
Comments 
 
 
EPA HQ – None. Notes: The contractor was not provided with the stability analysis for 
both ponds and recommends that subsurface investigations be performed at both ponds to 
determine existing soil parameters in the embankments and foundation soils. The 
contractor also recommends installation of piezometers to determine the current pheratic 
surface. 
 
EPA Region – None.  
 
State -  
 
 
From: "Brian Queen" <brian.queen@epa.state.oh.us> 
To: James Kohler/DC/USEPA/US@EPA 
Cc: "Craig Butler" <Craig.Butler@epa.state.oh.us>, "Dan Harris" <dan.harris@epa.state.oh.us>,  

"Dave Chenault" <dave.chenault@epa.state.oh.us>, "Dave Schuetz" <dave.schuetz@epa.state.oh.us>,  
"George Elmaraghy" <George.Elmaraghy@epa.state.oh.us>, "Jeff Hines" <Jeff.Hines@epa.state.oh.us>,  
"Jim Sferra" <jim.sferra@epa.state.oh.us>, "Jim Simpson" <Jim.Simpson@epa.state.oh.us>,  
"Jon Bernstein" <Jon.Bernstein@epa.state.oh.us>, "Pam Allen" <pam.allen@epa.state.oh.us>,  
"Paul Novak" <Paul.Novak@epa.state.oh.us>, "Rich Fox" <rich.fox@epa.state.oh.us> 

Date: 01/05/2010 10:41 AM 
Subject: Draft Coal Ash Impoundment Assessment Reports 

 
 
 
Dear Mr. Kohler 
 
Thank you for providing Ohio EPA the opportunity to review the Draft 
Coal Ash Impoundment Assessment Reports.  We appreciate you keeping us 
involved in this process.  If US EPA decides to issue press releases for 
these facilities we would appreciate seeing them before they're released 
as you did for AEP Philip Sporn. 
 
The reports' descriptions of the facilities field evaluations and the 
assessments of the loading conditions appear to be accurate for all six 
facilities and we have no comments at this time.  
 
Thanks 
 
Brian Queen 
(740) 380-5420 
brian.queen@epa.state.oh.us 
 
Also: See letter dated January 28, 2010 (comments from Ohio State Dam Safety 
Engineering Program).  
 
 
Company – See letter dated January 27, 2010. 
 











Ohio Valley Electric Corporation (OVEC)  
Kyger Creek Station 

Response to CHA Draft Assessment of Ash Impoundments 
 

4.1 CHA’s assessment of the Bottom Ash Pond and south Fly Ash Pond 
embankments indicate that they are in poor condition.  As described in the following 
sections, maintenance and monitoring will further enhance the condition of these dams. 

 
OVEC concurs that there is limited data available to establish a factor of safety for 
the existing embankments.  However, based on visual inspections performed by 
CHA, ODNR, AEP and STANTEC (OVEC’s independent consultant) there were no 
reported safety deficiencies or needed remedial measures that would justify a poor 
condition rating of these embankments.  While OVEC agrees that a geotechnical 
evaluation should be completed on the embankments, OVEC requests that a rating 
not be assigned to the embankments prior to completion of this geotechnical 
evaluation.  The embankments in question are engineered structures that have 
functioned properly in their current capacity for over 55 years.      
 
4.2 CHA recommends that vegetation be cut on a regular basis to ensure that  
adequate visual observations are being made during routine inspections. 
 
We Agree 
 
4.3 CHA recommends repairing these areas by filling all rills with compacted  
material and re-seeding to establish grass where applicable (i.e. exterior embankment 
slopes). 
 
We Agree 
 
4.4 CHA recommends OVEC personnel make note of areas disturbed by animal 
activity, trap animals, and make repairs to areas to protect the integrity of the dikes.  
Although not seen on other dikes, vegetation cover hides these features.   
 
We Agree 
 
4.5 It is recommended that detailed stability analyses be performed for the Bottom 
Ash Pond and South Fly Ash Pond.  CHA was not provided with information regarding 
stability analyses performed prior to or following construction of the ponds nor was 
information regarding properties of the embankment and foundation soils provided.   
 
 The stability analyses for each pond should include a subsurface investigation to 
determine existing soil parameters in the embankments and foundation soils and the 
installation of piezometers to determine the current pheratic surface.  Loading conditions 
that should be modeled should include those listed in Table 3 in Section 3.3 
 
We Agree 
 
    
 



Ohio Valley Electric Corporation (OVEC) 
Kyger Creek Station 

General Comments on CHA Draft Assessment of Ash Impoundments 
 

1.3.1 Bottom Ash Pond 
 
1st paragraph, last line:  …..the configuration of the South Fly Bottom Ash  …. 
 
2.2.1 Bottom Ash Pond 
 
1st paragraph, 7th line:  ….predominately predominantly….. (same correction in 
Photo #1) 
 
2.2.2 Bottom Ash Pond Outlet Control Structures 
 
1st paragraph, 6th line, ……….splitter dike (Photo 25).:  (this appears to be east dike 
not splitter dike)   
 
Page 43 photo template:  The title should refer to Bottom Ash Pond instead South Fly 
Ash Pond. 
 
2.3 Visual observation – South Fly Ash Pond 
 
4th paragraph:  It appears that the description should be for the east dike because 
photographs illustrate east dike, but this paragraph refers to south dike.  
 
Photographs 
 
Several photographs are included in the report.  Some of the photographs had no 
reference in the report or included in the report description. 
 
3.4 Foundation Conditions 
 
1st paragraph, 1st line: …..constriction construction 
 
4.2 CHA recommends that vegetation be cut on a regular basis to ensure that 
adequate visual observations are being made during routine inspections. 
 
After the USEPA inspection (October 15, 2009), OVEC completed several 
operational and maintenance activities at the Bottom Ash and South Fly Ash ponds.  
The upper section of the exterior slopes that had trees and brush have been cleared 
and the animal holes have been filled (refer to the photographs of west dike below 
for illustration, taken from 2009 (fall) Annual Dam and Dike Inspection report, 
inspection date 11/16/09, prepared by American Electric Power, dated December 23, 
2009).   
 
5.0 Closing 
 
1st paragraph, 1st line: …..Cardinal  Kyger Creek  



Photo # 1  

A typical view of 
the crest illustrating 
good and stable 
base with a surface 
course material. 

 

Photo # 2  

This photograph 
illustrates a typical 
downstream slope.  
The slope appeared 
stable and generally 
in good condition 
with controlled 
vegetation. 
 

 

 
 
 
 




