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Bull Run Fossil Plant CCR Disposal
Scoping Report

1.0 Introduction

The Tennessee Valley Authority’s (TVA’s) Bull Run Fossil Plant (BRF) is an 870 megawatt
(MW) coal-fired generating station located near Clinton, Tennessee. BRF was constructed
between 1962 and 1967. When operating at full capacity, BRF consumes 7,300 tons of
coal daily in a single generating unit and produces approximately 560,000 cubic yards
(yds® of coal combustion residuals (CCRs) a year. The CCRs are currently managed in
various dry stacks, wet stacks, and impoundments. In September 2012, TVA decided to
construct a mechanical dewatering facility at BRF to support future dry stacking operations
(TVA 2012). This facility and will allow TVA to manage bottom ash and gypsum in dry form.
TVA already handles and stores BRF fly ash on a dry basis. Existing storage capacity for
dry stack CCRs at BRF is projected to be expended within 10 years.

On May 21, 2015, TVA published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register to prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The NOI initiated a public scoping period, which concluded on July 6,
2015. As stated in the NOI, TVA is preparing the EIS to inform decision makers, other
agencies, and the public about the potential for environmental impacts associated with a
decision to locate and utilize additional storage capacity for CCRs generated by BRF.

NEPA regulations require an early and open process for deciding what should be discussed
in an EIS (i.e., the scope of the document). The scoping process involves requesting and
using comments from the public and interested agencies to help identify the issues and
alternatives that should be addressed in the EIS. This document summarizes the input that
TVA received during the scoping process and defines the scope of the EIS. In addition to
agency and public input, the EIS will also address specific requirements associated with a
number of federal laws such as National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, Endangered
Species Act of 1973, Clean Water Act of 1972, and the Clean Air Act of 1970, as amended
would satisfy the requirements of Executive Order (EO) 11988 (Floodplains Management),
EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands), EO 12898 (Environmental Justice), EO 13112
(Invasive Species), and EO 13653 (Preparing the United States for the Impacts of Climate
Change).

2.0 Purpose and Need

BRF has state-of-the-art air pollution controls and is one of the coal plants that TVA plans to
continue operating in the future. When operating at full capacity, TVA produces
approximately 240,000 yds?® per year of ash (bottom and fly ash) and 318,000 yds®per year
of gypsum. Therefore, a total of approximately 11 million yds® of disposal capacity is
desired to meet the needs for a long-range (20-year) comprehensive disposal plan. At this
rate, onsite storage capacity is currently projected to be expended within approximately 10
years. In conjunction with TVA’s goal of maintaining a balanced power portfolio for meeting
power demand, and in consideration of the objectives of providing least cost planning, TVA
needs to identify additional storage capacity for the long-term disposal of the dry CCR
materials (fly ash, bottom ash, and gypsum) produced by the BRF facility. Additional
storage capacity would also enable TVA to continue operations at BRF as planned, (TVA
2015a), and would be consistent with TVA’'s commitment to convert wet CCR management
systems to dry systems. Conversion from wet to dry management of CCR would also
enable TVA to close ash impoundments which would support compliance with the US
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)’s recently issued CCR Rule [40 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 257 and 261].
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3.0 Alternatives

TVA is evaluating disposal options to meet the need for additional storage capacity for
CCRs generated at BRF. Additional storage capacity would be provided at either a newly-
constructed landfill or a currently permitted landfill. Three alternatives are considered in the
EIS to evaluate potential effects of identifying and developing additional storage capacity
for the long-term disposal of the dry CCR materials (fly ash, bottom ash, and gypsum)
produced by the BRF facility.

1. Alternative A: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, TVA would not seek additional disposal options for dry
placement of CCR generated by BRF. CCRs would continue to be stored in the current
disposal areas for as long as storage capacity is available. There is limited capacity for
additional CCR disposal onsite, and at some point in the future the capacity to store CCRs
on site would become a limiting factor. This alternative would not meet the Purpose and
Need for the proposed action and therefore, is not considered viable or reasonable. It does
provide a benchmark for comparing the environmental impacts of implementation of other
alternatives retained for detailed study.

2. Alternative B: Construct and Operate a Landfill for the Dry Storage of Coal
Combustion Residuals

Under this Alternative, TVA originally considered 10 alternative site locations for
construction of a new landfill for CCR disposal, including two sites located at BRF. The
onsite locations were eliminated from further consideration as they had insufficient capacity,
were located on steep terrain, and would have caused direct impacts to the natural and
human environments. The resultant eight sites were evaluated in terms of potential impacts
to the natural environment, human environment, geological stability, and factors related to
landfill development and transport of CCR materials and based on the results of that
evaluation, one site was selected for detailed evaluation in the EIS. Under this alternative,
TVA would construct a landfill for disposal of dry CCRs on TVA-owned property located
adjacent to BRF (also known as Site J). This site, located approximately 0.4 miles east of
BRF, encompasses 144 acres. The conceptual landfill footprint design of 54 acres would
potentially provide 6.6 million yds® of storage capacity, yielding an estimated 12 years of
landfill life. Development of Site J would also include construction of an on-site haul road to
convey dry CCRs from the plant to the landfill. TVA would construct this road near the BRF
site next to an existing railroad track.

3. Alternative C: Off-Site Transport of CCRs to an Existing, Permitted Landfill

Under Alternative C, TVA would utilize an existing, permitted landfill for the disposal of CCR
generated by BRF. Although a number of permitted landfills are located in the region, the
landfill closest to BRF is located on the county line of Anderson and Knox counties and is
adjacent to Interstate 75. That landfill, the Chestnut Ridge Sanitary Landfill, is a Class 1
Municipal Solid Waste Facility located approximately 12 miles northeast of BRF.

Under this Alternative, TVA would transport dry CCRs by truck from BRF to Chestnut Ridge

using existing roadways. The landfill is owned and operated by Waste Management of
Tennessee and serves the Knoxville metro area and central Tennessee. Sufficient capacity
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at this landfill can be made available to accommodate TVA’s requirement for 20 years of
storage of CCRs generated at BRF.

The location of all of the CCR disposal sites evaluated are shown on Figure 1.
Environmental features associated with Site J (Alternative B) and the Chestnut Ridge
Landfill (Alternative C) are shown on Figures 2 and 3.

No decision has been made about CCR disposal beyond the current available onsite
capacity. TVA is preparing the EIS to inform decision makers, other agencies, and the
public about the potential for environmental impacts associated with a decision to locate
and utilize additional storage capacity for CCRS generated by BRF..
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Figure 1. Alternative CCR Disposal Sites Evaluated

Rev 0



Bull Run Fossil Plant CCR Disposal
Scoping Report

Site J
Environmental Features

Bull Run Plant
Scoping

Document 2
—— Z
JobNo. 3050140277 Drawn By: BSM A Ve o
Oate:  @12013 Reviewod By WJIE P W
T — T — o N
L eI p— P V-
et oy Gt ety e 8 o g e et b sy b AMBE. et bty Y ¢ NS
e — L1 4

Figure 2. Environmental Features on and in the Vicinity of Site J
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4.0 Public and Agency Involvement

TVA intends to prepare an EIS, the most intensive level of NEPA review, to consider
options for additional disposal of CCRs generated by BRF. When completed, the draft EIS
will be available for public review for 45 days. Once the public and other agencies have
reviewed the document, TVA will make revisions, if necessary, and publish a final EIS.
TVA will make a final decision after the final EIS is published.

Public scoping for this project was initiated with the publication of the NOI to prepare an EIS
in the Federal Register on May 21, 2015. In addition to the NOI in the Federal Register,
TVA published notices regarding this effort in regional and local newspapers; issued a news
release to media; posted the news release on the TVA website; and posted flyers and signs
near the Alternative 2 landfill site to solicit public input.

To initiate scoping, TVA also sent copies of the NOI to the Tennessee Department of
Environmental and Conservation and the United States Department of Interior.

5.0 Scoping Feedback

TVA received six responses regarding the NOI. The majority of the public response to the
NOI focused on specific resources that should be considered in the EIS, including:

e Wastewater treatment requirements and potential impacts associated with
USEPA Effluent Limitations Guidelines

e Beneficial reuse of gypsum
e Impacts to wildlife near BRF and potential visual impacts.

One comment form was submitted by several interested parties. These comments
included:

e Arequest that TVA modify the Purpose and Need and consider the retirement of
BRF as a reasonable alternative.

e TVA should consider cumulative impacts.

e TVA should evaluate groundwater impacts.

e TVA should evaluate the impacts of coal ash at BRF.

e TVA should characterize existing coal ash deposits at BRF.

e TVA should consider the CCR Rule when making current and future coal ash
disposal recommendations.

TVA also received a request for additional information from a neighboring landowner.
These comments are included in Appendix A.

The remaining comment was from the US Department of the Interior in response to the NOI

acknowledging receipt of the NOI with no additional comment. This comment is attached in
Appendix B.
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Issues to be Addressed

Based on TVA'’s internal scoping and input gathered from the public scoping process, the
proposed action may affect the following:

Rev 0

Water resources — TVA will characterize surface water and groundwater resources,
and will analyze the extent to which each alternative would affect water quality
directly or indirectly (i.e., through runoff).

Biological Resources (vegetation, wildlife and aquatic life) — Community types within
the project area will be described. Significant natural features, including rare
species habitat, important wildlife habitat, or locally uncommon natural community
types will be identified. TVA will evaluate the effect of each alternative on terrestrial
ecosystems.

Threatened and Endangered Species — State or federally listed threatened and
endangered plants and animals known to exist in the vicinity of BRF or any of the
landfill alternatives will be identified. The effects of each alternative on endangered,
threatened, and rare species in need of management will be evaluated.

Floodplains and Wetlands - Wetlands and floodplains on the proposed landfill sites
will be identified and impacts will be quantified. The effects of each alternative on
wetlands and floodplains will be evaluated.

Geology and Soils — Regional geology and soils on the proposed landfill sites will be
identified and any limitations related to construction and operation of a CCR landfill
will be evaluated. Prime farmland soils are not expected to be impacted.

Land Use — Land uses within the proposed landfill sites and within the vicinity (5-
mile radius) will be identified. Permanent and temporary direct and indirect impacts
to land use associated with each of the proposed landfill sites will be evaluated.

Transportation — The existing roadway network in the vicinity of BRF, Site J and the
Chestnut Ridge Landfill, including physical road characteristics (number of lanes,
shoulders, and posted speed limit) and existing traffic characteristics will be
identified. The effect of construction and operation of each storage alternative on
the nearby roadway network will be evaluated.

Recreational and Managed Areas — Natural areas, parks, and other managed areas
within the vicinity of the alternatives (5-mile radius) will be identified and potential
impacts associated with the proposed alternatives will be addressed.

Visual Resources — The aesthetic setting of each alternative site will be described
(including the presence of the existing onsite storage facility) and an analysis of
changes to scenic attractiveness and scenic integrity associated with each of the
proposed storage alternatives will be completed.

Cultural Resources — TVA will characterize archaeological and historic resources
within the Area of Potential Effect of each alternative site. TVA also will discuss any
known National Register sites. The potential effects of each alternative on historic
and archaeological resources will be evaluated. Results of the analysis will be
reviewed by the Tennessee State Historic Preservation Officer.
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e Solid and Hazardous Waste — CCRs will be characterized based upon existing BRF
operations. Current practices regarding hazardous materials/waste management at
BRF will also be identified. In addition, TVA will identify any impacts from waste
generation during construction and operation at each alternative site. Operational
measures (waste management practices) will be incorporated into the assessment
of impacts.

e Public Health and Safety — Potential effects of each alternative on public health and
safety will be evaluated. The evaluation will include potential effects of
transportation of CCR along public roadways.

¢ Noise — Baseline noise conditions will be characterized and noise emissions
associated with the construction phase equipment use and truck traffic during
operations will be assessed to determine the potential noise impact of each
alternative landfill site on sensitive receptors.

e Air Quality and Climate Change — Air quality considerations including attainment
status, and regional air quality information will be presented. Impacts to air quality
from construction and operations associated with each of the alternatives will be
evaluated. The impact of emissions from each of the alternatives on climate change
will be addressed.

e Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice — Demographic and community
characteristics associated with each of the proposed alternative sites will be
evaluated. Special attention will be given to identification of potential low income
and minority populations to evaluate the potential for disproportionate impacts in
accordance with Executive Order 12898. Economic effects associated with
changes in workforce as a result of construction and operation of each of the
proposed landfill sites will also be evaluated.

The potential direct and indirect impacts of each resource will be assessed in the EIS.
Mitigative measures designed to minimize impacts also will be identified. In addition, the
EIS will include an analysis of the cumulative impacts of each of the alternatives. A
cumulative impact analysis considers the potential impact to the environment that may
result from the incremental impact of the project when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions (40 CFR § 1508.7). The methodology for performing
such analyses is set forth in Considering Cumulative Effects under NEPA (Council on
Environmental Quality, 1997).
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6.0 Related Environmental Documents

The following environmental reviews have been prepared for actions related to CCRs at
BRF:

e Integrated Resource Plan: 2015 Final Report (TVA 2015a). This plan provides a
direction for how TVA will meet the long-term energy needs of the Tennessee Valley
region. This document and the associated Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement evaluate scenarios that could unfold over the next 20 years. It discusses
ways that TVA can meet future power demand economically while supporting TVA’s
equally important mandates for environmental stewardship and economic
development across the Valley. This report indicated that a diverse portfolio is the
best way to deliver low-cost, reliable electricity. TVA released the accompanying
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for TVA’s Integrated Resource
Plan in July 2015 (TVA 2015b).

e Bull Run Fossil Plant House Demolition and Hydrogeologic Investigations
Environmental Assessment (TVA 2013). TVA purchased approximately 166 acres
adjacent to BRF. To protect public health and safety, TVA proposed to remove the
structures and implement other actions to manage the acquired land. TVA also
performed a hydrogeologic investigation on a portion of the property to determine
potential future uses of the property, including construction and operation of a CCR
landfill.

e Bottom Ash and Gypsum Mechanical Dewatering Facility Bull Run Fossil Plant (TVA
2012). This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the installation of equipment
to remove water from gypsum and bottom ash generated at BRF. The dewatering
equipment allows TVA to convert its bottom ash and gypsum handling processes to
a dry basis. Installation of Flue Gas Desulfurization System at Bull Run Fossil Plant
(TVA 2005). This EA evaluates the impacts of construction and operation of flue
gas desulfurization or scrubber equipment designed to reduce sulfur dioxide
emissions.

The description of the affected environment and the assessment of impacts contained in
the documents listed above will be considered in the analysis of the proposed action.

7.0 Environmental Review Process

NEPA requires federal agencies consider and study the potential environmental
consequences of major actions. The NEPA review process is intended to help Federal
agencies make decisions that are based on an analysis of the impacts of the action and, if
necessary, to take actions to protect, restore, and enhance the environment. NEPA also
requires federal agencies to provide opportunities for public involvement in the decision —
making process. The general project schedule which includes opportunities for public
involvement is shown in Section 8.

TVA’s agency involvement also includes circulation of the draft EIS to local, state, and
federal agencies and federally recognized tribes to request comments on the proposed
action. A list of agencies and tribes that will be notified of the availability the draft EIS is set
forth below.

10
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Federal Agencies

e United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Cookeville, Tennessee

e United States National Park Service, Gatlinburg, Tennessee
Federally Recognized Tribes

e Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma

e Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town

e Cherokee Nation

e Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians

e Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma

e Kialegee Tribal Town

e Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma

e Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma

e The Chickasaw Nation

e Thlopthlocco Tribal Town

e United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma
State Agencies

e Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, Nashville

e Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency, Nashville

e Tennessee Department of Transportation, Nashville

Individuals and Organizations

11
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e Ms. Terry Frank, Mayor of Anderson County, Tennessee

e Mr. Tim Burchett, Mayor of Knox County, Tennessee

e Mr. Buddy Bradshaw, Mayor of Loudon County, Tennessee

e Mr. Ron Woody, County Executive, Roane County, Tennessee

e Earthjustice

e Environmental Integrity Project

e Southern Alliance for Clean Energy

e Southern Environmental Law Center

e Statewide Organizing for Community eMpowerment

o Sierra Club

o Tennessee Clean Water Network

8.0 Schedule for EIS Preparation and Review
Following is a tentative schedule for the completion of the EIS.

Task Start Date End Date
NOI May 21, 2015 July 6, 2015
Public Review of Draft EIS Spring, 2016 Summer 2016 (60 days)
Development of Final EIS Summer, 2016 Fall, 2016
Final EIS Comment Period Fall, 2016 Winter, 2016 (30 days)

Record of Decision

Spring, 2017
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Bob Alexander
321 Rosa L. Parks Blvd., Nashville, TN

The continued disposal of solid waste/CCR at Bull Run Fossil also entails potentially substantial
changes in wastewater discharges to the Clinch River. The discussion of the project and the
affected environment, i.e. surface waters, must address the potential direct impacts occurring
from this program/project and must address any required mitigation of these impacts.

Request the EIS specifically address the wastewater treatment requirements which will arise
from conversion to dry ash management at Bull Run Fossil. Changes must be identified in
wastewater volume and characteristics occurring after ceasing to sluice bottom ash and after
startup of the FGD/bottom ash dewatering system, and must be compared to existing conditions
in the discharge to the Clinch River. These changes, along with the capability of the existing
treatment system, must be assessed and any needed alternative treatment technologies must be
evaluated in light of the pending final EPA Effluent Limitations Guidelines, or ELGs, for the
Steam Electric Power industrial sector. These ELGs are expected to become final in Fall 2015
and would be in effect during the completion of this EIS.

Chuck Bowman
110 Henderson Bend Road, Knoxville, TN

Consideration should be given to using the resulting gypsum as raw material for sheet-rock as is
done at the Cumberland Steam Plant. I understand that a large part of the cost of using power
plant gypsum in the cost of dewatering which is now to be done in any event.

I understand that this alternative was considered previously but was objected to by the city of
Oak Ridge due to the need to transport over their roads. However, since it is to be solidified on
site, that objection may no longer be valid.

Richard Shipley
3530 Oakvilla Lane, Knoxville, TN

While I wish TVA would shut all coal fired power plants I understand the need to balance cheap,
reliable energy production against cleaner air. If investing in Nuclear power is not the choice at
this time I would prefer TVA move to dry storage of coal ash to prevent another disaster similar
to the one that occurred in Kingston, TN. My only concern with expanding the coal ash storage
at TVA Bull Run is the destruction of the beautiful field and ridgeline along the East side of
Henderson Hollow Road. While I understand TV A paid fair market value, along with other costs
to the families living along Henderson Hollow, it would be nice to see the fields on the East side
of the road preserved. TVA officials are very aware these fields support deer, turkey, waterfowl,
and many other species of animals. If TVA moves forward with expansion in the area of
Henderson Hollow it would be nice to see the total height of the pile reduced. The current
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storage area has become a gray mountain protruding into the evening skyline that appears
obviously out of place in the valley. From Edgemore Road the coal ash pile appears as a giant
moonscape. When coming North on Henderson Hollow it is the first thing you see when topping
over the ridge line. The barren gray mountain is an awful neighbor.

TVA has taken great strides in cleaning its image. It is my sincerest hope that TVA continues
down that path by listening to those most affected by this decision and reducing the height of the
storage pile. Please consider the addition of native trees to the man-made mountain of ash if it
doesn’t affect the integrity of the storage membrane. Creating a standoff or buffer around the ash
storage cell would be very beneficial. Thank you for your consideration of this mater.

Sincerely,

Richard Shipley
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Anita E. Masters, NEPA Project Manager
Tennessee Valley Authority

1101 Market Street, BE. 4A

Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402
aemasters@tva gov

Via Electronic Mail

July 2. 2015

Be:  Scoping Conunents on TVA's Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Coal
Combustion Residuals from the Bull Bun Fossil Plant

Dear Ms. Masters,

The Southern Alliance for Clean Energy. Tennessee Clean Water Network, Southern
Environmental Law Center, Environmental Integrity Project, Sierra Club, Statewide Organizing
for Community eMpowerment and Earthjustice submit the following comments for the scope of
the Tennessee Valley Authority’s (“TWVA™) Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS™) for the
Dispesal of Coal Combustion Residuals from the Bull Run Fossil Plant. We appreciate the
opportunity to weigh in prior to the formation of the EIS.

L Comments on the Legal Requirements for Scope of Analysis Required in ETS

The Mational Environmental Policy Act (“INEPA™) is “our basic national charter for protection of
the environment. " Other environmental statutes focus on particular media (like atr, water or
land), specific natural resources (such as wilderness areas. or endangered plants and animals). or
discrete activities (such as mining, infroducing new chemicals, or generating, handling or
disposing of hazardous substances). In contrast, NEPA applies broadly “to promote efforts which

will prevent or eliminate damage to the envirenment. ™ “[WEPA] has “twin aims. First, it places
upon [a federal] agency the obligation to consider every significant aspect of the environmental

' 40 CFR. § 1500.1(a).
'NEPA §2.42USC. §432L
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impact of a proposed action. Second, it ensures that the agency will inform the public that it has
indeed considered environmental concerns in its decision-making prt:u:u::ss."“3

A. Purpose and Need
NEPA requires TVA to “briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency iz
respending in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.™ TVA “cannot define a
project's purpose and need so narrowly that it contravenes NEPA's mandate to evaluate

reasonable alternatives.™

The Scoping Notice appears to identify “expanding [TV A’s] capacity for managing CCRs™ at
Bull Bun Fossil Plant as the purpose and need for the proposed action, malking additional storage
a foregone conclusion and precluding the consideration of reasonable alternatives, including
cessation of coal-fired generation at Bull Bun Fossil Plant. To achieve NEPA s purposes of full
disclosure and consideration of environmental impacts associated with the proposed action and
alternatives, the underlying purpose and need must not be defined so narrowly. TVA omst re-
characterize the purpose and need as “addressing the limited storage capacity for dry stack
CCEs” at Bull Fun Fossil Plant in order to properly evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives in
the EIS.

B. Alternatives
The alternatives analysis 13 “the heart of the environmental impact statement ™ In evaluating
alternatives, TVA is required to “[r]igorously explore and objectively evalvate all reasonable
alternatives.”™ “Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using commen sense, rather than simply desirable frem
the standpoint of the ap]:h]_ica.11'r.“S The discussion in the EIS must “present the environmental

impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form. thus sharply defining the issnes

! Earn v. Bureau of Land Management, 234 F.3d 1062, 1066 (% Cir. 2002) (quoting Baltimere Gas & Elec. Co. v.
Narural Res. Def Council, Inc., 462705, 87, 97 (1983)) (internal quotations and citations omitted, alteration in
ornginal).

40 CFE. §1502.15.

* Coal. for Advancement of Reg'] Transp. v. Fed Highway Admin., 576 F. App's 477, 487 (6th Cir. 2014} {quoting
Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busay, 938 F.24 190, 196 (D.C.Cr 19917).

*40CEFR. §150214.

A0 CFER 5150214

* Forty Most Asked Questions Concemning CEQ's National Environmentz] Policy Act Regulations, 46 Fed Reg.
1802601 (March 23, 1981).
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and providing a clear basis for cheice among options by the decisionmaker and the pub]iu:."g The
EIS mmst include consideration of a “no-action” alternative as well as other reasonable

alternatives. '

In the Scoping Notice, TVA identifies a range of alternatives that it plans to consider in the EIS,
including (1) construction of a new CCE. storage area onsite; (2) hanling CCE. to an existing
permitted landfill; and (3) constructing a new CCR storage area offsite and hanling CCE to it. In
addition. TVA states that it will consider a “"Wo Action” Altemative under which TVA would
not seek additional storage capacity for CCR from BRE.-H

The “no-action™ alternative should evaluate the impacts of an agency’s choice not to take action,
including the impacts of predictable actions by others based on the agency’s decision not to act?
It iz not clear from the description of the no-action alternative in the Scoping Notice how TVA
plans to analyze the environmental consequences associated with continuing to dispose of CCE.
in an overflowing landfill and other coal ash disposal areas that will trigger corrective action
under federal law. One predictable consequence of that cheice would be enforcement by the
State of Tennessee or citizens, which could ultimately lead to temporary or permanent cessation
of coal-fired generation at Bull Fun Fossil Plant. Thus, in evaluating the no-action alternative,
TVA must talce into account the impacts of temporary or permanent cessation of coal-fired
generation at Bull Fun Fossil Plant.

Siumilarly, TVA must consider retirement of Bull Fun Fossil Plant as a reasonable alternative to
the proposed action. As noted abowve, TVA cannot dismiss an alternative simply because it is not
“desirable”™ from TVA’s standpoint. Although the Scoping Notice makes the conclusory
assumption that Bull Bun Fossil Plant “is one of TVAs coal plants that is planned to continne
operating in the '.ﬁ;l'm*v&.-__"13 it offers no explanation of why retirement of the coal-fired vnits at
Bull Fun would be technically or economically infeasible. Ovver the past few years, TVA has
amnounced retirtements of all vnits at Allen, Colbert, Johnsonville, Widows Creek and John

*40 CFE. 5150214

"I id § 1508.25.

" g eoping Notice at 3-4.

'* Forty Most Azked Questions Concerning CEQ) s Mational Frrironmental Paliey Act Regulations, 46 Fed. Res.
183026-01 (March 23, 1981).

¥ S roping Notice at 3.
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Sevier, as well as some umits at Paradize and Shawnee.'* TVA’s most recent retirement
announcement was the last operational unit at Widows Creek. citing lack of CCE. storage and the
expense of complying with EPA’s new CCER. mule as primary drivers for the retirement ° A
Google data center, powered by 100 percent renewable energy, will replace the coal-fired units at
Widows Creek ®

As TVA recognizes in its draft 2013 IRP, coal generation is increasingly uneconomic, and
changing environmental standards for carbon emissions will drive retirement decisions within
the next ten j.rv.ea.ts.1F Given the regulatory vncertainty and economic volnerability associated with
coal-fired generation, TWVA mmst consider retirement of the coal-fired units at Bull Bun as a
reasonable alternative to additional storage capacity for CCRs in its EIS.

C. Cumulative Impacis

In addition to examining a reasonable range of alternatives, NEPA also requires TVA to identify
connected and cummlative actions and to analyze the cunmlative impacts of its proposed action in
relation to those actions.'® Actions are connected if they are “interdependent parts of a larger
action and depend on the larger action for theirju&tii'tcatioﬂ.""lp A cummlative action is an action
that “when viewed with other proposed actions have cumulatively significant impacts and should
therefore be discussed in the same impact statement. ™" Cumulative impacts are “the mcremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions A
These impacts “can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking

place over a period of time, ™

" TVA, Draft 2013 Intezrated Resource Plan 40 (March 2015).

" TVA, TVA Board Updzted on Operztions at its Quarterly Meetngz (May 7, 2015), available at
bt tva. comynews relezses aprun | Sboard meet 3-7-13 himl

B TWVA, Google Chooses TVA Site for Next Data Center (Tume 24, 2015), available at
bt tva. comy newrs'releases apron 1 5'roogle himl.

T TWA, Draft 2015 Integrated Resource Plan 91 (March 2015).

" 40 CFE_ §1508.25.

I H.

I,

Y40 CFER 515087

2
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Among the concerns TVA is required to consider is the Project’s impact on climate change.B
And, as both the Supreme Court and the Council on Environmental Qality have recognized.,
becaunse climate change is necessarily a global problem. it can only be addressed incrementally
by reducing or eliminating emissions from many individual relatively small sources.”* The Bull

Fun Foszil Plant i= one such source.

The Scoping Notice does not identify any connected or cuunmlative actions that will be analyzed
in the EIS. Nor does it identify any cumulative impacts. Based upon the limited information in
the Scoping Notice, connected and cumulative actions, and the cuomulative impacts associated
with them, that must be analyzed in the EIS, inclnde, but are not limited to:
*  Copal mining, incloding any coal sourced from mines that engage in mountain-top
removal;
* Impact of no lenger burning any percentage of Appalachian coal in Bull Bun’s beiler;
* Transportation of coal to Bull Bun;
* Coal combustion including impacts from commen air pollutants and carbon pollutants;
*  Dewatering, including water quality impacts;
*  Closure of existing coal ash pends;
*  Storage, including water guality impacts from existing coal ash ponds and fogitive dust
from existing diy storage;
*  Tmpact on wildlife and endangered species.

In addition, to the extent that TVA intends to use the proposed action as a model for storage of
CCEs at its other coal-fired plants, the cumulative impacts associated with replicating the
proposed action across its fleet, including the above-mentioned comulative impacts, should be
analyzed in the EIS.%

* Couneil on Envirommental Quality, Draft Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change under
WEPA 8-10 (December 2014} {*Thaft Climate Change Guidance™).

¥ Massachusens v. EPA, 549 115497, 524 (2007); Draft Climate Change Guidance at 9 (“Govemment action
oeccurs incrementally, program-by-program and step-by-step, and climate impacts are not atmbutable to any smgle
acton, but are exacerbated by a series of smaller decisions, including decisions made by govermment. ™).

Y A0 CFF §1508.25.
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II. Comments on Specific Environmental Impacts Required to be Included in EIS

As laid out in TVA’s notice, we agree that the following environmental impacts analysis must be
included in the EIS:

* Water resources (surface water, groundwater quality, and nse);
*  Vegetation:

»  Wildlife;

*  Aguatic ecology;

* Endangered and threatened species;

* Floodplains and wetlands;

*  Geology:

+* Land use;

* Transportation;

* Recreational and managed areas;

*  Visual resources;

* Archaeclogical and historic resources;
*  Solid and hazardons waste;

*  Public health and safety;

+  TNoise;

*  Airquality and climate change;

*  Socioceconomics and envircnmental justice

As TVA notes in the request for comments, the TWVA Board of Directors decided to phase out
wet handling and storage of fly ash six vears ago. We strongly suppeort that decision and remain
heopeful that TVA will accomplish the goal as soon as possible. It is unforfunate. however, that as
TVA wotks to convert its coal fleet to dry handling it has systematically failed to admit the
legacy of contaminated grouwndwater across all of its coal facilities. Existing coal ash disposal
also presents risks to human health and the environment through air, sodl, surface water, and
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sediment exposure pathways. TVA must evaluate the risks that these exposure pathways pose

currently, and must also evaluate the extent of the risks associated with new disposal areas.

Currently, the groundwater beneath the Bull Run site is contaminated; the contamination is
cansed by decades of vnsafe coal ash disposal at the site. This EIS represents an important
opportuaity for TVA to change cowrse on this issue and address its legacy contamination  The
options that TVA is considering for dry ash handling towch on all existing ash disposal areas,
therefore the EIS mmst fully evaluate the environmental impacts of coal ash site-wide:

* IfTVA opts for a new coal ash landfill. then it will have to close some or all of the
existing ash disposal areas, and how TVA chooses to close them will have important
envitcnmental consequences. In addition, a new landfill will have to conform to the
requirements of EPA’s new Besource Conservation and Recovery Act (("R.CEA”) Subtitle
D rule for coal ash (see detailed comments on that point below).

*  TVA is also considering “hauling [coal ash] to an existing permitted landfill ™ If that
landfill is the existing. on-site coal ash landfill TVA should directly address the cngoing
groundwater contamination at that landfill (see below), explain how it happened. and
explain in detail how they will prevent it from happening in an expansion (which would
also be regulated as a new landfill under the EPA RCEA mile).

*  TFinally, TVA nmst describe in sufficient detail the affected environment or “baseline™
conditions and the “No Action™ alternative. Answering the question “Is an offsite landfill
better than ongoing, onsite ash disposal, from an environmental perspective?” requires an
accurate characterization of the current baseline in the description of the affected
envircnment and of future conditions under the No Action alternative. The public mmst
be informed about the extent of contamination at Bull Bun under the baseline condition in
order to form eduecated opinions about environmental impacts of the alternatives. And if
TVA were to adopt the “No Action” alternative, it would be perpetnating site-wide
groundwater contamination by continuing to add coal ash to disposal areas that are
Inown to be leaking. at least until enforcement required coal-fired generation to cease.

As an overarching matter. TVA must take responsibility for existing contamination. In the past,
TWVA has attempted to evade the issue. TVA has asserted that the level of current groundwater
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sediment exposure pathways. TVA must evaluate the risks that these exposure pathways pose

currently, and mmst alse evaluate the extent of the risks associated with new disposal areas.

Currently, the groundwater beneath the Bull Fun site is contaminated; the contamination is
cansed by decades of unsafe coal ash disposal at the site. This EIS represents an important
opportunity for TVA to change course on this issue and address its legacy contamination  The
options that TVA is considering for dry ash handling touch on all existing ash disposal areas,
therefore the EIS nmst filly evaluate the environmental impacts of coal ash site-wide:

* IfTVA opts for a new coal ash landfill. then it will have to close some or all of the
exizting ash disposal areas, and how TVA chooses to close them will have important
environmental consequences. In addition, a new landfill will have to conform to the
requirements of EPA’s new Fesource Conservation and Recovery Act ("RCEA™) Subtitle
D rale for coal ash (see detailed comments on that point below).

* TVA is also considering “hauling [coal ash] to an existing permitted landfill.™ If that
landfill is the existing, on-site coal ash landfill. TV A should directly address the ongoing
groundwater contamination at that landfill (see below), explain how it happened. and
explain in detail how they will prevent it from happening in an expansion (which would
also be regulated as a new landfill nnder the EPA RCEA mle).

*  TFinally, TVA mmst deseribe in sufficient detail the affected enviromment or “baseline™
conditions and the “No Action™ alternative. Answering the question “Is an offsite landfill
better than ongoing, onsite ash disposal, from an environmental perspective?” requires an
accurate characterization of the current baseline in the description of the affected
environment and of future conditions under the No Action alternative. The public mmst
be informed about the extent of contamination at Bull Run under the baseline condition in
order to form educated opinions about environmental impacts of the alternatives. And if
TWVA were to adopt the “No Action” alternative, it would be perpetuating site-wide
groundwater contamination by continuing to add coal ash to disposal areas that are
Inown to be leaking. at least until enforcement recuired coal-fired generation to cease.

As an overarching matter, TWVA nmst take responsibility for existing contamination. In the past,
TVA has attempted to evade the issue. TVA has asserted that the level of current groundwater
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contamination is not in violation of groundwater quality standards (which ignores high levels of
pollutants, like boron, that do not currently have standards), or has tried to argue that
contamination is naturally occurring. Additionally, TVA has failed to monitor groundwater for
coal ash indicator ]:l-c:allm"am:s.2':s
For example, in the Febmmary 2014 report for Bull Bun’s Dry Fly Ash Landfill, TVA concluded
that “[g]roundwater analytical data for the Febmary 3-6, 2014, sampling event show no evidence
of contamination from the dry fly ash landfill ™’ This statement is plainly false. and is
contradicted by TVA’s own monitoring results. Downgradient well FA5E. was sampled twice in
February 2014. TVA found boron concentrations of 19.4 and 19.5 mg/T., the highest
concentrations measured to date in a well that has shown steadily increasing boron levels since it
was installed in 2008.*® These concentrations are 100 times higher than background
concentrations in upgradient well I (consistently less than 0.2 mg/T). so they are clearly cansed
by the coal ash landfill and they are unsafe. being mmch higher than the EPA Child Health
Advisory for boron (3 mg/L). As described in more detail below, manganese, sulfate and
molybdenum concentrations in this well were also unsafe and alse exceed npgradient

concentrations by large marging.

In the EIS, TVA should provide an honest assessment of all of the information that it has on
hand regarding the extent of coal ash-related groundwater contamination at Bull Run™ An
example of the straightforward language the public will expect to see in the EIS exists in the
Februvary 2014 grovndwater menitoring report for the Shawnee plant, where TV A admitted that
“statistical findings indicate coal-combustion by-product effects on groundwater beneath and

¥ Lee generally Emaironmental Integrity Project, TVA's Toxe Legacy: Groundwater Contamimated by Tennessee
Valley Awthonty Coal Ash (November 2013); see also TVA, Bull Bun Fossil Plant Gypsum'Coal Ash Landfill
February 2014 Groundwater Momitoring Report (Apr. 3 2014) (stabmg that “constituent concentrations reported for
all zamples were below TDEC maxmum contanmmant levels™ and finding “no GWES [Groundwater Protection
Standards] excephons at the site.” but iznonng elevated and unsafe concentrations of coal ash pollutants boron,
molybdenum, and sulfate).

¥ TWA, Groundwater assessment monitoring report — February 2014, 8 (Mar. 25, 2014).

*% Wa recently received sampling data from Augnst 2014, when the boron concentration in well 43R reached a new
high of 20.1 mgT. roughly seven times higher than the EPA Child Health Advisery of 3 mgT.

* Tn order to provide this asseszment, TVA should not discontinue monitering for coal 2sh indicator pallutants in
wells that have previoushy shown hugh levels of these pollutanis.
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downgradient of the special waste landfill” based on high concentrations of boron, molybdenum,

swlfate, and other ]:H:n]lu'ﬁaJIr's.3':I

As described in more detail below, it is indisputable that the coal ash disposal areas at Bull Run
have contaminated the groundwater beneath the plant. Under the requirements of RCRA, TVA
will eventually have to close these disposal units and/or take corrective action. For the EIS
process to have any legitimacy, TWVA must be more transparent about the extent. canse, and
remedial implications of the contamination.

IT. Baseline Groundwater Quality

The Bull Run plant currently has five distinet ash disposal areas: A bottom ash disposal area
(Area 1), a gypsum disposal area (Area 2A). an impoundment area that includes a fly ash pond
and a stilling pond (Area 2). a dry fly ash landfill. and an abandoned dredge cell ! TVA mmst
evaluate groundwater quality at each of these areas and provide the public with details about how
it intends to manage these areas in the future, including details abowt how it intends to remediate
known groundwater contamination. The following sections discuss currently available

monitoring data at each disposal area

Area 1: Bottom ash disposal area. TVA's bottom ash disposal area was built over an
old fly ash pond on the banls of the Clinch River. As of 2010, the area had a 20-foot
thick laver of bottom ash stacked on top of a 30-foot thick layer of fly ash. The water
table comes up to ronghly where the fly ash and bottom ash layers meet, meaning that
most of the fly ash, and some of the bottom ash_ is saturated with gmunrmfl'rd.rah.'zr.32

Not surprisingly, groundwater downgradient of the bottom ash disposal area shows all of
the hallmarks of coal ash contammnation As shown in Table 1 below, average
concentrations of boron and sulfate. well-kmown coal ash i.ndicamrs._H are much higher in

0 TWA, letter to Deborah Delong, Eentucky Division of Waste Management, transmitting February 2014 quarterly
eroundwater report for Shavwmes Fossil Plant Special Waste Landfill (Apr. 25, 2014)

" Stantec Consulting Serices, Inc | Report af Phasze 1 Faciliny Azseszment, Tennezses, Table A1 (Tune 24, 2009).
* Stanter Consulting Services, Inc., Report of Geotechnical Fxploration — Bull Bun Fos=il Plant, pdf pages 889 ar
seg. (Apr. 12, 2010).

¥ Bee ag. J0CFER § 257 App. I listing boron and sulfate as “constitnents for detection monitering™ at eoal ash
dizposal unats.
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downgradient wells 47 and 48 than they are in upgradient well 1. Concentrations of
cobalt and molyvbdenum_ also associated with coal ash.** show the same pattern.

Table 1: Mean groundwater concentrations in wells surrounding the Bull Run

bottom ash disposal area (based on data from 2008-2014)*

Boron Sulfate Cobalt Molybdenn

(mg/L) (mg/L) {ug/L) m (ug)
Upgradient well 1 0.16 7 4 10
ff“g‘“d’m well 2.1 810 10 40
owngradicat weel 1.8 1577 16 10

The bottom ash disposal area has obviously contaminated the groundwater, which is now
unsafe to drink as downgradient concentrations of sulfate cobalt and molybdennm hawve
all exceeded health-based federal puidelines for drinking water t:ma].-ir_';r.Ri To the extent
that the contamination migrates into the Clinch River, it is also contammating sediments
and surface water.

Area 2A: Gypsum disposal area. The gypsum disposal area is located next to the
bottom ash area and, like that area, is built over a thick (roughly 20 feet) layer of fly ash
from a former ash pond. The dikes of the gypsum disposal area are constructed of bottom
ash. Groundwater saturates parts of both the fly ash and bottom ash la'_l,ren.;?

There are two groundwater monitoring wells downgradient of the gypsum disposal area.
'ell 49 shows clear evidence of coal ash contamination. with high concentrations of

boron, sulfate, and molybdenum.

* Ceeid at Appendix IV, listing “constituents for asseszment monitoring.™

AN data taken from TVA sroumdwater monitoring reports; for averaging purposes, nondetects were treated as
bemg present at the detection level.

¥ Sulfate concentrations have been as high as 1800 me/L, well above the FPA Drinking Water Advisory of 500
mzL; cobalt concentrations as high as 100 ug'L exceed the EPA Fegional Screening Level for tapwater (6 ug/L);
and molvbdenum concentrations of up to 67 uz'L exceed the EPA Lifetinee Health advisory of 40 ugL.

7 Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., Report of Geotechnical Exploration — Bull Bxm Fossil Plant, pdf pages 839 e
seg. (Apr. 12, 2010).

10
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Table 2: Mean groundwater concentrations in wells surrounding the Bull Run
gvpsum disposal area (based on data from 2{ZI'[I'S-E'IZI'1-I}‘5:ﬁ

Boron Sulfate Cobalt Molybdenum
(mg/L) (mg/L) (ugL) (ug/L)
Upgradient well 1 0.16 7 4 10
Downgradient well 13 431 4 Gon
49
l;:»::-v.rngtadlenr well 019 2 1 4

Area 2: Impoundment and sdlling pond. The fly ash impoundment and stilling pond
are constructed with a base at an elevation of roughly 780 feet. The local water table
could be defined as the elevation of water in the pends (roughly 805 feet) or the elevation
of nearby groundwater (roughly the same elevation) or, at a mininmum, the elevation of
the Clinch River (roughly 793 feet). In any case, the base of this unlined impovndment
complex is well below the water table, which facilitates the migration of leachate from
the thick layer of accumulated ceal ash in the impoundment. Available monitoring data
are limited to three shallow wells screened in the clay dikes between the impoundments
and the river. Since TVA rarely measures coal ash indicators in these wells, we do not
have a good sense of the extent of contamination in this area. We do know that well 10-
52 has arsenic concentrations roughly three times higher than the Maxinmm Contaminant
Level (*MCL") for arsenic.

Dry fly ash landfill. The Bull Run fly ash landfill which TVA has been using since
1982, is monitored by three downgradient wells (G, I, and 45R), which can be compared
to upgradient well I. Well 43R was installed in 2009 to replace well 45. All downgradient
wells show clear evidence of contanunation, with particularly high concentrations of coal
ash indicators in wells 45 and 45F.

® Al data taken from TVA groumdwater monitoring reports; for averaging puposes, nondstects were treated as
bemng present at the detecton level.

11
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Table 3: Mean groundwater concentrations in wells surrounding the Bull Run dry
fly ash landfill area (based on data from 101}8-101-1}‘“

Boron (mg/L) | Sulfate (mg/L) Manganese
(ug/L)
Upgradient well I (eye) 0.2 49 10
Downgradient well G 1.2 210 60
Downgradient well J 1.1 367 80
Downgradient well 45 (2008-2009) 4.2 o110 10,000
Downgradient well 45E. (2009-2014) 15.8 1,500 6,400

East-West Dredge Cell. According to a 2009 engineering report, TVA disposed of fly
ash in this area between 1981 and 1995.* Although all of that fly ash 13 presumably still
in place, and despite known seepage along the base of the a.rea_."l TVA does not monitor
the groundwater around the dredge cell. It is nonetheless likely that the grouwndwater
this area is contaminated. Accordingly. TVA nmst investigate and characterize conditions
in the EastWest Dredge cell. including seepage and groundwater quality. and to restore

the area to its original condition.
IV.  Federal Legal Requirements for Coal Ash Disposal.

In April of this year, EPA propmlzated a coal ash disposal regulation under RCRA ™ The
regulation imposes a number of important requirements on TVA, requirements that affect both
current and fiture coal ash disposal and storage. These include, but are not limited to, the

following:

* Existing coal ash ponds, and all new coal ash disposal areas, must be built at least five
feet above the vppermost groundwater aquifer. The Bull Fun fly ash impoundment fails
this requirement and therefore mmst be closed per RCRA regulations. TVA nmst also
demenstrate that any new ceal ash landfill is at least five feet above local groundwater.

¥ A1l data taken from TVA groundwater monitoring reports; for averaging purposes, nondetects were treated as
bemng present at the detection level.

! Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., Report of Phass [ Facility Assessment, Tennessss, Bull Run Fossil Plar,
Ea:z-"ﬂ"s.sr Dredge Call [pdf pages 89 et seq.] (Tune 24, 2009).

Id.
4115 EPA, Hazardous and Solid Waste Management System; Disposal of Coal Combustion Residuals From
Electnie Unhties; Final Eule, 80 FE. 21302 (Apr. 17, 2015); 40 CFE.§ 257.
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*  New coal ash disposal areas cannot be built in wetlands, fault areas, or seismic impact

ZONES.

* New coal ash disposal areas cannot be built in geclogically nnstable areas, such as areas
with karst bedrock.

*  New coal ash landfills must have compeosite liners and leachate collection systems.

* TWVA (and other owners and operators) mmst prepare and follow fogitive dust control
plans for all coal ash disposal areas.

*  TVA nmst design and mantain run-en and ron-off control systems for all coal ash

landfills.

*  TWVA nmst monitor the groundwater around all active coal ash disposal areas for boron,
caleinm. chleride, flnoride. pH. sulfate. and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS).

* If downgradient groundwater wells show any of the above-listed monitoring parameters
at concentrations that exceed background. TVA must also momitor for antimony. arsenic,
barivm, beryllinm, cadmimm, chrommm, cobalt, lead, lithinm mercury, molybdennm
seleninm thallivm, and radinm 226/228; these are collectively defined as “assessment

monitoring” constituents in the mile.

* Existing. unlined surface impoundments must be closed if they canse assessment
monitoring constitoents to exceed the gronndwater standards prescribed by the mle.

*  For all landfills that canse assessment monitoring exceedances, TVA nmst undertake
corrective measuwres “to prevent fiurther releases, to remediate any releases and to restore

affected areas to criginal conditions.”™

* The mle also provides requirements for how TVA must close its coal ash disposal areas,

inchiding requirements for post-closure care.

* 40 CFR § 257.96(z).

13
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V. Other Environmental Impacts of Coal Ash Disposal

Coeal ash disposal presents risks to human health and the environment through mmltiple exposure
pathways. The groundwater risks at Bull Run are clear from the evidence described above.
Other pathways have not been examined at Bull Bun specifically, but are likely to be present.
The potential risks from these other pathways are laid owt in the risk assessment for the RCRA
coal ash rule **

Ceal ash that becomes airborne can present inhalation risks to human health. The risk
assessment predicted significant risls from arsenic and fine particulate matter, or PM2.5_ at
landfills that are not adegquately controlled ¥

Adrborne coal ash eventually settles, and after it settles it can present risks to human health or the
environment through soil exposure or through the food chain. The risk assessment stated that
“[w]nder the vncontrolled management scenario, thallinm was found to pose human health risks
for mmltiple pathways [exposure to contaminated soil, milk and beef], while multiple
constituents were found to pose ecological risks for soil and sediment. ™ The contaminants

posing ecological risks include antimony, arsenic. boron, selenium  silver. and vanadinm ¥’

The risk assessment predicted significant risks to ecological receptors exposed directly to water
in coal ash impoundments. The contaminants posing risks include alominnm. arsenic, barium,
beryllinm, boron, cadminm, chloride, chrominm, selenivm, and vanadmm *

Finally. as contaminated groundwater nugrates into surface water, the surface water and
sediment become contaminated. The risk assessment found significant risks to ecological
receptors from surface water contaminated in this way. Specifically. under certain conditions
boron {from impoundments with FGD waste) and cadminm (from impoundments with ash and

# U5 EPA, Human and Ecological Risk Assessment of Coal Combustion Residuals (Dec. 2014).
T4 at 3-7,3-24. FPA did not model this pathway in its fill probabilistic modal

% Id. at 3-16, 3-24. Agaim EPA did not model these pathways in its full probabilistic model.

7

I
% I at 3-26.
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coal refuse)) both present significant risks ¥ At the screening level, EPA predicted ecological
risks from many contaminants in both surface water and sediment ™

VI. Requirements of an Environmental Impact Analysis

At a mininmm, TVA mmst fully charactenize the existing coal ash deposits at the site and the
groundwater, surface water, soil, sediment, and air contamination being caused by these deposits;
maodel future contamination through each of the above-named exposure pathways under each
alternative, including the no action alternative; and explain how it intends to remediate existing
contamination, as regquired by federal law. Specifically. TVA mmust do the following:

1. Groundwater guality data. For each disposal area, including the bottom ash disposal
area (Area 1), the gypsum disposal area (Area 2A), the impoundment area that includes a
fly ash pond and a stilling pend (Area 2), the dry fly ash landfill and the East/West
dredge cell. TVA must fully characterize groundwater contamination nsing the now well-
known indicators of coal ash pellution — boron, sulfate. Total Dissolved Solid (TDS), and
the other pollutants listed in Appendix IIT of the RCRA coal ash rule *! For each of these
pollutants, TVA mupst assess npgradient and downgradient grouvndwater quality and
identify all downgradient exceedances. Downgradient wells mmust be located in locations
and at depths appropriate for detecting likely groundwater migration pathways.
Upgradient wells nmst be located sufficiently far away from coal ash disposal areas to be
safely nnaffected by coal ash. As discussed above, TVA has already generated mmch of
this evidence, and to the extent that the data are sufficient and appropriate, TVA must nse

existing data in its analysis.

As discussed above, the existing database already shows widespread coal ash
contamination. Therefore, TVA mmust also assess upegradient and downgradient
groundwater gquality for all of the pollutants listed in Appendix IV of the RCEA mle.
Again_to the extent that the data are appropriate, TVA must use existing data in its

analysis.

I at 5-8.
. at 3-25.
1 40 CFR. § 257 Appendix I,
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2. Fly ash impoundment closure. TVA will be required by law to close the fly ash
impounndment becanse it is built below the water table. This is a connected and
cumulative action, and TWVA must provide a detailed plan. including a timeline, for
closure of that pond in the EIS. Since the ash in this fly ash pond is saturated with
gronndwater, the only envircnmentally safe way of closing the pond 15 to remeove all of
the ash. The EIS mmst specifically explain how and when this will happen and identify
potential permanent storage options for the ash onee it 1s removed.

3. Corrective action and closure of other coal ash disposal areas. TVA will eventually
be required to undertake corrective action at the bottom ash and gypsum storage areas
and the dry fly ash landfill, due to these areas contribution to the contamination of local
gronndwater. Again, this corrective action should be viewed as a connected and
cumulative action, and TWVA mmst provide a detailed plan including a timeline for
corrective action. Since the ash in the bottom ash and gypsum storage areas is saturated
with groundwater, the only environmentally safe way of clesing these areas is to remove
all of the ash. The EIS must specifically explain how and when this will happen, and how
and when TVA will properly close each area. The EIS must also provide a detailed
explanation of how the corrective action plan will, as required by law, “restore affected

areas to original conditions.™ -

4. Hydrologic modeling. There is no doubt that most of the contaminated groundwater at
the Bull Fun site i3 migrating into Bull Run Creek and the Clinch River through
subsurface flow and through seep&.ﬂ This surface water pollution presents a public health
threat: Less than half a mile downstream, the West Enox Utility District withdraws
roughly 1 million gallons per day for use as the water supply for 48120 ]:w.=:|:|p|113.5"r In
addition approximately 4.6 miles downstream of the ash pond outfall. the City of Oak
Ridge withdraws 10.2 million gallons per day for nse as the water supply for roughly

* 40 CFR. § 257.96(z).

* The 2009 Stantec report cited above identified seeps at every Bull Rum coal ash disposal area. Stantec Consulting
Servces, Inc., Report of Phase 1 Faclity Assezzmemi, Tenmessee, Bull Run Fozzil Plant (June 24, 2009},

#* USGS Public Water Supply Systems and Associated Water Uses in Tennessee, 2003,

http:/fpubs uses. gorn'of 2010 1226/pdflofr 2010~ 1225 pdf (zhowing water use at the West Encx Unlity Distnet to be
0.984 mulhion gallons per dav, serving 48,120 people); US Army Corps of Enpineers, Tennessee River Navigation
Charts, Chart 111, http-/edm 1802 ] contentdm ocle.org’cdm'ref collection'p 16021 coll]l (id/132 (Tan. 2013}
(showing West Enox Tality DThshict pump station at river mile 46).
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30,000 people (among other v.sv::s]l-.:'-S The surface water pollution also presents an
ecological threat ** TVA mmust provide long-term modeling of this pollution pathway in
order to provide the public with a meaningfinl sense of how significant this pollution load
15 going to be over the coming decades.

5. Surface water guality monitoring. TVA must also monitor surface water in Bull Fun
Creek and the Clinch Fiver, immediately vpstream and downstream of the plant. using

methods that are sufficiently sensitive to detect pollutants of concern

6. Sediment guality monitoring. In addition many of the metals that are being discharged
into the two water bodies settle out into sediment, and nisk assessments have
demoenstrated a clear risk to ecological receptors through sediment EI]JGSIHE'.:-'? Given this
known exposure pathway and risk, TWVA must sample the sediment along both shorelines,
and compare sediment sampling results to appropriate risk-based thresholds for sediment
quality. ¥

Remediation. To the extent that any of the above analyses show a risk to human health
or ecological integrity, TVA mmst explain how it intends to restore the area to its original

condition.

8. Fugitive dust. Several exposure pathways begin with fugitive dust. TWVA nmst estimate
these risks and explain how it will control fugitive dust under each Alternative.

* Tennessee Department of Ervirorment and Conservation, NPDES permit for the Bull Run Fos=il Plant (Sep. 30,
2010 (locating Craifall 001 at Clinch Bover male 46.3); US Armoy Corps of Enpineers, Tennessee River Navigaton
Charts, Chart 110, http-/'edm [ 6021 .contentdm ocle.org/cdm'reficollection'p 1602 1 coll 1 (Wid/122 (Tan. 2013}
(zhowing an mizke at the end of Pumphouse Foad, close to river mile 41.7); City of Ok Radge, Capatal
Improvements program for the Fiscal Years 2014-2019 (showing the Ozk Fidge raw water intake at the end of
Pumphouse Foad); USGS Public Water Supply Systems and Associated Water Tlzes in Tennessee, 2003,
htto:fpubs.uses. gonef 20101326/ pdfTofr 201 0-12 26 pdf (showing water use at the Ozk Ridge Department of Public
Works to be 10.2 million gallons par day, serving 2% 315 people).

% See eg.. U5 EPA, Human and Ecological Fisk Assessment of Coal Combustion Residuals, Table 5-3 (Dec.
2014) (chowing sizmficant scological rzks from exposure to boron and cadmiwm m swrface water certzin types of
coal ash impoundment).

1 Lee, a.g.. id at Table 3-T(zhowing siprificant ecological risks from exposure to antimorny, arsenic, silver, and
vanadium 1n sedmment under an “uncontrolled” coal ash disposal scenano). Note, bowever, that this nisk assessment
only locked at transpert of pollutants by wind and overland nineff, and not the hkely desmmant pathway of
subsrface transport. Thas nisk assessment 15 therefore likely to be a substanfial underestimate of the frue ecological
ik from sediment at coal plants.

* See, a.g. id. at Table E-3.
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9. Complete environmental analysis for each alternative. Finally, TVA must explain in
detail how each of the alternatives that it evaluates will impact the baseline condition and
the baseline risk. including groundwater quality and swrface water quality.

In order to comply with the requirements of NEPA, TVA must consider the aforementioned
environmental impacts analysis in its EIS for the Disposal of Coal Combustion Residnals from
the Bull Run Fossil Plant. Given that the impacts analysis included in this EIS may encompass
sitnilar environmental impacts associated with future decisions related to disposal of coal
combustion residuals at other coal plant facilities that TVA operates, it 1s important for TVA to
include all direct. comulative and connected environmental impacts in the Bull Fun EIS.

Please feel free to contact us with any questions or concerns related to these comments.

12

Page 22



Disposal of Coal Combustion Residuals from Bull Run Fossil Plant EIS — NOI Comments

Eespectfully submitted,

o U
Angela Garrone, Attorney
Southern Alliance for Clean Energy
P.O. Box 1842
Enoxville, TN 37901
phone: (865) 637-6055 x23
email: angela@cleanenergy.org

Amanda Garcia

Staff Attorney

Southern Environmental Law Center
The Bridge Building

2 Victory Avenue, Suite 300
Nashville, TN 37213

615-921-9470

agarcia@@selcin.org

Axel Ringe Conservation Chair
Tennessee Chapter Sierra Club
phone (363) 397-1840

email: onvxfarm@bellsouth net

Zachary Fabish Staff Attorney

Sierra Club Environmental Law Program
30F 5t NW, Eighth Floor

Washington, DC, 20009

Phome: (202) 673-7917

email: zachary fabishi sierrachob.org
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Stephanie Durman, Attorney
Temnezsee Clean Water Metwork
P.O. Box 1521

Enoocville, TH 37901

phone: (863) 522-7007 x102
emall: stephanie@tcwn.org

Abel Buss, Attorney

Envircnmental Integrity Project

1 Thomas Circle, Suite 900

Washington, DT 20005

phone: (202) 296-8800

email: amss@environmentalintegrity org

Mary Whittle, Attorney
Earthmstice

1617 John F. Kemnedy Blvd., Ste. 1673
Philadelphia, PA 19103

phone: {215) 717-4524

email: mwhittle@earthjustice org

Patrick Morales, President and Chair of E3
Committes

Statewide Organizing for Community
ebpowerment (SOCM)

2307 Mineral Springs Ave . Ste. D

Enoxville, TN 37917

phone: (423) 504-7314

emall: wemavbeback@live com
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Boulware, Karen

To: Elzinga, William J
Subject: RE: TVA BRF EIS_Scoping

From: Masters, Anita E [mailto:aemasters@tva.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 9:49 AM

To: Elzinga, William J

Subject: FW: Bull Run Dry Ash Storage Expansion

fyi

From: Masters, Anita E

Sent: Monday, June 29, 2015 8:48 AM

To: 'luke'

Subject: RE: Bull Run Dry Ash Storage Expansion

Mr. Swartz,

Thank you again for your inquiries. So far, TVA has communicated about the proposal—its so-called Notice of Intent—
via a publication in the Federal Register, a new release on TVA’s website, and an article in both The Daily Times and
Knoxville News Sentinel.

You are correct that the proposal has not yet been finalized. To the contrary, TVA is still in the early planning phases,
and this is the first request for comment on the issues to be addressed as TVA considers its options. Eventually, TVA will
publish a Draft EIS for public review after the completion of the alternative studies. That document will explain in detail
the locations that have been considered and whether or not these meet the project purpose and need. Maps will also
be provided in the Draft EIS. At that time, TVA will again solicit public and agency input on the proposal.

All of TVA’s current NEPA documents are available at http://www.tva.com/environment/reports/index.htm. In addition,
| have placed your name on my mailing list and will send you an email and link to the documents as soon as they are
available. You can stay current with the Bull Run environmental review process on this web page. You can provide your
comments on the website or via an email to me.

Sincerely,
Anita Masters

e Q Gerter ;/. /44//,;4

Project Environmental Planning
1101 Market Street, BR 4A
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402

(423) 751-8697

Privileged and Confidential - Pre-decisional Deliberative Document

NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information which may be TVA SENSITIVE, TVA RESTRICTED or TVA
CONFIDENTIAL. Any misuse or unauthorized disclosure can result in both civil and criminal penalties. If you are not the
intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If
you have received this communication in error, please notify me immediately by email and delete the original message.



From: luke [mailto:lukeswartz7@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2015 1:24 PM

To: Masters, Anita E

Subject: FW: Bull Run Dry Ash Storage Expansion

TVA External Message. Please use caution when opening.

Hello Anita,

| emailed you requesting clarification and additional information on 6/17/15 and have not heard back from
you.

Please respond ass soon as possible since the deadline for comments is next week. If you cannot give me the
info requested, please give me the contact info of someone who can.

Thank You,

Luke Swartz

From: lukeswartz7 @hotmail.com

To: aemasters@tva.gov

Subject: RE: Bull Run Dry Ash Storage Expansion
Date: Wed, 17 Jun 2015 11:46:28 -0400

Hello Anita,

Thank you for getting back to me about this project. | understand final decisions have not yet been made, but
from all reports that | have read and comments made by the TVA, some sort of communication was sent out
to the community. | am here to say that statement is completely untrue. | have talked to a few of my
neighboring property owners, and they have received no communication from the TVA either. It appears the
only communications have been to those whose property has been purchased for the proposed site off of Old
Edgemoor Rd.

| would like a couple things:

1. Please confirm your companies statements to the news outlets that this has been discussed with the
adjacent property owners and not just those whose properties were bought.

2. Send me any mailings or communications that have been sent to others in the community concerning
this proposal since discussions first started back in 2011 (or sooner if that is the case)

Also, it is my understanding that all comments need to be made by July 6th, 2015. How can | comment on a
proposal that has not yet been finalized? If | do not know the full area of the proposed site, how can |
comment regarding the scope and impact on me and my family? Information needs to be provided for me to
be able to make an informed comment.

| am not necessarily opposed to what I've "heard" is being proposed, but that's the problem, it is ALL
HEARSAY.



Once again, please provide me with any information you currently have, or give me the phone number of
someone who can answer my questions in a timely fashion. With the deadline for comments quickly
approaching, | do not want to get "the run-around" from anyone.

Please respond to my inquiries today. | apologize if this response seems a little harsh...that is not my intention.
My intention is only to place the expediency on this issue that it deserves.

Thank you in advance,

Luke Swartz

From: aemasters@tva.gov

To: lukeswartz7@hotmail.com

Subject: RE: Bull Run Dry Ash Storage Expansion
Date: Wed, 17 Jun 2015 15:14:22 +0000

Mr. Swartz,

I wanted to let you know that I received your email. At this fime TVA is in the process of scoping for
the subject project and no decision has been made.

I have placed you on the mailing list to receive the scoping report, draft environmental impact statement
(EIS), and final EIS. The scoping report will include a description of the need for the project,
alternatives that are being considered to address the need (including maps), and a timeline for the
environmental review of the project.

You can provide comments regarding the scope of the draft EIS for the Bull Run Fossil Plant Coal
Combustion Residuals Disposal at http://www.tva.com/environment/reports/bullrun_ccr/index.htm.

Thanks,
Anita

~ o
Sorter (. //M/ﬂm

Project Environmental Planning
1101 Market Street, BR 4A
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402

(423) 751-8697

Privileged and Confidential - Pre-decisional Deliberative Document

NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information which may be TVA SENSITIVE, TVA RESTRICTED or TVA
CONFIDENTIAL. Any misuse or unauthorized disclosure can result in both civil and criminal penalties. If you are not the
intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If
you have received this communication in error, please notify me immediately by email and delete the original message.



From: lukeswartz7 [mailto:lukeswartz7 @hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 14, 2015 7:30 PM

To: Masters, Anita E

Subject: Bull Run Dry Ash Storage Expansion

TVA External Message. Please use caution when opening.
Hello,

My name is Luke Swartz and | am a property owner adjacent to the proposed Bull Run Dry Ash Storage
Expansion site. | have received no notifications concerning this proposal, I'm assuming because | lived out of
state for the past several years. Please send me the proposed plan, including a map of the site, so that | can
determine how me and my family will be impacted. Please get this information to me as soon as possible so |
have time to voice any concerns prior to the July 6th deadline.

Thank You,
Luke Swartz
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2
United States Department of the Interior m
~=

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY TAKE PRIDE"
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance INAMERICA
Richard B. Russell Federal Building
75 Spring Street, S.W., Suite 1144
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

ER 15/0307
9041.3
July 1, 2015

Anita E. Masters

Project Environmental Planning
NEPA Project Manager

Tennessee Valley Authority

1101 Market Street, Mail Stop BR 4A
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402

Re:  Comments on the Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) for the Disposal of Coal Combustion Residuals from
the Bull Rum Fossil Plant, Oak Ridge and Knoxville, Anderson County, TN

Dear Ms. Masters:

The U.S. Department of the Interior has reviewed the Notice of Intent to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for the Tennessee Valley Authority’s Disposal of Coal
Combustion Residuals from the Bull Rum Fossil Plant. We have no comments at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this project. If you have questions, I can
be reached at (404) 331-4524 or via email at joyce_stanley @ios.doi.gov.

Sincerely,

ey

Joyce Stanley, MPA
Regional Environmental Protection Specialist

cc:
Christine Willis — FWS
Gary Lecain - USGS

Anita Barnett — NPS
Robin Ferguson - OSMRE
OEPC - WASH






