
MEMORANDUM

To: State Water Control Board Members

From: Mark S. Trent, Water Permit Manager
DEQ Southwest Regional Office

Date: June 8, 2016

Subject: Reissuance of VPDES Permit No. VA0001015, Appalachian Power Company – Clinch
River Plant, Russell County

The information below is intended to provide a brief summary of: the operations at the facility; the
proposed permit action and; the response to comments submitted during the public hearing and
subsequent public comment period. It is not intended to be a complete analysis of the issues and
decisions involved in the development of the proposed draft permit, but rather an “executive summary” of
the major issues and the DEQ response. Full details of the permit, more detailed summaries of the
comments submitted during the comment period and additional details of the DEQ response to those
comments are submitted for the record in the attachments to this memo.

Background

The Clinch River Plant is an existing steam electric power generation facility located in Russell County,
Virginia. The facility was built in the late 1950’s and was originally fueled by coal. However, during
2015, the facility began conversion to natural gas, and the use of coal as a fuel permanently ceased on
September 2, 2015.

On March 13, 2015, DEQ received an application from Appalachian Power Company for the reissuance
of its Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) permit (VA0001015). The applicant
addressed the continuing discharge of sanitary wastewater, industrial stormwater, and process industrial
wastewater, but also included proposed changes in the operation which were anticipated as a result of the
conversion to natural gas and from the dewatering activities associated with the closure of the remaining
ash pond at the facility.

Facility Description

Historically, the Clinch River Plant has operated as a coal fired power generation facility which utilized
three boilers to produce steam used to power the turbines to generate electricity. The principal features of
the operation include the electric generation station and its associated raw water intake, cooling towers,
solid waste landfill, coal handling areas, and ash ponds.

Coal ash was produced from the operation at two sources. Electro-static precipitators removed fly ash
from the air emissions and “bottom ash” was collected from the furnaces. The fly ash was pneumatically
transported to a storage silo, and ultimately trucked to an onsite APCO operated land fill. The “bottom
ash” was removed from the furnaces and transported hydraulically to one of two ash ponds.

The smaller of the two ash ponds, identified as Pond 2 was taken out of service in the 1990’s, and was
“closed in place” and capped. The Pond 2 closure project was completed in 2014. The larger pond,
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identified as Pond 1A/1B remained in service until the cessation of coal usage and subsequent conversion
to natural gas.

Five closed cycle cooling towers were used to disperse the heat from the operation. During the conversion
to gas fired operation, one of the three boilers and its associated cooling tower have been permanently
taken out of service, thereby reducing intake water demands and wastewater production. After the
conversion to natural gas, the company projects that the maximum discharge flow rate from the facility
will be reduced from 6.5 MGD to 4.84 MGD. Similarly, the company projects that the maximum rate of
water withdrawal at the intake will be reduced from 14.1 MGD to 9.4 MGD as a consequence of the
conversion.

Existing VPDES Permit:

The APCO Clinch River Plant has been the subject of a VPDES permit since the beginning of the state
program. The permit has addressed wastewater discharges from the operation and has included effluent
limitations and monitoring requirements for a number of wastewater sources in the plant including: boiler
blow-down; cooling tower blow-down; ash contact wastewater; sanitary wastewater; coal pile runoff;
landfill leachate; and stormwater runoff. The permits have been written to protect and maintain the water
quality of the streams, and are written to comply with all appropriate federal effluent limitation guidelines
and state water quality standards.

Since the promulgation of numeric water quality standards, copper has been the principal pollutant of
concern at the facility, and the existing permit contains a water quality based effluent limitation of 39 ug/l
(parts per billion). This limit was developed utilizing established department procedures and is
considered to be protective of the site specific numeric water quality standards during periods of critical
stream flows. Evaluations of the wastewater during previous permit reissuances have identified no other
chemical constituents in the treated wastewater which are present in concentrations that have a reasonable
potential to contravene the water quality standards.

Existing Wastewater Treatment:

On or about 1993, in order to meet increasing demands of the VPDES permit, the company built an
advanced wastewater treatment plant (AWWTP) onsite. This plant was placed in series with an existing
conventional treatment system, and was designed to remove copper and other potentially toxic metal
compounds from the wastewater in order to meet the water quality standards of the receiving waters.

The plant is a dual train unit with a combined design capacity of 7.8 million gallons per day. The
discharge from this treatment plant is identified as outfall 003. Since its construction, the plant has
received all process water from the operation including ash transport wastewater, return water from the
ash ponds and ash landfill leachate. The facility has an established record of compliance with the permit
and the facility consistently produces a high quality effluent.

During the last permit cycle the permit included a semiannual monitoring requirement for all potentially
toxic metals for which the SWCB has issued numeric water quality standards. During this reissuance
process, an evaluation of this data was conducted in accordance with standard agency practices, and the
staff determined recent data indicates that none of the potential metals were present in concentrations that
represent a “reasonable potential” to contravene the numeric water quality standards. Evaluation of the
data indicated that effluent limitations for ammonia were necessary.



State Water Control Board Memorandum
Appalachian Power Company – Clinch River Plant
VPDES Permit No. VA0001015
Page 3 of 9

Receiving Stream:

All wastewater from the operations is directed to the Clinch River, or to Dumps Creek a tributary to the
Clinch River. The Clinch River is designated as waters which contain endangered or threatened species
as identified by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. One federally listed species of fish
(yellowfin madtom) and fourteen species of federally listed endangered mussel species are known to
occur in the Clinch River. The river is also designated as “critical habitat” for six of the listed mussel
species.

Published reports, current literature and comments received from the natural resource agencies cite that
freshwater mussels are particularly sensitive to copper and ammonia; and high levels of selenium may
result in larval deformities species of fish including yellowfin madtom or mussel host species.

Ash Pond Closure:

The closure of Ash Pond 1A/1B is being proposed pursuant to a 2015 United States Environmental
Protection Agency final Rule that regulates the disposal of coal combustion residuals. The long-term
management of the impoundment including the closure, post-closure, and groundwater monitoring for
both ponds will be addressed by the solid waste program in accordance with the Virginia Solid Waste
Management Regulations and the EPA rule through issuance of a solid waste permit.

The closure plan proposes to reclaim the site by re-grading the surface of the pond and installing an
impermeable PVC liner, a soil layer and vegetative cover on the top of the ash. Before the ponds can be
closed, the water contained in the ponds must be removed.

Documents initially submitted by the company indicate that approximately 4.3 million gallons of water
must be removed from the pond (However, results from a recent bathymetric survey estimate this volume
to be approximately 2.7 million gallons). This water is proposed to be manually pumped from the pond
and combined with other wastewaters at the site which are treated in the AWWTP in the same manner as
the ash transport return water has been historically handled at the site. The company estimates that the
dewatering operation to remove the estimated 4.3 MG would take approximately 24 days utilizing a
schedule of 5 days per week and a flow volume of 180,000 gallons per day.

After the initial dewatering, any stormwater falling on the open surface of the dewatered pond site that
has contact with ash will also be directed to the treatment system.

Proposed VPDES Permit:

The DEQ staff has developed a draft permit which addresses both the near term changes at the facility
associated with the pond dewatering and pond closure, and the long term anticipated discharge which
reflect the operational changes associated with the conversion to gas.

Given the public interest in similar activities across the state, the SWRO staff adopted a regulatory
scheme similar to that utilized at the Dominion Bremo and Possum Point facilities whereby the
dewatering wastewater would be subject to a very restrictive set of effluent limitations, monitoring
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requirements and operational controls designed to ensure that any potential changes in effluent quality or
quantity as a result of the dewatering does not have an adverse impact to the receiving stream.

The special conditions applicable to the dewatering include the following:

1) Dewatering Tier of Effluent limitations: A special set of effluent limitations and monitoring
requirements will apply to all discharges from the treatment plant during the period of
dewatering, and for discharges of stormwater which contacts the surface of the ash during the
closure period. Even though the discharge is an existing discharge of wastewater of which the
ash contact water has always been a component, these limitations for this phase of operations
were developed using techniques typically assigned to new discharges. This method uses a more
restrictive “anti-degradation baseline” which limits the discharge to utilization of only 25% of the
remaining assimilative capacity of the receiving stream during a “worst case” period of maximum
potential discharge flow ( i.e. 4.84 MGD) during drought flow conditions. The water quality
based effluent limitations for this tier were assigned for these water quality based parameters
regardless of whether or not the existing data from the facility demonstrated a reasonable
potential to exceed the water quality criteria.

2) Increased Monitoring Frequency: Discharges during the period of dewatering and during
periods which the AWWTP received stormwater from the pond site which contacts ash must be
monitored 3 times per week.

3) Reporting of Results: During the dewatering period the company must obtain the results of their
monitoring within four business days of taking the sample. Results of the weekly sampling shall
be reported to DEQ no later than the close of business Friday of the week following sample
collection.

4) Flow Rate: Pond dewatering contributions to the treatment plant shall be limited to a maximum
flow rate of 0.36 MGD. The design capacity of the treatment plant is 7.8 MGD, and the
anticipated maximum potential discharge from all wastewater sources including the ash contact
water is approximately 4.84 MGD.

5) Cease Dewatering Requirement: The facility shall immediately cease the pumping of water
from the ash pond upon receipt of results in exceedance of permit limitations and shall notify
DEQ within 24 hours of being informed of the exceedance.

The proposed monitoring requirements, effluent limitations and special conditions in the initial draft
permit were proposed to be continued from the previous permit with only changes necessary to reflect the
conversion to natural gas, address the closure of Ash Pond 1A/1B, and address new regulatory
requirements such as EPA’s recent (2014) promulgation of new 316(b) requirements for cooling water
intake structures.

Public Notice

Notice of the proposed permit action and public hearing was published in the Bristol Herald Courier on
April 1, 2016 and April 8, 2016. Notice of the proposed permit action and public hearing was also
published in the Lebanon News on April 6, 2016 and April 13, 2016. DEQ sent the public notice to the
local government officials on April 4, 2016. DEQ also sent the draft permit, draft fact sheet, and public
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notice to the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
(VDGIF), Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (VDCR), Virginia Department of Health
(VDH) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region III on April 1, 2016.

Public Hearing:

DEQ held the public hearing on May 4, 2016, at the Russell County Conference Center in Lebanon,
Virginia. Ms. Lou Ann Jessee-Wallace served as the hearing officer. DEQ also provided two
informational sessions prior to the hearing so that questions could be asked and answered prior to the
hearing. 31 people attended the public hearing and 14 of those provided oral comments during the
hearing.

Summary of Comments:

During the 45-day public comment period which ended on May 19, 2016, there were approximately 200
commenters; of those 200 comments received during the comment period 172 were in the form of email
form letters citing nearly identical potential issues. Attachment B provides summaries of the comments
received during the comment period and the details of DEQ responses to those comments. Where
possible, comments were grouped and summarized according to issue. Attachment C is a listing of the
individual commenters. Below are summaries of the principle comments:

1) Citizen Comments: With the exception of the email form letters, most individual comments
were non-technical in nature and requested that the DEQ provide restrictions in the permit to
protect the sensitive nature of the Clinch River and to protect the downstream uses including
protection for downstream water supplies. Several objected to the use of mixing zones in
calculating effluent limitations because they perceived it as using river water to dilute the
discharge to meet the standards. Many also suggested that the “end of pipe” limits be set at
drinking water standards.

The form letter comments also requested DEQ tighten the effluent limitations to reflect the
AWWTP capabilities instead of adopting water quality based effluent limitations (WQBELs)
utilizing mixing zone concepts. The form letters also requested that the agency require more
frequent testing to assess compliance with the limits and that the permit require a monitoring plan
associated with the intake to ensure that rare and endangered species are not harmed.

2) State and Federal Agency Comments:

a. USFWS: The US Fish and Wildlife Service provided comments to both the initial
application and the initial draft permit. Comments to the initial application were
submitted in response to the new cooling water intake structure requirements of the EPA
316(b) regulations which went into effect in 2014. Comments on the draft permit address
their concerns regarding the potential impact to the T&E species, and remaining
comments with respect to 316(b) implementation. Comments submitted on the draft
permit include:

i. More stringent monitoring and reporting requirements for chemical testing and
whole effluent toxicity ( i.e. WET ) testing. The Service noted that the listed
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species are particularly sensitive to copper, selenium and ammonia and they
recommended more frequent and stringent reporting of analytical data. They also
recommended utilization of mussel species in the whole effluent toxicity testing,
and made other specific recommendations with respect to specific permit limit
and testing requirements.

ii. With respect to 316(b) requirements for the cooling water intake structure, the
Service recommended that APCO conduct an Impingement Mortality and
Characterization Study to support the development of a baseline for evaluating
impingement monitoring and entrainment.

b. USEPA: DEQ received response from EPA indicating that their office supports the
USFWS’s recommendation to perform biologic monitoring prior to the final 316(b) best
technology (BTA) available determination. EPA requests that the FWS develop and
submit a study plan describing the design intent of the ESA study, level of effort, and
duration of the requested biologic monitoring.

c. VDGIF: DGIF responded to the DEQ request for comments but did not provide
objections to the permit, citing DEQ’s “primary expertise and authority regarding water
quality permitting issues”.

d. DCR: The Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation provided comments on
the proposal which identified the significant number of natural heritage resources in the
region and provided comments that DCR supported the activities to reduce potential
impacts to aquatic resources in the Clinch including the controlled release and treatment
of the discharge from coal-ash Pond 1A/1B. They also recommended that stockpiling of
coal be discontinued at the site and they expressed their support of the USFWS
recommendation for a monitoring plan to determine if rare, threatened and endangered
aquatic species are being impinged and entrained by the intake structure. Their
comments also recommend a more frequent sampling and reporting than once a year as
outlined in the proposed permit.

e. VDH: Initial comments from VDH indicated that any downstream intakes were greater
than 5 miles downstream, and the office of water programs had no additional comment.
However, after receiving comments at the public hearing regarding potential impacts to
downstream water users, the SWRO staff consulted with the VDH staff regarding the
comments received. The VDH staff indicated that further review of the proposal did not
raise any specific concerns given the proposed volumes and levels of treatment of the
wastewater; however the VDH staff did suggest that the company be required to notify
the closest downstream public water source (i.e. Town of St. Paul) of the initiation of
dewatering so that the operators can have advance notice of any potential change in raw
water characteristics.

3) NGO Comments:

a. Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC): The SELC along with co-signatories
Appalachian Voices, Southern Appalachian Mountain Stewards and the Appalachian
Citizen’s Law Center, Inc. submitted extensive comments regarding the proposed permit
and asserted among other things that the DEQ has misapplied Clean Water Act
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requirements by limiting the discharge solely on the basis of the regulatory requirements
of the State Water Quality Standards (9 VAC 25-260) and applicable federal effluent
guidelines. They recommended that the DEQ should adopt specific technology based
case-by-case effluent limitations for the discharge which represent best available
technology economically achievable.

The SELC objected to the application of mixing zones to calculate the WQBELs citing
that it enables the use of dilution in the stream to meet the limits rather than developing
case specific technology based limits. Additionally, the SELC contends that the permit is
not consistent with Virginia’s anti-degradation policy because it authorizes pollutant
discharges in excess of the ambient water quality criteria, and it objected to the
procedures that the agency uses to apply “anti-degradation baselines” to assess
compliance with the policy.

The SELC also commented that additional protective measures for the intake structure
and cited by the USFWS should be implemented to ensure protection of the federally
listed species.

b. Virginia Conservation Network (VCN): Representatives of the VCN presented oral
comments at the public hearing and also submitted written comments during the public
comment period. Among their comments were that the permit should include more
stringent technology based effluent limitations using “best professional judgment” (BPJ)
which are based on best available technology. They also objected to the use of mixing
zones in the development of the limits, and asserted that the permit is not compliant with
the anti-degradation policy. They additionally recommended stricter limits for a number
of pollutants and recommended more frequent monitoring and lower quantification levels
for pollutants. They cited the Dominion Bremo permit as an example.

c. The Nature Conservancy (TNC): Local Nature Conservancy staff attended both public
information sessions and the public hearing. They submitted written comments which
were generally supportive of the draft permit and of the efforts that the Department and
the company have made to ensure the protection of the Clinch River resources. However,
in an effort to secure additional protections of its unique aquatic life, TNC provided
additional recommendations for the permit including: the adoption of a time-of-year
restriction for the dewatering operation to a period of minimal biological activity; more
restrictive monitoring and reporting requirements using lower quantification levels; the
requirement of more frequent WET testing and the inclusion of a mussel species in the
WET testing. TNC also questioned the use of mixing zones in waters considered to have
resident T&E species indicating that further improvements to the habitat may occur if a
mixing zone is not allowed.

4) APCO Comments:

The applicant submitted a number of comments regarding specific modifications and requests
regarding minor details of the permit, but the majority of their concerns addressed the 316(b)
conditions contained in the permit.
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Copies of the written comment documents are available in their entirety by contacting either of the Staff
Contacts listed in the section below.

Summary of DEQ Response:

The Clinch River Plant has an existing wastewater treatment facility which has a history of producing a
high quality effluent from a number of waste streams including ash contact water and landfill leachate.
The proposed dewatering wastewater is a small relative volume and the treatment plant has sufficient
capacity to treat the additional wastewater.

The DEQ staff has developed a very restrictive permit to address both the potential discharges influenced
by the dewatering operation and the long term operational discharges from the gas fired power plant, and
the DEQ staff is confident that the permit is sufficient to protect the water quality standards and beneficial
uses of the receiving stream. The proposed effluent limitations for both phases are water quality based
effluent limits using very conservative assumptions developed in accordance with agency regulations in
order to provide a high degree of certainty that the ambient water quality standards will be maintained at
all times up to a potential simultaneous occurrence of maximum discharge concentration and maximum
discharge flow during extreme drought flow conditions.

Although many comments were presented requesting that more restrictive technology based limitations
that are based upon the ability of the system to treat the wastewater be assigned to the discharges, the
DEQ staff has determined that adoption of site specific BPJ limitations are unwarranted. The wastewater
stream represented by the pond dewatering was considered in EPA’s promulgation of the effluent
limitation guidelines for the steam electric category, and a separate “state level” evaluation of BPJ would
be duplicative. Furthermore, the analytical results from the many years testing for the potentially toxic
metals of concern indicate that the level of treatment necessary to remove copper from the discharge also
produces a wastewater quality that does not exhibit a reasonable potential to contravene the standards for
the other water quality standards pollutants.

Many comments also suggested that the application of a “mixing zone” in the development of the
WQBELs is not sufficiently protective of the water quality standards, is not sufficiently protective of
potential resident T&E species and conflicts with the agency’s anti-degradation policy. Mixing zone
concepts are routinely used in the assessment of potential impacts from discharges and such use is
authorized by the regulation under 9VAC25-260-20 and the published EPA Technical Support Document.
The draft permit includes effluent limits that are consistent with DEQ’s application of the Anti-
degradation Policy contained in 9VAC25-260-30.A.2. Effluent limits for the dewatering phase of
operations are established that allocate no more than 25% of the unused assimilative capacity for aquatic
life toxic criteria and no more than 10% of the unused assimilative capacity for human health criteria
under a combination of extreme conditions (i.e. 10-year drought flow, maximum effluent flow, 97th%
effluent concentration, etc.), that are expected to occur much less frequently than the once in 3-year
exceedance interval allowed by the WQS. By limiting the waste load allocations to a small percentage of
the remaining assimilative capacity under such a conservative combination of conditions, DEQ assures
that there is no significant lowering of water quality under any conditions reasonably expected to occur.

In recognition of the comments requesting additional protective measures for T&E species, DEQ staff re-
visited their evaluation of reasonable potential for all phases of the operation using more restrictive
“regulatory mixing zone” assumptions in lieu of the typical assessment procedures for existing
discharges. The re-assessment resulted in the lowering of the copper limit from 39 parts per billion to 37
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parts per billion, and a proposed ammonia limit from 11 mg/L monthly average and 15mg/L daily
maximum to 7.6 mg/L monthly average and daily maximum. However, even under this tighter scrutiny
of a restricted mixing zone, the “reasonable potential” evaluation using recent data from the operation
does not indicate that additional WQBELs are necessary for any other water quality standard pollutant.

A number of the comments requested that additional protective measures be required at the intake
structure to ensure the protection of T&E species, and the comments referenced the suggestions made by
the USFWS. In recognition of these concerns, the DEQ staff modified the information requirements for
the next permit term to include the data requirements of facilities which withdraw much larger volumes
(i.e. > 125 MGD). This data will be required to be presented during the next reissuance cycle and will be
utilized in the final BTA determination. The staff presented this proposal to the USFWS, and the staff
agreed that it would be sufficient to provide the data requested in their comments.

More specific details and the complete DEQ response to all relevant comments may be found in
Attachment B.

Draft Permit Changes

Proposed changes in the draft permit are identified in Attachment A.

Recommendation

The staff recommendation will be presented at the State Water Control Board meeting on June 27, 2016.

Staff Contacts:

Should you have any questions or require additional information please contact the following DEQ-
Southwest Regional Office staff:

Mark Trent
Regional Water Permit Manager
(276) 676-4816
mark.trent@deq.virginia.gov

David Nishida
Water Permit Writer Senior
(276) 676-4864
david.nishida@deq.virginia.gov

Attachments:
Attachment A – Changes to Draft Permit
Attachment B – Summary of Comments and DEQ Responses
Attachment C – Listing of Persons/Organizations providing comments
Attachment D – Revised Draft Permit (in separate document)
Attachment E – Revised Fact Sheet (in separate document)



Attachment A
Changes to Draft Permit and Factsheet

VPDES Permit No. VA0001015 – Clinch River Plant

Changes to the Draft Permit

Part I.A.1 • Copper Effluent Limit: The monthly average and daily maximum effluent
limitations for copper have been modified from 39 ug/L to 37 ug/L to reflect
changes in wasteload allocations associated with the establishment of a 350 foot
Regulatory Mixing Zone.

• Ammonia Effluent Limit: The effluent limits for ammonia have decreased from 11
mg/L monthly average and 16 mg/L daily maximum to 7.6 mg/L monthly average
and 7.6 mg/L daily maximum to reflect changes in wasteload allocations associated
with the establishment of a 350 foot Regulatory Mixing Zone.

• Selenium Monitoring: Monthly selenium monitoring has been added to the permit
in response to reduced wasteload allocations associated with the establishment of a
350 foot Regulatory Mixing Zone.

Part I.A.2 • This condition has been modified to clarify that the effluent limits associated with
this section of the permit only apply to stormwater management activities that occur
after the initiation of dewatering activities below the elevation of 1554.0 feet.

• Ammonia Effluent Limit: The effluent limits for ammonia have decreased from 11
mg/L monthly average and 16 mg/L daily maximum to 2.2 mg/L monthly average
and 7.6 mg/L daily maximum to reflect changes in wasteload allocations associated
with the establishment of a 350 foot Regulatory Mixing Zone.

• WET Testing: Modified the monitoring frequency from monthly to once during the
first week of dewatering, once during the second week of dewatering, and monthly
thereafter. This modification will allow for earlier assessment of potential toxicity
of the discharge associated with the dewatering operation.

• Selenium Effluent Limit: Decreased the selenium monthly average limit from 6.7
ug/L to 6.6 ug/L based on changes to the wasteload allocation when taking into
account selenium loading from Dumps Creek into the Clinch River.

• Changed the monitoring frequency for aluminum, barium, beryllium, boron, cobalt,
molybdenum and vanadium from 1/month to 3/week for in response to public
comment and for consistency with the monitoring frequency for the CCR related
metals that have numeric criteria and effluent limits. Subsequently, the sample type
for each of these metals was changed from 24 HC to 4 HC.

• Modified the sample type from 24 HC to 4 HC for chloride and hardness since these
two parameters are to be sampled 3/week.

Part I.B.11 Removed reference to Outfall 005. This outfall has been physically removed and no
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longer exists. It was removed during the installation of the natural gas distribution line.
Part I.B.14 In response to public comment, and for consistency with other coal ash dewatering

related VPDES permits across the state, the Quantification Levels associated with the
permit have been modified as follows:

Effluent Parameter Initial Draft Permit QL
(ug/L)

Revised Draft Permit QL
(ug/L)

Total Recoverable Copper 10 5.0
Chromium 10 5.0
Total Antimony 250 5.0
Total Arsenic 150 5.0
Total Cadmium 1 1.0
Total Chromium III 100 5.0
Total Chromium VI 10 5.0
Total Lead 20 5.0
Total Mercury 1 0.1
Total Nickel 20 5.0
Total Selenium 5 5.0
Total Silver 3 0.4

Part I.B.19 Attachment A referenced in this condition was inadvertently left out of the Initial Draft
Permit. Attachment A is included in the Revised Draft Permit.

Part I.B.20 Cease Dewatering Requirement: This condition has been modified to require the
permittee to cease pumping dewatering wastewaters from Pond 1A/1B to the reclaim
pond in the event of a limit exceedance. The Initial Draft Permit required the permittee
to stop pumping wastewater from the reclaim pond to the AWWTP in the event of a
limit exceedance. However, the permittee suggested modifying this condition since
there are multiple waste streams that flow to the reclaim pond, and flexibility is needed
in managing the elevation in the reclaim pond to prevent inadvertent untreated discharge
from Outfall 001.

Part I.C.3.c
and
Part I.C.3.e

WET Testing: Modified the monitoring frequency from monthly to once during the first
week of dewatering, once during the second week of dewatering and monthly thereafter.
This modification will allow for earlier assessment of potential toxicity of the discharge
associated with the dewatering operation.

Part I.E.3 The modification to this condition included a change in the timing of the required
submittal from 270 days prior to permit expiration to 180 days prior to permit
expiration. This modification was made at the request of the permittee. Additionally,
the reference to the federal regulation was made more specific.

Changes to the Factsheet

Item 9 Removed reference to facility’s use of groundwater well for potable water since this is
no longer accurate.

Item 13 Corrected Clinch River drought flow estimates displayed in this section since they were
not accurate and were not consistent with updated drought flow estimates utilized in the
evaluation of wasteload allocations.

Item 20 Corrected the WET NOEC TUc value presented in the Initial Factsheet for the D003
dewatering operation.

Item 22 Based on a 2014 bathymetric survey, the permittee estimated the volume of water
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remaining in Pond 1A/1B to be 4.3 MG. However, based on a recent 2016 bathymetric
survey, the company estimates the volume to be 2.7 MG. The staff added reference to
the new estimate in the factsheet.

Item 24 and 25 Updated description of Outfall 005 indicating the outfall has been removed.
Item 25 • Referenced change to permit condition Part I.B.14 involving the lower QL values

proposed.
• Referenced change to permit condition Part I.E.3.

Item 27.B Corrected references in the factsheet to the corresponding effluent limit section.
Appendix A Updated pertinent sections to reflect the changes in effluent limits and monitoring based

on the establishment of a 350-foot Regulatory Mixing Zone and the modified
background concentrations for selenium taking into account loading from Dumps Creek.

Appendix B Updated pertinent sections to reflect reduced ammonia and selenium limits, changes to
sampling frequencies, and changes to sampling type.

Appendix H • Updated MSTRANTI for Outfall 003 (normal operations) to reflect the application
of the 350-foot Regulatory Mixing Zone, the increased background concentration
for selenium based on Dumps Creek loading, and incorporation of the Clinch River
specific copper criteria calculations.

• Updated MSTRANTI for Outfall D003 (dewatering operations) to reflect the
increased background concentration for selenium based on Dumps Creek loading,
and incorporation of the Clinch River specific copper criteria calculations.

• Updated MSTRANTI for Outfall 007 to reflect the increased background
concentration for selenium based on Dumps Creek loading, and incorporation of the
Clinch River specific copper criteria calculations.

Appendix I This section was updated to incorporate ammonia loading from Outfall 003 into the
Clinch River in determining the appropriate background concentration of ammonia in
the evaluation of Outfall 008. This reevaluation did not change the conclusion arrived
during development of the Initial Draft Permit that an ammonia limit on Outfall 008 is
not required.

Appendix J This appendix regarding 316(b) was updated to include the submitted comments from
USFWS, EPA, and AEP during the public comment period.



Attachment B
Summary of Comments and DEQ Responses

VPDES Permit No. VA0001015 – Clinch River Plant

The following is a summary of the comments received during the public comment period for the proposed draft
permit for the reissuance of the VPDES permit for the Appalachian Power Company Clinch River Plant. The
public notice of the permit began on April 1, 2016. A public hearing was held on May 4, 2016, and the public
comment period ended on May 19, 2016.

Comments are organized according to topic where possible. Individual comments are itemized and included as
Attachment C.

The version of the proposed permit which was public noticed for review and comment April 1, 2016, is hereafter
referred to as the Initial Draft Permit (“Initial Draft”). The version of the proposed permit being presented to the
State Water Control Board for consideration is hereafter referred to as the Revised Draft Permit (“Revised
Draft”).

1. Mixing Zones:
• Legality
• High Concentrations of Pollutants within the Mixing Zone
• T&E

Many commenters objected to the agency’s use of mixing zones in establishing the “end-of-pipe”
effluent limitations for potentially toxic materials. The commenters cited that this allows the dilution
from the river to attain compliance with the water quality standards, and that the use of a mixing zone
may result in a “toxic mixing area” which may be harmful to aquatic life and in particular threatened and
endangered species.

DEQ Response:

The Clean Water Act does not prohibit states to establish mixing zone requirements and allowances
within the state’s water quality standards. Virginia established the requirements and allowances with
regard to mixing zones in 9VAC25-260-20.B. The utilization of mixing zones to establish the water
quality based effluent limitations proposed in the draft permit are in conformance with both federal and
state laws and regulations.

DEQ’s mixing zone modeling uses well-established mixing zone concepts that are consistent with EPA’s
Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control. A discussion of the process used
to calculate effluent limits is included in the fact sheet along with the results of the modeling. DEQ uses a
steady state model with conservative inputs for receiving stream flow (10 year drought conditions),
discharge flow (maximum flows), effluent hardness, etc. This combination of conservative assumptions
results in effluent limits which are protective of water quality under any conditions reasonably expected
to occur.

The Virginia Water Quality Standards requires that mixing zones assumptions utilized in the
development of wasteload allocations that would not prevent movement of or cause lethality to passing
and drifting aquatic organisms. In evaluating both the discharges associated with dewatering and normal
operations at Outfall 003 under standard DEQ protocol, complete mix assumptions were determined to
be appropriate provided that no more than 45.29% of the 1Q10 flow was utilized. In other words, the
baseline requirements of mixing zones are met when developing wasteload allocations under
significantly more liberal assumptions. Given the sensitive nature of the Clinch River serving as habitat
for multiple state and federal listed threatened and endangered species, a more conservative approach
was utilized to develop wasteload allocations for the dewatering operation in the Initial Draft Permit.
Based on public comment and concern, the more conservative mixing zone assumptions were applied to
both the dewatering operation and normal operations resulting in stricter wasteload allocations for
normal operation discharges at Outfall 003.



Attachment B
Response to Public Comments
Page 2 of 23

The facility is a historically existing source, and the initial draft permit, like all previous permits, was
based upon a reasonable potential analysis which was performed using a complete mix assumption and
other factors associated with assessment as a Tier 2 water with an existing discharge. After
consideration of the comments, the staff re-evaluated the reasonable potential analysis for the
operational phase (post dewatering) of 003 using the more restrictive regulatory mixing zone concepts
utilized for the dewatering phase. This more restrictive assessment resulted in a reduction of the copper
limit from 39 ug/L to 37 ug/L.

Likewise, the more restrictive assessment indicated that a monthly average and daily permit limit of 7.6
mg/L would be necessary for ammonia during non-dewatering operations. The effluent limitation
proposed in the initial draft permit for both the dewatering phase and normal operation phase was based
on a complete mix assumption. Therefore, the more restrictive ammonia limit will be applied to the
dewatering phase of operations as well.

The presence of ammonia in the discharge at Outfall 003 is associated with the now decommissioned ash
transport system. The facility utilizes a NOx reduction system that injects urea/ammonia into the stack.
Prior to the conversion to gas, the facility also utilized an electrostatic precipitator to remove coal ash
from the air emissions. Prior to being decommissioned the electrostatic precipitator would inadvertently
capture ammonia from the stack along with the coal ash resulting in ammonia becoming entrained in the
ash transport system. The ammonia would arrive in the AWWTP during the “blow down” of ash
transport wastewater. With the exception of the upcoming dewatering operation, DEQ does not
anticipate that ammonia will be discharged from Outfall 003 in the future; however, given the concern
expressed during the public comment period regarding the effects of ammonia on threatened and
endangered mussels, DEQ will continue to include an effluent limit for ammonia.

The more restrictive assessment also indicated that a permit limit may be necessary for selenium based
upon historic data. However, the presence of selenium in the wastewater is considered to be associated
with CCR contact. Recent Selenium analyses from samples collected from the discharge after ceasing
discharges from the ash pond indicated values in the range 1.0 ug/L to 5.4 ug/L.

The staff does not anticipate a significant presence of selenium in the discharge after the conclusion of
dewatering. However, the revised draft permit will contain a monitoring requirement for selenium to
confirm this assumption. If future data indicates the need for a selenium limit, the permit will be
modified to include limits for these two pollutants.

Proposed Changes: The Revised Draft Permit will include a reduction of the copper limit from 39 ug/L
to 37 ug/L for both the monthly average and daily maximum during normal operations (non-dewatering).

The Revised Draft Permit has reduced the ammonia limit for both the normal operations and the
dewatering operation to reflect the establishment of the 350 foot regulatory mixing zone for normal
operations. For the dewatering phase, the ammonia limit has been reduced from 11 mg/L monthly
average and 15 mg/L daily maximum to 2.2 mg/L monthly average and 7.6 mg/L daily maximum. For
normal operations the ammonia limit has been reduced from 11 mg/L monthly average and 15 mg/L
daily maximum to 7.6 mg/L monthly average and 7.6 mg/L daily maximum.

The staff had added to Revised Draft Permit a monitoring requirement for selenium for Outfall 003
under normal operations as a result of the reevaluation of wasteload allocations under the application of
a regulatory mixing zone.

2. Antidegradation:

Several commenters including the SELC and VCN asserted that the complete mix assumption for
calculating the antidegradation baseline is improper and conflicts with established agency guidance. The
SELC specifically asserts that the anti-degradation baseline be applied at the edge of the regulatory
mixing zone instead of with a 100% of the stream flow. Additionally, commenters assert that the
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protocol established in agency guidance allowing for the allocation of no more than 25% of the unused
assimilative capacity for toxic criteria and no more than 10% of the unused assimilative capacity for
human health criteria contradicts the plain wording of the regulatory Antidegradation Policy.

DEQ Response: The Initial Draft included effluent limits that are consistent with DEQ’s application of
the Antidegradation Policy contained in 9VAC25-260-30.A.2. Effluent limits for the dewatering phase of
operations are established that allocate no more than 25% of the unused assimilative capacity for toxic
criteria and no more than 10% of the unused assimilative capacity for human health criteria under a
combination of extreme conditions (i.e. 10-year drought flow, maximum effluent flow, 97th percentile
effluent concentration, etc.), that are expected to occur much less frequently than the once in 3-year
exceedance interval allowed by the WQS.

One should also consider the magnitude of effect relying upon the conservative combination of extreme
conditions referenced above has on the calculation of wasteload allocations. For example, consider the
effect of utilizing drought river flows in the calculation of wasteload allocations versus using normal
expected flows. In this permit the staff utilized a 1Q10 value of 25 MGD to calculate acute wasteload
allocations. If, for example, the staff utilized normal expected flows (harmonic mean of 155 MGD) to
calculate acute wasteload allocations, the acute wasteload allocations and subsequent effluent limitations
would be approximately 6 times higher than those proposed in the draft permit. The margin of safety
realized in the use of drought flows versus normal expected flows alone is very significant.

By limiting the waste load allocations to a small percentage of the remaining assimilative capacity under
such a conservative combination of extreme conditions, DEQ assures that there is no significant lowering
of water quality in the Clinch River under any conditions reasonably expected to occur.

Proposed Changes: None

3. Technology Based Limits:

Several commenters suggested that the water quality based effluent limitations are insufficient to protect
the receiving waters and that the DEQ should adopt more stringent “technology based effluent
limitations” based upon the facilities ability to treat the wastewater source. Several commenters cited
that the effluent from the facility should be required to meet health department drinking water standards
and maximum concentration limits instead of water quality based effluent limitations.

DEQ Response: The facility is regulated by 40CFR Part 423, Federal Effluent Guidelines and Standards
for the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source Category. Updated Part 423 federal effluent
guidelines (FEGs) were published by EPA as a final rule in the Federal Register on November 3, 2015.
The discharge of “legacy” wastewaters, as proposed by AEP, are specifically addressed in the preamble to
the FEGs, and are regulated as best available technology economically achievable (BAT) at 40CFR
§423.13. The Preamble refers to legacy wastewaters as:

“...wastewater generated prior to the date determined by the permitting authority that is as soon as
possible beginning November 1, 2018, but no later than December 31, 2023... Under this rule, legacy
wastewater must comply with specific BAT limits, which EPA is setting equal to the previously
promulgated BPT [best practicable control technology currently available] limits on TSS in the discharge
of fly ash transport water, bottom ash transport water, and low volume waste sources.”

In establishing the BAT limits for legacy wastewaters in its final rule, EPA explicitly rejected
technologies other than surface impoundments due to the lack of adequate data, and the way legacy
wastewaters are handled at steam electric power generating plants.

Technology-based treatment requirements (Best Professional Judgment) may be developed at the state
level in the absence of applicable federal technology-based effluent limits (40CFR 125.3(c)). The Federal
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Regulations (40CFR 125.3(d)) further prescribe methodologies for setting technology-based limitations,
which are the same factors EPA is required to consider in the development of FEGs. Under these
regulations DEQ does not have the authority to arbitrarily prescribe treatment technology requirements
without going through the appropriate evaluations, including factors such as cost benefit analyses and
non-water quality environmental impact (i.e. energy requirements, etc.). Because the EPA has just
undertaken this effort as described above, DEQ does not believe that the same exercise at the state level
will yield different results. While the facility has demonstrated an ability to treat the effluent to drinking
water quality for the pollutants associated with CCR; DEQ does not have the authority to impose this
requirement on the permittee. Therefore, DEQ implemented the standard protocol developing water
quality based effluent limits for the proposed dewatering operation for those CCR related pollutants not
limited by the Federal Effluent Guidelines.

Water quality based effluent limits proposed in the draft permit are designed to be protective of the
Virginia Water Quality Standards (WQS) which establish the beneficial uses of all waters in the
Commonwealth and the narrative and numeric criteria necessary to ensure water quality is maintained
and protected. Those beneficial uses include recreation, e.g., swimming and boating; the propagation and
growth of a balanced, indigenous population of aquatic life; wildlife; and the production of edible and
marketable natural resources (e.g., fish and shellfish). These WQS are adopted as regulation (9VAC25-
260 et. seq.), and represent the best available science to ensure protection of water quality. These WQS
also allow for the use of mixing zones in evaluating limits for VPDES permits. The allowance for any
mixing may result in “end of pipe” effluent limits above the water quality criteria applicable to the
receiving stream.

The WQS include criteria to protect aquatic life from acute (1-hour) and chronic (4 day) exposures. The
WQS also include criteria to prevent human health impacts from consumption of fish over a period of
years. If the effluent limits that are based on acute and chronic criteria are attained then aquatic life in
the receiving waters will be fully protected consistent with the WQS.

Water quality criteria are designed to protect aquatic life are based on a careful, systematic collection of
all toxicity information available for the toxic substance. Following established guidelines, these data are
carefully reviewed to determine which toxicity data are from acceptable scientific studies, conducted
using established protocols and which have been determined to provide acceptable, unambiguous
toxicity data suitable for calculating water quality criteria.

Both acute and chronic criteria are based on all available toxicity data and are designed to protect almost
all of the species for which sound quality toxicity information is available. EPA develops draft water
quality criteria, subjects them to internal and external peer reviews and then subjects them to public
comment periods, adjusting the criteria as needed based on public comments. The adjusted criteria
values are again subjected to public comments and possibly additional adjustments before issuing them
as final, recommended national water quality criteria. States are expected to propose these criteria for
adoption as state water quality criteria and the state again subjects these proposed criteria to public
review and comment.

In this way, water quality criteria are developed by trained environmental scientists and technicians,
using standardized protocols. The draft criteria are subjected to internal and external peer reviews, and
then subjected to several, repeated rounds of public review and comments on both the national level and
on the state level, oftentimes adjusting the criteria based on public comments. In this way, once a water
quality criterion is officially adopted, the criterion represents the best scientific consensus of allowable
concentrations of the potentially toxic substance that will prevent lethal effects as well as less serious
effects such as reduced growth or reproduction. Water quality criteria are designed to be protective and
waters with concentrations at or lower than the chronic criterion concentration should ensure a healthy
diverse community of aquatic life.
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Acute criteria provide protection to aquatic life from severe toxic effects that can cause death, generally
when exposed for two to four days. At a minimum, acute criteria are designed to protect all but the 5%
most sensitive species from any lethal toxic effects. Even the most sensitive species may suffer some
impairment but not death if exposed to the acute criterion. In some cases, a criterion is lowered to protect
even the most sensitive species if it is determined to be an important species. The acute criterion is
designed to protect both adult and early life stages from lethal toxicity.

Chronic criteria provide protection against long-term exposures that could cause adverse effects on
reproduction and/or growth of early life stages of aquatic life: Chronic criteria are designed to protect
against less severe, non-lethal toxic effects such as reduced growth or reduced reproductive success
which might occur over prolonged periods of exposure. The chronic criteria are based on long term
toxicity tests starting with very early life stages of aquatic life; eggs, embryos, larval stages and other
early life forms. Often, these early life stages are more sensitive that the adults or juveniles and toxic
effects are observed at lower concentrations. By using the toxicity sensitivity of these early life forms as
the basis for the chronic criteria, the criteria are designed to take into consideration spawning and
reproduction, development of eggs and growth of larval and juvenile fish and other aquatic life. If the
chronic criteria are not exceeded for extended periods of time, then spawning and reproduction should
be protected.

DEQ establishes water quality based effluent limits to protect instream water quality criteria which can
be exceeded, on average, once every three years. The effluent limits were calculated using once in ten
year drought river flows, maximum effluent flows, 97% percentile effluent concentrations and
conservative hardness assumptions ensuring that aquatic life water quality criteria should be maintained
even during extreme low flow conditions in the Clinch River. The return interval for all of these
conservative assumptions occurring simultaneously is far longer than the once per three years
exceedance rate allowed by the WQS regulation.

In summary, with the exception of those pollutants for which a technology based limit is published in the
Federal Effluent Guidelines, DEQ has implemented the well-established and time tested protocol utilized
across the state to develop water quality based effluent limitations that will be protective of human
health and the environment.

Proposed Changes: None

4. Concerns Over Drinking Water Protection

Several commenters have expressed concern over the safety of the proposed dewatering operation with
respect to the downstream public water supply surface water intakes.

DEQ Response: During the public comment period for the reissuance of the draft permit, the DEQ staff
received comments regarding the sufficiency of the permit limits in protecting the downstream water
intakes on the Clinch River, and several parties suggested that the effluent limitations associated with the
permit should be at concentrations consistent with drinking water standards.

The WQS regulation identifies and designates certain stream segments as Public Water Supply (PWS)
waters where additional criteria apply which have been calculated to protect human health from toxic
effects through drinking water consumption. PWS waters are also subject to additional criteria to
maintain acceptable taste, odor, and aesthetic quality of drinking water, and these criteria apply at the
drinking water intake. Because the Clinch River in the vicinity of the APCO- Clinch River Plant is not
designated by the water quality standards as PWS water, application of the PWS criteria the initial draft
permit was not required by federal and state law in evaluating discharges associated with this facility nor
necessary to protect the designated beneficial uses of the Clinch River.

However, in response to the public comment and the fact that the discharges associated with this permit
are located approximately 12 miles upstream of the water supply intake for the Town of St. Paul
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(PWSID No. 1195700), the DEQ staff re-visited its assessment of the discharge with specific emphasis
on determining the potential impact to downstream users. This re-assessment considered the following
factors:

a. There is an additional 25% flow at the water supply intake in St. Paul as compared the flow rate
estimated at Outfall 003 at the AEP Clinch River Plant, allowing for further dilution of the effluent
prior to withdrawal;

b. Quarterly downstream monitoring within the Clinch River (3.7 miles downstream of the discharge)
performed by DEQ under the Clinch Powell Clean Rivers Initiative have yielded results that indicate
that the concentration of the pollutants of concern associated with CCR dewatering operations are
within the EPA Drinking Water MCL concentrations;

c. A review of the data submitted with the application indicates that the facility routinely produces an
effluent water quality that complies with the accepted drinking water MCL’s; and

d. The Virginia Department of Health has reviewed draft permit and has no comments, and have
identified no specific issues with any downstream water supplies.

Therefore, the conclusion of this re-assessment of the potential impact to water users is that the existing
permit is sufficiently restrictive to protect downstream water users.

In response to public concern over drinking water protection, staff contacted VDH to discuss the issue
further. The VDH staff indicated that further review of the proposal did not raise any specific concerns
given the proposed volumes and levels of treatment of the wastewater; however the VDH staff did
suggest that the company be required to notify the closest downstream public water source (i.e. Town of
St. Paul) of the initiation of de-watering so that the operators can have advance notice of any potential
change in raw water characteristics.

Proposed Changes: DEQ has decided to modify special condition Part I.B.18 to require the permittee
to also notify the Town of St. Paul regarding the initiation of dewatering.

5. Special Importance of the Clinch River

Several commenters have cited the special importance of the Clinch River serving as habitat to many
threatened and endangered species, and serving as an important resource to economic redevelopment in
the region.

DCR Division of Natural Heritage cites that this section of the Clinch River is part of the Clinch River –
Little River Stream Conservation Unit with a biodiversity ranking of B1 which represents a site of
outstanding significance. DGIF has designated the Clinch River as a “Threatened and Endangered
Species Water” with 35 associated species.

USFWS has stated that federally listed species known to occur in the Clinch River near the APCO
facility that may be affected by its operation include the following:

Federally Listed Threatened:
• yellowfin madtom (Noturus flavipinnis)

Federally Listed Endangered:
• Cumberlandian combshell (Epioblasma brevidens)
• oyster mussel (Epioblasma capsaeformis)
• snuffbox (Epioblasma triquetra)
• shiny pigtoe (Fusconaia cor)
• fine-rayed pigtoe (Fusconaia cuneolus)
• cracking pearlymussel (Hemistena lata)
• birdwing pearlymussel (Lemiox rimosus)
• sheepnose mussel (Plethobasus cyphyus)
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• slabside pearlymussel (Pleuronaia dolabelloides)
• fluted kidneyshell (Ptychobranchus subtentum)
• rough rabbitsfoot (Quadrula cylindrica strigillata)
• Cumberland monkeyface (Quadrula intermedia)
• purple bean (Villosa perpurpurea)
• Cumberland bean (Villosa trabalis)

USFWS also cites that the reach of the Clinch River where the facility is located, critical habitat has
been designated for the Cumberlandian combshell, oyster mussel, slabside pearlymussel, fluted
kidneyshell, rough rabbitsfoot, and purple bean and may be affected by facility operation.

Several commenters have cited that work is underway in an effort to establish a state park along the
Clinch River, and that the Clinch River is an important resource to economic redevelopment for the
region through eco-tourism, boating, and fishing.

DEQ Response: DEQ is well aware of the concerns regarding freshwater mussels, T&E species, and
water quality in the Clinch River. In 2008, DEQ joined with EPA, Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation (TDEC), and the Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy
(DMME) in signing a Memorandum of Understanding to study water quality and mussel health in the
Clinch River. This MOU formed the basis for the Clinch Powell Clean Rivers Initiative (CPCRI) which
includes representation from 20+ organizations including federal and state regulatory and advisory
agencies, non-governmental organization and private industry, all focused on the scientific study of the
Clinch River to assess mussel health. DEQ staff have served as members of the steering committee,
healthy watersheds team, and science team where DEQ staff has participated in water quality surveys of
the Clinch River including a six year bimonthly sampling effort at 5 locations along the river to assess
low level metal concentrations. Currently, as members of the science team, DEQ staff are participating
in a second study that involves additional quarterly sampling efforts at six new locations to further study
concentrations of metals based on the results generated during the first study. Additionally, DEQ has
undertaken a special effort for benthic surveys within the Clinch River on both Virginia and Tennessee.
DEQ samples 30 locations along the Clinch River and its tributaries to assess benthic macroinvertebrate
health. The results of both the chemical and benthic sampling indicate that the main stem of the Clinch
River meets or exceeds the Virginia Water Quality Standards for metals concentrations and aquatic life
use. The CPCRI members recognize there are still issues with mussel health within the Clinch River and
its tributaries, and are continuing to perform further sampling and analysis to determine the causative
factors.

DEQ has also participated in an intensive low level mercury study funded partially by Dominion to
evaluate the effects of atmospheric deposition of mercury in the Clinch River watershed. The study
involved quarterly sampling at 5 sites along the Clinch River.

As noted above, DEQ has been very involved in the growing body of science surrounding the Clinch
River mussels and the effects of various pollutants on aquatic health; therefore, DEQ staff are very
aware of the issues surrounding aquatic life health within the Clinch River, and has strived to ensure that
the proposed permit will be protective of water quality, human health, aquatic life, and the beneficial
uses of the Clinch River.

Proposed Changes: See Item 1 above describing the establishment of a regulatory mixing zone for the
normal operation discharges at Outfall 003

6. Pollutant specific comments:

• Copper: The Nature Conservancy commented that freshwater mussels are particularly sensitive to
copper and that effluent limits should be set at values equal to toxicity thresholds set by EPA without
reliance upon mixing zones.
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DEQ Response: The staff has re-assessed the discharge with respect to copper limits and has
revised the permit limit in the Revised Draft Permit. The more restrictive mixing zone assumptions
associated with the establishment of a 350 foot regulatory mixing zone were applied to the
calculation of the copper wasteload allocations for the normal operation discharges through the
AWWTP. This reevaluation resulted in a reduced effluent limitation for copper during the normal
operation from 39 ug/L monthly average and daily maximum to 37 ug/L monthly average and daily
maximum.

As explanation to the only minor decrease in the copper effluent limit in reevaluating the limit with
respect to the regulatory mixing zone, the original water quality based copper limit of 39 ug/L
established decades ago utilized wasteload allocations based on much higher effluent flow values
and lower drought flow estimates. Drought flow estimates used in determining wasteload
allocations both in the past and in the current permitting process were affected by the water
withdraw flows at the facility. As effluent flows decreased and estimated drought flows increased
(as a result of reduced water withdraw rates) through the years, the appropriate wasteload allocations
for copper at the time increased. However, to be in compliance with DEQ’s anti-backsliding policy,
DEQ has carried forward the original 39 ug/L copper limit, rather than establish less restrictive
copper limits in each subsequent permit reissuance. For this reissuance, DEQ is establishing a 350
foot regulatory mixing zone that resulted in lower wasteload allocations and associated effluent
limits for copper.

Proposed Changes: The Revised Draft Permit includes a reduced effluent limitation for copper
during the normal operations from 39 ug/L monthly average and daily maximum to 37 ug/L monthly
average and daily maximum.

• Selenium: The USFWS commented that the calculation of WLA values for selenium at Outfall 003
should also take into account loading of selenium into the Clinch River from Dumps Creek.

DEQ Response: After utilizing a mass balance equation to determine the potential resultant
background selenium concentration in the Clinch River as a result of the selenium loading from
Dumps Creek, the assumed background concentration in the Clinch River goes from <0.5 ug/L to
0.63 ug/L. In the initial draft permit, staff utilized a max background concentration of 0.5 ug/L in
place of <0.5 ug/L, even though actual concentrations of selenium upstream of outfall and Dumps
Creek are likely lower than 0.5 ug/L. The resultant WLAa associated with the dewatering operation
is lowered from 31 ug/L to 30 ug/L, and the resultant WLAc associated with the dewatering operation
is lowered from 8.4 ug/L to 8.3 ug/L. These result in a monthly average effluent limitation of 12 ug/L
and a daily maximum effluent limitation of 6.6 ug/L as compared to 12 ug/L and 6.7 ug/L,
respectively, proposed in the initial draft permit. DEQ has updated the factsheet and draft permit to
reflect this change to the selenium limit associated with the dewatering operation.

Additionally, wasteload allocations for selenium were reevaluated utilizing the loading of selenium
from Dumps Creek during normal operations. See Item 1 discussing the need for selenium
monitoring during normal operations discharges at Outfall 003.

• Ammonia: USFWS and TNC had commented that freshwater mussels are particularly sensitive to
ammonia and that effluent limits should be set at values equal to toxicity thresholds set by EPA
without reliance upon mixing zones.

DEQ Response: The staff has re-assessed the discharge with respect to ammonia limits and has
revised their permit limits in the revised draft permit. The more restrictive mixing zone assumptions
associated with the establishment of a 350 foot regulatory mixing zone were applied to the
calculation of the ammonia wasteload allocations for both the dewatering operation and normal
operation discharges through the AWWTP. This reevaluation resulted in a reduced the effluent
limitation for ammonia during the dewatering operation from 11 mg/L monthly average and 15
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mg/L daily maximum to 2.2 mg/L monthly average and 7.6 mg/L daily maximum. For normal
operations the ammonia limit has been reduced from 11 mg/L monthly average and 15 mg/L daily
maximum to 7.6 mg/L monthly average and 7.6 mg/L daily maximum.

• Outfall 008 Ammonia: USFWS requested clarification as to whether the loading of ammonia from
Outfall 003 was considered in determining whether or not an ammonia limit for the sanitary sewage
treatment plant discharge at Outfall 008 was necessary.

DEQ Response: DEQ reevaluated the need for an ammonia limit for Outfall 008 taking into
consideration the loading associated with Outfall 003 and determined that Outfall 008 would not
require an ammonia effluent limitation. The factsheet has been updated to reflect this reevaluation.

• Aluminum: TNC provided comment suggesting the inclusion of monitoring for aluminum for
Outfall 003 during normal operations. They cite that scientific literature suggests that fresh water
mussels exhibit stress to aluminum at concentrations of 300-500 ug/L.

DEQ Response: In reviewing the data provided with the permit application, the AWWTP produces a
long-term average concentration of 131 ug/L and a maximum of 289 ug/L. Given that the maximum
concentration of aluminum observed in the effluent prior to mixing with the receiving stream is
below that which may result in stress to mussels, and that there are no WQ criteria established for
aluminum, DEQ has determined that additional monitoring for aluminum is unwarranted.

• Why does DEQ allow the limits associated with certain parameters revert to less strict
concentrations once the dewatering operation is complete? Why are a number of parameters
removed from the effluent limitations once dewatering is complete?

DEQ Response: DEQ evaluated the dewatering wastewaters as a “new discharge” to a Tier 2 water
body. This requires that wasteload allocations be developed to achieve antidegradation baselines
within the receiving stream. The wasteload allocation calculations for normal operation discharges
were consider “existing discharges”. Existing discharges are considered part of the baseload of the
waterbody and therefore the wasteload allocations are developed to achieve the water quality
numeric criteria in the receiving stream.

The reason the majority of the metals for which effluent limitations were developed for the
dewatering phase of operations do not require effluent limitations during normal operations is
because the analysis of past data generated during normal operations did not indicate the need for
effluent limitations for those metals based on a reasonable potential analysis. The facility will
continue to conduct semi-annual screenings for those pollutants listed in Attachment A of the permit
to determine whether concentrations for each pollutant are at levels that necessitate an effluent
limitation.

7. Threatened and Endangered Species Protection:

Many commenters recognized the proximity of the discharge to known populations of federally listed
fish and mussel species and suggested that the permit does not contain sufficient protections for T&E
species. Several comments also suggested that a mixing zone for pollutants should not be allowed in
areas with resident T&E species populations.

DEQ Response: The facility and the industrial discharges from the operation have existed for over 50
years. Even though there was a catastrophic failure of the ash pond in 1967 which reportedly decimated
the aquatic community for many miles downstream, the river has recovered significantly, and is
supporting a diverse aquatic community. The recovery of the river is likely due, in no small part, to the
changes in the watershed and improvements made at many facilities which have resulted after the
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passage of the Clean Water Act. It is undisputed that the installation of the Advanced Wastewater
Treatment Plant has improved water quality conditions downstream.

The Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant was designed specifically to remove copper from the waste
stream because copper was a known toxicant to mussel species inhabiting the Clinch River. The process
to remove copper in the discharge also reduces many other metal compounds. During each reissuance
process after the construction of the AWWTP, the Department has assessed the wastewater quality of the
discharge from the plant and no other water quality standards listed pollutants have exhibited a
reasonable potential to contravene the water quality standards of the stream. The facility has had an
exemplary history of operation of the treatment plant and compliance with the effluent limitations. Each
evaluation was performed using the Department’s established procedures of compounding conservative
assumptions of discharge flow, drought stream flow, and maximum concentration, and no discrete
pollutant has been identified which may contravene the standards. Therefore, the Department is
confident that this permit, as well as all previous permits has always been sufficiently protective of water
quality.

However, given the statewide concern for the preservation of water quality during the proposed closure
of ash ponds, the staff proposed a more restrictive evaluation of dewatering wastewater, and artificially
imposed water quality based limitations based upon anti-degradation baselines for pollutants whose
levels would not necessarily have risen to levels considered to pose a “reasonable potential” to
contravene the numeric water quality standards. The effluent limits established for the dewatering phase
are based upon limiting the zone of initial dilution to a potential maximum area of approximately 0.28
acres in size during the modeled worst case conditions.

The proposed water quality based limits are based on the water quality numeric criteria included in the
Virginia Water Quality Standards for each pollutant of concern. The water quality criteria are based on
all available, reliable toxicity information for a wide variety of diverse species of aquatic life, and
because the most sensitive species drive the calculation of the criteria, all organisms typically thrive
when WQS are maintained. It is assumed that species that have never been used in toxicity tests with the
substance have sensitivities within the range of the tested species. All of the tested species act as
surrogates for untested species. It is assumed that any species of special importance such as those listed
as threatened and endangered species, but which are not in the toxicity dataset will share a level of
sensitivity close to one of the tested species. Because of this, it is either assumed or demonstrated, based
on the species considered during criteria development, that threatened and endangered species will also
be protected by a nationally recommended water quality criterion. Scientific studies that indicate certain
species may have greater sensitivity to a particular pollutant should be brought forth in the next triennial
review of the Virginia Water Quality Standards for possible incorporation into the regulations and
subsequent incorporation into future permitting actions.

DEQ believes that the reissuance of this permit is sufficiently restrictive and will not destroy or adversely
modify critical habitat as it existed at the time of the federal designation. The results of this reasonable
potential analysis conducted for the reissuance of the existing VPDES Permit concluded that the
additional water quality based effluent limitations are not necessary to protect the water quality of the
receiving stream. DEQ believes that effluent discharge from this facility meets the requirements of the
Water Quality Standards and the VPDES permit regulation and does not violate either the federal
Endangered Species Act or the Virginia Endangered Species Act.

Proposed Changes: As discussed in Item 1, DEQ has reevaluated the non-dewatering discharge under
normal operations utilizing the regulatory mixing zone of 350 feet as had been done in the initial draft
permit for the dewatering phase of operations. This resulted in a slight decrease to the copper and
ammonia limits for Outfall 003. This reevaluation also indicated that selenium monitoring was
necessary to determine whether a selenium limit will be required once dewatering is complete.
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8. Adequacy of the AWWTP to Treat the Ash Pond Dewatering Wastewaters:

Commenters have expressed concern as to whether the AWWTP is capable of processing the dewatering
operation wastewaters that may have higher concentrations of pollutants than previous wastewaters
processed by the AWWTP.

DEQ Response: The treatment system to be utilized during the dewatering operation is the Advanced
Wastewater Treatment Plant (AWWTP) that was installed at the power station in 1993 for metals
reduction. While DEQ has not had to address an ash pond dewatering operation specifically in the past
at this facility, a very similar wastewater streams have historically been treated through the
AWWTP. These wastewater streams include the blow-down of the coal ash transport system and the ash
landfill leachate. In the past when coal was utilized, the bottom ash generated in the boilers was mixed
with water to generate a slurry of ash and water. The slurry was routinely pumped to the west end of
Pond 1. The water and ash slurry would flow eastward in the ash pond allowing time for the majority of
the solids to settle out of suspension. The water would then travel through a decant structure located at
the east end of Pond 1 and flow through pipe to the reclaim pond to be recirculated back into in the ash
transport system. A portion of the water would be “blown down” into the AWWTP for treatment and
then discharged into the Clinch. This blown down ash transport water is very similar in nature to the
proposed dewatering wastewater in that it had full contact with ash prior to treatment in the AWWTP. It
is also similar in flow rate contribution to the AWWTP. The historic water balance at the plant included
0.15 MGD contribution of blown down ash transport water to the AWWTP. The proposed dewatering
operation includes a 0.18 MGD contribution of dewatering wastewater to the AWWTP. Keep in mind
that the AWWTP has a design capacity of approximately 8 MGD, while the total discharge from the
AWWTP during the dewatering operation is limited to 4.84 MGD (to include a variety of other
wastewaters generated at the power plant). We have years of screening data demonstrating the
effectiveness of the AWWTP to handle the blow down of ash transport water, which indicates that the
AWWTP is more than capable of handling the wastewater generated during the dewatering operation. A
review of past data indicates that the AWWTP is very effective at producing a high quality effluent.

9. Monitoring Requirements:

a. Quantification Levels: Several commenters have suggested that we utilize lower Quantification
Levels in the permit to allow for a more detailed assessment of the efficacy of the AWWTP and
potential impacts to the Clinch River. In particular, certain commenters have suggested that DEQ
utilize Quantification Levels equal to those found in the recently issued VPDES Permit No.
VA0004138 for the Dominion – Bremo Power Station. Commenters also suggested that rather than
substituting zero in place of <QL reported concentrations in the calculation of monthly averages that
DEQ substitute ½ QL in place of < QL reported concentrations.

DEQ Response: DEQ staff have taken this comment under consideration and modified the revised
draft permit with Quantification Levels equal to those specified in the VPDES permit for the Bremo
Bluff Power Station. Since the quantification levels of many parameters have been significantly
lowered, DEQ has determined it is not necessary to diverge from standard protocol in the calculation
of monthly averages.

b. Frequency of chemical testing and reporting:

• Several commenters have suggested that during the period of dewatering that monitoring for
those CCR metals for which Virginia has numeric criteria published in the WQS be
increased from 3/week to 1/day.

DEQ Response: The AWWTP has been in use since 1993 and we have ample data
demonstrating its efficacy in removing these pollutants. Furthermore, given the capacity of
the system and the equalization provided within, the variability of sampling data is
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anticipated to be minimal. As such, DEQ has determined that sampling the above
referenced metals 3/week is more than adequate to determine permit compliance and
treatment efficacy.

• Commenters have suggested those CCR related metals for which there are no numeric
criteria published within the WQS should be sampled 3/week rather than 1/month as
proposed in the initial draft permit.

DEQ Response: DEQ has considered this suggestion and decided to modify the draft
permit to incorporate 3/week sampling for the above referenced metals. Subsequently, since
these metals will be sampled 3/week rather than monthly as proposed in the Initial Draft
Permit, DEQ has modified the sample type from 24 hour composite to 4 hour composite for
consistency with those CCR metals for which we have assigned effluent limitations.

• Several commenters have suggested a more rapid turnaround time for the 3/week
parameters.

DEQ Response: The initial draft permit proposes these samples receive sampling results
within 4 days of the sample being taken. This is a non-customary requirement placed on this
permit and others across the state dealing with ash pond dewatering in response to public
concerns. Typical turnaround times for samples taken under VPDES permits are generally
measured in weeks rather than days. To require quicker than turnaround timeframes than 4
days is not practical or warranted.

• The USFWS suggested that the sampling frequency for ammonia during normal operations
be 1/week rather than 1/month as proposed in the initial draft permit.

DEQ Response: Since the source of ammonia to the AWWTP and Outfall 003 will be
eliminated with the conclusion of Pond 1A/1B dewatering and closure, DEQ has determined
that a 1/Month monitoring frequency is adequate to evaluate ammonia concentrations within
the effluent.

c. Frequency of WET testing and reporting:

Several commenters have suggested that WET testing for D003 (dewatering operation) should be
conducted on a higher frequency (daily, weekly, or biweekly) compared to 1/Month as required in
the initial draft permit. DEQ also received suggestions that WET testing should be stacked towards
the initiation of dewatering operations so that toxicity issues would be identified early in the process
before the majority of the dewatering wastewater was treated and discharged.

DEQ Response: Staff have taken these suggestions under consideration and modified the draft
permit to require WET testing be conducted once during the first week of dewatering, once during
the second week of dewatering, and monthly thereafter. Higher testing frequencies during the
remainder of the dewatering operation and subsequent ash contact stormwater management was
determined to be unwarranted based on the long history of non-toxicity associated with the AWWTP
under conditions in which the treatment system treated ash transport wastewater along with various
other wastewaters generated at the plant.

d. Use of alternate species for WET testing:

Several commenters suggested the use of early life stage native freshwater mussels be included in
the WET testing requirements to assess potential toxicity of the effluent from the AWWTP during
the dewatering operation.
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DEQ Response: All whole effluent toxicity testing is proposed to be performed using standard
invertebrate and vertebrate species (i.e. Ceriodaphnia dubia and Pimephales promelas). The
procedures for the tests have been standardized and are universally accepted as meeting the
regulatory requirements. The Department has not approved WET testing using alternate species such
as the early life stages of freshwater mussels as recommended in the comment. Therefore, any such
testing would be done outside of the permit requirements.

e. Baseline and ongoing sampling of the Clinch River for water quality, sediment quality,
ecological health and fish tissues (SELC)

SELC and other commenters suggested that DEQ require baseline and ongoing monitoring of the
Clinch River for water quality, sediment quality, ecological health and fish tissues.

DEQ Response: The water quality-based effluent limitations proposed in the permit are designed to
adhere to the Virginia Water Quality Standards under extreme conditions. Given the very
conservative assumptions utilized to generate the proposed effluent limitations, additional instream
monitoring is unnecessary.

Furthermore, as discussed above regarding DEQ’s involvement in the Clinch Powell Clean Rivers
Initiative (CPCRI), DEQ remains involved in the growing body of science regarding the effects of
water quality on the overall ecological health of the Clinch River.

10. 316(b) (Cooling Water Intake Structures) Requirements:

During the initial review of the application materials the USFWS provided recommendations to DEQ
that: 1) the mesh size of the intake screens be reduced from 3/8 inch to 1 millimeter; 2) that the through
screen velocities of the intake be reduced to 0.25 feet per second, and; 3) the implementation of a
monitoring program to monitor impingement and entrainment. The initial draft permit did not incorporate
the recommendations for alterations to the intake structure, because the modifications would have
required major structural changes to the intake in order to maintain sufficient withdrawal volumes for the
continued operation of the plant. A special condition was included in the initial draft permit which
required the company to submit an annual report (Part I.E.6) of the federally-listed threatened or
endangered species found to have been impinged or entrained during the reporting year, including the
total number and type of organisms (listed by taxa), and life stage cycle (egg, larva, juvenile, adult)
impacted by injury or death. However, the special condition did not include the specificity of the
monitoring program recommended by USFWS.

In their comments on the initial draft permit, the service recommended that the 316(b) information
submittals by APCO include an Impingement Mortality and Entrainment Characterization Study and
provided additional details on the data needs necessary to establish a baseline for evaluating IM&E.

A summary of the 316(b) comments are listed below:

• Comment, Part I.E.6, Measures to protect Federally-listed T&E species, designated critical habitat,
and fragile species or shellfish: The monitoring requirement in the draft permit lacks monitoring of
impingement and entrainment developed cooperatively with the USFWS. The permittee should be
required to conduct an “Impingement Mortality and Entrainment Characterization Study” 1/week for
1 year to determine if federally listed species are being impinged and entrained by the intake
structure. (DCR, USFWS, SELC, VCN):

DEQ Response: Monitoring of T&E species under §316(b) of the CWA is limited to determining
compliance and effectiveness of any additional control measures deemed necessary to minimize
adverse environmental impact. The interim BTA measures proposed in Part I.E.1 of the permit may
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be interpreted as establishing additional control measures necessary for the protection of federally-
listed T&E species that may be located in the vicinity of the cooling water intake structure.

On July 16, 2015, during the initial review of the application materials, the USFWS provided
recommendations to DEQ that the following additional control measures were necessary to ensure
protection of federally-listed species: 1) reduce the mesh size of the intake screens from 3/8 inch to 1
millimeter; 2) reduce the actual through-screen velocities of the intake to 0.25 feet per second, and;
3) implement monitoring of impingement and entrainment.

On October 21, 2015, a meeting was held at the Clinch River Plant site attended by USFWS, DEQ,
and APCO staff to discuss the USFWS’s July 2015 comments. At this meeting, the USFWS staff
verbally indicated they would withdraw recommendations to reduce the mesh size of the intake and
actual through-screen velocities of the intake in exchange for the company agreeing to perform
impingement and entrainment monitoring. However, USFWS staff were unable to provide a
description of the scope, frequency, duration, or other specifications of monitoring that would satisfy
their concerns. USFWS staff were informed that open-ended monitoring recommendations would not
be appropriate for inclusion in a proposed permit. To ensure clear, consistent, necessary and
enforceable permit conditions, specific monitoring details would be necessary.

The USFWS provided no subsequent follow-up to DEQ of recommended monitoring plan
specifications until May 19, 2016, following preparation and public notice of the initial draft permit.
Consequently, the draft permit was prepared without customized special conditions addressing
specific impingement or entrainment monitoring plan requirements.

The May 19, 2016 comments from the USFWS recommended that an “Impingement Mortality and
Entrainment Characterization Study” with impingement mortality sampling conducted for 24-hours
each week for one year. In addition, the USFWS recommended entrainment sampling to occur
weekly for a one year period. No basis or cost/benefit analysis was provided to support their
recommended sampling duration or frequency.

In their May 19, 2016 comments, the USFWS recommended the scope of the “Impingement
Mortality and Entrainment Characterization Study” to include:

a. Taxonomic identification of all life stages of fishes and mussels and any species
protected under Federal or State law (including threatened or endangered species) that
are in the vicinity of the water intake structure(s) and are susceptible to impingement
and entrainment, including a description of their abundance and temporal and spatial
characteristics in the vicinity of the water intake structure(s). These may include
historical data that are representative of the current operation of the facility and of
biological conditions at the site; and

b. Documentation of the current IM&E of all life stages of fishes, mussels, and any species
protected under Federal or State Law (including threatened or endangered species) and
an estimate of IM&E to be used as the calculation baseline. Impingement mortality and
entrainment samples to support the calculations required must be collected during
periods of representative operational flows for the water intake structure and the flows
associated with the samples must be documented. Recommended sampling for
impingement mortality is one 24-hour sampling event 1/week (on same day of each week)
for 1 year and for entrainment 1/week for 1 year.

Paragraph a., above, is comparable to the application information requirements of 40CFR
§122.21(r)(4) and 40CFR §122.21(r)(9). All existing facilities, including the Clinch River Plant, that
are subject to the requirements of 40CFR §§125.94 thru 125.99 must ultimately submit “source water
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baseline biological characterization data” under 40CFR §122.21(r)(4). The federal Rule establishes
such data to include:

• Taxonomic identification of all life stages of species and their relative abundance in the
vicinity of the cooling water intake structure;

• Identification of all threatened, endangered, and other protected species that might be
susceptible to impingement and entrainment at the cooling water intake structure;

• Identification and evaluation of the primary period of reproduction, larval recruitment, and
period of peak abundance for relevant taxa; and

• Data representative of the seasonal and daily activities (e.g., feeding and water column
migration) of biological organisms in the vicinity of the cooling water intake structure;

Included with their permit reissuance application, AEP completed and provided source water
baseline biological characterization data, a copy of which was transmitted to the USFWS on May
22, 2015.

Paragraphs a. and b., above, closely mirror the components of an “Entrainment Characterization
Study” as outlined in 40CFR §122.21(r)(9). The components of such a study are to include:

• “…Characterization of all life stages of fish, shellfish, and any species protected under Federal,
State, or Tribal law (including threatened or endangered species), including a description of their
abundance and their temporal and spatial characteristics in the vicinity of the cooling water
intake structure(s), based on sufficient data to characterize annual, seasonal, and diel variations
in entrainment, including but not limited to variations related to climate and weather differences,
spawning, feeding, and water column migration. This characterization may include historical
data that are representative of the current operation of the facility and of biological conditions at
the site…”

• “…Documentation of the current entrainment of all life stages of fish, shellfish, and any species
protected under Federal, State, or Tribal law (including threatened or endangered species). The
documentation may include historical data that are representative of the current operation of the
facility and of biological conditions at the site. Entrainment data to support the facility’s
calculations must be collected during periods of representative operational flows for the cooling
water intake structure, and the flows associated with the data collection must be documented…”

The requirement for Entrainment Characterization Studies to be developed is normally limited to
owners or operators of existing facilities that withdraw greater than 125 million gallons per day
(MGD) Actual Intake Flow (AIF). 40CFR §122.21(r)(9) also requires the submission of an
Entrainment Characterization Study to include a minimum of two years (versus one year) of
entrainment data collection, though 40CFR §122.21(r)(9) does not prescribe the frequency of data to
be collected.

While the Clinch River Plant’s AIF is less than 125 MGD, information contained in an Entrainment
Characterization Study would be of assistance to DEQ in making a subsequent final BTA
determination for the next permit cycle. 9VAC-31-190.H of the VPDES Regulation authorizes the
Board to require the permittee to furnish “…information as may be necessary to accomplish the
purposes of the law.” In addition, 40CFR §125.95(d) authorizes the Director to exercise “…discretion
to request additional information to supplement the permit application…”

DEQ Response: In response to public comments, DEQ staff recommends that Part I.E.3, “Alternate
Schedule for Submittal of 40CFR §122.21(r) Information” be revised to read:
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“The permittee shall, by no later than 270 180 days prior to the expiration date of this permit,
submit to the DEQ Regional Office all applicable information described in 40CFR §§122.21(r)(2)
through (r)(9).

• Comment, Part I.E.6, Measures to protect Federally-listed T&E species, designated critical habitat, and
fragile species or shellfish: Modifications to the cooling water intake structure should be required to
protect federally listed T&E species, as recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS): a)
The 3/8-inch (9.5 millimeter) mesh openings of the cooling water intake screen are not small enough to
protect federally-listed species from being entrained. The intake screens should be retrofitted with a 1.0
millimeter mesh size opening; and b) the facility’s design through-screen velocity of 0.52 feet per second
(fps) when the water level is low, and 0.15 fps at normal pool elevation is inadequate to protect federally
listed species from impingement. The intake structure should be retrofitted so that actual through-screen
velocities do not exceed 0.25 fps. DEQ rejected these recommendations as not being “reasonable and
prudent” without sufficient explanation (SELC, VCN).

DEQ Response: On July 16, 2015, during the initial review of the application materials, the USFWS
provided recommendations to DEQ that the following additional control measures were necessary to
ensure protection of federally-listed species: 1) reduce the mesh size of the intake screens from 3/8 inch
to 1 millimeter; 2) reduce the actual through-screen velocities of the intake to 0.25 feet per second, and;
3) implement monitoring of impingement and entrainment.

On October 21, 2015, a meeting was held at the Clinch River Plant site attended by USFWS, DEQ, and
APCO staff to discuss the USFWS’s July 2015 comments. The meeting included a field inspection of the
cooling water intake structure, the traveling screens, and the facility. At this meeting, the USFWS staff
verbally indicated they would withdraw their recommendations to reduce the mesh size of the intake and
actual through-screen velocities of the intake in exchange for the company agreeing to perform
impingement and entrainment monitoring. In comments subsequently received from the USFWS during
the public comment period on May 19, 2016, the USFWS referenced their earlier July 16, 2015 letter, but
did not include in their recommendations continued pursuit of reduced screen mesh size and through-
screen velocities.

Mesh sizes of 1 mm and maximum intake velocities of 0.25 fps have been routinely applied in Virginia
under the Virginia Water Protection Permit (VWPP) program for a number of years. However, those
standards have been applied for new construction or applicant-initiated proposed reconstruction, and not
to the retrofitting of existing intake structures where construction activities are not otherwise proposed.

The initial draft permit did not include the recommendations for alterations to the intake structure and
screens based on the recommendations not meeting “reasonable and prudent” measures. DEQ staff
believes the modifications would have required significant changes in the basic design of the cooling
water intake structure to maintain sufficient withdrawal volumes for the continued operation of the plant.
According to 50CFR §402.14(i)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) regulations, “Reasonable and
prudent measures, along with the terms and conditions that implement them, cannot alter the basic
design, location, scope, duration, or timing of the action and may involve only minor changes.”

The continuity equation (Flow, Q = Cross Sectional Area, A x Velocity, V) may be used to demonstrate
that to maintain an equivalent amount of flow to operate the plant, a reduced intake velocity would
necessitate additional cross sectional area; in other words, alterations to the basic design by requiring
physical enlargement of the intake structure cross sectional opening. Likewise, smaller mesh sizes may
subject the screens to more frequent debris fouling and head loss, reducing the effective cross sectional
area for water to pass through, thereby increasing through-screen velocities. Replacement of the screen
mesh would require retrofitting of two conventional traveling screens, and corresponding re-evaluation of
the performance and design of the screen backwash system and individual catch baskets. The retrofitting
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would be expected to involve more than minor changes. Consequently, DEQ staff believes the
recommendations to reduce screen mesh sizes and intake velocities do not meet the “reasonable and
prudent” criteria. No change to the condition is proposed.

• Comment, Part I.E.6, Measures to protect Federally-listed T&E species, designated critical habitat, and
fragile species or shellfish: Special Condition Part I.E.6 should require more frequent sampling and
reporting than once a year (DCR):

DEQ Response: This special condition reflects a “pass-through” of federal reporting requirements.
40CFR §125.98(k) requires delegated State programs to submit Annual Reports to the EPA Regional
Office where additional control measures are established to protect Federally-listed threatened and
endangered (T&E) species or critical habitat. In turn, the various State Annual Reports are compiled by
EPA and transmitted to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fishery Services.

DEQ staff does not believe there would be any benefit to changing the reporting period to a frequency
greater than annually, as doing so will have no impact on EPA’s subsequent report submittal to the federal
Fishery Services on an annual basis. No change to the special condition is proposed.

Note: This special condition does not relieve the permittee from reporting any findings of T&E species as
may be required under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), which is independently administered
by the federal Fishery Services.

• Comment, Part I.E.6, Measures to protect Federally-listed T&E species, designated critical habitat, and
fragile species or shellfish and Part I.E.7, Federal Endangered Species Act Compliance: The proposed
requirement for the permittee to prepare and submit an Annual Report is not based on any requirement in
the final federal rule, and should be removed. 40CFR §125.97(g) allows the permitting authority to
impose additional monitoring requirements related to federally-listed species, but only if additional
measures are specified in the permit to address specific concerns related to T&E species. No such
additional measures have been included in the permit; therefore additional monitoring is not necessary.
The proposed condition does not specifically require any sampling or biological monitoring. EPA
estimated in its cost-benefit analysis that 99% or more of facilities would not require ongoing monitoring
for impingement or entrainment. There are potential detrimental effects in conducting regular biological
monitoring on aquatic communities Parts I.E.6 and 7 should be combined and revised to read (AEP):

“The permittee shall operate and inspect each cooling water intake system in accordance with the
terms and conditions of this permit, which are designed to minimize incidental take and reduce or
remove more than minor detrimental effects to Federally-listed threatened, endangered, or
fragile species and designated critical habitat, including prey base. Nothing in this permit
authorizes take for the purposes of a facility’s compliance with the Endangered Species Act.”

DEQ Response: 40CFR §125.98(k) requires delegated State programs to submit Annual Reports to the
EPA Regional Office when additional control measures are established to protect Federally-listed
threatened and endangered (T&E) species or critical habitat. To enable DEQ to prepare its Annual Report
to EPA, DEQ must secure pertinent data from the permittees. The interim BTA measures proposed in
Part I.E.1 of the permit may be interpreted as establishing additional control measures necessary for the
protection of federally-listed T&E species located in the vicinity of the cooling water intake structure.
Absent of this condition, the permittee would not be required to report to DEQ any impingement or
entrainment performance data (including any “take” information, if discovery were to actually occur) to
adequately evaluate the effectiveness of any installed I&E control technologies and the permit’s BTA
findings. Removal of this requirement may jeopardize the accuracy and adequacy of DEQ’s preparation
and submittal of an Annual Report to EPA. 9VAC-31-190.H of the VPDES Regulation authorizes the
Board to require the permittee to furnish “…information as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes
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of the law.” DEQ staff believes the permittee’s preparation and submittal of an Annual Report is
warranted to carry out the purposes of the Clean Water Act.

In addition, the commenter’s replacement language may be interpreted as removing the burden and
responsibilities for any incidental take from the permittee. DEQ staff rejects the replacement language as
being inappropriate for a VPDES permit that has not completed a final BTA determination. No change to
the condition is proposed.

11. Procedural Requests:

Withdraw of Draft Permit: Several commenters requested that the DEQ withdraw the initial draft
permit, revise it to reflect changes in response to comments, and provide a subsequent draft permit and
fact sheet for public comment.

DEQ Response: In accordance with State Water Control Law and VPDES permit regulation, DEQ has
reviewed the submitted comments and has made revisions to the permit as warranted. The revised draft
permit and factsheet will be submitted to the State Water Control Board, along with the public comments
and DEQ’s response to those comments. The State Water Control Board will review the material and
either issue, issue with modifications or deny the reissuance of the permit in accordance with State
Water Control Law and VPDES permit regulations. If any member of the public feels the final permit as
approved by the State Water Control Board is not in accordance with State Water Control Law and the
VPDES permit regulations, they will have an opportunity to appeal the permit decision made by the
Board as allowed by the State Water Control Law.

Initiation of Pond Dewatering and Data Notifications: Several commenters requested that initiation
of dewatering and subsequent data be made open to the public. They also requested that email
notifications regarding the initiation of dewatering and data submittals occur.

DEQ Response: DEQ has committed to posting relevant submittals and rule makings regarding the
permit on DEQ’s website. DEQ does not have a mechanism to distribute email notifications to interested
parties regarding the initiation of dewatering and data submittals. However, as stated above, these items
will be made readily available to the public on DEQ’s website.

Extension of Comment Period: Commenters have requested an extension of the comment period.

DEQ Response: DEQ has followed the requirements and procedures for public participation
established in law and regulation, including requirements to process permitting actions in a timely
manner. Consistent with this standard operating practice, it is the agency’s decision that the 45-day
public comment period was adequate and an extension is not necessary.

12. Miscellaneous Comments:

Time-of-Year Restriction: The Nature Conservancy requested that the dewatering activity only be
allowed from December 1 to April 1 when flows are high and biological activity is low.

DEQ Response: All permit limits for specific pollutants are written to address the simultaneous
occurrence of extreme conditions of drought level stream flow and maximum discharge flow.
Therefore, further limiting the timing of the discharge is unnecessary.

Solid Waste Permitting Related Comments

a. Ash Disposal Locations / Methods
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Several commenters suggest that capping the ash pond in place is not adequate due to concerns over
groundwater contamination and seepage into surface waters. The commenters assert that the ash
should be excavated and relocated in a lined landfill. One commenter went further to state that lined
landfills are also not adequate for the protection of groundwater, and that the material should be
encapsulated in cylindrical concrete tanks as had been utilized at the Savannah River Site Saltstone
Disposal Facility. One commenter suggested that during the closure process for Pond 1A/1B that
the ash should be completely dewatered to a much lower elevation to minimize future groundwater
interaction and ensure structural stability of the unit.

DEQ Response: The locations and methods for final ash disposal will be addressed in the
forthcoming Solid Waste Permit(s) for the Clinch River Plant. The Solid Waste Permit will include
long-term groundwater monitoring and a surface water module to assess the what, if any, impacts
the ash disposal option has had on groundwater or surface water.

The solid waste permitting process will also include a public information session, public comment
period and public hearing similar to VPDES permitting process. The VPDES permit reissuance
under consideration only addresses the discharges to surface waters.

AWWTP underflow/sludge management (USFWS): USFWS suggested the permittee be required to
develop a sludge management plan for the AWWTP underflow.

DEQ Response: Special Condition Part I.B.15.d requires the permittee to identify in the Operations and
Maintenance Manual the “procedures for handling, storing, and disposing of all wastes, fluids, and
pollutants characterized in Part I.B.5 that will prevent these materials from reaching state waters.” The
permittee has indicated in the permit application that the AWWTP sludge will be disposed of at a
landfill. It is the responsibility of the landfill operator to ensure the waste is allowable under the solid
waste permit under which the landfill is operating.

Discontinue the Stockpiling of Coal at the Facility: The Department of Conservation and Recreation
recommended that the stockpiling of coal at the facility be discontinued since coal is no longer utilized
at the facility.

DEQ Response: DEQ does not have the authority to require the removal of the coal pile at the facility
provided the appropriate VPDES permit coverage for coal pile runoff is sought and granted under
VPDES permit regulation.

Cease Dewatering Requirement: Commenters questioned what will happen if an effluent limitation is
exceeded and the cease dewatering requirement is exercised.

DEQ Response: As required in special condition Part I.B.20, should an effluent limitation be exceeded
during the dewatering operation, the permittee will be required to cease the dewatering operation. The
permittee will be required to initiate a review of the treatment operations and data to identify the cause
of the exceedance. The permittee will be required to initiate corrective actions to address the cause of
the exceedance. The permittee cannot resume dewatering operations until an evaluation report is
submitted to DEQ and DEQ grants written authorization to resume dewatering operations.

13. APCO Comments:

The company requested a number of minor changes and/or clarifications in the initial draft permit and
fact sheet, principally associated with monitoring requirements, notification requirements and other
minor details.
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a. AEP requested a change in sampling type for chloride and hardness under D003 from 24 hour
composite to 4 hour composite.

DEQ Response: This was an oversight on DEQ’s part; as such, we have modified the sampling
type from 24 hour composite to 4 hour composite. Given that these two parameters are to be
sampled 3/week, it is impractical and unwarranted to sample utilizing a 24 hour composite.

b. AEP requested that the effluent and monitoring requirements for D003 (dewatering operation) apply
“during any week in which stormwater that has come into contact with coal ash in Pond 1A/1B has
been pumped from Pond 1A/1B below elevation 1554.0’” which corresponds to the pool elevation
that is maintained by the current gravity-flow discharge system

DEQ Response: DEQ has taken this comment under consideration and modified the language in
Part I.A.2 to clarify that the associated limits and monitoring requirements apply “during any week
after the initiation of the dewatering operation in which stormwater that has come into contact with
coal ash in Pond 1A/1B has been pumped from Pond 1A/1B below elevation 1554.0 feet.”

c. AEP requested clarification regarding special condition Part I.B.18 requiring notification of the
initiation of dewatering. They state that the dewatering operation is an intermittent process that will
start/stop on multiple occasions

DEQ Response: The intent to the condition as written is to require the notifications to occur only
once at the initiation of the dewatering operation. Understanding that the dewatering operation is
intermittent, DEQ does not feel it is necessary to require notification each time the dewatering
pumps are switched on.

d. AEP pointed out that Attachment A to the permit referenced in special condition Part I.B.19 was
inadvertently left out the initial draft permit.

DEQ Response: This was an oversight on DEQ’s part. DEQ provided AEP with a copy of
Attachment A on May 18, 2016. Attachment A is included in the Revised Draft Permit.

e. AEP requested a modification of the cease dewatering special condition Part I.B.20 to require the
permittee to cease pumping wastewater from Pond 1A/1B to the reclaim pond rather than cease
pumping from the reclaim pond to the AWWTP in the event of an exceedance of an effluent
limitation. AEP’s concern is that the reclaim pond also receives other influent flows unrelated to
pond dewatering operations such as dike seepage and landfill leachate and that these flows need to
be managed as needed to prevent discharge from the reclaim pond via Outfall 001.

DEQ Response: DEQ has taken this comment under consideration and has determined it
appropriate to modify special condition Part I.B.20 as requested by AEP. DEQ concurs that AEP
needs the flexibility to manage the pool elevation within the reclaim pond as needed to prevent an
untreated discharge to the Clinch River of the various wastewaters that are directed to the reclaim
pond.

f. AEP commented that Outfall 005 has been decommissioned with the installation of the gas line.
They assert that references to Outfall 005 should be removed from the draft permit and factsheet.

DEQ Response: DEQ will remove references to Outfall 005 from the permit, and will modify
references to Outfall 005 indicating that the outfall has been physically removed.

g. AEP identified an inaccuracy in Item 9 of the factsheet that indicated a groundwater well provides
potable water to the facility.
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DEQ Response: DEQ has corrected the reference accordingly.

h. AEP has requested clarification regarding the quarterly sampling of Outfall 015 conducted in
accordance with the Ash Pond 2 Closure Plan (Revised May 2012). As indicated in the closure plan,
AEP was required to conduct quarterly samples of Outfall 015 for evaluation during the subsequent
permit reissuance. AEP requests clarification as to whether the quarterly sampling is to continue
during the next permit cycle.

DEQ Response: DEQ will continue to require monitoring for Outfall 015 as indicated in Part I.A.5.
DEQ analyzed the results of the quarterly monitoring conducted in accordance with the approved
Ash Pond 2 Closure Plan and determined that a reasonable potential to contravene the water quality
standards does not appear to be present.

Future groundwater monitoring including a surface water module will likely be required under the
solid waste permitting program.

APCO Comments regarding CWA 316(b)
APCO also included a number of comments regarding the 316(b) special conditions in the initial draft
permit. These are outlined below:

a. Comment, Part I.E.2, Impingement and Entrainment Control Technology Preventative
Measures: Permit Special Condition Part I.E.2 should be removed from the permit. No condition
similar to this special condition appears in the final rules adopted by EPA. Requirements to develop
and implement a specific schedule and procedures for preventative maintenance of impingement and
entrainment control technologies, and maintain records of their implementation are unnecessary and
duplicative of the inspections and related recordkeeping required by Permit Special Condition Part
I.E.4 (AEP).

DEQ Response: Part I.E.2 requires the facility’s Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Manual to
include procedures and a regular schedule for preventative maintenance of all impingement and
entrainment (I&E) control technologies and measures. This special condition is necessary to satisfy
40CFR §§125.96(e), which requires any technologies to be “…maintained and operated to function
as designed.” In addition, Part I.E.2 is necessary to maintain the requirements of the VPDES Permit
Regulation. 9VAC25-31-190.E requires the permittee, at all times, to “…properly operate and
maintain all facilities and systems of treatment and control (and related appurtenances) which are
installed or used by the permittee to achieve compliance with the conditions of the permit.”

DEQ staff believes the requirements of Part I.E.2 are not duplicative to those of Part I.E.4 or other
proposed conditions. This special condition is distinguished from Part I.D.3, O&M Manual
Requirement in that Part I.D.3 is couched in terms of the treatment works, whereas Part I.E.2
addresses I&E control technologies and measures. Part I.E.2 is further distinguished from Part I.E.4,
Visual or Remote Inspections in that Part I.E.4 addresses the identification of any technologies
needing maintenance, repair, or replacement during an inspection, whereas Part I.E.2 establishes the
standard for the technologies to be actually maintained in effective operating condition. Part I.E.2
also establishes the O&M Manual as the repository for the procedures and schedules for routine
preventative maintenance measures; whereas such measures are not addressed in Part I.E.4. No
change.

b. Comment, Part I.D.3, Alternate Schedule for Submittal of 40CFR §122.21(r) Information: The
Alternate Schedule special condition should be changed to conform to the final federal Rule and
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require the submittal of information outlined in 40CFR §122.21(r) no later than 180 days prior to the
expiration of the renewal permit, rather than 270 days prior to expiration (AEP).

DEQ Response: 40CFR §125.95(a) of the federal Rule establishes that the submittal of information
outlined in 40CFR §122.21(r) is to be made “…when applying for a subsequent permit.” DEQ staff
interprets this to mean that the §316(b) information submittals will be subject to the determination of
whether a reissuance application may be deemed complete. 9VAC25-31-70 allows for continuation
of expiring permits so long as the permittee has submitted a timely and complete application for a
new permit. 9VAC25-31-100.E establishes a duty to re-apply at least 180 days before the expiration
date of the existing permit.

The §316(b) submittals represent additional information for DEQ staff to evaluate for adequacy and
application completeness. The submittal deadline established for Part I.D.3 was originally established
at 270 days prior to permit expiration to provide a buffer for the permittee to ensure their reissuance
application (with the additional §316(b) information) is deemed complete by DEQ staff in time to
remain eligible for administrative continuance, if subsequently needed. Reducing the submittal
timeframe from 270 to 180 days prior to permit expiration would expose the permittee to the potential
risk of not being eligible for administrative continuance, should the submittal be deemed deficient or
require additional information. If AEP is willing to accept this additional risk, DEQ has no objections
to reducing the deadline for submittal from 270 to 180 days prior to permit expiration.

c. Comment, Part I.E.4, Visual or Remote Inspections: Subpart (c) should be clarified to allow the
estimated actual water withdrawal volumes for the facility to be based on the operating time for the
pump and the pump’s rated capacity. Subpart (c) should also be revised to add the option to satisfy
the monitoring requirements by recording cycles of concentration. Subpart (d) should be deleted, as
there are no means of measuring head losses across the intake screens currently in place (AEP).

DEQ Response: Part I.E.4.(c) requires that visual or remote inspection documentation include a
“…description of water withdrawal volumes or rates occurring at the time of the inspection.” There
are numerous generally accepted engineering methods or procedures available to derive a description
of water withdrawal volumes or rates. Among such generally accepted engineering methods and
procedures include water withdrawal estimates based on pump operating times and pump rated
capacities. While this particular special condition is not prescriptive in limiting a permittee’s methods
or procedures options, the condition nonetheless requires all documentation to be ultimately signed
and certified in accordance with Part II.K of the permit. Part II.K requires a responsible corporate
officer, or a duly authorized representative of that person, to certify that the information is “…true,
accurate, and complete” and “…in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified
personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.”

The federal Rule at 40CFR §125.94(c)(1) identifies the monitoring of cycles of concentration as an
acceptable option for measuring intake flows This federal requirement is related to the need to
conduct daily intake flow monitoring for facilities operating closed-cycle re-circulating systems, such
as the Clinch River plant. However, DEQ staff interprets the federal requirement as needing to be
applied following a final impingement mortality and entrainment best technology available (BTA)
determination. Such a final BTA determination is expected to occur during the subsequent permit
term, following updates to the VPDES Permit Regulation and submittal of updated information in
accordance with the Part I.E.3 Alternative Schedule. Upon a final BTA determination being made, it
is anticipated the next permit cycle will include a separate special condition mandating daily flow
monitoring with specific language recognizing cycles of concentration as an alternative method.
However, during the interim period of this permit cycle, DEQ staff believes there is no need to revise
the Part I.E.4.(c) language to specifically recognize this method, as the current proposed permit would
satisfactorily allow its use.
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Part I.E.4.(d) of the proposed permit caveats the requirement for inspection documentation to include
head loss across the intake screens only “where available.” If such means are not available, then the
proposed permit does not require inspection documentation to address head loss. While the permittee
may indicate there are no current means in place to measure head losses across the intake screens,
there are no guarantees such means may not become available in the future. No change.
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1 Lindsey Forhan
Alan Wood
AEP

lgforhan@aep.com
arwood@aep.com

Email 4/1/2016 Requested that condition I.B.20 be reworded to state that in the event
of a limit exceedance that the discharge from Pond 1 to the reclaim
pond shall cease, rather than the discharge from the reclaim pond to
the AWWTP cease. They state that other waste streams also
contribute the reclaim pond.

Original

2 Raymond A.
Whitner, III
Virginia Department
of Health – Abingdon
Field Office

Email 4/13/2016 VDH stated that the nearest water supply intake is located
approximately 12.35 miles downstream. The name of the waterworks
is Town of St. Paul which operates under PWSID No. 1195700.

Original

3 Kevin R. Byrd
New River Valley
Regional
Commission

jphillips@nrvrc.org Email 4/18/2016 The Regional Commission has determined this project does not affect
any jurisdiction within the 4th Planning District and waives review
and comment.

Original

4 Brad McLane
SELC

bmclane@selcva.org Email 4/27/2016 • Antidegradation Load Allocations need to be adjusted to take into
consideration the 350 foot regulatory mixing zone assigned in the
permit rather than relying on complete mix assumptions.

• DEQ’s internal policy allowing for 25% (10% for human health
criteria) is inconsistent with the plain text of the Antidegradation
Policy (9VAC25-260-30.A.2)

Original

5 Mark Smith
EPA

Smith.Mark@epa.gov Email 4/28/2016 • EPA supports the FWS recommendation to perform biologic
monitoring prior to the final 316(b) best technology available
determination.

• Requests that the FWS develop and submit a study plan
describing the design intent of the ESA study, level of effort, and
duration of the requested biologic monitoring.

Original

6 Bill Bunch bilbunch@gmail.com Hearing 5/4/2016 • Concerns about neurotoxins entering the Clinch River Original
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7 Trieste Lockwood
VCN

trieste@vcnva.org Hearing 5/4/2016 • Request stronger treatment to meet CWA and VA
antidegradation policy

• CWA requires discharge of pollutants be eliminated if
technologically and economically feasible

• Since AWWTP is available then utilize to full capability.
• VA Antidegradation prohibits lowering of water quality unless

necessary. Mixing zone not necessary since treatment is
available onsite.

• DEQ can apply the strongest version of Antidegradation to set
baselines

• Request revision to limit arsenic and other toxic substances at all
time, not just during dewatering

• Request arsenic limit of 10 ug/L to meet drinking water
standards. Apply drinking water standards to other metals.

• Higher frequency of monitoring
• Lower QL
• Require toxicity testing at initiation of each phase of dewatering

to check before majority is discharged
• Revise permit to Safeguard and Monitor T&E per 316(b)
• Written comments forthcoming

Original

8 Lou Zeller
Blue Ridge
Environmental
Defense League

bredl@skybest.com Hearing 5/4/2016 • Plans to submit written comments
• Should require limits at drinking water standards
• Mixing zones are improper and not legal.
• Cites many metals and objects to proposed effluent limits.
• Objects to EPA not considering CCR as “Hazardous Waste”
• Propose ash be stored in cylindrical concrete tanks as detailed in

the report submitted.
• Mixing zones allow pollution at high level.
• Expressed concern over the effects on drinking water.
• Discussed effects of Chromium VI on human health.

Original
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9 Willie Dodson
Appalachian Voices

willie@appvoices.org Hearing 5/4/2016 • River is ecologically precious and economically viable for the
region

• Urges extreme caution
• AWWTP is available but limits are not stringent enough.
• DEQ should require drinking water standards be met
• Concerns about transparency of monitoring and dewatering
• Email notification to individuals that have requested regarding

initiation of dewatering and permit violations
• Suggests a cease dewatering requirement if limits exceeded
• Concern about differences in effluent during deep dewatering.

Wants to see what other dewatering operations have encountered
in effluent.

• Request 30 day extension on comment period

Original

10 Jane Branham
SAMS

Hearing 5/4/2016 • Clinch is a jewel of the area, least polluted river in region.
• Clinch River Initiative has worked to get the Clinch designated as

a state park
• AEP has system an effective treatment system. Why not require

that they utilize the system to remove metals to drinking water
standards

• Mixing Zone – why necessary, should not utilize, make safe at
discharge

• Stated that many of the metals are neurotoxins
• Concern about the effects on T&E Species
• Do all possible to make the discharge as good as possible

Original

11 Becca Holmes beccamarieholmes@g
mail.com

Hearing 5/4/2016 • Importance of the Clinch to build community, healing, and
economic income through tourism

• Wants drinking water standards from effluent
• Concern for recreation near effluent
• Mixing Zone – effects on human use and aquatic life in the

mixing zone
• Monitoring frequency should increase

Original
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12 Adam Wells
Appalachian Voices

adam@appalachianvoi
ce.org

Hearing 5/4/2016 • In support of closure of pond in general
• Concerned with Mixing Zone concept
• Wants drinkable water since it is possible
• Clinch is a treasure, important for economic growth

Original

13 Matt Hepler
SAMS

mhepler24@gmail.co
m

Hearing 5/4/2016 • Opposed to Mixing Zones
• Increased monitoring – Daily or real time testing
• Freshwater Mussels T&E deserve more protection
• Post lab results on website within 24 hours of sampling
• Stated that he plans to conduct independent monitoring

Original

14 Jerry Smith Hearing 5/4/2016 • Lives near the Clinch River Plant and been affected by coal dust
and coal ash

• Concern about how long it takes to get test results and how much
water is released before test results received

• States that he fishes in the Clinch River
• States that St. Paul gets drinking water from Clinch River, and he

has concerns for those people
•

Original

15 Kathy Selvage kselvage@gmail.com Hearing 5/4/2016 • Wise County receives drinking water from Clinch
• Does not believe dilution allowance should be allowed
• Clinch provides drinking water, recreation, economic

opportunities, and irrigation for agriculture
• Clinch River supports budding ecotourism industry for fishing

and boating
• Clinch River has historic significance as resource to Native

Americans and early settlers
• Clinch River has globally significant aquatic diversity – 100

native fish, 50 mussel species
• One of the most biologically threatened rivers in US
• Importance of mussels as filterer and indicator of water quality
• TNC says #1 river worth protecting
• Cites multiple degradation sources

Original
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• 1967 spill of AEP pond affected 90 miles, killed 12mile of
mussels, acid spillage

• CCR as air pollutant as hazardous, known carcinogen
• Concerns about coal ash pollutants already in soil and water
• Suggests test effluent prior to entering river, not after
• Provided transcript

16 Annie Jane Cotten anniejanecotten@gmai
l.com

Hearing 5/4/2016 • Clinch River is a cornerstone of economic redevelopment
• Requests implementation of the strongest most stringent

standards available for the protection of T&E species
• All discharges meet drinking water standards
• No allowance of mixing zone
• Increased monitoring
• Public notification of initiation of dewatering and if violations of

occur – email and newspaper
• Believes permit undermines the creation of bright future for the

region

Original

17 Rich Kirby rkirby@mounet.com Hearing 5/4/2016 • Lives on Clinch River
• Clinch River is a unique ecological resources
• Clinch River is an economic resource for region
• DEQ should spare no effort to make sure dewatering treatments

work
• Should use best available technology

Original

18 Peggy Mathews pmillsmathews@gmai
l.com

Hearing 5/4/2016 • Lives on the Clinch River
• Quality of the river is critical to region – Recreation and drinking

water
• River is part of the economy. Towns suffer from pollution
• Outdoor recreation important to area
• Too much lag time between sample taken and results received
• Limits not met then operation stops, what happens to the

discharge?
• Concern over seepage in unlined pit, monitoring of seepage

Original
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19 Frank Taylor fht@mounet.com Hearing 5/4/2016 • Clinch River is a drinking water supply in Wise County
• Clinch River has had numerous past impacts
• Clinch River is an economic resource

Original

20 Barbara V. Jacocks
Richmond Regional
PDC

Letter 5/10/2016 • RRPDC staff opts to refrain from comment given the location of
the proposed action.

Original

21 Ernie Aschenbach
DGIF

Ernie.Aschenbach@dg
if.virginia.gov

Email 5/16/2016 • Requests clarification of the proposed effluent volumes,
chemistry, and constituents, and of their toxicology

• Request explanation of how the proposed monitoring protocols
would:

o Document existing baseline concentrations of the
discharge constituents at end-or-pipe and in the receiving
waters

o adequately evaluate impacts to the environment resulting
from the discharge

Original

22 Roberta Rhur
DCR

Robbie.Rhur@dcr.virgin
ia.gov

Email 5/17/2016 • Facility within the Clinch River – Little River SCU that has a
biodiversity ranking of B1 which represents a site of outstanding
significance with 55 associated species.

• DCR supports activities to reduce potential impacts to aquatic resources
in the Clinch River including the controlled release and treatment of the
discharge from coal-ash Pond 1A/1B by the advanced wastewater
treatment plant (AWWTP) system during the dewatering operation and
de-chlorination of cooling water prior to discharge from Outfall 3.

• DCR recommends the stockpiling of coal be discontinued at the site as
it is no longer needed for the operation of the gas-fired power plant.

• DCR supports USFWS 2015 recommendation for a monitoring plan to
determine if rare, threatened and endangered aquatic species are being
impinged and entrained by the intake structure and recommends more
frequent sampling and reporting than once a year as outlined in the
proposed permit (E. Cooling Water Intake Structure Requirements-
Condition 6).

23 Brad Kreps
TNC

bkreps@TNC.ORG Email 5/18/2016 • TOYR for dewatering operation – allow dewatering only between
December 1 – April 1

Original
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• Require sampling turnaround limited to 48 hours
• Require WET within first five days of initiation of dewatering
• Require WET weekly rather than monthly
• WET testing on native mussel species
• Require complete dewatering to reduce likelihood of groundwater

interaction
• Mixing Zones inappropriate given resident T&E according to

VPDES Guidance Memo 00-2011 – improvements to habitat
possible if mixing zone not allowed

• Lower effluent limitations for copper and ammonia – end of pipe
limits to not exceed toxicity thresholds published by EPA

• Addition of Aluminum Monitoring Requirement – stresses
mussels at 300-500 ug/L

• Lower Detection Levels - Substitute ½ QL value rather than zero
to evaluate monthly averages

24 Cindy Schulz
USFWS

susan_lingenfelser@f
ws.gov

Email 5/19/2016 • More stringent reporting of analytical data
o 48 hour turnaround time on sampling results
o 3/week on the metals with no effluent limits
o 1/week monitoring for ammonia during “normal operations”

• More frequent and robust WET testing
o WET testing 1/week for first 2 weeks of dewatering
o Notify FWS if toxicity is observed
o Revert to WET frequency 1 / 2week
o Correction needed to page 15 of factsheet with regard to D003

NOEC value (change from 10 to 3.12 TUc)
o Include freshwater mussel in WET testing

• Incorporation of Dumps Creek selenium loading into 003 effluent limit
calculation

• Substitute ½ QL value rather than zero to evaluate monthly averages
• Outfall 008 – incorporate ammonia loading from 003 in determining

need for ammonia limit for Outfall 008
• Lower QL for mercury – recommending 0.2 ug/L
• Request that a sludge management plan indicate the disposal location

for the AWWTP sludge. They recommend use of an industrial landfill

Original
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• Notify USFWS if recommendations are not implemented to determine
how to proceed with permit issuance for ESA compliance

• Impingement Mortality and Entrainment Characterization Study (316b)
o Identify all protected species inhabiting the Clinch River in the

vicinity of intake
o 1/week for 1 year sampling of IM&E

25 Alan R. Wood, P.E.
Lindsey Forhan
AEP

lgforhan@aep.com
arwood@aep.com

Email 5/19/2016 • Requested that the sample type for chloride and hardness be
modified from 24 HC to 4 HC to align with the other 3/week
parameters.

• Requested a rewording of the applicability of the D003
dewatering effluent limits and monitoring requirements to
reference the elevation that the current pond outlet structure
maintains the Pond 1 pool level.

• Requested clarification regarding the dewatering notification
special condition in light of the fact that the operation will be
intermittent in nature.

• Requested the inclusion of Attachment A to the permit that was
inadvertently left out of the Initial Draft Permit

• Requested a change to the Cease Dewater special condition to
require the pumping of water from Pond 1 to the reclaim pond
cease in the event of an effluent limit exceedance.

• Requested the removal of condition Part I.E.2.
• Requested Part I.E.3 be modified to require the submittal of

information be due 180 days prior to permit expiration rather
than 270 days.

• Requested confirmation that the flow data submittals associated
with Part I.E.4 can be fulfilled using pump capacity and
operating time data.

• Requested a merging of language of Part I.E.6 and Part I.E.7.
• Requested the removal of references to Outfall 005 since it has

been decommissioned.
• Noted that the facility no longer uses a groundwater well for

Original
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potable water at the facility.
• Requested clarification regarding the continuation of quarterly

sampling conducted for Outfall 015 (Pond 2 discharge) in
accordance with the Pond 2 Closure Plan.

• Requested clarification and consistency regarding the description
of the applicability of the dewatering tier of effluent limits and
monitoring.

• Requested DEQ not make changes to the permit in response to
the comments provided by TNC.

26 Gregory Buppert
Bradford T. McLane
SELC

Kate Rooth
Appalachian Voices

Matt Hepler
Southern
Appalachian
Mountain Stewards

Mary Cromer
Appalachian
Citizens’ Law Center,
Inc.

gbuppert@selcva.org Email 5/19/2016 • DEQ should set technology based limitations for the dewatering
of the ponds, and advocates that DEQ use “best professional
judgement to evaluate technology standards…based upon best
available technology economically achievable”.(Technology
Limits)

• The draft permit does not comply with CWA requirements
because it relies on mixing zone assumptions in setting the
limits. (Mixing Zone)

• Anti-degradation baselines should be applied at the edge of the
mixing zone and not on the “complete mix assumption”. (Mixing
Zone)

• DEQ reliance on a complete mix assumption for anti-
degradation conflicts with internal guidance memo 00-2011.
(Mixing Zone)

• Asserts that mixing zone is used as a substitute for minimum
treatment technology and therefore conflicts with the mixing
zone regulation. (Technology Limits) (Mixing Zone)

• Asserts that the use of the mixing zone is not appropriate in T&E
waters. (Mixing Zone)

• The draft permit does not comply with the Tier 2 anti-
degradation policy because it allows up to 25% percent of the
assimilative capacity (and 10% of the HH criteria) of the stream.
(Anti-Deg)

Original
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• Recommended daily monitoring of chemical constituents at all
times (not just dewatering), and results shall be submitted within
one day. (Monitoring)

• Quantification levels should be reduced to those levels
implemented in the Bremo permit. (Monitoring)

• WET testing should be required 3/week during dewatering and
results submitted within 1 day of testing. Wet testing should
include test species to reflect local fauna (i.e freshwater mussel)
(Monitoring)

• Permit should require ambient testing of Clinch River water
quality, sediment quality, ecological health and fish tissue.
(Monitoring)

• Implement additional measures cited by USFWS for the CWIS
to protect T&E Species. (316b)

• Requests that DEQ withdraw the draft permit and re-issue a
subsequent draft permit addressing comments for additional
public comment.

27 Trieste Lockwood
Virginia
Conservation
Network

trieste@vcnva.org Email 5/19/2016 • The permit should impose more stringent technology based
limits using “best professional judgement”. (Technology Limits)

• Tier 2 river water quality is not adequately protected using a
mixing zone.

• The permit does not comply with Antidegradation policy by use
of a mixing zone and complete mix assumption.

• Mixing zone should not substitute for minimum treatment
technology

• DEQ should require the effluent limitations to meet the state
public health standards, or at a minimum, meet the standards
agreed upon in the Bremo Permit. Comment cited arsenic,
chromium copper. (Technology Limits)

• DEQ should adopt more stringent QL’s in the permit
(monitoring)

• DEQ should require more frequent testing ( i.e. daily) (

Original
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monitoring)
• The proposed permit should be revised to further protect T&E

species cited by USFWS for the CWIS to protect T&E Species.
(316b)

• Requests that DEQ withdraw the draft permit and re-issue a
subsequent draft permit addressing comments for additional
public comment.

28 Judy Pearce wisewoman@judypear
ce.net

Email 5/19/2016 • Concerned about damage potential of the dewatering operation
• Technology based standards are economically achievable
• Clinch River is important to the economic diversification of

SWVA

Original

29 Kathy Selvage kselvage@gmail.com Email 5/19/2016 • Concerns about drinking water
• Concern about ultrafine particles that the AWWTP may not

capture
• Suggests holding water in permanent structures isolating it from

drinking water sources
• Suggests effluent receive a full range of tests with verification

from another source
• Suggests additional testing by the drinking water service

authorities
• Concerns about the use of dilution, and the long term

accumulation of effects from various pollutant sources
• Concern about the effects the plant has had historically on human

health and the effects the discharge will have on human health
• Suggests posting of records online and providing list serve.

Original

30 Diana Withen dwithen@gmail.com Email 5/19/2016 • Concerns that best possible technology is not being used
• Clinch River is important T&E habitat and centerpiece to

economic recovery of the area
• Concerns about heavy metals entering the river and the use of

dilution
• Suggests sampling effluent and the Clinch River multiple times

Original
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per day and requirement to shut down operation if toxins enter
the river

31 Form Letter 1 • Value health, drinking water and environment
• Use the advanced water treatment plant to more stringently treat

the water to be safe prior to being discharged in the river, as
opposed to relying on a mixing zone to dilute toxic metals in our
waterways, in order to comply state and federal law

• Instead of three times a week, require daily water testing and
stronger monitoring of heavy metals to ensure a quick response if
there is a water quality violation

• Revise the permit to safeguard federal and state protected species
by including a monitoring plan to ensure that rare species aren’t
injured or killed

Form
Letter

32 Form Letter 2 • Value health, drinking water and environment
• Please do everything you can to ensure that all the coal ash at

Virginia's coal-fired power plants is safely removed from site and
properly disposed of in dry, lined landfills far away from our
waterways. Dumping coal ash wastewater into our rivers should
not be an option for Virginia. Please ensure the safe and proper
cleanup of coal ash at all sites

• Use the advanced water treatment plant to more stringently treat
the water to be safe prior to being discharged in the river, as
opposed to relying on a mixing zone to dilute toxic metals in our
waterways, in order to comply state and federal law

• Instead of three times a week, require daily water testing and
stronger monitoring of heavy metals to ensure a quick response if
there is a water quality violation

• Revise the permit to safeguard federal and state protected species
by including a monitoring plan to ensure that rare species aren’t
injured or killed

Form
Letter



# Name/Organization Email Method Date Comments / Concerns

Form
Letter

Or
Original

Comment

Page 13 of 34

33 John Luker
1432 CEDAR LN
NORFOLK, Virginia
23508

jluker69@gmail.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

34 John Eustis
3157 Happy Hollow
Rd
Blacksburg, Virginia
24060

joeustis@newriverlan
dtrust.org

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

35 Michael Morency
2329 Landmark
School Road
The Plains, Virginia
20198

mm@broadhollowfar
m.com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

36 Sharon Fisher
1447 Stoney Bottom
Rd.
Front Royal, Virginia
22630

jcannon@humtech.co
m

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

37 Betty Ware
2 Paxton Road
RICHMOND,
Virginia 23226

bettybware@verizon.n
et

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

38 Chase Milner
Harrisonburg,
Virginia 22803

chase@vahemp.org 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

39 Amy Biggs
8050 Crianza Pl.
Vienna, Virginia
22182

abiggs66219@yahoo.c
om

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

40 Mary Wagoner
2416 Indian Hill
Road

mwagoner100@gmail.
com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter



# Name/Organization Email Method Date Comments / Concerns

Form
Letter

Or
Original

Comment

Page 14 of 34

Virginia Beach, VA ,
Virginia 23455

41 Eva Clarke
205 Virginia Avenue
Richmond, Virginia
23226

evamarie8@gmail.co
m

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

42 Bill Johnson
PO Box 5787
Fredericksburg,
Virginia 22403

billatthelake@comcast
.net

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1
Concern over carcinogens, heavy metals and hazards to the
environment, the animals that live here, and people's health

Form
Letter /
Original

43 Scott Burger
612 S. Laurel St.
Richmond, Virginia
23220-6514

scottburger@mac.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

44 Jane Myers
10388 Deer Oak
Lane
Mechanicsville,
Virginia 23116

jane.thompson.myers
@gmail.com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

45 Paula Chow
132 Caroline
FREDERICKSBUR
G, Virginia 22401

paulachow132@gmail
.com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

46 Kayla Freeman
11205 Oak Grove
Road
Bristol, Virginia
24202

argentpoet23@gmail.c
om

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1
Kayaks the Clinch River. Protect our Areas' beautiful natural
heritage.

Form
Letter /
Original

47 Bob Shippee
13000 Trinity Ct
Richmond, Virginia
23233

rsoxbob@gmail.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter
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48 Casey Ferguson
820 cowan rd, n.
chesterfield va 23235
n. chesterfield,
Virginia 23235

fergusoncasey592@g
mail.com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

49 Wayne Teel
3715 Hidden
Meadow Lane
KEEZLETOWN,
Virginia 22832

teelws@jmu.edu 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1
Include testing of macroinvertebrates.

Form
Letter /
Original

50 Helen Moulis
3100 Shore Drive
Virginia Beach,
Virginia 23451

PENNY.DANCER@
GMAIL.COM

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

51 Lisa Bagby
218 Sweetbriar Drive
Richmond, VA,
Virginia 23238

bpddesign@aol.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

52 James S Schwartz
2711 East Broad
Street
Richmond, Virginia
23223

stewart@smartergrowt
h.net

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

53 Marco Sanchez
3413 20th St N
Arlington, Virginia
22207-3736

msanchez@pecva.org 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

54 Jan Palmore
11824 Park Forest
Way
Glen Allen, Virginia
23059

janm_palmore@yahoo
.com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter
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55 David Addison
5700 11th St N
Arlington, Virginia
22205

davashadd@verizon.n
et

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

56 Virginia Abraham
244 Daniels Park Rd.
RUCKERSVILLE,
Virginia 22968

vga.abraham@gmail.c
om

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

57 Cheryl Gale
105 Alexander
Walker
WILLIAMSBURG,
Virginia 23185-8919

cheryl.gale@gmail.co
m

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

58 Linda Plaut
620 Watson Lane
Blacksburg, Virginia
24060

lplaut@vt.edu 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

59 Nadia Stanfield
3186 Burrland Ln
The Plains, Virginia
20198

nadia.stanfield@gmail
.com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

60 Wenona Scott
2162 Ferney Creek
Rd
Willis, Virginia
24380

wenona@swva.net 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

61 Lynn Wilson
680 Crib Ln
Sandston VA,
Virginia 23150

lynnpeacewilson@gm
ail.com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

62 William Edgerton
PO Box 1625
Charlottesville,

waedgerton1@gmail.c
om

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter
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Virginia 22902

63 Ben Shrader
1725 Oakwood St
Bedford, VA,
Virginia 24523

benr@shraderengineer
.com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1
Grew up on Clinch River and states that it has been degraded. Urges
DEQ to reverse this trend.

Form
Letter /
Original

64 George Hite
6374 Dakine Circle
Springfield, Virginia
22150

iighite@netscape.net 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

65 John Kasper
3435 Holly Road
ANNANDALE,
Virginia 22003

jkcr3435@cox.net 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

66 Martha Wingfield
2807 E. Grace Street
ASHLAND, Virginia
23223

marlridge@gmail.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

67 Joyce Goodrich
42 Barclay Road
Newport News,
Virginia 23606

JGGOOD56@YAHO
O.COM

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

68 Natalie Pien
20644 Gleedsville Rd
Leesburg, Virginia
20175

natcpien@verizon.net 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

69 Charles Shelton
PO Box 453
Grottoes, Virginia
24441

crsheltn@verizon.net 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter



# Name/Organization Email Method Date Comments / Concerns

Form
Letter

Or
Original

Comment

Page 18 of 34

70 Virginia Cowles
4001 Monument Ave
RICHMOND,
Virginia 23230

vcowles@verizon.net 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1
Concerned about toxic metal data found in wells near ash ponds

Form
Letter /
Original

71 Cynthia Baute
705 Knob Hill Drive
Blacksburg, Virginia
24060

cabaute@gmail.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

72 Carl Onesty
1002 Old Denbigh
Blvd #M209
Newport News,
Texas 23402

conesty@aol.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

73 Sarah Bucci
401 N Boulevard
Apt 6, Virginia 23220

sbucci@environmentv
irginia.org

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

74 Philip Prisco
116 River Road
Poquoson, Virginia
23662

priscop@verizon.net 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

75 Jody Joy
2475 Milton Hills Dr
CHARLOTTESVILL
E, Virginia 22902

jody@livingmind.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

76 Jason Rylander
4810 13th St N
Washington, District
of Columbia,
Virginia 22205

jasonrylander@gmail.
com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

77 Frank Kearney
102 Boxwood Point
Road
Hampton, Virginia

f.kearney3@verizon.n
et

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter
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23669

78 Jehanne Arslan
1 street
OAKTON, Virginia
22124

Jehannearslan@gmail.
com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

79 Stephen Vandivere
13825 Baywood Ct
Centreville, Virginia
20120

stephen@vandivere.ne
t

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

80 Merry Outlaw
109 Crownpoint
Road
Williamsburg,
Virginia 23185

xkv8rs@aol.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

81 Lynn Johnston
605 Ridge Top Rd.
HENRICO, Virginia
23229

lynncastle1@aol.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

82 Kymberly
Messersmith
4316 Brookside dr
Alexander , Virginia
22312

ksmess@gmail.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

83 Mary Grant
1226 BROAD AXE
RD
CHARLOTTESVILL
E, Virginia 22903

mclgrant@centurylink
.net

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

84 Alyssa Freeman
2916 Ruthland Rd
Richmond, Virginia

tsiporah.shani@gmail.
com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter
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23228

85 Glenn Shean
108 Queen Anne
Williasmburg,
Virginia 23185

gdshea@gmail.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

86 Holly Rhode
716 west 33rd st
richmond, va,
Virginia 23225

ontherhode@gmail.co
m

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

87 Meghan Codd
3455 Cooper Road
Richmond, Virginia
23225

meghan.codd@gmail.
com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

88 Anne Duvo
GLEN ALLEN,
Virginia 23060

aduvo@yahoo.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

89 Barbara Quigley
7321 Monticello Blvd
Springfield, Virginia
22150

longbourne@yahoo.co
m

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

90 Corbin Harwood
1675 32nd St NW
Washington, Virginia
24534

corbin.har@gmail.co
m

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

91 Jim Kline
405 Landsdowne St.
Blacksburg, Virginia
24060

jkljim@gmail.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

92 Rogard Ross
3800 Rivercrest Pl
CHESAPEAKE,

rogard@yahoo.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter
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Virginia 23325

93 Johannes Jonkman
544 Bremo Bluff rd
Bremo Bluff,
Virginia 23022

j.jonkman@yahoo.co
m

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

94 Jennifer & Dan
Monges
487 Bremo Rd
Bremo Bluff,
Virginia 23022

dmonges@yahoo.com 5/17/2016 • Do not use mixing zones to dilute toxic metals
• Require treatment of the water to a safe level prior to discharge
• Require daily sampling
• Do not risk injury or death to any species living in the river or

using the river
• Revise permit to include a monitoring plan to safeguard living

beings, particularly federal and state protected species
• Set higher standards

Original

95 Charlotte Shnaider
30 Oak Lane
Staunton, Virginia
24401

charsing@comcast.net 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

96 Malcolm Cameron
5653 Beards Ford
Road
MOUNT
CRAWFORD,
Virginia 22841

malcolmgcameron@g
mail.com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1
States that once toxic metals enter state waters, the damage is done.
Mussels and other shellfish have nowhere else to go.

Form
Letter /
Original

97 Katherine Emory
585 Reading Road
CHRISTIANSBURG
, Virginia 24073

Kat.Emory@Gmail.co
m

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

98 Donald Walsh
323 Buchanan St
Alexandria, Virginia

djw411@verizon.net 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter
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22314

99 Geoffrey Hickman
107 Sheridan Way
SW
Leesburg Virginia,
Virginia 20175

geofhick@yahoo.com 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

100 Karl Bren
404 Baldwin Rd
Henrico, Virginia
23229

karlbren22@gmail.co
m

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

101 Valerie Washington
700 Wolftrap Lane
Virginia Beach,
Virginia 23462

clayriebrown@yahoo.
com

5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

102 Nils Bahringer
2832 Charlemagne
Dr
Virginia Beach,
Virginia 23451

nils5@verizon.net 5/17/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

103 Theo Giesy
4411 Colonial Ave
Norfolk, Virginia
23508

tedslioness@yahoo.co
m

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

104 Tonya Warman
611 Claypool Ct.
Richmond, Virginia
23236

tonyabwarman@gmail
.com

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

105 Vonda Wolcott
1222 Michigan
Court, Alexandria
VA

vondakvandaveer@g
mail.com

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter
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ALEXANDRIA,
Virginia 22314

106 Joy Loving
9448 E Timber Ridge
Rd
Grottoes, Texas

jal_1998@yahoo.com 5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

107 Anna Mitchell
423 Ridgeview Drive
Blacksburg, Virginia
24060

musicbelle.a@gmail.c
om

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

108 Emily Francis
2306 Maplewood
Ave
Richmond, Virginia
23220

emilycfrancis@gmail.
com

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

109 Pamela Hannah
1113 Valor Bridge
Drive
Spotsylvania,
Virginia 22551

Pam425@aol.com 5/18/2016 • Area is rich with endangered species and drinking water
• Adhere to stricter guidelines than state and federal laws require
• Daily testing
• Monitoring of rare species
• Protection of drinking water

Original

110 Linda Redding CPA
pob 784
La Plata, Maryland
20646

lreddingcpa@ymail.co
m

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

111 Kit Johnston
22 Parish Rd
Reva, Virginia 22735

jhnstnkt@aol.com 5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

112 Michael James-
Deramo
835 West Grace
Street

mjdishere00@gmail.c
om

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter
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Richmond, Virginia
23220

113 Russell Bassett
33 S St.
Richmond, VA
23219

russbassett6@gmail.co
m

5/18/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

114 Wendy Crannage
331 Bremo Bluff Rd.
Bremo Bluff,
Virginia 23022

wjc8t@virginia.edu 5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

115 Josie Mace
5729 Swanson Road
Richmond, Virginia
23225

jmace@newvirginiam
ajority.org

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

116 Nadine A. Armstrong
2979 Bremo Road
Bremo Bluff, Va.,
Virginia 23022

narmstrong7@century
link.net

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

117 Dorothy Gilbert
124 Woodland Circle
FRANKLIN,
Virginia 23851

dgilbert124@gmail.co
m

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

118 Rex Young
PO Box 23
Dryden, Virginia
24243

rex.young.uva@gmail.
com

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

119 Edna Whittier
887 Countyline
Church Rd.
Floyd, Virginia
24091

ewsoccerwomen@gm
ail.com

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter
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120 Beverly Thompson
PO Box 104
Craigsville, Virginia
24430

bevthompson1545@g
mail.com

5/18/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

121 Richard Lisi
8857 Silverline Dr
Fairfax Station,, VA
22039

rlisi52@aol.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

122 Christine Fuchs
6433 Alhambra Ct
Mc Lean, VA 22101

torrey_snyder@yahoo.
com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

123 Stephanie Hill
212 E Cadbury Dr
Lynchburg, VA
24501

sch_231@yahoo.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

124 Kevin McFadin
2505 Hanover Ave
Richmond, VA
23220

jeddy4@me.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

125 Tracey Vazquez
721 Basing Ct.
Chesapeake, VA
23322

boxerwoman@hotmail
.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

126 Mary Sherwood
11456 Links Drive
Reston, VA 20190

maryzsherwood@gma
il.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

127 Dan Crawford
2311 Kipling St.
S.W.
Roanoke, VA 24018

dbcrawford@cox.net 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

128 Dave Parsons
2931 MELANIE LN
OAKTON, VA

daveparsons@mindspr
ing.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter
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22124

129 Mary Barhydt
5555 Lakewood
Drive
Norfolk, VA 23509

barhydt@cox.net 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

130 Laura Neale
423 Sheep Creek
Lane
Fairfield, VA 24435

lneale@rockbridge.net 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

131 Jo Ann Holland
201 lee Bwy.
Arlington, VA 22201

Joanndholland@yahoo
.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

132 Sarah Bucci
401 N Boulevard
Apt 6, VA 23220

Bucci.sarah@gmail.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

133 Joan Yater
2407 Childs Ln
Alexandria, VA
22308

jeyater@os2bbs.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

134 Mark Laity-Snyder
1585 Stanley branch
Ferrum, VA 244088

Marklaitys@yahoo.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

135 Richard Koepsell
South Keswick Dr.
Troy, VA 22974

koepsellrc@yahoo.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

136 Jonathan Cruise
4202 Bromley Ln
Richmond, VA
23221

jonathan@heycruises.
com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter
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137 Susan Weltz
2409 Rocky Branch
Road
Vienna, VA 22181

s.weltz@yahoo.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

138 Janet Doyle
8136 Hillcrest Drive
Manassas, VA 20111

janetdoyle422@gmail.
com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

139 Bert Katz
1325 Westhills Lane
Reston, VA 20190

bertkatz@aol.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

140 Timothy Calkins
12606 Thunder Chase
Dr
Reston, VA 20191

timnliss@verizon.net 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

141 Kathy Bush
1650 Oak Spring
Way
Reston, VA 20190

mkbwrk1@hotmail.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

142 Bert Berlin
5100 Monument Ave.
Richmond, VA
23230

Bertberlin@aol.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

143 Walter J. Kelly IV
6714 Lemon Hl.
Keene, VA 22946

Albdeck@earthlink.ne
t

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

144 Elaine O'Malley
6419 Lakeview Dr
Falls Church, VA
22041

ejo2cc@verizon.net 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

145 Natasha Hakun
2033 W GRACE
STREET
Richmond, VA

hakun.natasha@gmail.
com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter
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23220

146 Thomas L. Ferguson
13211 Shady Ridge
Lane
Fairfax, VA 22033

pdnum9@msn.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

147 ROBERT FLINT
2717 GREENHILL
LN
LYNCHBURG, VA
24503

rflint@lgflint.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

148 Kyung Lee
602 Bolling Ave
Charlottesville, VA
22902

kyungnam67@gmail.c
om

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

149 Howard Risatti
3117 Stuart Ave
Richmond, VA
23221

hrisatti@vcu.org 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

150 Bruce Slater
4603 Monument Ave
Richmond, VA
23230

Attybruceslater@hotm
ail.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

151 Peggy Gilges
701 Flordon Dr
Charlottesville, VA
22901

Peggygilges@mac.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

152 Douglas Woodward
7936 Bolling Dr
Alexandria, VA
22308

jeannedoug1@verizon
.net

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter
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153 Doug English
5120 25th Pl N
Arlington, VA 22207

dougenglish@hotmail.
com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

154 Avis Renshaw
43702 Hibler rd
Leesburg, VA 20176

Ahveear@aol.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

155 David Addison
5700 11th St N Apt
10
Arlington, VA 22205

davashadd@verizon.n
et

5/19/2016 • Water should be more stringently treated before discharge
• Testing on a daily basis
• Every affected animal species needs to included in the monitoring

system.

Original

156 Richard Henshaw
9961 Meadowlark Rd
Vienna, VA 22182

Hens1000@aol.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

157 T. Roland
2785 Devonshire
Garden Ct.
Falls Church, VA
22042

jmenmO@yahoo.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

158 Mary Nademin
P.O. Box 549
Marshall, VA 20116

farmermary@earthlink
.net

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

159 Marianne Vakiener
9803 Barlow Rd
Fairfax, VA 22031

marianne.vakiener@g
mail.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

160 Robert Soltess
19801 Ash Crest
Loop
Poulsbo, VA 98370

Nasaman55@gmail.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

161 Barbara Atkinson
871 Farmview Rd.
Crockett, VA 24323

bsra2@earthlink.net 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter
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162 Cathryn Allen
Pathfinder Ct
Virginia Beach, VA
23454

Gaga2021@me.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

163 Judith Wright
1315 Dutch Creek
Lane
Shipman, VA 22971

dutchcreekfarm51@g
mail.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

164 Laura Landes
2108 Greenwich St
Falls Church, VA
22043

laura.k.landes@gmail.
com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

165 Judith Baizer
1559 Mount Eagle
Place
Alexandria, VA
22302

seaweed1945@earthli
nk.net

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

166 Edward Savage
228 Richfield Ave.
Salem, VA 24153

Nedsavage@gmail.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

167 Robert Hunt
4278 Cheyenne Rd
Richmond, VA
23235

rahunt1@hotmail.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

168 Judith Shematek
119 Chisman
Landing
Seaford, VA 23696

jshematek119@yahoo.
com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

169 Elaina Palincsar
106 East Howell Ave.
Alexandria, VA
22301

Palincsare@comcast.n
et

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter
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170 Armand Gammarino
271 Cox Store Rd Sw
Floyd, VA 24091

bigwoods@swva.net 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

171 John Fox
PO Box 1267
Warrenton, VA
20188

jgf2@lti.org 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

172 Maria Bowling
6457
Dublin, Virginia
24141

maria.bowling@gmail
.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

173 Irwin Flashman
1327 Buttermilk Ln
Reston, VA 20190

irwin.flashman@gmail
.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

174 April Moore
86 Sunset Ridge
Broadway, VA 22815

april@shentel.net 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

175 Edward Paul
1232 Ivystone Way
Apt B
Chesapeake, VA
23320

ed@edpaul.us 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

176 Elizabeth Davis
121 Argus Place
Sterling, VA 20164

elizabeth-
grace@juno.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

177 James Wilson
3318 22nd Street N
ARLINGTON,
Virginia 22201

jpwst13@yahoo.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

178 Elizabeth Ende
1425 laburnum street
McLean, VA 22101

Eende1@gmail.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter
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Page 32 of 34

179 Ronaele Schrager
6112 Knollwood Dr
Falls Church, VA
22021

schragrr@yahoo.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

180 Mary Ratliff
PO Box 61
Newport, Virginia
24128

dandersratl@gmail.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

181 Frances Drake
506 Aspen Dr
Herndon, VA 20170

hymncat@yahoo.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

182 John L Schofill Jr
1612 Sierra Woods
Dr
Reston, VA 20194

schofilljr@verizon.net 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

183 Catherine Goggins
30 Brandon Road
Newport News, VA
23601

catherinegoggins@gm
ail.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

184 Elisabeth Brisegois
6445 Divine St.
McLean, VA 22101

breezyboys@yahoo.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

185 Debra Shah
1015 Westwood Dr.
NE
Vienna, VA 22180

debrashah@hotmail.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

186 Chris French
3172 Stratford Court
Oakton, VA 22124

french.l.chris@gmail.c
om

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

187 Patricia Forner
12255 Angel Wing
Ct
Reston, VA 20191

fornerg@aol.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter
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Form
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188 Marshall McVadon
9902 Minburn St
Great Falls, VA
22066

mmcvadon@aol.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

189 Henry Browning
2636 Rolling Rd S
Scottsville, VA
24590

htbrowning@mail.roa
noke.edu

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

190 Karen Nagy
12425 Herndon Rd
Spotsylvania,
Virginia 22553

knagy52@comcast.net 5/19/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

191 lois lommel
2636 traymore rd
richmond, VA 23235

lolo2636@verion.net 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

192 Becky Daiss
1276 N Wayne St
#1128
Arlington, VA 22201

beckydaiss@verizon.n
et

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

193 Glenda Kohlhafer-
Regan
1420 Jury Rd
Chesapeake, Virginia
23322

gregan757@gmail.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

194 Matthew Cormons
26201 Dennis Dr
Parksley, VA 23421

mattcormons@gmail.c
om

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

195 Katherine Connell
5353 Columbia Pike
#508
South, VA 22204

kchistory@hotmail.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter
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196 Harriet Hirsch
1903 Memory Ct
Vienna, VA 22182

harrieth2@aol.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

197 James Trimm
7755 New
Providence
Falls Church, VA
22042

trimmjay@hotmail.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

198 Ann Veatch
1519 Emerson Ave
McLean, VA 22101

veatchann@gmail.com 5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

199 Catherine Wright
3616 Enslow Ave.
Richmond, VA
23222

cathywright23@gmail.
com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

200 Paul Rizzo
212 Edenberry Court
Sterling, VA 20164

Paulcrizzo@gmail.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

201 Mary Peet
4 Forrest
Alexandria, VA
22305

Marympeet@gmail.co
m

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter

202 Barbara Williamson
499 Nicholas Street
SE - A3
ABINGDON,
Virginia 24210

barbaralovesmtns@ju
no.com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 1 Form
Letter

203 Eric Steele
7636 Holmes Run
Drive
Falls Church, VA
22042

steele012008@yahoo.
com

5/19/2016 Form Letter 2 Form
Letter


