Seep, Waste Storage Building Seep, and Culvert
Seeps have been evaluated for metals. Given the status of non- release to scological
receplors, and the expected hydraulic communication between fill materials and the
Upper Sand, analytical results were compared to the Upper Sand-specific PCLs. There
have been no applicahle PCL exceedances,

The CDL Seep has been evaluated routinely since the 1990s for multiple analytical
suites, including metals, Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH), volatile organic
compounds, semivolatile organic compounds, Polychlorinated Biphenyls, Pesticides,
and Herbicides. There have been no indications of environmental impact. As such,
LCRA has not identified any surface water or soil impacts from any seep in the western
portion of FPP and has discontinued seep monitoring,
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TCEQ Response No, 11

11. CBL-401 and 138 have had cobalt concenirations above the TRRE RPCL for
Class I residential groundwater. Please determine the source and extent of
cobalt concentrations in the area around these wells,

LCRA Response (April 27, 2011): The scope of the geologic assessment for the
CBL expansion includes the evaluation of COCs in groundwater, including COC

source and extent,

Additional LCRA Response (March 2014): Please refer to the discussion provided
in Response No. 2,
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Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LLCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxie soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding T'exas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoit,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundarics of the {Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

e The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic
pollutants that are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean

| \



Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must includetechnology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants.Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal
ash wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese,
mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium,
vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits
on one toxic poliutant—selenium. The revised Clean Water Act permit must impose
effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges as required by law,

e TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean ilp and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units.Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundménts and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Water Act (“CWA™) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quality Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting,

A’bt‘ﬁgf{\ C "’[’i?\omf&wlf\
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Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
studge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creck Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creck Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. Tn addition:

The carrent Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that”™
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September , 2014
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Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged poliutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant-—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal CleamWater Act (“CWA™) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quallty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

Prinfed ¥éme: _ @dgf [bry 47
Mailing Addre:

55,

QYA Frld 243

M eiman. [TXI GG 0.
Phone:
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Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LLCRA”) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
stteams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by neatly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, ch1011de manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic polutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address
the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September , 2014
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Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants., Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenie, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.,

¢  TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking
coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a
hydrogeological connection to surface water without a permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occurring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

Tn sum, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal CleanJWater Act (“CWA”) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quahty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

Pfinted Name: JJRLYV [AbQserc Lt
Maﬂm Address:
Lbgic i@ TrrB. et
2 f~/.2 311 2934 e e 'k V762
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TCEQ Public Meeting Form
April 9, 2015

Lower Colorado River Authority

Water Quality TPDES Permit Renewal
Permit No. WQ0002105000

Van Dresar
PLEASE PRINT

Name: MD /J (//47{\37&25%%——
Mailing Address: CSS “S VOBSp4 L/"LJC? /ZW //-.b Lﬂé&/ﬁ/&f //(

‘78?;!

Physical Address (if different):

City/State: 4# (W@( . ‘ﬁ‘}gﬁii Zip: 2 EFY/S

*%This information is subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Information Act**

Email: a/@w t/ éf«ﬂ c:,;/ﬁf/ﬁ‘i ('494&#7 ,(,?r'c:aff/.‘xda:fvﬁ C8 pen L

Phone Number: ¢7¢“ 915 __3,35'——

« Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? Yes LI No

If yes, which one? )’//4* g & FFE é)pcmf 7Z:1 G@Maf’ A/ A—féﬂ-c)e»/ Sz -M%ﬁr@_ﬁ"ﬁf{ﬁf'

O Please add me to the mailing list.

B/ I wish to provide formal ORAL COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting. \/

a I wish to provide formal WRITTEN COMMENTS at tonight’s public meeting. \
(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting) J\) '

Please give this form to the person at the information table. Thank you.

h
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LCRA Fayette Power Plant, Permit No. WQ0002105000

Dear Chief Clerk:

We are writing to request a public meeting to discuss the Lower Colorado River
Authority’s (“LCRA™) application and intent to obtain a water quality permit for the Fayette
Power Plant. Each day across the United States, coal-burning power plants like the LCRA
Fayette Power Plant dump millions of gallons of wastewater loaded with toxic pollutants like
arsenic, boron, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium into our rivers, lakes, and
streams. This toxic soup can be harmful to humans and aquatic life in even small doses. This
pollution is discharged directly from plants and waste pits; flows from old, unlined surface
impoundments that many plants use to store toxic slurries of coal ash and smokestack scrubber
sludge; and seeps from unlined ponds and landfills into ground and surface waters.

LCRA’s own 2010 annual groundwater monitoring report shows that groundwater near
the coal ash ponds and a landfill at the Fayette Plant contains levels of arsenic, selenium, cobalt,
and molybdenum exceeding Texas Protective Contamination Levels (PCLs) and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Selenium levels have reached more than 4 times the
PCL and MCL, cobalt levels have reached more than 3 times the PCL, and molybdenum has
exceeded the federal Life-time Health Advisory by nearly 4 times and exceeded the PCL in
water down-gradient or cross-gradient of ash disposal areas. Aluminum, chloride, manganese,
sulfate and total dissolved solids exceed federal secondary MCLs.

Moreover, according to LCRA’s report, many of the groundwater monitoring wells are
located within the shallow groundwater bearing Middle Sand Unit. LCRA acknowledges that
the “Middle Sand is believed to be in communication with the Cedar Creek Reservoir,” and that
contaminated groundwater “could migrate beyond the boundaries of the [Fayette Power Plant]
property.” In short, pollution from the Fayette Plant’s leaking coal ash dumps could potentially
impact water quality in the Cedar Creek Reservoir and nearby residential drinking water wells.

Despite this imminent public health risk, the current draft Clean Water Act permit fails to
set effluent limits for almost all of the toxic pollutants found in coal ash wastewaters, or address

the seeps and leaks from the plant’s coal ash disposal units. In addition:

The current Draft Permit does not set effluent limits for the numerous toxic pollutants that
are regularly discharged in coal ash wastewaters. Under the Clean September / J 2014
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Water Act, Clean Water Act permits must include technology-based effluent limits for all
discharged pollutants. Despite the fact that EPA has identified 27 pollutants found in coal ash
wastewaters (including, aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, cadmium,
calcium, chromium, cobalt, coppet, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, molybdenum,
nickel, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and zinc), the current
permit for the Fayette Plant only imposes limits on one toxic pollutant—selenium. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose effluent limits that eliminate or control toxic discharges
as required by law.

¢ TCEQ must also require LCRA to clean up and prevent pollution from its leaking

coal ash disposal units. Discharges, including leaks and seeps, of leachate from the
Plant’s coal ash impoundments and landfills to surface waters and/or groundwater with a

- hydrogeological connection to surface water without & permit are prohibited by the Clean
Water Act. LCRA itself has identified concentrations of pollutants like arsenic,
selenium, molybdenum, and cobalt at levels that exceed federal and state groundwater
standards, and acknowledged that this pollution is occutring in groundwater that
communicates with the Cedar Creek Reservoir and could migrate offsite. The revised
Clean Water Act permit must impose requirements to clean up and eliminate pollution
leaks and seeps into hydrogeologically connected ground and surface waters.

In surn, it does not appear that the existing permit, if renewed, would comply with the
federal Clean Watel Act ("CWA™) or state law, including the Texas Water Code and the Texas
Surface Water Quahty Standards. We respectfully request that TCEQ hold a public meeting to
provide an opportunity for the public to address these critical public health threats.

Thank you for considering these comments and my request for a public meeting.

Sincerely,

Bk jihitep

Printed Name: Brewt Whi+edide,

Mailing Address:
BF7 (woad /;'!JMV )foswé

Hontrulle, rx 77320
Phone: 936-29/-2¥%F \//
Email: Sry /.9 7@/‘;4@,,/. cars
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