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To: belewscomments; Lane, Bill F
Cc: Frank Holleman; Leslie Griffith; Brian Gist; Chris Bowers; Megan Kimball
Subject: [External] Belews Creek Closure Options Comments
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 6:52:01 PM
Attachments: 2019-02-15 CAMA Comments - Belews - FINAL.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Attached please find our comments on the closure options for the Belews Creek coal ash site. Please
let me know if you have any trouble with these files. The attachments to the comments are too large
to email directly, so I will send them via Sharefile in a separate email.
 
Thank you,
Nick
 
 
 
Nicholas S. Torrey
Staff Attorney
Southern Environmental Law Center
601 West Rosemary Street, Suite 220
Chapel Hill, NC 27516
(919) 967-1450
www.SouthernEnvironment.org
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February 15, 2019 
 
 


VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL  
 
N.C. Department of Environmental Quality 
Attn: Sheila Holman, Assistant Secretary for the Environment 
1601 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699-1601 
belewscomments@ncdenr.gov 
 


Re:  Comments on Closure Options Evaluation – Belews Creek Steam Station 


Dear Ms. Holman: 


On behalf of Appalachian Voices, the North Carolina State Conference of the NAACP, 
the Stokes County Branch of the NAACP, and itself, the Southern Environmental Law Center 
submits the following comments on the closure options materials submitted by Duke Energy to 
the N.C. Department of Environmental Quality (NCDEQ) for Duke Energy’s Belews Creek 
Steam Station facility in Stokes County, N.C., and NCDEQ’s upcoming decision on whether to 
allow Duke Energy to leave its coal ash in the unlined, leaking lagoon at Belews Creek as part of 
a “cap in place” or “hybrid” closure method.  Attached to these comments are expert evaluations 
of Duke Energy’s groundwater modeling and its “Closure Options Evaluation” scoring.  
Appendix 1 and 2.  They are incorporated herein as part of our official comments, as are the 
attached comments we submitted on April 18, 2016, on the proposed classification for Belews 
Creek.  Attachment 1.  


Introduction 


Duke Energy’s submissions do not justify leaving the ash in the unlined, leaking lagoon 
at Belews Creek.  A decision by NCDEQ to allow the “cap in place” or “hybrid” closure 
methods would not withstand judicial review—and perhaps even more importantly, would not 
withstand public scrutiny.  Hundreds of North Carolinians attended recent public meetings across 
the state and thousands more are submitting written comments and signing petitions.  They have 
made clear in 2019 and in years past that they consider it harmful, unwise, and environmentally 
unsound to leave coal ash in unlined pits in their communities.  The legitimacy of NCDEQ in the 
eyes of the public is on the line with this decision. 


For years, thousands of North Carolinians have been calling on NCDEQ to protect their 
water and their communities by requiring Duke Energy to fully remove its coal ash from the 
unlined, leaking lagoons.  They know that all the utilities in South Carolina (including Duke 
Energy) are excavating all their coal ash from unlined waterfront pits, and that Virginia’s 
bipartisan leadership has agreed on a plan to require excavation of Dominion’s coal ash sites—
and are moving forward with Dominion’s support.  They know that Duke Energy is required to 
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fully excavate all the coal ash from unlined lagoons at eight sites elsewhere in North Carolina.  
The communities around and downstream of the remaining six North Carolina sites deserve the 
same protections. 


NCDEQ already has all the information and the authority it needs to require Duke Energy 
to clean up Belews Creek and the remaining sites in North Carolina.  Indeed, state and federal 
laws require this result.  NCDEQ cannot allow Duke Energy to leave its coal ash submerged in 
the groundwater and impounded behind vulnerable earthen dams in unlined, leaking lagoons, 
where it will continue to pollute and pose a long-term risk to the people and environment of 
North Carolina and neighboring states. 


I. North Carolinians Demand Full Excavation to Protect Our Families and Our 
Water. 


The public outcry against Duke Energy’s coal ash pollution—and against NCDEQ’s prior 
mishandling of coal ash pollution issues—could not be stronger.  Thousands of North Carolinian 
families have repeatedly taken time out of their jobs and lives to attend multiple public hearings 
and public meetings over the past several years to voice their support for full cleanups of Duke 
Energy’s leaking coal ash lagoons throughout our state.  The people have spoken in the clearest 
possible terms: NCDEQ must require Duke Energy to remove its coal ash from these leaking 
lagoons to protect our families’ health, safety, and welfare; our environment; and our natural 
resources.   


A. The January 2019 Public Meetings Conclusively Demonstrated Once Again 
that North Carolinians Want the Coal Ash Removed from these Leaking 
Lagoons. 


The people elected this administration to correct the prior administration’s mishandling 
of coal ash pollution issues.  Under the prior administration, the public lost faith in the state’s 
ability to stand up to Duke Energy and protect our families and our clean water.  Now is the time 
for the Cooper Administration to deliver the protections that North Carolinians demand: full 
removal of the ash to dry, lined, landfill storage or recycling in encapsulated uses, to eliminate 
the long-term risks posed by leaving the ash sitting in groundwater and behind earthen dams 
within Duke Energy’s unlined, leaking lagoons on the banks of our waterways.   


Due to previous court orders, a settlement agreement, and criminal plea agreements, since 
the end of 2016 Duke Energy has been required to clean up eight of its North Carolina sites.  But 
so far, the Cooper Administration has not required Duke Energy to remove a single ounce of coal 
ash.   


NCDEQ’s stated purpose for this year’s public meetings was to receive public input.  
Hundreds of people attended and called on NCDEQ to make Duke Energy remove its coal ash 
from the leaking, unlined lagoons at these sites.  Members of the public have repeatedly 
expressed frustration at NCDEQ’s failure to act in the past despite repeated public demands.  
Members of the public called for a show of hands at many sites, and each time, the results were 
clear: virtually everyone called on NCDEQ to require full excavation.  No attendee raised a hand 
for cap in place at any site—instead, both cap in place and the hybrid options were met with loud 
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booing.  North Carolina families have stated unmistakably that they want and expect full 
excavation. 


 


Voting for Excavation, Marshall Public Meeting, Jan. 17, 2019 


North Carolinians do not want their government to let them down again.  At the 2016 
public hearings under the original CAMA process, community members showed up in droves to 
call for DEQ to make Duke Energy excavate its coal ash from every site.  At the Belews Creek 
public hearing in particular, roughly 30 speakers voiced their support for excavation.  Eight 
thousand people submitted comments almost unanimously calling for excavation.  DEQ could 
not deny then, and should know now, that the public was right.  And it classified every coal ash 
site in the state as at least intermediate risk—requiring them to be excavated.  But DEQ then 
invited the legislature to swoop in to save Duke Energy, changing the law to rule out 
consideration of ground and surface water pollution in risk classifications and further dragging 
out uncertainty for community members.  DEQ cannot undermine the public and ignore the 
pollution again. 


Once again, NCDEQ asked for public input, and NCDEQ has received it in no uncertain 
terms.  Ignoring this overwhelming consensus throughout all regions of the state would make 
NCDEQ’s stated interest in public input meaningless.  The people of North Carolina would have 
no alternative but to conclude that NCDEQ disregarded their needs and wishes to give Duke 
Energy what it wanted. 
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B. North Carolina Is Failing to Afford Its Families and Natural Resources the 
Protections of Neighboring States. 


The public demand is not surprising, especially because North Carolina is lagging 
conspicuously behind its neighbors to the north and south.  All of the South Carolina utilities are 
excavating all their unlined riverfront coal ash lagoons.  In some instances, that work has been 
completed—while NCDEQ has spent years evaluating and re-evaluating Duke Energy sites and 
data and holding a series of public hearings and comment periods.  Duke Energy is fully 
excavating both of its unlined coal ash sites in South Carolina: Robinson in Darlington County 
and W.S. Lee in Anderson County.  The other utilities operating in South Carolina, Santee 
Cooper and SCE&G, are likewise fully excavating every one of their unlined riverfront coal ash 
lagoons.  These utilities have seen dramatic improvements in groundwater quality at their 
contaminated sites, and Santee Cooper declared that its fleet-wide coal ash cleanup is “good for 
the environment, it’s good for our customers and it’s good for the economy because it’s 
providing and sustaining jobs.”1 


And in Virginia, the governor and a bipartisan group of legislators announced 
legislation—supported by Dominion Energy—that would require Dominion to fully excavate its 
leaking, unlined coal ash lagoons throughout Virginia to lined, dry storage or recycling for 
concrete.  The legislature passed that bill by overwhelming margins—37 to 2 in the Senate and 
93 to 2 in the House—and it is headed to the Governor’s desk.   


As one Senator explained, “[t]he most important part of this plan is that it strictly 
prohibits the use of cap and close in place methods.”2   


And Virginia’s Secretary of Natural Resources explained that “[c]lean closure of these 
sites will reduce the likelihood of a massive spill that could devastate tributaries to the 
Chesapeake Bay, and remove the possibility of contaminated groundwater.  We have invested 
too much in protecting and restoring water quality in the Commonwealth to risk a setback that 
we know is preventable.”3 


North Carolina’s state government should do no less—the communities around Belews 
Creek and other remaining sites deserve the same protections.  Allowing Duke Energy to leave 
millions of tons of coal ash in the unlined Belews Creek lagoon would continue to place North 
Carolina’s water resources at risk.  Duke Energy is already required to fully excavate the coal 
ash from its leaking, unlined lagoons at eight sites in North Carolina: Asheville, Riverbend in 
Charlotte, Sutton in Wilmington, Dan River in Eden, H.F. Lee in Goldsboro, Cape Fear in 
Moncure, Weatherspoon in Lumberton, and Buck in Salisbury.  Stokes County deserves the 
same protections at the Belews Creek site. 


                                                 
1 David Wren, South Carolina Utilities Lead The Region In Efforts To Clean Up Coal Ash Pollution, Post & Courier 
(July 15, 2017), https://www.postandcourier.com/business/south-carolina-utilities-lead-the-region-in-efforts-to-
clean/article_bcfb1eec-670a-11e7-a2ea-e778e26af132.html. 
2 Northam, Legislative Leaders Announce Bipartisan Agreement On Coal Ash Clean Up, Augusta Free Press (Jan. 
24, 2019), https://augustafreepress.com/northam-legislative-leaders-announce-bipartisan-agreement-on-coal-ash-
clean-up/. 
3 Id. 
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In addition, Duke Energy’s own filings demonstrate the direct benefits to North Carolina 
workers and minority businesses of the money it has spent on coal ash cleanups already at the 
sites where excavation is underway.4  Duke Energy conservatively estimates that between 
October 2017 and September 2018, its coal ash excavation work in North Carolina has created 
jobs for nearly 4,000 North Carolinians.5 


Moreover, at several sites in South Carolina where excavation is virtually complete, 
Santee Cooper’s Grainger site and SCE&G’s Wateree site, groundwater contamination has 
plummeted, as we explained in detail in our 2016 CAMA comments.  Groundwater monitoring 
since then has only confirmed that removing the source of the pollution has caused dramatic 
improvements in the levels of pollution contaminating the groundwater and flows into nearby 
surface waters.  “Arsenic levels in groundwater at the Grainger site, once 110 times higher than 
federal standards, have declined by as much as 90 percent. Arsenic in Wateree’s groundwater is 
down by as much as 80 percent.”6   


Moreover, excavation at the Grainger site—which has been accomplished while North 
Carolina has been delaying decisions and Duke Energy has been delaying excavation at a 
number of sites—prevented an environmental catastrophe in September 2018.  Flood waters 
from Hurricane Florence inundated a coal ash pit that had contained 1.4 million tons of coal ash, 
but which had thankfully been excavated under a settlement agreement Santee Cooper reached 
with conservation groups in 2013—while DEQ and Duke Energy were resisting the excavation 
of any site in North Carolina. 


Finally, in Georgia, Georgia Power has announced the excavation of a coal ash lagoon 
containing 21 million tons of coal ash—larger than any of Duke Energy’s coal ash lagoons and 
containing more ash than both of the Roxboro lagoons combined.7   


C. Cap In Place Has Failed. 


Capped sites can continue to pollute the surrounding waters for decades.  Where ash will 
remain saturated in groundwater after capping, as at Duke Energy’s sites, it will continue to 
release pollutants into the groundwater and allow them to migrate into nearby surface waters.  
Covering up saturated coal ash simply does not work. 


The leading coal-fired electric utility trade association agrees: according to the Electric 
Power Research Institute, “Caps are not effective when CCP [coal combustion products, i.e., 


                                                 
4 See Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC’s and Duke Energy Progress, LLC’s Response to Commission Order Requesting 
Additional Information, Application of Duke Energy Progress for Adjustment of Rates and Charges Applicable to 
Electric Utility Service in N.C. & Application of Duke Energy Carolinas for Adjustment of Rates and Charges 
Applicable to Electric Utility Service in N.C., Docket Nos. E-2, Sub 1142 & E-7, Sub 1146 (N.C. Util. Comm. Jan. 
22, 2019), Attachment 2. 
5 Id. at 4. 
6 Wren, supra n.1. 
7 https://www.georgiapower.com/content/dam/georgia-power/pdfs/company-pdfs/plant-
bowen/20180927_clospln_bow_ap_amended_final.pdf. 
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coal ash] is filled below the water table, because groundwater flowing through the CCP will 
generate leachate even in the absence of vertical infiltration through the CCP.”8   


Confirming this fundamental principle, cap in place closure has failed to stop ongoing 
groundwater pollution around the country and in North Carolina.  For example: 


• Roxboro.  At Roxboro, a lined coal ash landfill has been constructed on top of an 
unlined coal ash landfill and unlined coal ash lagoon.  Duke Energy has claimed 
this lined landfill acts as a cap over the unlined ash and that it was designed to 
minimize recharge to the aquifer.  Duke Energy even claims this “cap” (i.e., the 
lined landfill) is designed to act as a corrective action to improve groundwater 
quality, and it claims that groundwater monitoring data around this lined landfill 
area demonstrate the success of a cap-in-place closure plan.  For example, Duke’s 
Corrective Action Plan claims that in monitoring wells GMW-06, GMW-10, and 
GMW-11, “the lined landfill is reducing the migration of constituents to Site 
groundwater.”  Roxboro Corrective Action Plan Part 1, 1-8 (Dec. 1, 2015). 


 
In fact, groundwater monitoring data show that this “Cap in Place” approach has 
failed to protect groundwater at Roxboro.   
 
Concentrations of sulfate were elevated initially, and began decreasing prior to 
installation of the cap/lined landfill.  This is an indication that decreased 
contaminant concentrations in wells since their early sampling events appear to 
have been due to improper well development or sampling techniques rather than 
improving water quality resulting from landfill construction.  In recent years, the 
concentrations have increased in wells downgradient of the East Ash Basin 
landfill.  The concentration of boron has been rapidly increasing in wells GMW-6, 
GWM-7, ABMW-7BR, GMW-8, GMW-11, MW-1BR, MW-3BR and MW-22.9  
All detections of boron in groundwater at any concentration are above the 
Provisional Background Threshold Values of Non-Detect for boron. Detections of 
sulfate have also been increasing in GMW-7, GMW-8, GMW-11, MW-1BR, 
MW-3BR, and MW-22BR, and have shown no consistent decrease in GMW-06.  
All detections of sulfate in groundwater at concentrations above 37 mg/l in 
transition zone wells and 48 mg/l in bedrock wells represent exceedances of the 
Provisional Background Threshold Values for sulfate. 
 
It is not surprising that boron and sulfate are the first parameters to show 
increasing concentrations as they are among the most mobile parameters that 
leach and migrate from coal ash.  Continued detections of high and increasing 
concentrations of ash-related contaminants in groundwater around the lined 
landfill indicates that ash underlying the lined landfill continues to release 
contaminants to groundwater, even though most infiltration from above has 


                                                 
8 Electric Power Research Institute, Groundwater Remediation of Inorganic Constituents at Coal Combustion 
Product Management Sites: Overview of Technologies, Focusing on Permeable Reactive Barriers 3-6 (Oct. 29, 
2006), available at https://www.epri.com/#/pages/product/1012584/?lang=en-US. 
9 See Attachment 3 and ongoing monitoring results submitted by Duke Energy to NCDEQ.   
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presumably been eliminated by the landfill liner.  This result is to be expected at 
any location where ash remains submerged below the local water table. 
 
Thus, contrary to Duke Energy’s claims, multiple monitoring wells downgradient 
of the lined landfill at Roxboro show steadily increasing concentrations of coal 
ash pollutants, and many others show no consistent decrease in pollutant 
concentrations.  This is unsurprising, given that Duke Energy’s CAMA 
submissions show that the unlined coal ash at Roxboro sits deep in the 
groundwater beneath the lined landfill “cap,” where it will continue to leach out 
pollutants even if the remainder of the basin is covered over. 
 
Indeed, Duke’s own expert in the state enforcement action testified that the 
landfill “cap” would not solve the problem of groundwater pollution due to 
saturated coal ash: “I think the water is in contact with the ash now and it will be 
in the future.  And I think the constituent levels produced by the ash are going to 
be similar in the future as they are today….”10   


 
• Belews Creek, NC – the Pine Hall Road coal ash landfill is unlined and was 


closed with synthetic cap in 2008.  Duke Energy was forced to stop using this 
landfill in 2008, when exceedances of the groundwater standards were found in 
adjacent monitoring wells.  Belews Creek Corrective Action Plan, Part 1, 12 (Dec. 
1, 2015).  The Pine Hall Road landfill was listed by EPA as a potential damage 
case in 2010 due to continuing groundwater contamination, including 
exceedances for arsenic, boron, iron, manganese, nitrate, selenium, and sulfate.11 


• Colstrip, MT – “Built in 1976 with a clay buffer, the Stage 1 Pond began oozing 
pollutants as far back as 1979 and has continued to do so—even though it was 
‘capped’—covered over with a liner—in 1997.”12   


• B.C. Cobb, MI – years after lowering water levels, capping, and constructing a 
slurry wall around a coal ash lagoon, groundwater monitoring shows extremely 
high boron concentrations (10,400 µg/L) and lithium concentrations (215 µg/L) 
continuing to enter the North Branch of the Muskegon River. 


• We Energies Oak Creek, WI – capped sites on top of or near waterways pose a 
continuing risk of catastrophic failure.  For example, at the We Energies facility 
in Oak Creek, Wisconsin, buried coal ash that filled a ravine and had 
subsequently been paved over by an industrial site spontaneously collapsed into 
Lake Michigan in 2011.13  


                                                 
10 Attachment 4, Excerpted Deposition of Robert Powell, 220:21-24. 
11 Attachment 5, NCDEQ, Division of Waste Management, Comments on Alleged and Established Damage Cases in 
EPA’s Region 4, at 2. 
12 Center for Public Integrity, Coal ash: The Hidden Story (updated Dec. 19, 2014), available at 
http://www.publicintegrity.org/2009/02/19/2942/coal-ash-hidden-story. 
13 Center for Public Integrity, Coal Ash Spills into Lake Michigan After Bluff Collapse (updated May 19, 2014), 
available at http://www.publicintegrity.org/2011/11/01/7240/coal-ash-spills-lake-michigan-after-bluff-collapse. 
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II. The Belews Creek Coal Ash Basin 


At Belews Creek, Duke Energy dammed the stream valley of Little Belews Creek to form 
an unlined coal ash basin that stores approximately 12 million tons of coal ash and other sludge 
and pollutants.  EPA14 and DEQ15 repeatedly have rated the almost half-century old ash basin 
dam as High Hazard.  According to Duke Energy’s CCR Rule filings, a dam failure at Belews 
Creek would inundate the downstream waterways, sending coal ash nearly 30 miles down the 
Dan River and flooding parts of the town of Madison.16   


Little Belews Creek flows out of Duke Energy’s coal ash basin to the north and into the 
Dan River.  It is a perennial, blue-line tributary of the Dan River.  The entirety of Little Belews 
Creek is therefore a jurisdictional water of the United States.  40 C.F.R. § 122.2; 33 C.F.R. 
§ 328.3(a).  It is also a water of North Carolina.  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-212(6) (“‘Waters’ means 
any stream, river, brook, swamp, lake, sound, tidal estuary, bay, creek, reservoir, waterway, or 
other body or accumulation of water, whether surface or underground, public or private, or 
natural or artificial, that is contained in, flows through, or borders upon any portion of this State . 
. . .”).  Little Belews Creek flows directly into the Dan River. 


Since the 1980s, Duke Energy has unlawfully dumped untreated coal ash pollution from 
its Belews Creek coal-fired power plant into Little Belews Creek, a tributary to the Dan River.  
Previously Duke Energy dumped its untreated wastewater into Belews Lake, but in 1984, due to 
serious harm to the lake,17 Duke Energy diverted its discharges to Little Belews Creek, illegally 
using it as a wastewater discharge channel with no water quality protections. 


Until now, DEQ wrongly allowed this activity.  But in its most recent draft wastewater 
permits, DEQ finally recognized what has been obvious for years: that Little Belews Creek is a 
water of the United States and North Carolina that the Clean Water Act protects.  The most 
recent draft permit finally identifies Little Belews Creek as WS-IV waters, which protects Little 
Belews Creek for fishing and fish consumption, for agriculture, for recreation including 


                                                 
14 EPA, Coal Combustion Residues (CCR) – Surface Impoundments with High Hazard Potential Rating, available at 
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=P10048EX.txt. 
15 DEQ, Coal Combustion Residual Impoundment Risk Classifications at 90 (Jan. 29, 2016), available at 
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/document-
library/1.29.16_Coal%20Combustion%20Residual%20Impoundment%20Classifications.pdf; DEQ, Ash Pond 
Rating Form for Belews Creek at 3 (Mar. 11, 2014), available at 
https://edocs.deq.nc.gov/WaterResources/0/doc/412129/Page5.aspx. 
16 See Attachment 6, Inundation Map, available at https://www.duke-energy.com/_/media/pdfs/our-company/ash-
management/bc-inundation-map.pdf?la=en. 
17 In 2007, EPA deemed Belews Lake a “proven ecological damage case” due to selenium poisoning from leaking 
coal ash pits at the Belews Creek plant.  U.S. EPA Office of Solid Waste, Coal Combustion Waste Damage Case 
Assessments 25 (July 9, 2007), available at https://docplayer.net/2876513-Coal-combustion-waste-damage-case-
assessments-u-s-environmental-protection-agency-office-of-solid-waste.html.  Selenium contamination from the 
coal ash pits ultimately eliminated 19 of the 20 fish species present in Belews Lake.  Rachel Cernansky, National 
Geographic News, Largest U.S. Coal Ash Pond to Close, But Future Rules Still Undecided (Aug. 9, 2012), available 
at 
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/energy/2012/08/120809-little-blue-run-coal-ash-pond-to-close.  Selenium 
bio-accumulates and persists in the environment, and birds that feed in Belews Lake continue to experience adverse 
effects from selenium poisoning.  Barbara Gottlieb et al., Physicians for Social Responsibility and Earthjustice, Coal 
Ash: The Toxic Threat to Our Health and Environment, 12 (Sept. 2010), available at https://www.psr.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/05/coal-ash.pdf. 
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swimming, and for the propagation of aquatic life, in addition to many other uses.  The new 
permit includes new limits (though imperfect, and imposed too late) for Duke Energy’s 
discharges into Little Belews Creek.18 


Groundwater. Groundwater flows into the Belews Creek ash basin and will continue to 
do so if the basin is capped.  As a result of the groundwater flowing into the basin, up to 66 feet 
of ash and sludge are saturated below the groundwater table.  2017 Comprehensive Site 
Assessment Update, ES-1, 6-8, 14-2, 15-2 (Oct. 31, 2017); CAP 1, Fig. 3-2. 


This submerged coal ash contaminates groundwater with high levels of many coal ash 
pollutants.  As Duke Energy’s most recent Site Assessment for Belews Creek confirms: “CCR 
accumulated in the ash basin is the source of impact to groundwater.”  2017 CSA Update at ES-
1.  Duke Energy has exceeded the 2L groundwater standards for coal ash pollutants including 
boron, beryllium, chloride, chromium, manganese, and thallium at the compliance boundary 
downgradient of the ash basin, for example.  2017 CSA Update at ES-5-6. Wells at or beyond the 
compliance boundary include, for instance, GWA-1S, GWA-1D, GWA-10DA, and GWA-7S.19  


The contaminated groundwater flows out from the site into Little Belews Creek, which 
flows into the Dan River.  CSA at 10 (Sept. 9, 2015) (“The predominant direction of 
groundwater flow from the ash basin is in a northerly direction toward the valley where Little 
Belews Creek flows from the base of the ash basin dam northwest to the Dan River.”).  And 
despite Duke Energy’s protestations, its own analysis indicates groundwater also flows toward 
residential wells, as we detailed in our April 2016 comments. 


Little Belews Creek. In addition to the contaminated groundwater flowing into Little 
Belews Creek, numerous contaminated seeps flow into Little Belews Creek, as well as into the 
Dan River and Belews Lake.  Many of the seeps themselves are jurisdictional waters, and may in 
fact carry the headwaters of Little Belews Creek downstream of where the ash basin has buried 
the stream.  Duke Energy also has constructed several drains that unlawfully discharge from the 
lagoon into Little Belews Creek.  According to measurements by Duke Energy’s own 
consultants, the contaminated seepage flowing from the Belews Creek coal ash basin totals more 
than 200,000 cubic feet per day, which translates to more than half a billion gallons per year.20  
These measurements include only some of the seeps identified (S-1 through S-11), meaning that 
the total seepage flow is even greater. 


The seeps from the Belews Creek coal ash basin are contaminated with high levels of 
numerous pollutants, including aluminum, arsenic, barium, boron, bromide, chloride, copper, 
iron, manganese, mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, sulfate, strontium, TDS, vanadium, 
and zinc.21   


                                                 
18 On January 25, 2019, we submitted comments objecting to provisions of the draft permit and to the proposed 
Special Order by Consent, discussed below. 
19 See also, e.g., June 2017 Sampling, Comprehensive and Ongoing Sample Results from Duke, 
https://edocs.deq.nc.gov/WaterResources/0/fol/785448/Row1.aspx (last updated January 2, 2019).   
20 See Attachment 7, Excerpt of HDR, Revised Groundwater Flow and Transport Model, Belews Steam Station Ash 
Basin, tbl.5 (Sept. 27, 2016). 
21 See Comprehensive and Ongoing Sample Results from Duke, 
https://edocs.deq.nc.gov/WaterResources/0/fol/785448/Row1.aspx (last updated January 2, 2019); CSA Tables 7-12, 
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As a result of all these flows, surface water tests show significant surface water 
contamination and exceedances of surface water quality standards for numerous pollutants in 
Little Belews Creek.  Immediately downstream of seeps and contaminated groundwater leaking 
from the coal ash basin into Little Belews Creek, exceedances of surface water quality standards 
for pollutants such as selenium, thallium, mercury, cobalt, aluminum, chloride, and total 
dissolved solids have been detected.22  High levels of boron and bromide have also been detected 
in Little Belews Creek.  All of these pollutants were found in samples collected downstream of 
the coal ash basin and its seeps, but upstream of the permitted discharge structure conveying 
wastewater discharges into the creek, meaning that all of this pollution is the result of the 
unpermitted seeps and groundwater contamination leaking into Little Belews Creek. 


In a recently proposed Special Order by Consent (“SOC”), DEQ and Duke Energy 
acknowledge that Duke Energy’s pollution of Little Belews Creek violates the Clean Water Act 
and North Carolina law by causing “[n]oncompliance with effluent limits” and “caus[ing] and 
contribut[ing] to pollution of waters of” North Carolina.23  Unfortunately, the proposed SOC is 
an attempt to allow Duke Energy to continue violating state water quality standards in Little 
Belews Creek with coal ash pollution even after DEQ has recognized that the Clean Water Act 
protects Little Belews Creek.  Duke Energy concedes it would immediately violate the new 
limits in DEQ’s proposed Draft Permit with its typical discharge into Little Belews Creek—
because Duke Energy and DEQ have not previously applied any Clean Water Act protections to 
the creek. 


The Belews Creek ash basin has been constructed on top of Little Belews Creek by 
impounding the stream valley.  As a result, the proposed Cap in Place and Hybrid closure 
methods would bury this water of North Carolina in millions of tons and tens of feet of coal ash.  
If the ash is left in place, it will forever obliterate a stretch of Little Belews Creek and continue to 
pollute the downstream waters of the Creek for decades to come. 


The destruction of a stretch of Little Belews Creek and its perpetual pollution by coal ash 
stored in the Creek and in the groundwater that feeds the Creek will interfere with the protected 
uses of Little Belews Creek for decades to come. 


Duke Energy’s current wastewater permit treats Little Belews Creek as a wastewater 
transmission channel, and locates the only permitted outfall from the ash basin in the Dan River.  
Duke Energy’s current pollution—from the discharge pipe, through contaminated groundwater, 
and through seeps—into Little Belews Creek are therefore illegal unpermitted discharges.  The 
proposed draft permit, though it would phase out discharges through Duke Energy’s pipe into 
Little Belews Creek, does not attempt to permit this pollution through groundwater and seeps.  A 
cap-in-place or hybrid alternative would continue the ongoing—and illegal—pollution of Little 
Belews Creek, because whatever is left of the Creek will flow through coal ash and sludge, 
carrying pollutants directly downstream in the Creek and into the Dan River.  Because of the 
hydrogeology of the Belews Creek site, pollutants will also continue to flow through 


                                                                                                                                                             
7-13; Attachment 8, Pace Analytical, Analytical Results from Little Belews Creek Sample Taken Dec. 9, 2016 (Jan. 
11, 2017). 
22 Attachment 8; DEQ, Comprehensive and Ongoing Sample Results from Duke (results for SW-10), 
https://edocs.deq.nc.gov/WaterResources/0/fol/785448/Row1.aspx (last updated Nov. 15, 2017Jan. 2, 2019). 
23 Draft Special Order by Consent WQ S18-009, Stipulation 1(j)-(k).   
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groundwater into Little Belews Creek, destroying its water quality.  These discharges will 
continue if the ash is left in place, including under a hybrid scenario. 


Dan River.  In addition to Little Belews Creek, Duke Energy’s illegal coal ash pollution 
at Belews Creek also contributes to exceedances of surface water quality standards in the Dan 
River.  Downstream of Duke Energy’s contaminated seeps, there have been water quality 
standard exceedances for pollutants such as thallium, manganese, and total dissolved solids in 
the Dan River.  Corrective Action Plan Part 2, 16-17 (March 4, 2016).  Elevated levels of 
arsenic, boron, calcium, chloride, strontium, sulfate, cobalt, and selenium have also been 
detected in the Dan River downstream of Duke Energy’s unlawful leaks.24  In the sampling 
location on the Dan River that Duke Energy identifies as upstream of the coal ash discharge, 
these pollutants are generally either not detected or detected at far lower levels.  Id. 


III. State and Federal Laws Require Excavation 


If NCDEQ allows Duke Energy to leave its ash in the unlined basin, a huge source of 
ongoing pollution would be allowed to remain in Little Belews Creek as well as in the 
groundwater that recharges into Little Belews Creek—an unacceptable result that would violate 
the Coal Ash Management Act (CAMA) and the CCR Rules.  The upper portions of Little 
Belews Creek would remain buried by millions of tons of coal ash, even after the basin is closed 
and ceases to function as a wastewater treatment facility, thus obliterating forever part of a pre-
existing water of North Carolina and water of the United States.  Excavation is the only closure 
method that will remove the source of the pollution from direct contact with public waters, where 
it is leaching out pollutants into the groundwater and Little Belews Creek, and will continue to 
do so indefinitely.  Excavation is also the only way to restore Little Belews Creek and this water 
system. 


A. CAMA Requires Excavation. 


Public outcry forced the McCrory administration to acknowledge that when groundwater, 
surface waters, and dam safety risks were taken into account under CAMA, every one of Duke 
Energy’s coal ash lagoons in North Carolina—including Belews Creek—posed a significant risk 
to the people and environment of this state that required excavation.  But in a transparent bid to 
protect Duke Energy, that administration called for CAMA to be amended to give Duke Energy a 
“Low Priority” rating for the sites where excavation was not already required, and Duke Energy 
secured that change to the law. 


However, under CAMA, NCDEQ cannot approve a closure plan unless it is “protective 
of public health, safety, and welfare; the environment; and natural resources.”  N.C. Gen. Stat. 
§ 130A-309.214(c).  The “Low Priority” designation—and its accompanying mandate for Duke 
Energy to provide alternate water supplies to current groundwater users within one-half mile—
does not relieve NCDEQ of the responsibility to remove the source of the ongoing pollution and 
the long-term risks posed by these sites to the people and water resources of North Carolina. 


The CAMA amendment’s alternate water requirement is inadequate to deal with Duke 
Energy’s groundwater pollution for many reasons.  Many homeowners near coal ash sites 
                                                 
24 Comprehensive and Ongoing Sample Results from Duke, available at 
https://edocs.deq.nc.gov/WaterResources/0/fol/785448/Row1.aspx (last updated Jan. 2, 2019).   
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throughout North Carolina depend on well water and are concerned about groundwater pollution 
from coal ash but are not eligible for the alternate water supply due to their location.  Others 
within the half-mile radius are—understandably—unwilling to sign the Duke Energy agreements 
that would cover the costs of maintenance or water bills but force them to give up their right to 
seek compensation if health problems come to light later.  And the alternate water provision 
applies only to current groundwater users—not those who might own nearby property and 
depend on groundwater in the future.  As EPA has recognized, groundwater must be protected 
for future users as well as current ones: “The EPA also expressed concern about the 
contamination of groundwater that is not currently used as a source of drinking water because 
‘[s]ources of drinking water are finite, and future users’ interests must also be protected.’”  Util. 
Solid Waste Activities Grp. v. Envtl. Prot. Agency, 901 F.3d 414, 428 (D.C. Cir. 2018) (citing 80 
Fed. Reg. at 21,452).   


And neither dam safety repairs nor alternate drinking water supplies protect North 
Carolina’s lakes and rivers from Duke Energy’s groundwater pollution.  Contaminated 
groundwater flows into and contaminates nearby surface waters like Little Belews Creek and the 
Dan River.  Duke Energy’s intentionally constructed illegal drains and unintentional leaking 
seeps of pollution also pollute surface waters.  Relying only on the satisfaction of the “low-risk” 
criteria to allow cap in place ignores these pollution problems and is not “protective of public 
health, safety, and welfare; the environment; and natural resources” as CAMA requires. 


Moreover, CAMA does not authorize NCDEQ to use Duke Energy’s grossly inflated cost 
estimates as a basis for deciding which closure method to approve.  NCDEQ staff, including the 
Assistant Secretary, confirmed numerous times at the recent public meetings that NCDEQ will 
not and cannot consider cost.  Further, NCDEQ is in no position to determine if Duke Energy’s 
self-serving cost estimates are accurate.  This applies to Duke Energy’s numbers themselves, and 
to the fact that Duke Energy has not reduced these estimates to their true, present value to reflect 
Duke Energy’s rate of return in planning for future expenditures and the basic principle that for 
longer-term projects like excavation, a dollar spent in ten years is worth far less than a dollar 
spent today. 


Similarly, the issue of potential rate recovery by Duke Energy is not within NCDEQ’s 
jurisdiction; instead, that decision would be made by the Utilities Commission and would be 
subject to subsequent judicial review.  A request from Duke Energy for rate recovery partially 
related to CAMA compliance is currently on appeal.  Duke Energy also has been engaged in 
litigation with its insurers over liability coverage for coal ash issues, and the parties have now 
stayed the litigation while they discuss settlement.  And the Institute for Energy Economics and 
Financial Analysis has concluded that Duke Energy can absorb the full costs of complete 
excavation at all its North Carolina sites without raising rates.25  Thus, for numerous reasons, 
NCDEQ cannot rely on any assumptions about who may bear what costs.  And in any event, cost 
is not among the factors NCDEQ may consider. 


  


                                                 
25 Attachment 9, Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis, Memo on Duke Energy and Costs of Coal 
Ash Cleanup (June 10, 2014). 
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1. NCDEQ Cannot Approve Plans that Continue Adding Pollution to 
Groundwater and Surface Waters. 


a. The Cap In Place and Hybrid Options Fail to Comply with CAMA and the 
2L Standards. 


CAMA prohibits DEQ from approving a cap-in-place closure plan “unless the 
Department finds that the proposed closure plan includes design measures to prevent, upon the 
plan’s full implementation, post-closure exceedances of groundwater quality standards beyond 
the compliance boundary that are attributable to constituents associated with the presence of the 
impoundment.”  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 130A-309.214(a)(3)(b).  This statutory language clearly 
demonstrates that the closure plan itself must prevent continued contamination; NCDEQ cannot 
allow Duke Energy to implement an obviously defective closure-in-place method and hope that 
later corrective action will mitigate the problem.  That approach would fundamentally violate 
CAMA. 


As explained above, Duke Energy’s Belews Creek coal ash basin is currently causing 
exceedences of the state groundwater quality standards (as well as the approved background 
values) at and beyond the compliance boundary—for example, at monitoring wells GWA-1S, 
GWA-1D, GWA-10DA, and GWA-7S. 


Duke Energy’s cap in place and hybrid closure options fail to stop the source of this 
ongoing pollution.  According to Duke Energy, cap in place leaves 43 vertical feet of ash 
saturated in groundwater.  Hybrid closure leaves 46 vertical feet of ash saturated.  This 
represents millions of tons of saturated coal ash that will continue to leach out pollutants into 
groundwater flowing downgradient of the basin toward Little Belews Creek and the Dan River, 
as well as directly into Little Belews Creek.  Duke Energy’s own groundwater expert in 
NCDEQ’s enforcement action testified that this pollution could continue for hundreds of years. 


In sum, because these closure options do nothing to prevent continued exceedences of the 
groundwater quality standards beyond the compliance boundary, NCDEQ cannot approve them. 


Duke Energy has attempted to avoid the obvious conclusion that it must remove the ash 
by constructing a new groundwater model that has been manipulated to try to make the closure in 
place options appear to perform much better than they would in reality, while making excavation 
appear to perform much worse than it would in reality.  For closure in place, the model 
transforms the coal ash in the model from a constant concentration source (as it is correctly 
modeled in the baseline scenario), into an unrealistic Kd approach that only represents the 
dissolved-state boron that would quickly flush out of the model, while failing to model the solid 
boron in the coal ash itself that will leach out of the ash more slowly over time.  Meanwhile, for 
excavation, the model boundaries are set up in such a way that they create artificially steep 
gradients and groundwater velocities that propel residual groundwater contamination out from 
beneath the basin/excavation area and thus artificially increase the downgradient pollution levels 
for the excavation scenario.  These and other serious errors in the modeling, explained in more 
detail in Part IV.A below and in Appendix 1, mean that NCDEQ cannot rely on Duke Energy’s 
new modeling at all.  The modeling manipulations cannot overcome the obvious principle that 
leaving millions of tons of coal ash saturated deep in groundwater will continue to cause more 
downgradient groundwater pollution than will removing the source of the pollution. 
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Duke Energy’s only other avenue for a closure option that does not remove the ash would 
be to comply with the closure requirements of the federal CCR rule, pursuant to an amendment 
to CAMA.  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 130A-309.214(a)(3)(c).  But Duke Energy’s cap in place and 
hybrid options manifestly fail to comply with the federal CCR Rule’s performance standards and 
corrective action requirements, as explained in Section III.B below. 


Moreover, under CAMA, NCDEQ cannot approve a closure plan unless it is “protective 
of public health, safety, and welfare; the environment; and natural resources.”  N.C. Gen. Stat. 
§ 130A-309.214(c).  NCDEQ stated in its sworn complaint in the state enforcement actions that 
Duke Energy’s unlawful coal ash pollution from its unlined pits “pose a serious danger to the 
health, safety and welfare of the people of the State of North Carolina and serious harm to the 
water resources of the State.”  State of North Carolina ex rel. NC DEQ, et al. v. Duke Energy, 
Compl. ¶ 197 (Meck. Cnty Aug. 13, 2014).  Allowing that pollution to continue while leaving 
the source of the contamination in contact with the groundwater would fail to protect public 
health, safety, and welfare, the environment, and natural resources, and would violate CAMA. 


In addition, a closure plan that allows continued exceedences of the state groundwater 
standards (and/or violations of the CCR Rule) without removing the source of the contamination 
is not protective of public health, safety, welfare, the environment, or natural resources.  Nor is a 
plan that continues polluting surface waters such as Little Belews Creek via flows of 
contaminated groundwater within the compliance boundary, because Duke Energy is simply 
dumping its groundwater pollution into public waterways and allowing it to be carried 
downstream. 


b. CAMA and the 2L Rules’ Corrective Action Requirements Foreclose 
Leaving the Coal Ash In Groundwater. 


CAMA requires compliance with North Carolina’s groundwater protection rules found at 
15A N.C. Admin. Code 2L .0101 et. seq. (“2L Rule”).  Under the 2L Rule, any polluter that 
contaminates groundwater must develop a corrective action plan “using the best available 
technology for restoration of groundwater quality to the level of the standards . . . .”  15A N.C. 
Admin. Code 2L .0106(j). 


Under North Carolina’s water pollution control statute, Duke Energy must restore 
groundwater around its permitted coal ash disposal sites at the Belews Creek facility to the 
applicable standard, without regard to the date the impoundments were first permitted and thus 
without any exemption from this requirement.  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-215.1(k).  To further clarify 
that flexible remediation does not apply to coal ash basins, the General Assembly has declared 
that the lesser cleanup standards afforded by its risk-based remediation statute “shall not apply to 
contaminated sites subject to remediation pursuant to . . . [t]he Coal Ash Management Act of 
2014.”  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 130A-310.67(b)(4).   


Thus, Duke Energy is barred from using flexible remediation, such as monitored natural 
attenuation, as a groundwater remediation method and instead must implement the best available 
technology to restore groundwater to the standards. 


As NCDEQ well knows, the ash basin closure method is the most fundamental part of 
any corrective action to address groundwater pollution.  “Any person conducting or controlling 
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an activity that results in the discharge of a waste or hazardous substance or oil to the 
groundwaters of the State, or in proximity thereto, shall take action upon discovery to terminate 
and control the discharge….”  15A N.C. Admin. Code 2L.0106(b).  Because the cap in place and 
hybrid options leave the coal ash deep in groundwater, where it will continue leaching pollutants 
into the groundwater indefinitely, NCDEQ cannot approve these methods. 


B. The Federal CCR Rule Requires Excavation. 


The CCR Rule promulgated by EPA also requires excavation at these sites. 


1. The Federal CCR Rule’s Performance Standards Require Separating the 
Ash from the Groundwater and Precluding Its Future Impoundment. 


Consistent with the EPA’s charge to protect health and the environment with the CCR 
Rule, the rule requires all closure methods to comply with common-sense performance standards 
that prohibit the continued saturation of ash in water and the continued impoundment of coal ash 
slurry and water.  Any method that fails to satisfy the performance standards cannot be chosen to 
close an ash basin.  Duke Energy’s submissions show that its cap in place and hybrid options for 
Belews Creek would violate these requirements. 


Under the CCR Rule’s performance standards, Duke Energy’s closure method must 
“[c]ontrol, minimize or eliminate, to the maximum extent feasible, post-closure infiltration of 
liquids into the waste and releases of CCR, leachate, or contaminated run-off to the ground or 
surface waters.”  40 C.F.R. § 257.102(d)(1)(i).  North Carolina’s proposed coal ash rules contain 
the same requirement. See proposed rules at 15A NCAC 13B .2013(c)(3)(A)(i). 


This standard prohibits leaving ash in groundwater and prohibits allowing ash to continue 
polluting groundwater.  For example, Indiana’s environmental agency (IDEM) has taken the 
clear position that pursuant to the CCR rule “[t]he utilities must control, minimize or eliminate 
the infiltration of liquids into coal ash and the release of its toxic chemicals into ground or 
surface water.”26   


IDEM informed Duke Energy in December that its proposed closure plan in Indiana 
“leaves waste in place either in contact or potential contact with ground water”—just as Duke’s 
cap in place and hybrid proposals do in North Carolina.  The agency explained that “ground 
water infiltration into closed-in-place CCR constitutes ‘post-closure infiltration of liquids into 
the waste’ and that “the phrase ‘releases of CCR, leachate, or contaminated run-off to the ground 
or surface waters’ includes releases to ground water.”27  The agency stated that “IDEM cannot 
approve a closure plan that would leave CCR in place without a description of how the plan 
controls, minimizes or eliminates” such contact with groundwater and groundwater pollution “to 
the maximum extent feasible.” 


                                                 
26 Sarah Bowman, Utilities Admit to Leaking Toxic Chemicals Into Groundwater, Must Now Clean It Up, 
Indianapolis Star (Jan. 14, 2019), available at 
https://www.indystar.com/story/news/environment/2019/01/14/indiana-utilities-must-clean-up-toxic-contamination-
coal-ash-violation/2531185002/. 
27 Attachment 10, Letter from IDEM to Duke Energy Indiana Re: Request for Additional Information (Dec. 17, 
2018), at 1. 
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Duke Energy’s submissions make clear that eliminating contact with groundwater and 
groundwater pollution—via full excavation—is feasible at Belews Creek.  As a result, leaving 
any amount of coal ash in contact with groundwater within the unlined lagoon and continuing to 
pollute the groundwater would not “control, minimize, or eliminate” these problems “to the 
maximum extent feasible” and would therefore fail to satisfy this requirement. 


Thus, any valid closure proposal from Duke Energy must ensure that groundwater and 
other waters will not continue to flow through the coal ash, in order to satisfy the requirement to 
“[c]ontrol, minimize or eliminate, to the maximum extent feasible, post-closure infiltration of 
liquids into the waste and releases of CCR, leachate, or contaminated run-off to the ground or 
surface waters.”  40 C.F.R. § 257.102(d)(1)(i), proposed 15A NCAC 13B .2013(c)(3)(A)(i). 


North Carolina’s proposed CCR rules and the federal CCR rule are unambiguous.  
NCDEQ cannot apply any lesser standards or give the people of North Carolina any lesser 
protections than the people of Indiana are receiving under the CCR rule.  NCDEQ must require 
that any closure plan ensures that Duke Energy keeps its coal ash separated from groundwater 
and other liquids, and that it eliminates pollution of groundwater and surface water.  As 
discussed in more detail below, Duke Energy’s cap in place and hybrid proposals fail to do so; 
only excavation achieves the required performance standards of the federal and state rules. 


Moreover, the performance standards of the federal and proposed state CCR rules also 
require that Duke Energy: 


• “Preclude the probability of future impoundment of water, sediment, or slurry.” 
40 C.F.R. § 257.102(d)(1)(ii); 15A NCAC 13B .2013(c)(3)(A)(ii); and require 
that 


• “Free liquids must be eliminated by removing liquid wastes or solidifying the 
remaining wastes and waste residues.”  40 C.F.R. § 257.102(d)(2)(i); 15A NCAC 
13B .2013(c)(3)(B)(i). 


EPA guidance on the performance standards for closure with waste in place and clean 
closure (removal of the ash) is consistent with the clear regulatory language.  In 2016, EPA 
explained that a coal ash lagoon may not be closed by leaving coal ash submerged in 
groundwater.  Instead, the operator of the unit must comply with the rule by “‘clean closing’ 
[excavating] the submerged portion” of the coal ash.28  Consistent with the 2016 guidance, EPA 
guidance in 2017 states:29 


[T]he facility must meet all of the performance standards for the closure option it has 
selected, and if it cannot meet all of the performance standards for one option, then it 


                                                 
28 Attachment 11, EPA CCR Rule FAQs, at 7 (Dec. 16, 2016) (emphasis added). 
29 Attachment 12, CCR Rule FAQs, at 4, https://www.epa.gov/coalash/relationship-between-resource-conservation-
and-recovery-acts-coal-combustion-residuals-rule#main-content (emphases added).  After the change of 
administrations in 2017, industry lobbying groups, which include Duke Energy, asked the new EPA leadership to 
reconsider parts of the CCR Rule.  Attachment 13.  They asked the new EPA Administrator to change the guidance.  
Id. at 39-40.  Notably, EPA did not contradict its prior statement and instead reaffirmed that “if the facility is unable 
to meet the performance standards for closure with waste in place for a particular unit (or portion of a unit), it must 
clean close the unit (or that portion).”  Attachment 12, at 4.  Nor could EPA contradict the plain language of the 
Rule, which requires that a closure plan prevent “infiltration of liquids”; “preclude” the “impoundment of water, 
sediment, or slurry”; and “eliminate[]” “free liquids.”  40 C.F.R. §§ 257.102(d)(1)(i), (ii); (d)(2)(i). 
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must meet all of the performance standards for the other option.  For example, if the 
facility is unable to meet the performance standards for closure with waste in place for 
a particular unit (or portion of a unit), it must clean close the unit (or that portion). 


In the 2017 statement, EPA explains that the hydrogeology of the site (the depth and movement 
of groundwater) may determine whether a facility can meet the performance standards.30   


2. The Cap In Place and Hybrid Options at Belews Creek Violate the CCR 
Rules’ Performance Standards. 


Duke’s proposed cap in place and hybrid closure options at Belews Creek violate the 
CCR rules’ requirement to eliminate post-closure infiltration of liquids into the waste and 
releases of CCR, leachate, or contaminated run-off to the ground or surface waters.  The 
performance standards require Duke Energy to “[c]ontrol, minimize or eliminate” these problems 
“to the maximum extent feasible,” and at Belews Creek, it is beyond dispute that they can be 
eliminated feasibly via excavation. 


Duke’s cap in place and hybrid options fall far short of eliminating these problems, 
because they leave ash in contact with groundwater, where it will continue to leach out pollutants 
for decades. 


In addition, Duke Energy must “[p]reclude the probability of future impoundment of 
water, sediment, or slurry.”  40 C.F.R. § 257.102(d)(1)(ii); proposed N.C. rules at 15A NCAC 
13B .2013(c)(3)(A)(ii). “[I]mpoundment means a natural topographic depression, man-made 
excavation, or diked area, which is designed to hold an accumulation of CCR and liquids, and 
the unit treats, stores, or disposes of CCR.”  40 C.F.R. § 257.53. 


Because groundwater and water from Little Belews Creek will remain in the coal ash 
basin after capping in place or hybrid closure, the basin will remain an impoundment that stores 
an accumulation of CCR and liquids.  Further, these closure methods retain the coal ash 
impoundment’s dam, in whole or in part, and therefore they fail to preclude the impoundment of 
water.  Similarly, these closure methods leave coal ash saturated in groundwater and Little 
Belews Creek within the impoundment and leave that saturated, wet coal ash impounded behind 
the dam of the coal ash lagoon, thereby failing to prevent the impoundment of coal ash sediments 
and slurry.  All these outcomes would violate the CCR rule. 


Finally, because groundwater and Little Belews Creek will continue to saturate coal ash 
within the proposed cap in place and hybrid storage area, these closure methods cannot satisfy 
the requirement that “[f]ree liquids must be eliminated by removing liquid wastes or solidifying 
the remaining wastes and waste residues.”  40 C.F.R. § 257.102(d)(2)(i); 15A NCAC 13B 
.2013(c)(3)(B)(i).  “Free liquids” are defined under RCRA as “liquids that readily separate from 
the solid portion of a waste under ambient temperature and pressure.”  40 C.F.R. § 257.53.  
Groundwater and stream water that saturate coal ash in an unlined impoundment are free liquids 
that readily separate from the solid portion of the waste.  Utilities regularly separate the water 
that saturates their impoundment coal ash by “stacking” the ash, i.e., piling up the ash on dry 
land to let the water drain out.  In addition, groundwater and stream water readily separate from 
coal ash because they flow through the coal ash, as shown by the movement of pollutants out of 
                                                 
30 Attachment 12. 
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unlined coal ash basins into the surrounding groundwater; these waters do not remain in the coal 
ash indefinitely, but rather flow out of the ash and are replaced by new groundwater infiltrating 
into the basin and stream water flowing in.  For this reason, any closure plan that fails to stop the 
ongoing flow of water into the unlined basin violates this provision of the CCR Rules because it 
does not eliminate free liquids and also because it fails to solidify the wastes in the basin. 


Duke Energy’s cap in place and hybrid closure options fail to comply with the CCR 
Rule’s performance standards and the performance standards in North Carolina’s own draft coal 
ash rules, and NCDEQ must reject these options.  Only excavation removes the ash from the 
groundwater and complies with the common-sense protective requirements of the CCR Rule and 
the North Carolina coal ash rule. 


3. The CCR Rule’s Corrective Action Requirements Preclude Cap in Place. 


Capping-in-place will not meet the CCR Rule’s requirements for remedy selection or 
corrective action plan implementation.  Among other things, the remedy selected must “[b]e 
protective of human health and the environment,” “[a]ttain the groundwater protection standard” 
set forth in 40 C.F.R. § 257.95(h) (the MCL or other level, as specified therein), “[c]ontrol the 
source(s) of releases so as to reduce or eliminate, to the maximum extent feasible, further 
releases of” Appendix IV constituents, and “[r]emove from the environment as much of the 
contaminated material that was released from the CCR unit as is feasible.”  40 C.F.R. 
§§ 257.97(b)(1)-(4).  The remedy will not be considered complete until groundwater protection 
standards are met for three consecutive years.  40 C.F.R. § 257.98(c)(2). 


The CCR rule measures compliance with groundwater protection standards at the site’s 
waste boundary, see 40 C.F.R. § 257.91(a)(2), a much closer limit that is within the compliance 
boundary.  Therefore, capping-in-place also will not meet the CCR Rule’s requirement that the 
remedy selected attains compliance with groundwater protection standards, let alone for three 
consecutive years.  Nor will capping-in-place satisfy the requirements that the remedy control the 
source material and remove as much contaminated material as is feasible—indeed, the cap-in-
place plan seems to call for removing as little as is feasible.  And leaving the toxic ash in 
vulnerable communities adjacent to precious waterways will certainly not protect human health 
and the environment.  The only remedy that will meet the CCR Rule’s requirements, and the 
only remedy DEQ should consider for these sites, is removal of the ash and placement in dry 
lined storage facilities or recycling for use in concrete. 


4. The D.C. Circuit’s CCR Rule Holding Further Confirms that NCDEQ 
Cannot Allow Duke Energy to Leave Its Ash in the Leaking Belews Creek 
Lagoon. 


EPA’s 2015 CCR Rule allowed unlined facilities to continue to operate until groundwater 
contamination is established.  After reviewing voluminous evidence concerning coal ash 
disposal, the United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit unanimously concluded that 
EPA acted arbitrarily and capriciously by allowing unlined impoundments to continue operating 
at all, when measured against a standard of eliminating the “reasonable probability of adverse 
effects on health or the environment.”  42 U.S.C. § 6944(a); see Utility Solid Waste Activities 
Group v. EPA, 901 F.3d 414 (D.C. Cir. 2018). 
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The EPA’s record for the CCR Rule is the most comprehensive data collection regarding 
the storage of coal ash in the United States.  The D.C. Circuit reviewed the record and noted 
EPA’s conclusion “that unlined impoundments are dangerous” and that among the studied 
disposal methods, putting Coal Combustion Residuals “in unlined surface impoundments and 
landfills presents the greatest risks to human health and the environment.”  901 F.3d at 427. 


The Court of Appeals recognized that leakages from unlined impoundments “pose 
substantial risks to humans and the environment.”  After reviewing the record evidence, the 
Court of Appeals found that “leakage from unlined impoundments is more pervasive and less 
amenable to any quick, localized fix” than at lined facilities.  Id. at 428. 


After reviewing the entire voluminous record, the Court of Appeals found that unlined 
lagoons failed so badly to prevent a reasonable probability of adverse effects on health or the 
environment that allowing them to continue was arbitrary and capricious. 


Duke Energy’s proposals to cap its unlined lagoons in place are, if anything, even more 
arbitrary and capricious than these rejected provisions of the 2015 CCR Rule.  In the case of 
Duke Energy’s six remaining unlined coal ash lagoon sites, the evidence already conclusively 
establishes that these lagoons are leaking.  Further, extensive modeling and the conditions of 
these lagoons demonstrate that they will continue to leak after being capped in place.  The cap on 
top only shields the lagoons from most additional rain water that would fall directly into the 
lagoon; it does nothing to eliminate the groundwater contained in the lagoons or to stop the 
continued flow of groundwater through the unlined bottom and sides of these lagoons. 


Under CAMA, NCDEQ can approve Duke Energy’s closure plans only if they are 
“protective of public health, safety, and welfare; the environment; and natural resources.”  The 
review of the evidence concerning coal ash lagoons by the Court of Appeals demonstrates that 
Duke Energy’s plans cannot satisfy that standard and that, in fact, it would be arbitrary and 
capricious for NCDEQ to reach that conclusion. 


IV. NCDEQ Cannot Rely on Duke Energy’s Submissions to Allow Cap In Place or 
Hybrid Closure. 


A. Duke Energy’s Groundwater Modeling 


Duke Energy’s groundwater modeling demonstrates that if left in the ash basins under a 
cap in place or hybrid option, its coal ash would remain saturated well below the groundwater 
table.  At Belews Creek, capping the ash in place would leave 43 feet of ash saturated.  A hybrid 
approach would leave 46 feet saturated.  Because a cover will not solve the fundamental problem 
of ash continuing to leach pollutants into the groundwater, even with Duke Energy’s other errors 
and manipulations in its past modeling, excavation reduced future downgradient groundwater 
contamination dramatically more and faster than cap in place.  We discussed this earlier 
modeling (as well as its flaws, which understated the extent of the continuing problems with cap 
in place) in our 2016 CAMA comments, incorporated by reference here. 


However, Duke Energy’s latest modeling has been further manipulated to try to persuade 
NCDEQ that removal of the source of the groundwater contamination—the coal ash submerged 
deep in groundwater at Belews Creek—would be no better for groundwater pollution than 
leaving the ash in place under either a full cap-in-place or hybrid option, even though huge 
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amounts of coal ash will remain saturated.  This absurd result defies basic principles of 
hydrology. 


First, even Duke Energy’s new modeling cannot avoid the basic fact that its “Cap In 
Place” and “Hybrid” closure methods would merely cover up the underlying problem: huge 
amounts of coal ash are saturated below the water table and will remain saturated after closure. 


 


Cap In Place 


Water 
Table 
Elevation 
(ft AMSL) 


Base of 
Ash (ft 
AMSL) 


Saturated 
Thickness (ft) 


Mayo 454 402 52 
Roxboro West 457 402 55 
Roxboro East 457 396 61 
Belews Creek 725 682 43 
        


Hybrid 


Water 
Table 
Elevation 
(ft AMSL) 


Base of 
Ash (ft 
AMSL) 


Saturated 
Thickness (ft) 


Mayo 455 425 30 
Roxboro West 435 402 33 
Roxboro East 457 396 61 
Belews Creek 728 682 46 


 


This saturated ash will continue to leach out pollutants for decades.  Indeed, Duke 
Energy’s own groundwater expert in the state enforcement action testified that if the ash is 
capped, ash pollutants will enter groundwater for as long as centuries: 


Q.  And do you believe that the – that there will continue to be elevated 
concentrations of COIs [pollutants] discharging into groundwater in that scenario?  


A.  Yes. 


… 


Q.  Okay. Now, how long do you believe that you would continue to have elevated 
concentrations of constituents discharging from the basin?  


A.  It could be hundreds of years.31 


However, in its new modeling, Duke Energy uses various tactics to try to avoid the 
obvious conclusion that removing the coal ash from the groundwater will improve groundwater 
contamination more than leaving the source of the pollution saturated in the leaking lagoons, 
                                                 
31 Attachment 4, Powell Dep. 158:2-5, 10-13.   







February 15, 2019 
Page 21 of 30 


 


where it will continue to leach out pollutants.  These tactics to favor its preferred, but totally 
unrealistic, outcome are addressed in the memorandum attached as Appendix 1, and include the 
following:  


• Duke Energy fails to adequately model the coal ash as a source of pollutants after 
closure.  Duke Energy correctly models the ash with a constant concentration of 
pollutants in its baseline scenario—and it did the same for its prior cap in place 
modeling.  But for the new closure in place scenarios, Duke Energy suddenly 
transforms the way the ash is modeled, switching to a Kd approach, to make it 
appear to flush out and become depleted of pollutants artificially quickly.  
Essentially Duke Energy’s model pretends that millions of tons of coal ash are not 
a primary source of pollutants that will slowly dissolve over many decades and 
centuries, but a secondary source where pollutants sorbed or stuck to the surface 
of ash particles can quickly be flushed away.  This approach is not supported by 
any site data on the rate at which boron is flushed from the ash.  Moreover, it 
unrealistically models the majority of the boron within the ash basin to be in a 
dissolved state, as shown by the Kd value of 0.46 mL/g used for the Belews Creek 
model, and fails to account for the boron in the ash solids themselves.  EPA has 
stated that this use of Kd is inappropriate.  Thus, Duke Energy has inappropriately 
used Kd to simulate the leaching of pollutants from the ash over time, to give the 
“cap in place” and “hybrid” options unrealistic downgradient groundwater 
contamination levels. 


• Duke Energy has used boundary conditions in its models that cause unrealistic 
water levels and groundwater flow velocities that in turn produce unrealistic 
downgradient groundwater results for excavation.  The fixed hydraulic head at the 
upgradient boundary means that when the groundwater level within the ash 
basin/excavation area is lowered for the interim and excavation scenarios, 
unrealistically steep hydraulic gradients develop that drive high concentrations of 
boron out from beneath the basins into the areas downgradient of the ash basins 
and into the adjacent surface waters.   


• Duke Energy has used software that is not capable of doing what Duke Energy’s 
model purports to do.  Duke Energy’s modelers state that they have used the 
MODFLOW and MT3DMS programs to model the overlying unsaturated zone, 
but those programs are not capable of simulating fluid flow or solute transport in 
the unsaturated zone in the configuration Duke Energy has used.  This shows the 
modelers do not have an adequate understanding of the tools and their 
capabilities, and the results are not reliable. 


• Duke Energy has also used incompatible software components that are known to 
produce serious errors in the modeling of solute transport in unconfined aquifers 
such as those at Mayo, Roxboro, and Belews Creek.  These errors can understate 
the flow of pollutants. 


In addition to these fundamental modeling errors, Duke Energy’s groundwater modeling 
report unfairly uses an invented compliance boundary for the excavation scenario that is half the 
distance from the ash compared with the cap in place scenario.  The boundary Duke Energy uses 
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for the excavation scenario is only 250 feet from the current waste boundary, rather than the 500 
feet of the actual compliance boundary at the site.  By contrast, Duke Energy uses 500 feet as the 
compliance boundary to determine the time required to achieve 2L groundwater standards for its 
cap in place.  See Preliminary Updated Groundwater Flow and Transport Modeling Report at 
ES-2.  By moving the goalposts for excavation, Duke Energy biases the comparison: this 
artificially smaller compliance boundary for the excavation scenario significantly extends the 
time required to achieve the 2L groundwater standards “at the compliance boundary.”  There is 
no justification for this approach. 


B. NCDEQ Should Reject Duke Energy’s “Community Impact Analysis.” 


Duke Energy has submitted a “community impact analysis” to bolster its closure options 
justification at each of its six coal ash sites not yet slated for excavation.  This report uses an 
approach called “Net Environmental Benefits Analysis.” 


At the outset, it should be pointed out that Duke Energy’s supposed consideration of 
community and environmental impacts has absolutely no impact on its decisions.  As the 
analysis in Appendix 2 shows, Duke Energy’s “closure options analysis” reports and scoring 
systems would reach the same conclusion no matter what the scores for environmental and 
community impacts were: the option that costs Duke Energy the least and takes it less time 
always wins out.  This exercise is a sham. 


Moreover, so far as we are aware, Duke Energy does not use this type of analysis for its 
actual, real-world operations.  Indeed, in NCDEQ’s enforcement action concerning the Buck 
coal ash site, Duke Energy prepared a “Net Environmental Benefits Analysis” that concluded the 
site did not need to be closed at all, and that the coal ash should not be excavated.  Just a few 
months later, Duke Energy announced it would fully excavate the site. 


The so-called analysis in the current submissions to NCDEQ is in fact a deeply flawed, 
logic-defying report by Duke Energy’s hired consultant.  It ignores accepted health and 
environmental risks while stoking concern about nonsensical “habitat loss” impacts from 
cleaning up coal ash lagoons.  CAMA does not permit consideration of such irrelevant analysis, 
and DEQ should ignore the community impact analysis at every site. 


No one knows the impact Duke Energy’s coal ash pollution has had on communities 
better than those communities themselves—if only DEQ would listen.  The residents living near 
Belews Creek, Mayo, Roxboro, Cliffside, Allen, and Marshall have lived with Duke Energy’s 
coal ash pollution for decades.  And at meetings around the state in January, hundreds of these 
residents told their stories and made their needs clear: Duke Energy must get its ash out of the 
groundwater and remove it to dry, lined storage. 


1. The Reports Downplay Well-Accepted Pollution Risks. 


The community impact analyses rely on separate “risk assessments” from Duke Energy 
consultants to assert that Duke Energy’s unlined, leaking coal ash ponds pose no meaningful risk 
to human health or the environment.  This reasoning ignores the real fears and lived experiences 
of residents near the coal ash ponds.  It also contradicts the informed conclusions of DEQ, the 
General Assembly, and the U.S. EPA that unlined coal ash ponds are an unacceptable risk to 
nearby communities and waterways. 
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At every site, the community impact analyses conclude not only that all closure options 
are protective of human and ecological health, but that under current conditions—that is, with 
coal ash in open, unlined, and leaking pits on the banks of rivers and streams—no “meaningful 
risk” exists.  See Reports Sections 7 & 8, Tables 7-2 and 8-1. 


This absurd conclusion undermines the credibility of these reports.  Under the logic of 
these reports, Duke Energy’s unlined, leaking ponds would not need to be, and should not be, 
closed at all.  Yet state and federal legislators, agencies, and courts have made clear that unlined 
ash ponds dangerously pollute the surrounding environment and groundwater with toxic metals 
and pose long-term risks—and have mandated that utilities close their ponds. 


• With the Coal Ash Management Act, the North Carolina General Assembly 
required that Duke Energy start disposing of its ash dry and stop flushing its ash 
into unlined pits by the end of this year.  N.C. Gen. Stat. § 130A-309.210(e), (f).  
And they required that Duke Energy close every one of its ash pits in North 
Carolina.  Id. § 130A-309.214. 


• DEQ stated in a sworn complaint that Duke Energy’s unlawful coal ash pollution 
from its unlined pits “pose a serious danger to the health, safety and welfare of the 
people of the State of North Carolina and serious harm to the water resources of 
the State.”  State of North Carolina ex rel. NC DEQ, et al. v. Duke Energy, 
Compl. ¶ 197 (Meck. Cnty Aug. 13, 2014). 


• At each of these six sites, DEQ has entered into a consent order with Duke Energy 
upon finding that coal ash pollution in non-engineered seeps “causes or 
contributes to pollution in the waters of this state.”  Special Orders by Consent, 
EMC SOC WQ S17-009, S18-004, S18-005, ¶ 1(m) &¶ 1(n). 


• The U.S. EPA, in its Coal Combustion Residual Rule, stated that storing coal ash 
“in unlined surface impoundments and landfills presents the greatest risks to 
human health and the environment” of all disposal methods.  Disposal of Coal 
Combustion Residuals from Electric Utilities, 80 Fed. Reg. 21,301, at 21,451 
(April 17, 2015).  It required utilities to close their basins within a few years if 
they violated groundwater protection standards—and Duke Energy has violated 
these standards at every one of its 14 sites in North Carolina.  40 C.F.R. 
§ 257.101(a); see Duke Energy, CCR Rule Compliance Data & Information, 
https://www.duke-energy.com/our-company/environment/compliance-and-
reporting/ccr-rule-compliance-data (reported Nov. 7, 2018).  The rule prohibits 
companies from building and using new unlined pits.  40 C.F.R. § 257.72(a).  
Importantly, EPA recognized that utilities cannot cap ash ponds in place if doing 
so would leave ash sitting in the groundwater.  Id. § 257.102(d). 


• Importantly, even though EPA clearly recognized the ecological and human 
health risks unlined ash ponds pose, a federal court of appeals struck down part of 
the CCR Rule because it did not do enough to protect against those risks.  Utility 
Solid Waste Activities Group v. EPA, 901 F.3d 414 (D.C. Cir. 2018).  The U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit ruled that EPA could not let unlined ash 
ponds like Duke Energy’s keep operating until they caused documented 
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groundwater pollution because “hundreds of unlined impoundments are at 
significant risk of harmful leakage,” and “[i]mpoundment leakages pose 
substantial risks to humans and the environment.”  Id. at 428.  And it rejected 
EPA’s attempt to exclude ash ponds at shuttered power plants from regulation, 
saying “[s]imply hoping that somehow there will be last-minute warnings about 
imminent dangers at sites that are not monitored, or relying on cleaning up the 
spills after great damage is done and the harm inflicted does not sensibly address 
those dangers.”  Id. at 433. 


Both North Carolina and the federal government, and this agency in particular, know 
these ash ponds are dangerous.  Any report that reaches the opposite conclusion cannot be taken 
seriously. 


Duke Energy’s analyses at all the sites deny this clear risk in part because they ignore a 
crucial vector of coal ash pollution—seeps.  E.g., Belews Report at xix n.11, xxi n.12, 14, 28 
nn.40 & 41, 36 n.52, 41 n.56, 44 n.57.  These changes contradict previous versions of Duke 
Energy’s consultants’ risk assessments, which (though flawed in their own right) considered a 
broader scope of risks.  Some of the reports also sharply restricted the geographic areas they 
evaluated for ecological risk.  E.g., Belews Report 41 n.56.  


The new reports attempt to justify ignoring seeps based on the consent orders DEQ 
entered into regarding seeps, but this is illogical: the consent orders are mere months old and 
have just begun to be implemented—they certainly have not eliminated the seeps.  For now, the 
risks from seeps are still very real.  And it remains to be seen whether DEQ and Duke Energy’s 
hope that dewatering will reduce or eliminate seeps will pan out, or whether Duke Energy will 
need to conduct protracted additional rounds of monitoring, evaluation, and corrective action.  In 
the meantime, it is foolish to exclude health risks from seeps. 


At Belews Creek, moreover, the Report minimizes risk by dismissing the repeated 
conclusions of Duke Energy’s own consultants.  Duke Energy’s own consultants in earlier 
reports determined that recreational and subsistence fishers are exposed to “unacceptable” 
elevated health risks downstream of the Belews Creek coal ash site.32  The consultants also 
determined that the contamination exceeds the hazard quotient for mammals and birds, such as 
the great blue heron. Id. at 50.  Consultants again found unacceptable risks to subsistence and 
recreational fishers in their 2018 report.  Belews Report Table 7-1 (summarizing Synterra Risk 
Assessment (2018)).  The Report waves away these concerns. 


These reports’ “no-risk” conclusion defies reality.  To give the reports any weight at all 
would be illogical and irresponsible. 


2. The Reports Contain Misleading and Fundamentally Shoddy Analysis. 


By stoking fears about truck traffic, air emissions, and habitat loss—only to quietly admit 
that these impacts are often insignificant or misrepresented—the reports distract from what 
actually matters to the coal ash communities. 


                                                 
32 CAP 2, Appx. F, Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment 53 (Mar. 4, 2016), available at 
https://edocs.deq.nc.gov/WaterResources/0/doc/360898/Page1.aspx.   
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The false or overstated concerns the reports present have already undermined DEQ’s 
communications with the public.  At the public hearings in January, DEQ officials consistently 
mentioned impacts to wildlife habitat and air quality in their remarks, as if objective analysis had 
identified genuine problems with these topics.  DEQ arranged “community impact tables” that 
implicitly suggested residents needed to be concerned about impacts from closure.  Yet DEQ 
failed to mention the actual findings of the community impact analyses—often, that there were 
next to no impacts at all, and no major differences between closure alternatives. 


3. Trucking Impacts Are Insignificant and Duke Energy’s Conclusions 
Cannot Be Relied Upon. 


At every site, Duke Energy has stated it could excavate the ash to an on-site lined landfill.  
Trucks carrying ash need not travel through communities but can remain on Duke Energy’s 
property.  The only trucks that will travel through communities—under any closure option—are 
a smaller subset carrying construction materials for closure. 


The community impact analyses hide this basic fact in the footnotes.  See Belews Report 
at xxiii n.14.  But after accounting for the availability of on-site storage, the reports have no 
choice but to conclude that the trucking impacts for cap-in-place or excavation are modest at 
most, and in some cases next to nothing.  For every site but one, no onsite closure option would 
increase trucking more than 15 percent.  Reports Section 9.3. 


Indeed, at many sites trucking impacts, on a day-to-day basis, would be less intense for 
excavation than for cap in place or a hybrid option, though Duke Energy estimates cap-in-place 
would take less time.  And at Mayo, the overall number of truck trips for excavation is less for 
excavation than for cap-in-place. 


Site Cap-in-Place 
added trucks per 


day 


Hybrid added trucks 
per day 


Onsite 
Excavation added 


trucks per day 
Allen 11 9 5 
Belews Creek 11 10 8 
Cliffside 13 (both basins) 9-10 9 
Mayo 9 7 .05 or <1 per 


month 
Marshall 11 11 7 
Roxboro 79 (both basins) 70 (both basins) 34 (both basins) 
 


Given the trucking analyses appear to confirm impacts from trucking would not harm 
community members, it might initially appear reasonable to use these reports in decisionmaking.  
However, using these reports would still be a mistake, because: 


• These numbers are unverified.  Each report attributes all information regarding 
the number of truck trips and the duration of closure simply to “Closure logistics 
estimates (Duke Energy).”  Reports Section 3.  As with cost estimates, DEQ 
cannot simply take these numbers at face value.  Indeed, excavation at sites in 
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South Carolina has taken far less time than utility estimates.33  And excavation 
has proven to be significantly cheaper than utility estimates as well: Santee 
Cooper is excavating 12 million tons of ash fleetwide for a cost of $430 million, 
or less than $36 per ton.34   


• The reports exaggerate even modest impacts and make unsupported assumptions 
about community preferences.  The reports’ “risk matrix” categorizes the severity 
of impacts based on a percentage over a baseline, rather than the raw number of 
truck trips.  Under that matrix, 8 extra truck trips a day at Belews Creek—a 9 
percent increase—is not considered “meaningless.”  Belews Report at xxv and 
Tables 9-3 & 9-4.  But a reasonable community member might well consider that 
impact negligible or not even notice it.  Likewise, by categorizing the severity of 
impacts based on arbitrary time divisions—1-4 years, 5-19 years—the reports 
assume a community member might prefer a larger increase in trucks per day for 
a shorter time—commonly found with cap in place—instead of the opposite with 
excavation.  Table ES-3 (risk matrix).  There is no support for this assumption. 


• There are multiple errors within the Belews report.  For example, the report states 
the excavation scenario would entail “substantially more truck trips per day,” 
which is wrong.  Id. at 13.  The consultant’s own analysis that shows excavation 
would require the least number of truck trips per day.  Id. 


• As discussed more fully in the attached memorandum submitted by Synapse, 
Duke Energy ignores these reports’ conclusions about trucking when those 
conclusions do not support cap in place or hybrid. 


Instead of providing real informational value, the reports’ focus on potential 
“disturbance” from trucking fits into Duke Energy’s repeated efforts to stoke fears of constant 
truck traffic through neighboring communities.  A Duke Energy poster displayed to community 
members at a Belews Creek site visit raised the specter of “1,000,000 ash-hauling truck trips” 
through excavation.  Duke Energy has repeatedly pressed this supposed concern to DEQ as 
well.35   


But despite Duke Energy’s attempts to sow confusion, the community members have 
steadfastly insisted that the company stop polluting their groundwater, rivers, and lakes and 
excavate the coal ash from the unlined pits.  Diverting DEQ’s attention away from the real 
concerns of communities obscures effective decisionmaking instead of facilitating it.  Rather 
than paying any attention to Duke Energy’s distortions about what community residents want, 
DEQ should accept the conclusive proof at its fingertips—virtually unanimous support for 
excavation at the public meetings DEQ itself set up to obtain public input. 


                                                 
33 E.g., Wren, supra n.1 (1.3 million ton Grainger cleanup two years ahead of schedule); Sammy Fretwell, Trump 
Plan Would Slow Pollution Cleanups, But SCE&G Isn’t Waiting, The State (Aug. 8, 2018), 
https://www.thestate.com/news/state/south-carolina/article216223035.html (2.4 million ton Wateree cleanup 
complete by mid-2019, a year and a half ahead of schedule).   
34 Id. 
35 See, e.g., Letter from Paul Draovitch, Duke Energy, to Sheila Holman, DEQ (Nov. 15, 2018), Subject: Belews 
Creek Steam Station. 
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Duke Energy’s trucking analysis also demonstrates that, when pressed, Duke Energy has 
the technical resources to design closure options to minimize the community impacts of any 
given option.  Three years ago, when Duke Energy submitted sharply different Net 
Environmental Benefits Analyses in litigation, Duke Energy’s expert presented only options for 
excavation to off-site landfills miles away.36  The projected trucking amounts, therefore, were 
sharply higher than the estimates Duke Energy now projects.  If DEQ obligates Duke Energy to 
improve or revise designs for closure, there is no reason Duke Energy could not do so. 


4. Diesel Emissions Are a Non-Issue. 


For every site, the Community Impact Analysis devotes an entire section and extended 
consideration to potential air quality impacts from trucks carrying closure materials near coal ash 
sites.  But at every site, for every closure option, the reports conclude there is no meaningful 
health risk from diesel emissions.  See, e.g., Belews Report at 48.  Including this section in the 
reports only sows confusion and distracts from the truly important impacts of Duke Energy’s 
water pollution.  This misleading approach further undermines the credibility of Duke Energy’s 
analysis.The Reports’ Analysis of Habitat Impacts Cannot Be Taken Seriously. 


The reports also claim to evaluate the habitat lost or gained in every closure option at 
every site.  But this analysis loses all credibility because it considers the “open water” of the 
polluted coal ash basins themselves to be valuable habitat.  See, e.g., Report at 57, 61.  This 
approach provides no useful information on the environmental consequences of capping in place 
versus excavation.  For one thing, the lagoons will be decanted under any closure scenario.  For 
another, no self-respecting scientist would consider an industrial waste disposal lagoon to be 
wildlife habitat.  The report then confuses matters further by suggesting mitigation only when 
doing so favors Duke Energy’s preferred option. 


This laughable argument also overlooks the literature that has established that instead of 
providing habitat, coal ash lagoons have actually contaminated and harmed wildlife, including 
ducks that fly throughout the Southeast and deer and other mammals that live hear coal ash 
lagoons.37  Coal ash lagoons contaminate raccoons.38  Coal ash lagoons deform, contaminate, 
and injure toads, frogs, tadpoles, turtles, reptiles, freshwater shrimp, and fish.39  


                                                 
36 Joseph P. Nicolette, Net Environmental Benefit Analysis of Proposed Remedial Alternatives to Address Alleged 
Releases from Coal Ash Impoundments at the Belews Creek, Marshall, and Roxboro Steam Stations, Appendix A1, 
at 2 (Aug. 1, 2016); Joseph P. Nicolette, Net Environmental Benefit Analysis of Proposed Remedial Alternatives to 
Address Alleged Releases from Coal Ash Impoundments at the Allen, Buck, Cliffside, and Mayo Steam Stations, 
Appendix A1 (June 30, 2016).   
37 R. Oldenkamp, Arsenic, Selenium, and Mercury Concentrations in Waterfowl Exposed to Coal Combustion 
Wastes and Consumption Risks for Humans, TWS 22nd Annual Conference (October 21, 2015); B. Sample and G. 
Suter, Screening Evaluation of the Ecological Risks to Terrestrial Wildlife Associated with a Coal Ash Disposal Site 
(June 3, 2010), https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/20028091057132. 
38 Vicky L. Sutton-Jackson, Coal Burning Linked to Toxic Contaminants Found In Raccoons, Univ. of Georgia, 
https://phys.org/news/2017-02-coal-linked-toxic-contaminants-raccoons.html. 
39 Bill Hopkins, et al., Sublethal Impacts of Coal-Derived Trace Elements on Amphibians, Reptiles, and 
Invertebrates, Savannah River Ecology Laboratory, Univ. of Georgia, https://srelherp.uga.edu/projects/coal.htm; 
Joel W. Snodgrass, et al., Species-Specific Responses Of Developing Anurans 
To Coal Combustion Wastes, Aquatic Toxicology 66 (2004) 171–182, https://www.ecophys.fishwild.vt.edu/wp-
content/uploads/snodgrass-et-al.-2004-coal-anurans.pdf. 
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The well-established impacts upon wildlife and their habitats led the National Wildlife 
Federation to adopt a resolution urging utilities to move their coal ash to safe, dry, lined 
storage.40   


Duke Energy is insulting the intelligence of the Department and anyone else who reads 
its reports by trying to convince the reader that a coal ash lagoon is valuable wildlife habitat.  


The habitat equivalency analysis attempts to quantify the ecological gain or loss from 
different closure options.  But instead of considering the actual natural resources people depend 
on—like the groundwater, or Belews Lake, or the Dan River—it considers only “habitat” on 
Duke Energy’s property.  See, e.g., Report Fig. 10-1.  To make matters worse, the Belews Creek 
report discusses coal ash wastewater entering the Broad River, which is the river at the Cliffside 
plant, not Belews Creek.  Id. at 57. 


Habitat types are categorized without any attention to the quality or health of that area: 
for example, the Pine Hall Road Ash Landfill at Belews Creek is considered an “open field.”  
The portion of the ash basin without standing water is called “emergent wetland.”  And the main 
part of the ash basin—an active “waste treatment facility” used for decades as a settling basin for 
Duke Energy’s toxic coal ash—counts as “open water.”  Id. at Fig. 10-1. 


Then, instead of considering factors such as biodiversity, recreational value, or water 
quality, the reports assign each habitat category a value that reflects the “mass of chemically 
fixed carbon produced by a plant community during a given period.”  Id. at 59.  This metric is 
used as a proxy for all other measures of ecological value.  For no other reason than carbon 
sequestration, an acre of forest then scores more highly than an acre of field or of open water.  Id. 


This rudimentary analysis then computes, based on these scores, the “ecological services” 
gained or lost over time for each closure option.  The unlined ash pit’s closure is an open water 
habitat “loss.”  A grass cover is a small “gain.”  Land clearing for construction is a “loss.”  
Despite this crude and irrelevant analysis and the biased comparison Duke Energy has set up, at 
Belews Creek cap-in-place still loses out over excavation or a hybrid option, both of which are 
deemed net “gains” for habitat.  Id. at Table 10-1. 


At Belews Creek, under the report’s flawed habitat analysis, excavation and the hybrid 
option both produce ecological gains, and capping produces ecological losses.  Table 10-1.  But 
the report acknowledges assigns them both an impact value of zero, rather than a positive value.  
Tables 10-2 & 10-3.  Duke Energy’s report then confuses the picture even further by suggesting 
that, if Duke Energy wished to pursue cap-in-place despite the habitat loss it would cause, Duke 
Energy could do a reforestation mitigation project to cancel out the loss.  Id. at 65 n.84, 66-67.  
But the report never considers how such mitigation would work, whether it would add to Duke 
Energy’s closure costs for cap in place, or whether mitigation could offset any other community 
impacts from any other closure options.  And of course, it ignores the real environmental impacts 
of continued water pollution. 


Though it correctly rejects at least cap-in-place, the reasoning of the habitat analysis 
remains deeply flawed.  Excavation benefits the environment not because of a rubric of arbitrary 
values for “grassland” or “forest” but because it is the only way to get Duke Energy’s ash out of 
                                                 
40 https://www.nwf.org/~/media/PDFs/Media%20Center%20-%20Press%20Releases/2014/Energy-2_final.pdf. 
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the groundwater so it stops polluting state waters and removes the long-term risk of failure.  An 
approach that errs so seriously as to consider the draining of the ash basins a “loss” is without 
merit and cannot be the basis for any defensible decision by NCDEQ. 


5. NCDEQ Should Disregard These Self-Serving Reports. 


Neither Duke Energy nor DEQ have given any reason why this fundamentally irrelevant 
and misleading analysis deserves consideration.  Duke Energy does not even attempt to suggest 
that a “net environmental benefits analysis” is part of its ordinary decisionmaking process.  
Given its misleading and confusing framework, such an analysis would likely conclude that any 
construction project is undesirable because it has more impact, or creates more disturbance, than 
does a smaller project or doing nothing at all. 


Indeed, when Duke Energy has been required to clean up all its ash ponds in South 
Carolina, and eight ash ponds in North Carolina, it has not done so because of a Net 
Environmental Benefits Analysis.  In almost every one of those cases, Duke Energy did not even 
have such an analysis prepared. 


However, Duke Energy did commission a Net Environmental Benefits Analysis in state 
court litigation to justify leaving the ash in place at Buck.41  The Buck state litigation report 
evaluated a host of factors such as truck traffic and emissions, habitat loss, health risk, and 
cost—just as with the closure evaluations Duke Energy has submitted to NCDEQ under CAMA.  
The Buck report rejected ash removal, asserting that “the Removal alternative will create 
significantly greater risks (and nuisance) to the local community (via the extensive truck traffic) 
and to workers, compared to other alternatives” and “creates significantly greater environmental 
and community harm.”42   


Just a few months later, after the families around Buck living with groundwater 
contamination and unreliable health warnings made clear that they would accept nothing less 
than a full cleanup, Duke Energy agreed to excavate all the ash at Buck for recycling into 
concrete.  That excavation is required by a binding settlement agreement Duke Energy signed to 
end Clean Water Act litigation brought by community groups against Duke Energy.  While the 
Net Environmental Benefits Analysis had rejected excavation as worse than doing nothing, Duke 
Energy’s David Fountain said the excavation plan “builds on our ongoing efforts to close all 
basins safely and responsibly.”43   


The Buck example vividly illustrates that the conclusions of the Net Environmental 
Benefits Analysis approach are completely unreliable and only a ruse.  Duke Energy has been 
more than willing to dismiss its own net environmental benefits analysis, or not even bother with 
such analysis, when it knows—or is forced to accept—that excavation is the right decision. 


The Net Environmental Benefits Analysis is nothing more than a tactic to try to justify 
half-measures that fail to stop ongoing coal ash pollution.  The company has demonstrated that it 


                                                 
41 Joseph P. Nicolette, Net Environmental Benefit Analysis off Proposed Remedial Alternatives to Address Alleged 
Releases from Coal Ash Impoundments at the Allen, Buck, Cliffside, and Mayo Steam Stations (June 30, 2016).   
42 Id. at 3. 
43 https://news.duke-energy.com/releases/duke-energy-to-recycle-coal-ash-at-buck-steam-station-in-salisbury.   
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will cast aside such "analysis" once it decides to take meaningful action. Duke Energy does not 
actually make decisions based on this faulty analysis, and NCDEQ should not either. 


C. Duke Energy's Closure Options Scoring Is Meaningless. 


NCDEQ has participated in depositions in the state litigation regarding Duke Energy's 
"closure options evaluation" scoring spreadsheets. As NCDEQ's counsel well knows from prior 
drafts of these documents and the deposition testimony of Duke's contractors who helped 
prepare them, virtually every parameter of these charts-the categories included, the numerical 
values assigned to the categories, the weighting assigned to those scores-have been adjusted 
and readjusted by Duke Energy numerous times to achieve the results it wants. This entire 
approach is simply an elaborate exercise to justify Duke Energy' s preferences. 


Moreover, as the attached analysis from Synapse (Appendix 2) explains, Duke Energy 
has further manipulated its evaluation to suit its desired outcomes. Duke Energy disregards its 
own Community Impacts Analyses when they do not suit its preferred outcome. It discounts 
water pollution improvements from the closure methods Duke Energy opposes. It uses different 
weighting to score the same criterion at different sites in order to produce its preferred outcome. 
And its scoring distorts the significance of factors like trucking, which are insignificant for most 
closure options according to Duke's own impacts analyses. At Roxboro, the calculations also 
contain serious errors regarding trucking impacts, which further diminish their credibility. 


Ultimately, the entire exercise is meaningless: "Duke has made the same 
recommendations that it would have reached if it ignored environmental and community impacts 
and considered only its own costs and construction requirements." Appendix 2 at 14. Despite its 
elaborate scoring system, at the end of the day, "Duke's own costs and schedules always 
determine the winning scenario." Id. 


NCDEQ should ignore these submissions and focus on separating the ash from the 
groundwater to stop the ongoing water pollution and remove the long-term risk of failure. 


Conclusion 


Duke Energy has had every opportunity to submit its data and plans, but it cannot escape 
the obvious conclusion from its mountain of submissions: its coal ash will continue leaking 
pollutants into the surrounding waters and will continue to pose a long-term risk to North 
Carolina communities as long as it is left in the unlined basins. North Carolina's families and 
communities have demanded over and over that NCDEQ protect them from these threats in the 
same way families and communities elsewhere in North Carolina, and throughout South Carolina 
and Virginia, are being protected. It is time for NCDEQ to do the right thing and require 
excavation at Belews Creek. 


~, \µ,~ 
MeganKi~ 
Frank S. ~~~~an III 
Leslie Griffith 
Nicholas S. Torrey 
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245 Fischer Avenue, Suite D‐2
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 
Tel. +1.714.770.8040 


Web:  www.aquilogic.com 


February 13, 2019 


MEMORANDUM 


From:  Lee Paprocki, PG, CHg, aquilogic, Inc. (aquilogic) 


  Robert Abrams, PhD, PG, CHg, aquilogic 


  Anthony Brown, aquilogic 


  Professor Charles Harvey, PhD, Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) 


Subject:  2018 Modeling Review 


Duke Energy’s Mayo, Roxboro, and Belews Creek Steam Electric Plants 
 


Introduction 


Aquilogic has been retained by Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) to review and assess 


the recently completed ‐ updated groundwater flow and contaminant transport models for the 


sites (Murdoch et al., 2018; herein referred to as the 2018 models). 


The 2018 models are drastically different from the earlier modeling conducted by consultants to 


Duke between 2015 and 2017 and are fundamentally flawed.  The following four main flaws are 


discussed in more detail below: 


1. Modeling of the Source Term:  The Kd approach is an over‐simplification of source depletion 


and neglects key chemical and physical processes that control the fate and transport of coal 


ash constituents.  The source term needs to include a contaminant influx that could be 


modeled either as a constant source, boundary condition, or mass flux. 


2. Modeling the Unsaturated Zone with MODFLOW and MT3DMS:  The 2018 Mayo modeling 


report states that simulated boron concentrations in the unsaturated zone are shown on 


figures in that report.  However, MODFLOW and MT3DMS, as configured for the 2018 


models, are incapable of simulating the unsaturated zone. 


3. Use of MODFLOW‐NWT in Conjunction with MT3DMS:  As documented by the United States 


Geological Survey (USGS), MT3DMS is prone to simulation errors when used with 


MODFLOW‐NWT for models of unconfined aquifers that contain dry model cells. 


4. Unrealistic Boundary Conditions and Predicted Boron Concentrations in the Interim and 


Excavation Scenarios:  Steady‐state flow simulations and boundary conditions were 


developed for the baseline scenarios.  These boundary conditions were then used in the 


predictive scenarios, which leads to unrealistic heads and flows when water levels in the Ash 


Basin are lowered to reflect proposed remedial efforts. 
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Modeling of the Source Term 


In the 2015, 2016, and 2017 baseline and predictive models, and in the 2018 baseline model, 


the coal ash waste for Mayo, Roxboro, and Belews was modeled as a constant concentration 


source.  The contaminant transport model included a soil adsorption partition coefficient (Kd) for 


the retardation of contaminant velocity, relative to the rate of groundwater flow, where Kd is 


defined as the ratio of sorbed contaminant to dissolved contaminant.  It should be noted that 


contaminant transport in the 2018 baseline model was calibrated based on using a constant 


concentration source term.  However, in the 2018 predictive models (i.e., interim, final cover, 


hybrid, and excavation scenarios), simulation of coal ash source concentrations was handled in a 


completely different manner than the previous predictive models.  In the 2018 predictive 


models, the constant concentration source term was eliminated and only a “Kd approach” was 


used to model a rapid reduction of the contaminant concentration in the coal ash source, as 


described in detail below (except for the excavation scenario, in which the coal ash source is 


simulated to be physically removed).  Inevitably, the concentration of contaminants emanating 


from groundwater‐saturated coal ash should decrease with time, as the coal ash is not an 


infinite source of contamination.  However, as used in the 2018 interim, final cover, and hybrid 


predictive models, the Kd approach is used in lieu of simulating such time‐dependent 


concentration reductions. 


The Kd approach is an overly simplistic method used by Duke’s consultants to simulate the 


flushing of boron and other constituents from coal ash.  The common and industry standard 


accepted use of Kd is to describe contaminant partitioning (i.e., sorption/desorption) for the 


determination of contaminant retardation factors (United States Environmental Protection 


Agency [USEPA], 1999).  The Kd approach employed by Duke’s consultants relies on the incorrect 


assumption that the only factors controlling the decrease of contaminant concentrations 


emanating from the coal ash are the number of pore volumes that flow through the ash and 


rapid desorption.  In reality, several other chemical and physical processes play key roles in 


controlling changes in contaminant concentration.  Boron, for example, occurs in two or more 


states in coal ash: (1) it is a constituent of the coal ash particles themselves, (2) it occurs as a 


soluble salt on the surface of coal ash particles, and (3) it may also be chemically sorbed to the 


surface of coal ash particles.  It should be noted that the mass of solid‐ and sorbed‐phase boron 


currently associated with coal ash at the sites is likely far greater than the mass of boron in the 


dissolved phase.  The total mass of boron at the sites and the distribution of mass amongst 


various phases have not been determined/reported by Duke. 


As a general rule in field settings, mass transfer is a complex set of chemical and physical 


processes that occur over a continuum of timescales, from short to long.  It is long established in 


the groundwater literature that slow mobilization of contaminants into groundwater often leads 


to long groundwater cleanup times (Bahr and Rubin, 1987; Bredehoeft, 1992).  The slow 







   
2018 Modeling Review 


Duke Mayo, Roxboro, and Belews Creek Plants 


 
 


 


  3 


mobilization of contaminants may be caused by rate limited dissolution or desorption, or by 


diffusion from intragranular pores, aggregates, or larger regions of low permeability.  Even in 


the absence of chemical processes, physical processes, such as diffusion into and out of zones of 


immobile or less‐mobile water, lead to a phenomenon known as solute “tailing”, in which 


elevated contaminant concentrations persist for years to decades or centuries (Haggerty et al., 


2004).  Such immobile and less‐mobile zones occur as a consequence of porous media 


heterogeneity.   


The chemical processes that control the mobilization of boron into the dissolved phase include 


at least dissolution and desorption (i.e., mass transfer processes), which include slow 


irreversible reaction steps in addition to reaction steps that may occur fast enough to be 


considered as reversible equilibrium processes.  However, the Kd approach attempts to lump 


together into a single parameter all of the mass transfer processes, and treats them as 


reversible and at equilibrium.  The Kd values reported by SynTerra (2019) imply remarkably short 


residence times of boron in coal ash.  The estimated Kd values from 0.1 ‐ 0.5 milliliters per gram 


(mL/g) imply retardation factors of 1.2 to 1, using a bulk density of 2 g/mL.  This implies that 


boron is flushed from the ash at more than half the rate of groundwater flow, or, as a rough 


approximation, the residence time in the ash is twice the residence time of water.  There are no 


data from any of the three sites to indicate boron has been consistently flushed from the coal 


ash at these rapid rates (see accompanying case study memorandum for Belews).   


Furthermore, the Kd value used by Duke’s consultants for boron in coal is less than 1, which 


specifies that in all cases there is always more mass in the dissolved phase than in the solid and 


sorbed phases.  In reality, the mass of solid‐ and sorbed‐phase boron must by definition start 


out far greater than the mass in the dissolved phase (because the solid phase existed first), then 


slowly decrease with time as contact with groundwater continues.  This process cannot be 


represented by an equilibrium partition coefficient like Kd.  Thus, the applicability of the Kd 


approach is restricted to very specific and simple chemical/aquifer conditions, and generally at 


late times or distances far from point sources when the masses of solid‐ and sorbed‐phase 


contaminants have decreased significantly.   


Clearly, appropriate use of the Kd approach would require first demonstrating that the 


hydrogeology and geochemistry of a particular site was simple enough and sufficiently 


homogeneous that a simplified approach is applicable.  Batch or column experiments can 


characterize small‐scale processes of rate‐limited mass transfer in small samples of material but 


only if they are carried out over long periods of time.  Field data are required to characterize 


mass transfer by diffusion or slow advection from low permeability regions, which are the 


processes that often limit clean‐up time. 
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However, the laboratory experiments conducted on Duke’s behalf (SynTerra, 2019) have failed 


to provide information about rate‐limited mass transfer for at least the following four reasons: 


1. Total boron in the sediment is not reported, so it is impossible to know if the batch 


experiments have characterized all of the boron that could be mobilized.  Using the Kd 


approach, only the total “exchangeable” boron can be calculated, i.e., the boron that is 


either dissolved or readily mobilized.  If the total amount of boron in the ash is greater than 


this total exchangeable boron, then there is more boron in the ash that could be mobilized 


over an extended time (i.e., decades).   


2. Although the USEPA protocol for Method 1316 was followed, use of this method does not 


involve data collection over time.  The method is designed for estimating only equilibrium 


adsorption; therefore, it cannot determine if more boron may be released slowly.  USEPA 


Method 1315, at a minimum, should have also been performed, because this protocol 


involves data collection over time. 


3. The results from EPA Method 1316 indicate that an equilibrium linear isotherm likely does 


not describe mass transfer in this system.  First, the SynTerra (2019) report provides no 


geochemical characterization of the boron.  For example, is the boron in the ash sorbed, 


precipitated as separate phase, or co‐precipitated with another element?  Second, analysis 


of the batch experiment results suggests that an equilibrium linear isotherm likely does not 


sufficiently explain mass transfer (Figure 1).  Figure 1 plots the Kd values in Table 1 of 


SynTerra (2019) versus the initial concentration of boron in/on the ash, taken from 


Attachment A of that report.  The Attachment A values are merely the mass of boron 


available for equilibrium (i.e., rapid) mass transfer, not the total boron.  The plot on Figure 1 


shows that the Kd appears to increase with the amount of available boron in the samples, a 


relation that is inconsistent with a linear isotherm and likely indicates other geochemical 


processes at work, such as long‐term dissolution. 


4. The mass‐transfer processes that delay release of contaminants into mobile groundwater 


cannot be characterized by the laboratory experiments described by SynTerra (2019) 


because these processes occur at scales of inches to yards.  The samples analyzed by 


SynTerra (2019) were homogenized, destroying structures that could create small immobile 


zones.  Consequentially, this method cannot characterize mass‐transfer processes driven by 


diffusion or slow‐advection in low permeability immobile zones.  Even if the samples were 


not homogenized, they would be too small to capture mass‐transfer between immobile 


zones at the inch or larger scale. 


In summary, use of the Kd approach requires a very specific set of circumstances.  Duke has not 


demonstrated that such a set of circumstances exists at the Mayo, Roxboro, or Belews sites.  


That is, there has been no determination of total boron mass and distribution among various 


phases, nor have proper experiments been conducted to show that boron mass transfer at the 


sites is a fast, reversible, equilibrium process.  In fact, it is much more likely that multiple mass 
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transfer processes occurring over a range of timescales and volumes/distances applies to the 


sites.  The excavation scenario, in which the source was simulated to be physically removed, is 


the only scenario for which use of Kd as the only mass transfer parameter (and no concentration 


source term) is hydrogeologically reasonable.  In the final cover and hybrid scenarios, the coal 


ash source remains and some of the ash remains saturated.  In these two scenarios, up‐gradient 


groundwater continues to flows through the coal ash contaminating down‐gradient 


groundwater and surface water.  Therefore, the elimination of the concentration source for the 


final cover and hybrid scenarios is inappropriate.  


In the 2015 Mayo model there was a stark difference in results between the final cover and the 


excavation scenario as indicated on Figure 2.  Figure 2 shows the boron concentrations in 


groundwater down‐gradient of the Ash Basin dam versus time.  The boron concentrations in 


groundwater decreased more quickly in the excavation scenario than in the final cover scenario.  


This makes hydrogeological sense since in the excavation scenario the source has been removed 


and in the final cover scenario the source remains, and up‐gradient groundwater is still flowing 


through the ash.  


In the 2018 Mayo model however, there is no stark difference between the excavation and the 


final cover scenario (Figure 3).  In fact, the excavation scenario shows higher boron 


concentrations in down‐gradient groundwater with time than the final cover scenario.  This does 


not make sense hydrogeologically and is due to the removal of the constant concentration 


source in the model and solely relying on the Kd approach, as explained in more detail later in 


this memorandum. 


Given the above, the Kd approach alone is an over‐simplification of source depletion and the 


wrong model to use when modeling a coal ash basin.  In the final cover and hybrid scenarios, the 


coal ash remains as a source; therefore, a source term needs to be included in the model.  The 


source term needs to include an influx that could be modeled either as a constant source, 


boundary condition, or mass flux. 


Modeling the Unsaturated Zone with MODFLOW and MT3DMS 


At the Mayo site, the modeling authors noted that they simulated the unsaturated zone with 


MODFLOW and MT3DMS.  The Mayo 2018 modeling report states, “The model results show 


concentrations of boron in both the saturated zone and the overlying unsaturated zone.”  This is 


not possible because MODFLOW and MT3DMS are not capable of simulating fluid flow or solute 


transport in the unsaturated zone without the use of additional software packages (e.g., the 


MODFLOW UZF Package for unsaturated zone flow and the MT3D‐USGS UZT Package for 


unsaturated zone solute transport).  Packages that would provide the capability of unsaturated 


zone flow and solute transport were not included in the 2018 Mayo simulations.  Various 
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graphical user interfaces, such as GMS, may have the capability to keep track of simulated solute 


mass sequestered above the water table for mass balance purposes, but the physics and 


chemistry of unsaturated‐zone flow and solute transport is not included in such tracking (i.e., 


GMS is not a fluid‐flow and solute transport simulator).  This shows a fundamental lack of 


understanding of the model capabilities. 


Use of MODFLOW‐NWT in Conjunction with MT3DMS  


The use of MODFLOW‐NWT in conjunction with MT3DMS leads to inaccurate results as 


documented by the USGS.  MODFLOW is a USGS groundwater flow simulation code that has 


undergone extensive development and several versions have been released since 1988, such as 


the 2005 release of MODFLOW‐2005 (Harbaugh, 2005).  One common problem with MODFLOW 


occurs when users attempt to simulate groundwater flow in an unconfined aquifer in which the 


elevation of the water table rises or falls during the simulation.  The problem occurs because in 


most versions, model cells that are above the water table are dry and set by MODFLOW to be 


inactive, i.e., groundwater is simulated not to occur in dry cells and hence no flow occurs.  In 


these versions of MODFLOW, there is a cumbersome, ad‐hoc method for allowing cells to re‐wet 


and become active again, but the method is prone to numerical instability and this option is not 


widely used in practice. 


To address this shortcoming of MODFLOW, the USGS released a new version in 2011, dubbed 


MODFLOW‐NWT (Niswonger et al., 2011).  This version of MODFLOW uses a more sophisticated 


formulation and numerical method than previous versions of MODFLOW, to facilitate the 


simulation of unconfined, water table aquifers (i.e., so‐called Newton formulation).  As a 


consequence of this newer formulation, model cells located above the water table are not set to 


be inactive.  This allows the simulated water table to rise and fall, without the need for the 


earlier cumbersome, ad‐hoc procedure to re‐wet cells, which provides increased numerical 


stability.  In MODFLOW‐NWT, flow can actually be routed through dry cells to underlying wet 


cells, as illustrated on Figure 4.  On Figure 4, the upper right cell is dry (but not inactive) because 


at that location the head in layer 1 is below the bottom of the layer 1 cell bottom.  This situation 


can occur with MODFLOW‐NWT, but flow is routed through the dry cell to the cell below.  This 


change has implications when MODFLOW is linked with older solute transport simulators, such 


as MT3DMS v5.3 (Zheng, 2010), which was released in 2010, i.e., before MODFLOW‐NWT was 


released.  


MT3DMS v5.3 (and all previous versions of MT3D, henceforth all of which are referred to herein 


as MT3DMS) is designed to inactivate model cells having less than a minimum saturated 


thickness.  By definition, solute occurrence and solute transport are not simulated by MT3DMS 


in inactive model cells, including cells that have become dry during a flow simulation.  Thus, cells 


located above the water table are considered active by MODFLOW‐NWT, but inactive by 
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MT3DMS, which creates an incompatibility between the two simulators.  To deal with this, the 


USGS published a new version of MT3D called MT3D‐USGS (Bedekar et al., 2016), which 


correctly simulates solute transport in MODFLOW‐NWT models.  It should be noted that this 


incompatibility is manifested in simulations of unconfined aquifers, such as the aquifers at the 


Mayo, Roxboro, and Belews sites.   


Figure 5 illustrates the errors that occur when using MT3DMS with MODFLOW‐NWT in 


unconfined aquifers.  The figure illustrates a hypothetical example from Bedekar et al. (2016), 


which was run with MODFLOW‐NWT, MT3DMS, and MT3D‐USGS.  The upper panel shows the 


position of the water table in an unconfined aquifer and three dry cells on the right‐hand side in 


layer 1.  The upper panel also indicates that the solute source for the middle and lower panels is 


a constant concentration of 100 milligrams per liter (mg/L).  The middle panel shows the results 


of the MT3DMS simulation, in which solute mass accumulates to artificially high levels in the cell 


immediately to the left of the dry cells in layer 1.  This occurs because MODFLOW‐NWT routes 


water through the dry cells to the wet cells below, but MT3DMS considers the dry cells to be 


inactive, and solute transport cannot occur in inactive cells.  Also note that because mass 


incorrectly accumulates in the indicated cell, the three cells in layer 2 below the dry cells have 


artificially low concentrations to maintain overall system mass balance.  The lower panel shows 


the results of the MT3D‐USGS simulation, in which solute mass is routed through the dry cells 


and is passed to the layer 2 cells below.  Here, mass does not artificially accumulate in layer 1 


and thus the concentrations are correctly higher in layer 2 than in the same cells in the MT3DMS 


simulation. 


MODFLOW‐NWT and MT3DMS were used for the Mayo, Roxboro, and Belews 2018 model 


simulations.  However, it has been clearly documented by the USGS that the use of MT3DMS 


with MODFLOW‐NWT leads to inaccurate solute transport results.  Since the objective of 


groundwater modeling is to simulate as accurately as possible groundwater flow and 


contaminant transport, Duke should not have used MODFLOW‐NWT in conjunction with 


MT3DMS. 


Unrealistic Boundary Conditions and Predicted Boron Concentrations in the Interim 


and Excavation Scenarios 


For the Mayo site, predicted boron concentrations discharging to the Crutchfield Branch stream 


downstream of the dam location show conceptually incorrect values (Figure 6).  The baseline 


simulation shows steadily increasing boron concentrations, as expected from a constant 


concentration source.  However, the interim scenario simulation shows an immediate decrease 


in boron concentrations.  As discussed above, the constant concentration source was removed 
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for the interim and predictive scenarios, but this by itself does not explain the sudden and 


immediate concentration decrease, because contaminated groundwater at baseline 


concentrations should still be flowing away from the Ash Basin at the beginning of the interim 


scenario simulation.   


This counterintuitive observation can be explained by the simulation strategy employed by 


Duke’s consultants.  The 2018 groundwater flow simulations for Mayo, Roxboro, and Belews 


were developed using a similar strategy, i.e., baseline simulations and predictive simulations 


that included interim, final cover, excavation, and hybrid scenarios.  All of the flow simulations 


were defined with steady‐state conditions.  Importantly, the boundary conditions at the edges 


of the model grid for the baseline simulations for Mayo and Roxboro were defined with a 


combination of constant head and no‐flow conditions.  The Belews baseline simulation utilized 


no‐flow and general head boundary conditions at the grid edges, but the conductance values 


associated with general head conditions are large compared with the hydraulic conductivity in 


the active model domain.  This makes the general head condition function quite similarly to a 


constant head condition (i.e., allowing large volumes of water in or out of the active model 


domain to satisfy the boundary condition).  Furthermore, many constant head cells were used in 


the active model domains, apparently as part of the calibration effort. 


The baseline boundary conditions were then used in the predictive scenarios, which causes 


unrealistic water levels and groundwater flow velocities in the active model domain when Ash 


Basin water levels are decreased, particularly for the interim and excavation scenarios.  The 


constant head boundaries and interior constant head cells act to fix the water levels throughout 


most of the model domain, i.e., areas of the model outside of and surrounding the Ash Basin 


area.  The implication of this simulation strategy is that boron in the subsurface is artificially 


discharged out of the model domain. 


The implications are discussed here in more detail for the Mayo site.  In both the interim and 


excavation scenarios, water levels in the models are instantaneously lowered in the Ash Basin 


through the use of drain cells.  Because hydraulic head is fixed at baseline levels at the model 


boundaries and several other locations, the instantaneous reduction of water levels in the Ash 


Basin causes unrealistic hydraulic gradients to develop, redirecting boron‐contaminated 


groundwater to the drain cells and away from down‐gradient areas.  In reality, heads at the 


model boundary (and at the other locations of constant head cells, with the exception of Mayo 


Lake) would also decrease with time as the Ash Basin pond is removed.  Heads throughout the 


modeled domain would continue to adjust until a new equilibrium is established and overall 


groundwater flow would not be so drastically altered.  The established pattern of groundwater 


flow, down‐gradient and away from the Ash Basin area, would not be as diminished as currently 


simulated, and less flow would be redirected to the drain cells.  The transient adjustment of 
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groundwater levels and flows cannot be simulated with a steady‐state flow model and the 


retention of the baseline boundary conditions. 


The interim scenario has an additional issue that exacerbates the problems associated with the 


simulation strategy.  The water level at the simulated drain declines more than described in the 


site reports.  In the 2018 interim Mayo model, the groundwater is instantaneously “decanted” 


by 55 feet to an elevation of 425 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) by a simulated drain placed 


immediately behind the dam.  However, Duke has defined decanting as the removal of free 


water (i.e., surface water in ponds) as opposed to dewatering, which has been defined as 


removal of groundwater from the porous media.  Based on the 2015 LiDAR aerial topographic 


survey, the deepest part of the Ash Basin pond is 436 feet AMSL; therefore, decanting alone will 


not reduce the groundwater level to 425 feet AMSL.  If Duke does plan on dewatering to 425 


feet AMSL, then a realistic engineering solution, such as extraction wells, needs to be included in 


the model and in the closure plan.  The extra 11 feet of water‐level decline exacerbates the 


unrealistic change in hydraulic gradients. 


Retention of the baseline boundary conditions causes additional inaccuracies in the excavation 


scenario because the proposed changes to water levels in the (former) Ash Basin are more 


pronounced than in the interim scenario.  Figure 6 shows that the excavation scenario leads to 


higher simulated boron concentrations than in the final cover scenario.  This does not make 


conceptual sense because in one scenario the boron source is removed (excavation) and in the 


other the source remains (final cover). 


The constant head boundary cells prevent the up‐gradient (and some lateral) heads from 


declining, causing unrealistically large hydraulic gradients in the Ash Basin.  This results in 


extreme groundwater velocities and an unrealistically high mass flux of boron out of the drain 


cells in the former Ash Basin and in the drain cells down‐gradient of the former dam.  The high 


groundwater velocity causes boron concentrations in the underlying porous media to be flushed 


out of the former Ash Basin, leading to elevated simulated down‐gradient concentrations.  


However, in the final cover scenario, the groundwater is only being lowered by 5 feet in the Ash 


Basin; therefore, retention of the baseline boundary conditions does not cause as large a 


hydraulic gradient difference or high groundwater velocities through the Ash Basin.  As a result, 


the boron concentrations in groundwater beneath the Ash Basin are not being flushed out of 


the system but instead remain beneath the Ash Basin.   


In summary, the 2018 interim and excavation scenarios are modeled incorrectly and yield 


inaccurate results.  The instantaneous water level declines and the retention of baseline 


boundary conditions, along with the Kd approach, cause unrealistic drastic changes from a 


steeply increasing boron concentrations in groundwater down‐gradient of the Ash Basin to 


steeply decreasing boron concentrations in groundwater down‐gradient of the Ash Basin seen in 
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the interim scenario (Figure 6).  Retention of the baseline boundary conditions causes an 


unrealistic simulated mass flux of boron out of the groundwater flow system via modeled drain 


cells, leading to higher concentrations in the excavation scenario.  A transient model for the 


interim and excavation scenarios, rather than a steady‐state model with inappropriate boundary 


heads and other fixed locations, would more accurately simulate the changes in groundwater 


levels and contaminant transport.   


Conclusions and Recommendations 


The 2018 models are drastically different from the earlier modeling conducted by consultants to 


Duke between 2015 and 2017.  The 2018 models are fundamentally flawed in at least four 


significant ways: 


1. The Kd approach is an over‐simplification of source depletion and neglects key chemical and 


physical processes that control the fate and transport of coal ash constituents.  The source 


term needs to include a contaminant influx that could be modeled either as a constant 


source, boundary condition, or a mass flux. 


2. The 2018 Mayo modeling report states that simulated boron concentrations in the 


unsaturated zone are shown on figures in that report.  However, MODFLOW and MT3DMS, 


as configured for the 2018 simulations, are incapable of simulating the unsaturated zone.  If 


unsaturated zone results are desired, Duke’s consultants should consider using the 


MODFLOW UZF Package and the MT3D‐USGS UZT Package. 


3. As documented by the USGS, MT3DMS is prone to simulation errors when used with 


MODFLOW‐NWT for unconfined aquifers that contain dry model cells. MT3D‐USGS should 


be used for all transport simulations. 


4. Steady‐state flow simulations and baseline boundary conditions were used in the predictive 


scenarios, which leads to unrealistic heads and flows when water levels in the Ash Basin are 


lowered to reflect proposed remedial efforts.  Transient flow simulations and appropriate 


boundary conditions should be used in the predictive scenarios. 
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Variation of Kd in Leaching Results
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Figure 2  Project #: 019-06


Mayo Steam Electric Plant


Date: 2/11/2019


Notes:
ug/L: micrograms per liter
Brown dashed line represents 2015 cover scenario and green dashed line represents 2015 excavation scenario. Mayo: 2015 Modeled Boron Concentrations in 
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Figure 3  Project #: 019-06


Mayo Steam Electric Plant


Date: 2/11/2019


Notes:
ug/L: micrograms per liter
Brown dashed line represents 2015 cover scenario and green dashed line represents 2015 excavation scenario.
Blue solid line represent 2018 cover scenario and green solid line represents 2018 excavation scenario. 
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Dry Cells in MODFLOW-NWT


Figure 4  Project #: 019-06


Mayo Steam Electric Plant


Date: 2/11/2019


Notes:
1. Modified from Bedekar, Vivek, Morway, E.D., Langevin, C.D., and Tonkin, Matt 


(2016).  MT3D‐USGS version 1: A U.S. Geological Survey release of MT3DMS 
updated with new and expanded transport capabilities for use with MODFLOW: 
U.S. Geological Survey Techniques and Methods 6‐A53, 69 p., 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3133/tm6A53. 


Dry Cell
Flow out of
dry cell


Three of the four cells in this illustration are wet.  The upper right cell is dry (but not inactive) because at 
that location the head in layer 1 is below the bottom of the layer 1 cell bottom, a situation that can occur 
with MODFLOW‐NWT.  Water is routed through the dry cell and flows into the cell below.







Figure 5  Project #: 019-06


Mayo Steam Electric Plant


Date: 2/11/2019
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Figure 6  Project #: 019-06


Mayo Steam Electric Plant


Date: 2/11/2019


2018 Mayo Simulated Boron 
Concentrations


Notes:
Simulated boron concentrations discharging to Crutchfield Branch, downstream of dam location.
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 


In 2018, Duke Energy submitted to the North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality its analysis 


of options for the closure of eight of its coal ash basins spread over six sites. The Southern      


Environmental Law Center commissioned Synapse Energy Economics, Inc. to review Duke’s Summary 


Reports and the Company’s analysis on trucking impacts, community and regional impacts, 


environmental impacts, and the estimated closure costs and schedules. Below, we provide a summary of 


our findings. 
 


 Duke’s coal ash basin site closure analysis is skewed heavily towards the options that the 
utility claims have the lowest cost and the shortest closure timelines. Duke recommends the 
Closure‐in‐Place option at seven out of the eight ash basins, and it ranks Closure‐by‐ Removal 
as the least favorable option at all sites. 


 


 The inclusion of environmental and other local impacts never affects the outcome of Duke’s 
option analysis. At each site, Duke made the same recommendations that it would have 
made if it ignored environmental and community impacts and considered only its own costs 
and construction requirements. Duke admits that the Closure‐by‐Removal scenario will 
reduce the size of the boron plume at nearly all sites faster than other options, but this 
concern is effectively treated as secondary to cost drivers. Duke also selectively utilizes, and 
generally ignores, the environmental (non‐groundwater) and regional impact findings from 
the Community Impact Analysis reports. Duke’s claim that environmental considerations are 
weighted higher than cost considerations is false and misleading. 


 


 The three major groundwater criteria were scored identically at each site except Marshall 
across all closure options: Closure‐in‐Place, Closure‐by‐Removal, or a Hybrid Option. The 
judgement that the closure option makes no difference for these key indicators of 
groundwater pollution rejects the concerns that have motivated much of the discussion of 
ash disposal methods. The identical groundwater scoring (on the three main criteria) across 
all closure options for all but one site means that the groundwater scoring has zero impact 
on the final choice among these options. 


 


 The trucking miles reported for several scenarios are illogically small or large, and for 
Roxboro West Ash Basin the trucking miles calculations were carried out incorrectly. 


 


 Duke’s 0 to 10 ranking scale simultaneously fails to distinguish between or properly reflect 
impacts that differ by orders of magnitude (both within and across sites) while also 
improperly distinguishing between impacts that are on the same order of magnitude. 
Additionally, the large range between 0 and 10 skews the results towards the options the 
Company favors. 


 


 Duke ranks its Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) cost estimates as though the Company has 
a high degree of confidence in the scenario cost differences. Yet “rough” is an apt 
description of these estimates: At some sites, even the relative ranking of options by cost 
has not been confidently established. Duke reports all construction and Operation, 
Maintenance and Monitoring (OM&M) costs as though they are incurred at a single point in 







Synapse Energy Economics, Inc.  Assessment of Duke Energy’s Coal Ash Basin Closure Options Analysis in North Carolina   3 


time regardless of when the construction and OM&M actually happens or how the costs will 
impact the revenue requirement. 


 


 The risk and associated costs from an ash‐pond breach and spill are totally absent from the 
analysis, despite the number of spills that have occurred at Duke sites and in the 
surrounding region over the past years. 
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2. INTRODUCTION / CONTEXT 
 


2.1. Sites Reviewed 


Synapse reviewed Duke Energy’s Coal Ash Basin closure option analysis submittals to the North Carolina 


Department of Environmental Quality for eight coal ash basins at six of the Company’s sites in North 


Carolina. These sites are Roxboro Steam Electric Plant West Ash Basin (WAB), Roxboro Steam Electric 


Plant East Ash Basin (EAB), Mayo Plant Ash Basin, Belews Creek Steam Station Ash Basin, Allen Steam 


Station Ash Basin, Cliffside Steam Station Active Ash Basin at the Rogers Energy Complex, Cliffside Steam 


Station Unit 5 Inactive Ash Basin at the Rogers Energy Complex, and Marshall Station Ash Basin. 
 


Synapse reviewed in detail the summary analysis reports that Duke prepared, including the multi‐criteria 


analysis framework and all input assumptions and methodological decisions. We looked closely at the 


groundwater impacts, the trucking calculations, the community impact analysis, project costs, and the 


estimated closure schedule. 


 
2.2. Studies, Analysis, and Reports Referenced 


For each site, Duke Energy submitted to the DEQ Groundwater Modeling reports, Community Impact 


Analysis, and a Closure Options Analysis Summary Report. Synapse reviewed the latter two sets of 


reports for each site. Synapse found that Duke selectively utilized the results from the community 


impact reports when the findings matched the Company’s desired recommendation and discounted 


them otherwise. 


 
Closure Options Analysis Summary Reports 


The Closure Options Analysis Summary Reports were prepared by Duke Energy. Each report provides a 


summary of the site, an overview of the closure options considered, an explanation of the multi‐criteria 


evaluation used to score each closure option, a summary of the cost and schedule inputs, a discussion of 


the results, and a final recommendation on which closure options the utility recommends. Duke’s 


analysis in these reports, and specifically the multi‐criteria analysis used to rank sites, is discussed in 


depth in the remainder of this report. 


 
Community Impact Analysis 


The Community Impact Analysis reports were prepared by an outside consulting firm, Exponent. These 


reports utilized a Net Environmental Benefit Analysis (NEBA) framework to evaluate how well each 


closure option met each of five community impact objectives: 
 


1. Protect human health from Coal Combustion Residuals (CCR) constituent exposure 
 


2. Protect ecological health from CCR constituent exposure 
 


3. Minimize risk and disturbances to humans from closure 
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4. Minimize risk and disturbances to the local environment from closure 
 


5. Maximize local environmental services 
 


The reports evaluate the impacts on both humans and local ecosystems, and thus include criteria that 


fall under Duke’s regional impacts and environmental impacts categories. Synapse identified many 


shortcomings in the analysis and results in the Exponent report. However, it is still surprising how 


minimally Duke utilized the results. There is little correlation between the recommendations made in 


the Exponent reports and the closure options that receive the highest environmental and regional 


scores in Duke’s scoring system (see Section 3.2). The disconnect between the community impact 


evaluations in the Exponent reports and the regional and environmental scores used by Duke calls into 


question whether Duke’s ranking and weightings are based on sound research and analysis. 
 


Exponent Report Assumptions and Metrics 
 


The Exponent reports make questionable assumptions about the value of the existing habitat at the coal 


ash basins. Based on observations of aquatic vegetation in some open water areas of the ash basins, the 


reports count the ash ponds as supporting habitat. The ash ponds are assumed to have a net primary 


productivity (NPP) that is 25 percent as much as a natural freshwater habitat. In one of the sensitivities 


considered in the reports, the ash basin open water areas are assumed to have the same NPP as natural 


open water habitats. These assumptions are unjustified. 
 


The use of the NEBA analysis more broadly also has shortcomings. The consideration of environmental 


disturbance analyzes the changes in discounted service acre‐years (DSAYs) under the closure options. 


This analysis answers the question, what NPP services would have been produced at the current ash 


basin site and future landfill site but for the project closure. The result is the net gain or loss of natural 


land area expressed as a percentage of the baseline scenario. 
 


While this metric may seem reasonable, the magnitude of change is absent from consideration. Duke’s 


focus on percentage changes in DSAYs can be misleading. Some closure options have relatively small 


gross DSAY losses, and if the baseline is also low, the percentage change will appear large. This will 


communicate an outsized environmental disturbance from the closure option, even if the magnitude of 


change is quite small. 
 


Exponent Report Omissions 
 


The reports also neglect the risk of coal ash seeps, which if included could change the results of the 


analysis. Seeps are left out because Duke has entered a Special Order by Consent (SOC) with the North 


Carolina Environmental Management Commission. The agreement requires Duke to address coal ash 


seeps by accelerating schedules for decanting. It is unclear why avoidance of seeps is not considered by 


the reports. 
 


Treatment of the risk of coal ash spills is also absent from the reports. By ignoring the risks of seeps and 


spills, the reports arrive at the conclusion that there is a “lack of meaningful risk [to humans of CCR 
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exposure] under current conditions.” The result is that the closure option selected has no impact on CCR 


exposure, because all closure options are safer than current conditions. Concluding that there is no risk 


to humans of CCR exposure from coal ash basins ignores the important reasons for closing the basins. 


High impact risks, even if relatively low probability, should be included in an analysis of the safety and 


environmental impact of the closure options. 


 
2.3. Closure Options Considered 


Duke utilized a pre‐screening process to whittle down a longer list of closure options for each site to 


three options for final evaluation.1 While it is reasonable for Duke to limit the universe of options 


considered, at the Roxboro sites, for example, the Company only provided a vague explanation for the 


prescreening process: The Company stated that it was done based on “optimized design,” “excessive 


schedule/cost,”, and “availability of on‐site landfill space.”2 


The three closure options evaluated for each site are: 
 


 Cap‐in‐Place: The Company will decant the impoundment to remove excess water and 
cover the coal ash in the existing unlined site with a low‐permeability cap. 


 


 Closure‐by‐Removal: The Company will decant the impoundment to remove excess 
water, removal all ash from the original site, and transport the ash to a new lined 
landfill. Duke will then restore and close the original site. 


 


 Hybrid Closure Option: The Company will decant the impoundment to remove excess 
water, consolidate the ash in the existing basin footprint, and then cap and  cover it 
within the unlined basin (at the East Roxboro Basin, the hybrid option involves 
removing some of the ash from the existing basin for disposal off‐site). 


 
 


3. MULTI‐CRITERIA EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 
 


3.1. Criteria and Considerations 


Duke utilizes a multi‐criteria framework to evaluate the three3 closure options for each site. The multi‐ 


criteria evaluation framework relies on elaborate and at times complex calculations to produce a score 


for each closure option. However, the framework is highly flawed and produces a result that routinely 


favors the lowest cost, shortest timeline options. Synapse evaluated Duke’s application of the multi‐ 


criteria framework and found that the Company would have achieved the same final ranking at each site 


 
 


 


 


1 Only two closure options are considered for the Cliffside Inactive Basin: Closure‐in‐Place and excavation closure. 


2 Duke Energy, Roxboro Steam Electric Plan West Ash Basin (WAB) Closure Options Analysis Summary Report. 


3 Cliffside Inactive considers only two closure options, and Allen Steam station considers four closure options 
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if the Company had only considered cost and construction schedule. Stated another way, the inclusion 


of environmental criteria and local impacts never affects the outcome. 
 


Duke claims that the Company strongly weighs environmental considerations, saying: “the 


environmental considerations have a slightly higher weight than cost with the inclusion of certain 


regional / community factors (transportation impact, noise impact, view impact) which are effectively 


environmental considerations.”4 However, this claim is false and misleading. Even the Company’s own 


language, and its choice of the term effectively, essentially admits that it is stretch to call regional impact 


and constructability evaluation environmental considerations. 
 


The framework covers 18 distinct criteria which measure cost, schedule, construction and engineering 


requirements, environmental impacts, and other local and regional impacts. Each criterion is converted 


to a 0 to 10 scale, where the worst outcome is ranked 0 and the best outcome is ranked 10, and then all 


criteria are assigned weights in the final score. Cost and schedule are weighted most heavily, with 


environmental and regional impacts carrying lesser importance.5 The criteria fall into four broad 


categories: 
 


 Project cost and construction considerations (4 criteria): construction cost, OM&M cost, 
project start time, and total construction time together account for 50 percent of the 
total score. 


 


 Groundwater pollution (4 criteria): surface and ground water impacts, and analysis of 
the boron plume account for just over 25 percent of the total score. 


 


 Trucking impacts (3 criteria): air emissions from trucking both on‐ and off‐site, and 
transportation impacts from off‐site trucking account for around 13 percent of the total 
score. 


 


 Other regional and environmental factors (7 criteria): greenfield disturbance, soil needs, 
beneficial reuse potential of both the CCR and the site, noise and visual disturbance, and 
other construction considerations account for the remaining 12 percent of the total  
score. 


 


The heavy weighting of cost and construction considerations skews the results towards the less  


expensive and shorter duration options. Duke’s final rankings by site are displayed in Table 1. Closure‐ 


by‐Removal with complete removal of all ash is ranked worst by a wide margin at all eight sites. The 


Hybrid Option to consolidate or remove some of the existing coal ash ranks highest at Belews Creek, and 


Closure‐in‐Place ranks the highest for the remaining coal ash basins. 


 
 
 
 


 
 


 


4 Mayo Plant Ash Basin Closure Options Analysis Summary Report, page 5. 


5 The list of criteria and weights are nearly identical across all sites, however there are some small unexplained differences 


between the weights for some sites. 
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Table 1: Duke's Scenario Ranking by Site 
 


Site  Highest Ranking Middle Ranking Lowest Ranking


Allen  Closure‐in‐Place  Hybrid Option  Closure‐by‐Removal 


Belews Creek  Hybrid Option Closure‐in‐Place Closure‐by‐Removal


Cliffside (Active)  Closure‐in‐Place Hybrid Option Closure‐by‐Removal


Cliffside (Inactive)  Closure‐in‐Place Hybrid Option Closure‐by‐Removal


Marshall  Closure‐in‐Place Hybrid Option Closure‐by‐Removal


Mayo  Closure‐in‐Place Hybrid Option Closure‐by‐Removal


Roxboro (East Ash Basin)  Closure‐in‐Place Hybrid Option Closure‐by‐Removal


Roxboro (West Ash Basin) Closure‐in‐Place Hybrid Option Closure‐by‐Removal
 
 


3.2. Community Impact Reports and Duke’s Recommendations 


The analysis in the community impact reports covers many of the regional and non‐groundwater 


environmental factors that Duke evaluates as part of its scoring matrix. Based on just these factors, 


Exponent recommends against Closure‐in‐Place at all but one site (see Table 2). Despite this, Duke states 


in a summary of the impact analysis for the DEQ that, while the community impact analysis varies by    


site, “in all cases cap‐in‐place closure may be performed without adversely impacting the community.”6 


This statement is false and misleading. 
 


Synapse evaluated Duke’s rankings on regional and environmental factors alone, which we would expect 


to qualitatively resemble the Exponent report results for community impacts.7 There is significant 


divergence between the results recommended by Exponent and the rankings that Duke assigns to each 


criterion. Table 2 shows that based on regional and non‐groundwater environmental impacts alone,  


Duke would rank Closure‐in‐Place highest for four sites, either the Hybrid Closure Option or Closure‐in‐ 


Place highest for an additional three sites, and the Hybrid Option highest for the last site. Overall, Duke’s 


scores reflect more favorable evaluations of Closure‐in‐Place than do the qualitative evaluations in the 


Exponent reports. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


 


6 Roxboro Steam Electric Plant letter to the Assistant Secretary for Environment, Date November 15, 2018. 


7 We excluded scores for groundwater‐specific environmental impacts, as Duke relied on separate groundwater analysis 


modeling and reporting to rank these criteria. 







Synapse Energy Economics, Inc.  Assessment of Duke Energy’s Coal Ash Basin Closure Options Analysis in North Carolina   9 


Table 2: Closure recommendations based on regional and non‐groundwater environmental criteria 
 


Site  Exponent recommendations from
Community Impact Assessment 
Reports


Highest scored option based on
Duke’s ranking for regional and non‐ 
groundwater environmental impacts


Allen  Hybrid Option Hybrid Option or Closure‐in‐Place


Belews Creek  Hybrid Option Hybrid Option or Closure‐in‐Place


Cliffside (Active)  NOT Closure‐in‐Place Closure‐in‐Place 


Cliffside (Inactive)  NOT Closure‐in‐Place Closure‐in‐Place 


Marshall  Hybrid Option Hybrid Option or Closure‐in‐Place


Mayo  NOT Closure‐in‐Place Hybrid Option 


Roxboro (East Ash Basin)  Closure‐in‐Place or Hybrid Option Closure‐in‐Place 


Roxboro (West Ash Basin) Hybrid Option Closure‐in‐Place 
 
 


At Mayo and the two Cliffside Ash Basins, the Exponent report recommends against the Closure‐in‐Place 


option based on community impacts. However, Duke’s scoring system appears to disregard these 


recommendations. Specifically: 
 


 Mayo Ash Basin: Exponent recommends against the Closure‐in‐Place option, based on 
community impacts. However, Duke assigns Closure‐in‐Place a higher regional and 
environmental score (1.42 out of 1.95) than Closure‐by‐Removal (0.14 out of 1.95), and 
Duke assigns an even higher score to the Hybrid Option (1.57 out of 1.95), clearly 
ignoring the results from the community impact study. 


 


 Cliffside Active and Inactive Basins: Exponent again recommends against Closure‐in‐ 
Place. Duke does exactly the opposite, assigning the highest regional and environmental 
score to the Closure‐in‐Place options. 


 


Duke also appears to ignore the Exponent reports when selecting specific inputs for its scoring matrix. 


For example, at the Mayo site the Exponent report finds total off‐site road miles driven to be the least 


for the Closure‐by‐Removal option. This means that if Duke was considering Exponent’s report, the 


Company would rank Closure‐by‐Removal highest for off‐site trucking. 
 


However, Duke asserts in its scoring matrix for Mayo that none of the closure options result in any 


significant off‐site road miles driven. The Company then assigns Closure‐by‐Removal two miles of off‐ 


site driving and the other options 0 miles without any explanation. Duke than scores Closure‐by‐ 


Removal a 0 and assigns the other options a 10 based on this unexplained and unsourced two miles of 


travel. 
 


Overall, Duke appears to disregard, and at times contradict, the findings and recommendations from 


Exponent’s community impact analysis reports. While there are significant shortcomings with the 


Exponent reports (discussed in Section 2.2), it is still surprising how minimally Duke explains or justifies 


its selective use of the Exponent results. 
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3.3. Critique of the Framework 
 


Quantitative Evaluation Frameworks 


Quantitative evaluation frameworks are important for allowing distinct and otherwise non‐additive 


criteria to be evaluated together. However, the design of the framework is as important as its 


application in ensuring the analysis is straightforward and objective. 
 


There are two parts to the framework that must both be designed carefully: ranking the closure options 


under each criterion; and weighting the criteria to combine them into a single score. 
 


 Ranking: The ranking scale applied to criteria (cost, schedule, groundwater impacts, 
trucking distance, etc.) should reflect the difference in impacts measured by each 
criterion for each closure option. Rankings should distinguish between meaningful and 
trivial differences in results. Ideally, it should be possible to compare the results across 
sites. 


 


 Weighting: The weighting of criteria assigns a relative importance to each factor that is 
evaluated; the weights for all factors add up to 100 percent. The weighting should 
reflect each criterion’s importance in the decision‐making process. 


 
Duke’s Scoring System 


Duke’s multi‐criteria evaluation framework is skewed and appears to have been engineered to produce 


the results that the Company wanted. Duke relies on seemingly benign, but unsupported, assumptions 


to rank the criteria across sites, and then erratically weighs all the criteria together to get a final score. 


The result is a framework that provides no useful information about the merits of the various disposal 


options. 


 
Ranking the Criterion Across Sites 


Table 3 below summarizes the scoring system that Duke used to rank each criterion across sites. The 


Company applied two general scoring systems to the 18 criteria – quantitatively ranking systems, and 


subjective scoring systems. 
 


Quantitative Ranking 
 


 Interpolation ranking: For 10 of the criteria, the Company set the maximum value to 0, 
and the minimum value to 10 at each site. The middle value was interpolated based on 
its magnitude relative the established min and max values. The 0 to 10 ranking was 
applied regardless of the range of values considered at each site. 


 


 Quantitively ranking based on modeling results: Three of the groundwater criteria were 
ranked based on the number of years that an impact could be expected (10 years, 100 
years, 200 years). The ranking was based on groundwater modeling results, and Duke 
used interpolation here as well to assign values on the scale between 10 years, 100 
years, and 200 years. 
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Subjective Scoring 
 


 Subjective ranking: For three of the criteria, the Company used a subjective 0 to 10  
scale, ranking the scenario that minimized community impact or utilized the least 
complicated solution with the highest score, and ranking the scenario that had the 
largest community impacts or required the most complicated solution with the lowest 
score. The 0 to 10 scale was applied to subjectively rank each criterion, regardless of the 
actual range of impacts considered. It is unclear how the middle range of values were 
established. 


 


 Subjective evaluation: Two of the criteria were ranked based on purely subjective and 
minimally explained criteria and evaluation decisions. It is not clear how these criteria 
were bounded, or how the middle values were established. 


 
Table 3: Scoring system used for each criterion 


 


Scoring System  Criterion 


Q
u
an


ti
ta
ti
ve
 R
an


ki
n
g 


 
 
 


 
Interpolation. Min value scores 10. Max value 
scores 0. 


 Closure Cost 


 OM&M Cost 


 Initiation Time 


 Construction Duration 


 Air Emissions off‐site 


 Air emission on‐site 


 Transportation impacts off‐site 


 Avoidance of greenfield disturbance 


 Soil needs 


 Beneficial CCR reuse (% of CCR, scale 
is reversed) 


 
Ranking based on 10 year, 100 year, and 200 
year modeled impact. 


 Surface water impacts from plume 


 Groundwater impacts beyond 
compliance boundary 


 Groundwater impacts off‐site 


Su
b
je
ct
iv
e 
R
an


ki
n
g 


 


Subjective 0 to 10. 10 is lowest impact / least 
complicated, 0 is highest impact/most 
complicated 


 Noise impacts 


 View Impacts 


 Stormwater management, 
geotechnical and dewatering 


 
Subjective ranking 


 Beneficial site reuse 


 Visual interpretation of modeled 
boron plume 


 
 


Duke did not provide clear quantitative or qualitative explanation for the scoring and ranking systems. 


The Company applied the 0‐10 scale without justifying the range of meaningful outcomes. This large 


range skewed the results towards the options the Company favored. The Company also applied the 


ranking scale in a subjective and inconsistent manner across sites, resulting in equal rankings for impacts 


that were orders of magnitude different. For example: 
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 Trucking miles: The Company awarded the same full credit (worth 9.8 percent of the 
total score) for avoiding 1 or 2 miles of trucking at Belews Creek or Mayo as it did for 
avoiding 33 million miles (or a corrected 21 million miles) of trucking at the Roxboro 
West Ash Basin. The inability to distinguish the impacts of 1 or 2 miles of driving from 
the impacts of 33 million miles of driving shows a critical flaw in the inflexible multi‐ 
criteria framework. 


 


 Initiation time (the time required before the project can start): The Company converted 
closure schedule data to the 0 to 10 scale. Duke awarded full credit to the closure 
option with the quickest start time at each site, even though start times at Roxboro 
differed by only 4 months across closure options, whereas start times at Belews Creek 
differed by 24 months. 


 
Weighing the Criteria 


Duke’s weighting system, which ranks the relative importance of each criterion, heavily favors the criteria 


that the utility values most (cost and schedule). The selected weightings ensure that the analysis will 


always favor the least‐cost option regardless of environmental or community impacts. The Company 


provides no rationale or justification for how the weighting system was developed and why it should be 


viewed as acceptable. Table 4 below summarizes the weighting system. 
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Table 4: Duke's criterion weighting by site 
 


  Belews Creek,
Mayo, 
Marshall


Allen, 
Cliffside Active, 
Cliffside Inactive 


 


Roxboro West, 
Roxboro East 


Environmental Protection and Impact 


Modeled plume intersecting surface water 7.14% 7.20%  7.20%
Modeled groundwater impact beyond the current
compliance boundary 


 


7.14% 
 


7.20% 
 


7.20% 


Modeled off‐site groundwater impact  7.14% 7.20%  7.20%
Rank based on visual interpretation of modeled boron
plume 


 


4.08%
 


3.90% 
 


3.90%


Air emissions off‐site (hauling CCR and contaminated
soil) 


 


1.5%
 


1.5% 
 


1.5%


Air emissions on‐site  1.5% 1.5%  1.5%


Avoidance of greenfield disturbance  1.5% 1.5%  1.5%


Cost 


Closure cost  28.0% 28.0%  28.0%


Operation, maintenance, and monitoring cost 7.0% 7.0%  7.0%


Schedule 


Initiation time  4.5% 4.5%  4.5%


Construction duration  10.5% 10.5%  10.5%


Regional Factors 


Plan or potential for beneficial reuse of site 0.75% 0.75%  0.75%


Imported soil needs  0.75% 0.75%  0.75%


Beneficial reuse of CCR  2.25% 2.25%  0.00%
Transportation impact (hauling CCR and contaminated
soil) 


 


9.75% 
 


9.75% 
 


9.75% 


Noise impact due to on‐site activity  0.75% 0.75%  0.75%


View impact  0.75% 0.75%  3.00%


Constructability 
Stormwater management, geotechnical, and
dewatering 


 


5.00% 
 


5.00% 
 


5.00% 


Note: Values in bold are for criteria weighted differently at different sites. The Company provides no explanation for its 
weighting decisions, and why different sites require different weighting systems. 


 


 


As shown in the table above. Duke used three slightly different weighting systems which ranked six of 


the 18 criteria differently at some sites. Specifically: 
 


 View impacts are weighted four times as high at the Roxboro sites as they are at the 
other six sites 


 


 Beneficial reuses of CCR receives no weighting at the Roxboro sites, but receives 2.25 
percent weighting at the other six sites 


 


 The four groundwater criteria are weighted slightly differently at the Mayo and Allen 
site than they are at the other six sites. 


 


It is unclear why the Company would come up with a purportedly straightforward quantitative ranking 


system, and then change how it weighs the criteria across sites. This discrepancy calls into question the 
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legitimacy and accuracy of Duke’s entire scoring system, and once again demonstrates that there is 


nothing systematic and objective about the scoring process. 


 
3.4. Does the Framework Even Matter? 


Synapse evaluated whether Duke would have achieved the same results if the Company had simply 


ignored all criteria except cost and construction schedule. To do this, we calculated site rankings using 


just the four cost and scheduling criteria. We found that, as shown in Figure 1, the rankings of scenarios 


would be identical—and the numerical scores would be similar in many cases—if only the four cost and 


schedule criteria were used instead of all 18. 


In all cases, the Closure‐by‐Removal option rank last,8 the Hybrid Option is narrowly ranked highest at 


Belews Creek, and the Closure‐in‐Place option is ranked highest at the remaining seven sites. As Figure 1 


demonstrates, this is equally true using Duke’s entire 18‐factor scoring, or using only the four cost and 


schedule criteria. This means that Duke has made the same recommendations that it would have 


reached if it ignored environmental and community impacts and considered only its own costs and 


construction requirements. Due to modeling choices, possible data entry errors (discussed in Section 


4.2), and an implicit dismissal of environmental concerns, Duke’s own costs and schedules always 


determine the winning scenario. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


 


8 At Roxboro East, removal literally scores zero on all the cost and schedule criteria. 
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Figure 1. Total score vs. cost + schedule components 
 


 
 
 


Note: The blue bar shows the total score from Duke’s multi‐criteria evaluation, using all 18 criteria. The orange bar shows what the total score would be if only cost and schedule 
criteria were used, and their total weight were scaled up to 100 percent. 
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4. DUKE’S EVALUATION OF IMPACTS AND CRITERIA 
 


4.1. Cost and Construction Considerations 


As discussed above, Duke’s site evaluation focuses heavily on cost and scheduling factors. The four cost 


and construction criteria scored in the matrix are: closure cost, worth 28 percent of the final score; 


OM&M costs, worth 7 percent; initiation time worth 4.5% of the final score; and project duration, worth 


10.5 percent of the final score. Together, these four criteria account for 50 percent of the total score. 


There are three main issues with the Company’s cost and scheduling treatment: first, the Company 


weighs construction spending and OM&M spending differently (and further distorts the result through 


its application of the 0‐10 ranking scale); second, the Company improperly reports its Rough Order of 


Magnitude (ROM) cost estimates; and finally, the Company reports all costs as though they are incurred 


at a single point in time rather than as a stream of values. 


 
Construction and OM&M Cost Weighting 


Duke evaluates closure costs and OM&M costs separately. Separating the categories would make sense 


if Duke were evaluating each over a different time period. However, because the Company is viewing all 


costs as though they are incurred in the present, this treatment leads to arbitrary distinctions between 


the value of a dollar spent on different cost categories. One million dollars spent on closure costs at one 


site should be valued the same as one million dollars spent on OM&M costs at that site in the same year. 
 


Compounding this issue, Duke distorts the scores by applying an arbitrary 0‐10 ranking system across a 


wide range of construction and scheduling values at the eight basins. Large differences in costs should 


lead to scores that are farther apart, and small differences should lead to scores that are close together. 


Furthermore, if the costs associated with all closure options at a site fall within a small range, then all 


options should receive a similar cost ranking. 
 


Instead, in Duke’s scoring system, the higher cost option always receives a score of 0 and the lower cost 


option always receives a score of 10. A full 28 percent of each site’s total score is determined in this 


manner. Since removal tends to have the higher construction cost, many of the Closure‐by‐Removal 


options score a 0 in this category, while most Closure‐in‐Place options score a full 10. 
 


Meanwhile, the reverse is true for OM&M costs, which tend to be higher for the Closure‐in‐Place option. 


However, this category is worth only 7 percent of the total score. The result for several sites is that 


removal receives 0.7 points (a score of 10, with a 7 percent weighting) for having lower OM&M costs, 


while Closure‐in‐Place receives 2.8 (a score of 10, with a 28 percent weighting) for having lower closure 


costs, regardless of any of the actual dollar values. At the Cliffside Inactive Basin, for example, the total 


estimated cost of Closure‐by‐Removal is only slightly more expensive than the cost of Closure‐in‐Place 







Synapse Energy Economics, Inc.  Assessment of Duke Energy’s Coal Ash Basin Closure Options Analysis in North Carolina   17 


($72,727,940 for removal, $62,454,352 for in place).9 In this case, savings of $39 million in construction 


costs is worth 2.8 points for Closure‐in‐Place, while savings of $29 million in OM&M costs is worth just 


0.7 points for Closure‐by‐Removal. 


 
Order of Magnitude Estimates 


All the reported cost values are referred to as rough order of magnitude (ROM) cost estimates, meaning 


they are not exact figures. By reporting so many digits (significant figures), as is done in the Cliffside costs 


described above, the utility is misleading the audience into believing that it is confident in the cost 


estimates down to the last dollar, when in fact the utility is only confident to within a much larger margin 


of error, perhaps in the tens of millions of dollars. 
 


Additionally, when ROM rankings are used to estimate cost, rankings should be especially careful not to 


differentiate between options with similar costs. In the case of Cliffside, cost estimates for Closure‐in‐ 


Place and Closure‐by‐Removal are on the same order of magnitude, and if the actual numbers turn out 


to be just a few percentage points different from Duke’s estimates, Closure‐by‐Removal could turn out 


to be less expensive. These options should be scored similarly for total cost. The approximate nature of 


the cost estimates exacerbates the flaws in Duke’s scoring system. As described above, Duke’s scoring 


matrix magnifies even small differences between the estimated costs by assigning a score of 0 to the 


higher cost and a score of 10 to the lower cost, regardless of how different the costs are. This method is 


particularly absurd when the rough estimates of the costs for the closure options are relatively close. 


 
Cost Reporting 


Duke reports all construction and OM&M costs as though they are incurred at a single point in time 


regardless of when the construction and OM&M happens or how the costs will impact the revenue 


requirement. The Company should instead be reporting all costs based on their present value, to reflect 


how and when those costs  will accrue to the Company.  If there is uncertainty around cost treatment, 


then Duke  should acknowledge that and report a range of possible costs. This is important because  the 


costs associated with the Closure‐by‐Removal options are spread out over a longer period than the 


Closure‐in‐Place options. So the relevant financial assumptions, including discounting,  weighted 


average cost of capital, inflation, amortization, depreciation, financing costs, and taxes will  have a 


systematically greater impact on the Closure‐by‐Removal options than the Closure‐in‐Place  options.  


The present value costs of the Closure‐by‐Removal option should be lower than the numbers presented 


in these documents, and closer to the comparable costs of Closure‐in‐Place. 


 
4.2. Trucking Impacts 


Duke’s trucking analysis and estimation of vehicle miles travel is based on the amount of soil and ash 


that needs to be removed from the site, as well as the soil needed to be brought to the site to fill in 
 


 
 


 


9 The removal option does have higher construction costs compared to Closure‐in‐Place, but this is balanced out by lower 


OM&M costs. The present value cost of the removal option is likely much lower than what is presented by Duke Energy.
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emptied coal ash basins and cover landfills. The three trucking criteria in the scoring matrix are 


transportation impact (based on miles driven), which is worth 9.8 percent of the final score, air 


emissions off‐site (based on miles driven), and air emissions on‐site (based on miles drive), which are 


each worth 1.5 percent of the score. 
 


Duke’s execution of the trucking analysis is problematic for several reasons: (1) the analysis relies on 


illogical and unsubstantiated data inputs; (2) there are errors in the Company’s calculations; (3) there 


are data entry errors and inconsistencies in the analysis presented in the Company’s scoring matrix for 


multiple sites. 


 
Illogical Data Inputs 


The miles driven inputs and calculations are so small as to be insignificant for several of the scenarios. 


Specifically, the removal scenarios for Belews Creek and Mayo are said to include only 1 or 2 miles of 


total off‐site truck driving, while Marshall and Allen are reported to require only 10 and 50 miles of off‐ 


site trucking. It is difficult to picture a scenario making use of such precise, small amounts of trucking 


over a multi‐year time scale. Duke should use a figure of zero if no real off‐site trucking is involved rather 


than assigning a small but unsubstantiated number. This is significant because assigning a small,            


but non‐zero, number of trucking miles to the hybrid or excavation option allows the Company to justify 


a ranking of zero for these options, versus a ranking of 10 (full credit) for the Company’s preferred 


Closure‐in‐Place option. 


None of the scenarios for these sites have significant trucking impacts according to Duke’s community 


impacts analysis.  But in addition, Duke disregards its own community impacts analysis, which estimates 


that cap in place will have a greater trucking impact than on‐site ash removal.   


 
Data Entry and Calculation Errors 


The scoring spreadsheet has duplicate, often contradictory data entries for trucking miles associated with 


each scenario. Duke utilized the input of miles driven off‐site twice for each scenario: once for calculating 


the transportation impact criterion, and a second time for calculating the air emissions off‐                    


site criterion. The number of miles utilized for these two pieces of analysis should be identical; however, 


the values reported on the scoring matrix differ for the two criteria at four of the sites.10 


Additionally, at the Roxboro West Ash Basin, the mileage calculation was performed incorrectly. Duke 


reported a value of 34.5 million miles of off‐site trucking associated with the Closure‐by‐Removal option, 


when the actual value should have been 20.7 million miles. The error appears to result from adding “Est 


Off‐site Travel (Miles)” and “Total Est Off‐site Haul Volume (CY)” in the Company’s spreadsheet.11 


Clearly these different categories, expressed in different units, should not be added together. “Est On‐ 
 


 


 


10 The scoring spreadsheet asks the user to enter miles driven off‐site twice for each site, once for the transportation impact 
criterion, and again for the air emissions off‐site criterion. The numbers entered are different for the two criteria at four of 


the sites. 


11 Duke Energy, “Roxboro Steam Electric Plant West Ash Basin (WAB) Closure Options Analysis Report 11‐15‐18,” Table 2 – 


Estimated Quantity Analysis. 
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site Travel (Miles)” is zero for this option, so the correct total travel distance is the off‐site travel, which 


is 20,699,857 miles. 
 


The same error occurs for all three scenarios at Roxboro West, as shown by Table 5 below. Derivation of 


“Total Est Travel” is not shown – but the large number of digits presented for each data point by Duke 


makes it possible to confirm the mistake. All these issues mentioned above lead to major questions 


about data quality and quality control of Duke’s inputs and analysis. 


 
Table 5. Roxboro West travel calculations 


 


Scenario  Total Est Off‐site 
Haul Volume (CY) 


Est Off‐site Travel
(Miles) 


Total Est Travel
(Miles) 


Removal  13,799,905  20,699,857 34,499,762


Hybrid  782,972  1,174,459 1,957,431


Closure‐in‐Place  600,160  900,240 1,500,400


Source: Excerpted from Duke Energy, “Roxboro Steam Electric Plant West Ash Basin (WAB) 
Closure Options Analysis Report 1‐18‐19,” Table 2 – Estimated Quantity Analysis. 


 


 


4.3. Groundwater Pollution 


The four main groundwater criteria cover the potential for the boron plume to intersect the surface 


water, groundwater impacts beyond the current compliance boundary, and any off‐site groundwater 


impacts. Together, these criteria account for almost a quarter of the total score. These criteria address 


some of the leading concerns about the environmental impacts of coal ash disposal. However, at seven of 


the eight sites, three of the four groundwater criteria receive the same score under each of the three 


scenarios.12 In short, Duke is asserting that the final choice of compliance methodology Closure‐in‐Place, 


Closure‐by‐Removal, or the Hybrid Closure Option – makes no difference for these key indicators of 


groundwater pollution. The identical scores on more than 20 percent of the final evaluation for each 


scenario effectively removes these issues from the decision about the preferable method for ash 


disposal. 


 
Discounting Boron Plumes 


In the summary report for the Mayo, Roxboro, and Belews Creek sites, Duke admits that the Closure‐by‐ 


Removal scenario will reduce the boron plume within the immediate vicinity of the basin footprint faster 


than all other scenarios. However, the Company goes on to state that “the minor change in modeled 


plume size, within the immediate vicinity of the basin footprint, is not enough to justify the cost of the 


 
 
 
 
 


 


 


12 There is some variation among scenarios on a fourth groundwater criterion, given the lower weight of 4.1 percent of the final 
score (or 3.9 percent, depending on the site): “relative rank based on visual interpretation of modeled boron plume.” 
However, this criterion is treated as less important than the three discussed in the text, which each account for 7.14 – 7.20 
percent of the final score. 
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Closure‐by‐Removal scenario.” This statement clearly demonstrates that cost, not environmental and 


health impacts, are driving Duke’s site closure decisions 
 


In the Cliffside Active Basin, Closure‐by‐Removal is anticipated to more quickly reduce boron 


concentrations beyond the compliance boundary, according to Duke’s report. The Company states that 


in the Closure‐by‐Removal case “boron is predicted to exceed the 2L standard for approximately 100 


years,” while in the Closure‐in‐Place and Hybrid Options the standard is exceeded for 500 and 400 years, 


respectively. Despite centuries of additional pollution, all three options receive perfect scores for the 


three major groundwater impact criteria discussed above. In particular, they all receive a score of 10 for 


“Groundwater Impact Beyond the current Compliance Boundary,” which seems to be exactly the 


indicator that Duke says would be improved under Closure‐by‐Removal. It is unclear why differences in 


pollutant levels that last for hundreds of years are essentially being ignored in Duke’s cleanup plans. 


 
4.4. Other Regional and Environmental Factors 


The seven criteria that cover non‐groundwater regional, environmental, and community impacts include 


greenfield disturbance, soil needs, beneficial reuse potential of both the CCR byproduct and of the site 


more broadly, noise disturbance, and visual disturbance, and construction considerations for    


stormwater management and ash dewatering. These criteria together account for 12 percent of the total 


score. 
 


The scoring for these criteria is informed by the Community Impact Analysis report, which was discussed 


in detail in Section 3.2. 


 
4.5. What Is Missing from the Multi‐Criteria Framework? 


The risk of impacts from a breach and leak at a coal ash basin is completely absent from Duke’s 


summary reports, evaluation framework, and the Community Impact Assessment Reports. This is 


surprising considering the increased occurrence of coal ash pond breaches that have occurred in the 


recent past, and the significant harm that has resulted. 


The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ranks coal ash ponds according to a National Inventory of 


Dams (NID) criteria based on the damage that would likely occur if there was a dam failure.13 In the 


United States, there are 81 ponds that have a “high hazard” ranking, meaning dam failure would 


probably result in loss of life. An additional 250 ponds have a “significant hazard” ranking, meaning dam 


failure would result in economic loss, environmental damage, disruption of lifeline facilities, and other 


impacts—but not likely loss of human life. All the ash disposal ponds discussed here are ranked as high 


hazard sites. 


 
 
 
 


 


 


13 High and Significant Hazard Coal Ash Dump Sites. Earthjustice. https://earthjustice.org/features/high‐and‐significant‐hazard‐ 


coal‐ash‐dump‐sites. 
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Coal ash spills and contaminations are not a rare occurrence. As of 2014, there were 208 coal ash sites in 


the United States that had led to contamination or spills.14 Duke Energy is a repeat offender with several 


spills on record in the past five years. A Duke Energy coal ash containment pond in Eden, North Carolina 


spilled into the Dan River in 2014, spilling 39,000 tons of coal ash. Costs in the first six months amounted 


to $295 million, and attempts to clean the river were largely unsuccessful.15 In 2018, another Duke ash 


pond at the Sutton Power Plant near Wilmington spilled after sustaining damage from Tropical Storm 


Florence.16 


Duke’s multi‐criteria analysis of ash disposal scenarios trivializes or ignores such risks–implicitly asserting 


that coal ash spills and leaks will never occur, even at “high hazard” disposal sites. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 


14 Coal Ash Contaminated Sites. Earthjusticehttps://earthjustice.org/features/coal‐ash‐contaminated‐sites. 


15 Lemly, A. Dennis. “Damage cost of the Dan River coal ash spill.” Environmental Pollution, Volume 197, Pages 55‐61. February 


2015. Available at https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749114004953. 


16 Ari Natter. Another Coal‐Ash Spill Reported at Duke Site in North Carolina. Bloomberg, 


https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018‐09‐17/another‐coal‐ash‐spill‐reported‐at‐duke‐site‐in‐north‐carolina. 
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5. SITE HIGHLIGHTS 
 


Table 6: Summary of Duke’s cost and schedule rankings by site 
 


  Total Cost (Construction and OM&M) 
$ Million


Schedule (from initiation to completion)
Years 


  Closure‐in‐ 
Place 


Hybrid
Option


Closure‐by‐
Removal


Closure‐in‐ Hybrid 
Place Option 


Closure‐by‐
Removal


Belews Creek  $202  $174 $510 8.8 10.3  16.0


Mayo  $115  $141 $224 5.5 8.0  10.0
 


Roxboro East 
    $514  19.4 


$34  $58 $768 6.5 7.3  19.4


 


Roxboro West 
    $412  19.0 


$97  $214 $548 8.7 11.4  19.0


Marshall  $303  $456 $1,120 15.0 14.5  32.4


Allen*  $249  $326  $593  8.8  10.3  22.0 


    $1,231 19.7


Cliffside Active  $108  $119 $153 6.2 7.8  9.3


Cliffside Inactive  $62  NA $73 4.2 NA  5.0


*Allen and the Roxboro sites each have two Closure‐by‐Removal scenarios – in all three cases the lower cost removal option is 
for on‐site disposal and the higher cost option is for off‐site removal. 
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5.1. Belews Creek Steam Station Ash Basin 
 


 
 


Site Summary 


Belews Creek is the only site where Duke recommends the Hybrid Closure Option. Belews Creek is also 


the only site where the Hybrid Option is less expensive than Closure‐in‐Place. The Closure‐by‐Removal 


option will utilize an on‐site landfill (across Pine Hill Road from the existing Ash Basin) so the off‐site 


trucking impacts and air emissions are negligible. 


Indeed, Duke’s Community Impact Analysis acknowledges that no option has significant trucking 


impacts.  And the impacts Duke does identify are greater for cap in place than for ash removal. 


Specifically, Duke estimates that cap in place would cause a 12% increase in daily average truck traffic 


on community roads, compared to 11% for the hybrid option and 9% for excavation. 
 


However, in scoring trucking impacts for the three closure scenarios, the Closure‐by‐Removal scenario is 


ranked worst, with 1 mile of driving (for which there is no source of justification), while the Closure‐in‐ 


Place scenario is ranked best with no miles driven. The Closure‐in‐Place scenario gets full credit for 


minimizing driving, worth 9.8 percent of the final score, because it purportedly avoids the 1 or 2 miles of 


driving reported for the removal scenario. The avoidance of 1‐2 miles of driving over a 10 plus year 


period should not affect any decision or calculations. 


 


Duke acknowledges that the Closure‐by‐Removal scenario will reduce the boron plume within the 


immediate vicinity of the basin footprint faster than all other scenarios, yet the Company still ranks this 


option last. Additionally, there are data entry errors and inconsistencies in the Company’s Summary 


Report. The Construction and OM&M costs reported in Duke’s Summary report (REV 1) do not match 


the cost numbers reported in the scoring matrix. 


Duke’s Site Ranking 


1. Hybrid Option: $174 million project cost; 10.3 years project timeline. 
2. Closure‐in‐Place: $202 million project cost; 8.8 years project timeline. 
3. Closure‐by‐Removal: $510 million project cost; 16 years project timeline. 


Community Impact Analysis Recommendation: Hybrid Option 
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5.2. Mayo Plant Ash Basin 
 


 
 


Site Summary 


Duke recommends Closure‐in‐Place for the Mayo Plant Ash Basin. The Closure‐by‐Removal option will 


utilize an on‐site landfill (across Boston Road from the existing Ash Basin), so the off‐site trucking 


impacts and air emissions are negligible.  


Indeed, Duke’s Community Impact Analysis acknowledges that no option has large trucking impacts.  


And the impacts Duke does identify are greater for cap in place than for ash removal.  Duke estimates 


that cap in place would cause a 2.9% increase to daily average truck traffic on community roads, 


compared to 2.3% for the hybrid option and 0.01 % for excavation. 


However, in scoring trucking impacts for the three closure scenarios at  Mayo, the Closure‐by‐Removal 


scenario is ranked worst, with 2 miles driven. The Closure‐in‐Place  scenario is ranked best with no 


miles driven. As with Belews Creek, the Closure‐in‐Place scenario gets  full credit for minimizing driving, 


worth 9.8 percent of the final score, because it avoids 1‐2 miles of  driving reported for the Closure‐by‐


Removal scenario. 
 


Stormwater management was cited as a concern with the Closure‐in‐Place option. Duke  acknowledges 


that long‐term modeling indicates a quicker reduction in the boron plum within the  immediate vicinity 


of the basin footprint by the Closure‐by‐Removal option.  


Duke’s Site Ranking 


1) Closure‐in‐Place: $115 million project cost; 5.5 years project timeline. 
2) Hybrid Option: $141 million project cost; 8 years project timeline. 
3) Closure‐by‐Removal: $224 million project cost; 10 years project timeline. 


Community Impact Analysis Recommendation: Not Closure‐in‐Place 
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5.3. Roxboro Ash Basins (East and West) 
 


 
 


Site Summary 


Duke recommends Closure‐in‐Place for both the Roxboro East and Roxboro West Ash Basin. The off‐site 


Closure‐by‐Removal option and the Hybrid Option for Roxboro East Basin involve trucking the coal ash 


material to the Mayo landfill more than 15 miles away, as does the off‐site Closure‐by‐Removal option 


for Roxboro West Basin. On‐site Closure‐by‐Removal options are also considered for both Roxboro sites. 


The Mayo landfill will also receive coal ash waste from the Mayo Plant Ash Basin under the Closure‐by‐ 


Removal and Hybrid Options, and Duke asserts that it would be infeasible to simultaneously  process 


waste from all three sites at the Mayo landfill. 
 


Once again, Duke acknowledges that long‐term modeling indicates a quicker reduction in the boron 


plume size within the immediate vicinity of the basin footprints at both sites for the Closure‐by‐Removal 


options compared to the Closure‐in‐Place options.  


Duke’s Site Ranking 


East Ash Basin 
1) Closure‐in‐Place: $34 million project cost; 6.5 years project timeline. 
2) Hybrid Option: $58 million project cost; 7.3 years project timeline. 
3) Closure‐by‐Removal on‐site: $514 million project cost; 19.4 years project timeline. 
4) Closure‐by‐Removal off‐site: $768 million project cost; 19.4 years project timeline. 


Community Impact Analysis Recommendation: Hybrid Option or Closure‐in‐Place 


West Ash Basin 
1) Closure‐in‐Place: $97 million project cost; 8.7 years project timeline. 
2) Hybrid Option: $214 million project cost; 11.4 years project timeline. 
3) Closure‐by‐Removal on‐site: $412 million project cost; 19 years project timeline. 
4) Closure‐by‐Removal off‐site: $548 million project cost; 19 years project timeline. 


Community Impact Analysis Recommendation: Hybrid Option 
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5.4. Allen Steam Station Ash Basin 
 


 
 


Site Summary 


Duke recommends Closure‐in‐Place for the Allen Steam Station. There are two ash basins at Allen—a 


retired / inactive ash basin and an active ash basin. The on‐site Closure‐by‐Removal option constructs a 


new landfill on the site of the existing ash basin, while the off‐site Closure‐by‐Removal option trucks the 


excavated ash to an existing (but currently unidentified) off‐site, lined landfill. The Company assumes 


that the off‐site landfill will be located within a 50‐mile radius of the site, but no specific landfill is 


referenced. Unlike at Roxboro, Duke does not present the math or analysis on the total miles traveled 


and the associated air emissions. The Company simply enters 50 miles into the scoring matrix.  


According to Duke’s analysis, the trucking impacts of ash removal in the on‐site Closure‐by‐Removal 


scenario are negligible, and are even less than Closure‐in‐Place: Excavation to onsite storage for the 


Closure‐by‐Removal scenario would add only two more trucks on community roads each day, 


compared to six more trucks on community roads for the duration of the Closure‐in‐Place scenario. 


 
   


Duke’s Site Ranking 


1) Closure‐in‐Place: $249 million project cost; 8.8 years project timeline. 
2) Hybrid Option: $326 million project cost; 10.3 years project timeline. 
3) Closure‐by‐Removal on‐site: $593 million project cost; 22 years project timeline. 
4) Closure‐by‐Removal off‐site: $1,231 million project cost; 19.7 years project timeline. 


Community Impact Analysis Recommendation: Hybrid Option 
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5.5. Marshall Station Ash Basin 
 


 
 


Site Summary 


Duke recommends Closure‐in‐Place for the Marshall Station. The Hybrid Option involves building a new 


consolidated closure area within the existing ash basin footprint. The Closure‐by‐Removal option 


involves building a new lined landfill on‐site, but outside the existing ash basin footprint. None of the 


closure options involve trucking material off‐site or using public roads for movement of excavated ash. 


According to Duke’s analysis, the trucking impacts of ash removal to the on‐site landfill are negligible, 


and are even less than cap in place: Duke estimates that Closure‐by‐Removal would cause only a 4% 


increase in daily truck traffic on community roads, compared to a 7% increase for the Closure‐in‐Place 


scenario.


Duke’s Site Ranking 


1) Closure‐in‐Place: $303 million project cost; 15 years project timeline. 
2) Hybrid Option: $456 million project cost; 14.5 years project timeline. 
3) Closure‐by‐Removal: $1,120 million project cost; 32.4 years project timeline. 


Community Impact Analysis Recommendation: Hybrid Option 
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5.6. Cliffside Steam Station at the Rogers Energy Complex 
 


 
 


Site Summary 


Duke recommends Closure‐in‐Place for both the Active Ash Basin and the Unit 5 Inactive Ash Basin at the 


Cliffside Steam Station. At the Active Basin, the Hybrid Option involves consolidating the coal ash into      


a smaller footprint in the existing basin (the Company did not report a Hybrid Option for the Inactive 


site). At both the Active and Inactive Basins, the Closure‐by‐Removal option involves moving all 


excavated ash to an on‐site Coal Combustions Products landfill, so negligible off‐site trucking is involved.   


According to Duke’s analysis, the trucking impacts of ash removal to the on‐site landfill are negligible, 


and are even less than cap in place: Closure‐by‐Removal would add only nine more trucks on 


community roads each day, compared to 13 more trucks on community roads for the Closure‐in‐Place 


scenario.  


 


Duke’s Site Ranking 


Active Ash Basin 
1) Closure‐in‐Place: $108.5 million project cost; 6.2 years project timeline. 
2) Hybrid Option: $119.5 million project cost; 7.75 years project timeline. 
3) Closure‐by‐Removal: $153 million project cost; 9.25 years project timeline. 


Community Impact Analysis Recommendation: Not Closure‐in‐Place 


Unit 5 Inactive Ash Basin 
1) Closure‐in‐Place: $62.5 million project cost; 4.2 years project timeline. 
2) Closure‐by‐Removal: $73 million project cost; 5 years project timeline. 


Community Impact Analysis Recommendation: Not Closure‐in‐Place 
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From: Peter Stauble
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 7:02:44 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Peter Stauble 
123 Chanticleer Ct
Charlotte, NC 28214 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
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From: Susan Dameron
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 7:25:41 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Susan Dameron 
1245 N Hill Dr
Lincolnton, NC 28092 
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From: Peggy Murdock
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 7:52:10 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Peggy Murdock 
823 Carroll Ave
Ames, IA 50010 
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From: James Feldmeyer
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 7:57:24 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
James Feldmeyer 
8825 Peninsula Dr. Terrell, NC, USA
Lake Norman Of Catawba, NC 28682 
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From: Ellen Peric
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Plans
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 8:17:20 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

I would like for the coal ash to be excavated and removed- all of it. 
It has been harming stokes residents too long.
Ellen Peric
1095 Wheeler Smith Rd
Lawsonville NC 27022
336-456-5256
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From: Margaret Crownover
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 8:34:13 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Margaret Crownover 
36 Honey Maple Ln
Franklin, NC 28734 
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From: Kathy Long
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 9:39:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater.

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup!

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities.

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.
It saddens and enrages me that we have to hold our large companies to such standards that
allows them to punish the public and their/our children for decades with their dismal integrity
ruling all plant and animal life.

Regards, 
Kathy Long 
8356 Market St
Wilmington, NC 28411 
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From: john_wagner@sarbo.net
To: belewscomments
Cc: allencomments; marshallcomments; mayocomments; rogerscomments; roxborocomments
Subject: [External] Coal Ash Clean-Up and DEQ Permits
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 11:28:24 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

NC Department of Environmental Quality,

North Carolina’s coal ash dumps and ponds must to be cleaned up and DEQ should only allow
complete encapsulation for the new ash storage facilities.  The existing dumps should be
carefully excavated to minimize airborne particulates and moved away from rivers and flood
plains to fully lined sites on Duke Energy’s property.
 
Cap-in-place is unacceptable for any of the coal ash sites in North Carolina.  Any “solutions”
proposed by Duke Energy that do not excavate and move ash to fully lined, scientifically
designed systems that fully encapsulate coal ash must be rejected.  Without multiple, sealed
bottom, side, and top liners, North Carolina’s groundwater will always be at risk.  Due to
increases in extreme weather, more frequent hurricanes and massive rainstorms,
groundwater models of 100 or 500-year floodplain are obsolete.  Given the unpredictable
fluctuations in the water tables and groundwater flows, there is no way that surface capping
without properly engineered underlying bottom liners can protect groundwater in the coming
decades.
 
Unlike Duke Energy’s new lined landfill at Brickhaven in Chatham County, the construction of
all new lined landfills should be scientifically engineered to protect groundwater in every way
possible.  Duke Energy’s has a long history of widespread groundwater and surface water
contamination, and criminal violations of the clean water act.  Because of these repeated and
gross violations that created health problems and drinking water contamination throughout
the state, DEQ should require Duke Energy’s new landfills to go beyond the minimal
mandatory protections provided by current regulations.  DEQ must carry out independent
studies and obtain recommendations for the best liner technologies, redundant liners, and
with multiple long-term safeguards.  Scientifically based placements for baseline and ongoing
groundwater monitoring wells should be established.  These must be thoroughly and
constantly monitored – with full, public, transparent, internet accessible, easily available data
from the monitoring results.
 
Ground water and surface monitoring should be ongoing for a minimum of 50 years.  This
monitoring should be funded by Duke Energy, but carried out by independent, qualified field
technicians and laboratories.
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During excavation, construction, and filling of the landfills, all worker safety measures should
be taken to prevent a repeat of the serious harms to worker health from the cleanup crews
that worked on the TVA spill in Kingston, Tennessee.  Again, unlike Brickhaven, worker safety,
proper fitting and testing of N95, or better, particulate masks should be required for everyone
that works in or around the coal ash, or that operates bulldozers, dump trucks, or heavy
equipment that transport the ash.  Wherever needed, full protective suits should be provided
to workers.  Regularly scheduled OSHA inspections, as well as unannounced and unscheduled
OSHA inspections should be part of the clean-up and construction permits until all exposed
ash is fully covered at each site.
 
While transporting existing coal ash dumps away from rivers and floodplains is essential, every
effort should be taken by DEQ to ensure that the distances coal ash is moved is minimized and
that the coal ash destinations are always kept on Duke Energy’s property.
 
Once constructed, these new lined landfills should represent the best technologies and
materials available – not materials that create short-term financial savings.  The original
existing dumps were disasters for public health, for NC communities, and for our state’s
waters.  We have this one chance to remediate some of the damages and most importantly,
to safeguard future generations from heavy metal coal ash contamination.  Our state-wide re-
design of storage systems for millions of tons of coal ash must be done right this time. 
 
No coal ash sites, no coal ash communities should be considered low-risk, and all deserve full
protection.  Gross environmental justice violations have been committed by the past handling
of coal ash placements and coal ash processing practices.  Now, DEQ must protect all
communities.  The NC Department of Environmental Quality must ensure that none of these
communities, which have experienced many decades of harm, are given less than full
protections.  No cap-in-place permits should be allowed.
 
Thank you,
John Wagner



From: Elizabeth Howard
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 11:29:33 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Elizabeth Howard 
132 Red Dog Dr
Mooresville, NC 28115 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
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From: John Wagner
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Public Comment on the Belews Creek Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 11:36:50 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to report.spam@nc.gov<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Belews Creek Steam Station Comments
N.C. Department of Environmental Quality

RE: Public Comment on the Belews Creek Coal Ash Cleanup

null

North Carolina's coal ash dumps and ponds must to be cleaned up and DEQ should only allow complete
encapsulation for the new ash storage facilities.  The existing dumps should be carefully excavated to minimize
airborne particulates and moved away from rivers and flood plains to fully lined sites on Duke Energy's property.

Cap-in-place is unacceptable for any of the coal ash sites in North Carolina.  Any "solutions" proposed by Duke
Energy that do not excavate and move ash to fully lined, scientifically designed systems that fully encapsulate coal
ash must be rejected.  Without multiple, sealed bottom, side, and top liners, North Carolina's groundwater will
always be at risk.  Due to increases in extreme weather, more frequent hurricanes and massive rainstorms,
groundwater models of 100 or 500-year floodplain are obsolete.  Given the unpredictable fluctuations in the water
tables and groundwater flows, there is no way that surface capping without properly engineered underlying bottom
liners can protect groundwater in the coming decades.

Unlike Duke Energy's new lined landfill at Brickhaven in Chatham County, the construction of all new lined
landfills should be scientifically engineered to protect groundwater in every way possible.  Duke Energy's has a long
history of widespread groundwater and surface water contamination, and criminal violations of the clean water act. 
Because of these repeated and gross violations that created health problems and drinking water contamination
throughout the state, DEQ should require Duke Energy's new landfills to go beyond the minimal mandatory
protections under current regulations.  DEQ must carry out independent studies and obtain recommendations for the
best liner technologies, redundant liners, and with multiple long-term safeguards.  Scientifically based placements
for baseline and ongoing groundwater monitoring wells should be established.  These must be thoroughly and
constantly monitored - with full, public, transparent, internet accessible, easily available data from the monitoring
results.

Ground water and surface monitoring should be ongoing for a minimum of 50 years.  This monitoring should be
funded by Duke Energy, but carried out by independent, qualified field technicians and laboratories.

During excavation, construction, and filling of the landfills, all worker safety measures should be taken to prevent a
repeat of the serious harms to worker health from the cleanup crews that worked on the TVA spill in Kingston,
Tennessee.  Again, unlike Brickhaven, worker safety, proper fitting and testing of N95, or better, particulate masks
should be required for everyone that works in or around the coal ash, or that operates bulldozers, dump trucks, or
heavy equipment that transport the ash.  Regular scheduled, and unannounced unscheduled OSHA inspections
should be part of the clean-up and construction until all exposed ash is fully covered.

While transporting existing coal ash dumps away from rivers and floodplains is essential, every effort should be
taken by DEQ to ensure that the distances coal ash is moved is minimized and that the coal ash destinations are
always kept on Duke Energy's property.
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Once constructed, these new lined landfills should represent the best technologies and materials available - not
materials that create short-term financial savings.  The original existing dumps were disasters for public health, for
NC communities, and for our state's waters.  We have this one chance to remediate some of the damages and most
importantly, to safeguard future generations from heavy metal coal ash contamination.  Our state-wide re-design of
storage systems for millions of tons of coal ash must be done right this time.

No coal ash sites, no coal ash communities should be considered low-risk, and all deserve full protection.  Gross
environmental justice violations have been committed by the past handling of coal ash placements and coal ash
processing practices.  Now, DEQ must protect all communities.  The NC Department of Environmental Quality
must ensure that none of these communities, which have experienced many decades of harm, are given less than full
protections.  No cap-in-place permits should be allowed.

Thank you,
John Wagner

Sincerely,
Mr. John Wagner
210 Jessamine Lane
Pittsboro, NC 27312
(919) 542-4320



From: Susan Smith
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 11:56:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Susan Smith 
1001 N Main St
Walnut Cove, NC 27052 
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From: Marie Garlock
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Belews Comments -- Full Coal Ash Excavation (9 separate comments included)
Date: Saturday, February 16, 2019 1:11:45 AM
Attachments: Guide - Themes of Belews Residents" Comment Submissions to NC DEQ.pdf

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Warm Greetings, NC DEQ folks who review comments on closure plans at
Belews Creek Steam Station:

Here are 2 videos, which feature a total of 9 residents, from all walks of
life, affected by coal ash waste from Belews Creek Steam Station and its
basins. 

Part 1, 14:06 min -- youtube.com/watch?v=ox_k7vzTTIM&t=9s 
Part 2, 14:42 min -- youtube.com/watch?v=iSlBwj2YfKo 

Please officially record these as separate comments. Names are listed in
the order of speakers on video testimony for DEQ:

1.Danielle Bailey Lash (via Marie Garlock)*
Majority of life Belews resident, 30+
years, <baileylash04@yahoo.com>

2. David Hairston
Lifelong Belews resident, 58 years, <dspider922@aol.com>

3. Caroline Rutledge Armijo
Majority of life Belews resident (thru 22, still works there,
parents there), <caroline.armijo@gmail.com>

4. Mary Kerley
Lifelong Belews/Stokes Co. resident, <mandmart@gmail.com>

5. Rev. Leslie Bray Brewer
Lifelong Belews/Stokes Co.
resident, <theoldpathsatwalnutcove@yahoo.com>

6. Mark Berry**
Lifelong Belews resident, 40+ years, <wwarasila@gmail.com> 

7. Residents for Coal Ash Clean Up Families -- Ridge Graham
o/b/o Welch, Gilliam, Smith families, among dozens of others***

These families are all lifelong Belews area residents (40+ to 70+
years), <ridge@appvoices.org>

8. Bobby Jones****
Lifelong Goldsboro resident in solidarity for Belews (60+
years), <BIBIJA@aol.com>

9. Rev. Greg Hairston
Lifelong Belews resident, <ghairston@gmail.com>

Each of the 9 speakers whose comments are submitted here have lived or
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Two major take-aways of Belews Creek Steam Station residents’ comments: 


1. Desire, urgent need for full excavation to above ground, lined storage. Residents 
clarify money and time are not issues—full excavation of Belews coal ash is the only priority. 


2. Desire, urgent need for clean drinking water—beyond the ½ mile radius previously used, 
clean drinking water must be ensured to residents within at least a 5 mile radius. 


8 sub-points to support the above 2, about which residents are deeply concerned and activated: 


• Health and healthcare costs 


• Mortality and morbidity reflect health costs of coal ash—lost lives, lost time and function. 


• Financial costs and employment that is lost or reduced reflect healthcare costs. 


• In neighborhoods surrounding Belews Creek Steam Station and its coal ash waste ponds/
pits, residents report abnormally high rates of: 


• Cancers—lung and brain tumors most common, all ages (children included). Next 
most prevalent are stomach and bladder cancers, then breast, colon, ovarian, and 
others (all ages) 


• Lung problems—COPD, asthmas, and severe respiratory issues (all ages) 


• Neurological problems—partial paralysis, numbing and fainting, weakness and brain 
dysfunctions (all ages), strokes at early ages (20s-40s) 


• Heart Problems—heart attacks at early ages (30s-40s, and 50s-60s for otherwise 
physically fit people) 


• Skin disorders—skin rashes and severe issues similar to arsenic poisoning, hives or 
other periodic conditions during rain/snow fall (all ages) 


• Reproductive health disorders—abnormal hormonal shifts for mothers in pregnancy 
and in-utero toxins that affect infants’ respiratory, neurological, heart function, and 
even result in birth defects/deformities and infant death (in utero, infancy, maternal) 


• Home and property costs  


• People cannot sell their homes, or pass them down to family safely.  


• Primary investments: Often the only money people in rural and middle or low SES 
communities can and do invest is into home/land ownership. 


• Sense of place: For folks with 5-10 generations in one place, and especially for Black 
residents working against the tide of southern histories that are legal, economic, and 
violent, land ownership is a feat. It is a point of pride to pass one’s home or land to family.  
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• Emotional, spiritual, social, mental costs  


• Loss of home: What happens when you can no longer live in the place where you grew 
up, and many generations before you did?  


• Stress burdens of illness and caregiving: What does one do with the stress of knowing 
your health and home are threatened, or with the stress of having loved ones die or be 
irreparably harmed? 


• Expectation of government agencies that would be for the people, not against. 


• Basic stuff: This speaks for itself. Residents are confounded at elected, appointed, public 
and private officials’ and regulators’ misbehavior thus far.  


• Residents know they deserve respect and dignity through transparent, accountable, 
representative and direct democracy that transforms injustice. 


• Transformative action must come from DEQ, the NC Governor, the NC legislature, the US 
Congress and Presidency, and local County and Town officials. 


• Value of this community  


• Listen up and learn, y’all—Gracious, this is not just a “sad case”. 


• Vibrancy: Communities around Belews form a vibrant, history-rich, close-knit, down-home 
place that 1,000s of families love. 5-10 generations of families can be traced in one area 
or to its nearby plots of land.  


• History: From Jester Hairston, renowned Hollywood composer from Little Egypt, to 
numerous and awarded state and national luminaries in the sciences, the justice 
department, faith-based leadership, and educational leadership, Stokes Co. is home to 
legends. History made and history in the making. Support the next generations! 


• Air and water pollution working in tandem  


• Residents have endured too much: A 45 year history of pollution from Belews Creek 
Steam Station amplifies the need to clean it up now. 


• Air, accumulation in water:  


• For more than 2 decades of their lives, the residents speaking here had coal ash 
flurries raining down on them through the air, day in and day out. Visible, tangible 
coal ash fell over their homes or daily workplaces, peeling paint from cars, 
discoloring roofing, and contaminating their gardens, soil, outdoor parks, forests, and 
waterways. Coal ash flurries kept accumulating in surface soil and groundwater. 


• Residents were actively encouraged by company and government officials not to be 
alarmed by fly ash in and around their homes, and ingested into their or their 
children’s bodies. Though tangible ash is filtered now from smokestacks, waste 
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byproducts of coal production--from arsenic to radon to boron and selenium--still 
pollute the air in volumes measured by the millions of tons annually.  


• This is the case even at the Belews Steam Station, touted as Duke Energy's 
"cleanest"--but that puts out 20% of the state of NC's carbon emissions annually. 


• Water accumulation: 


• For 45 years, coal ash has been polluting water that residents drink, bathe in, use in 
their homes, gardens, and places of employment.  


• In these 45 years, the coal ash waste at Belews was also doing the very basic work of 
gravity, and seeping from unlined wet basins of coal ash to the tune of 4 billion gallons.  


• Dry coal ash waste, leaking from unlined or seeping pits, has also polluted the 
surrounding groundwater table at least 5 miles out.  


• Historically, a seeping, unlined dry landfill polluted Belews Lake (the historic, majority 
Black neighborhood that was flooded-out by Duke Energy, formerly known as “Little 
Egypt”). The heavy metals and toxins in the coal ash waste polluted Belews Lake to 
the extent that 19 of the 20 fish species died out (lost reproductive capacity, were 
deformed, poisoned, and so on). Even as the fish species have been restocked and 
advertised to regional tourists for sports fishing—as few nearby residents will fish or 
swim there—local youth residents still discuss memories of fishing on Belews Lake 
with the unnerving competition to see “who could catch the most deformed fish!” 


•  Environmental quality of life 


• Prized and cherished natural beauty: Natural beauty in the foothills is the foundational 
draw of rural life for residents—who speak of it often. Residents wish to be able to enjoy 
the outdoors they’d grown up loving, or for which they moved to the area in the first place.  


• Nostalgia for what should be a birthright: Residents near Belews used to incorporate into 
their everyday lives the joys of gardens, rivers, creeks, lakes, and walking in the woods as 
local families. They lament the loss of this way of life due to coal ash waste. 


• Tourism: Further, environmental quality of life acts as a tourist draw, as many in the Triad 
region wish for a simpler and slower pace of life, and either recreate regularly or buy 
cottages out in the Belews area. 


• Community and economic fabric costs 


• Truck trips and height of lined mounds are not what matters at all to residents. 


• The Belews area is already dotted with 200+ foot mounds of dry coal ash waste.  


• Many residents actually laughed at the idea that “200 truck trips a day, just across 
the street” would even remotely deter their desire for health, solvent homes, and 
clean water, since all that has been compromised by coal ash for 45+ years now.  


• Everything pales in comparison to need for full excavation to above-ground, lined landfills. 
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• The cost already borne by local residents regarding coal ash waste is what must be 
remedied, through full excavation.  


• Among other things, coal ash has depleted social, job and economic possibilities as 
younger generations move away to save their own health and prospects. Coal ash 
has already split many families apart—either across generations, or across land that 
they cannot keep united. 


• Civil rights concerns 


• Anti-Black racism affects both POC and white communities negatively.  


• Environmental racism harms and separates both majority Black census blocks near 
the Belews coal ash ponds and lower-income and middle-income White census 
blocks nearby.  


• This is a 94% White and 6% Black county, and the coal ash waste is located in the 
majority-Black neighborhoods. White people at Belews were historically able to as 
land was affordable given its 7+ generation history as a majority-Black area. 


• Annexation and zoning of affected areas splits apart affected residents.  


• When one historically-contiguous neighborhood is split across 2-3 County/Town 
lines, the residents cannot effectively advocate as a unified voice to their local 
authorities. They also cannot effectively communicate with each other about 
everyday effects of coal production and waste.  


• Multiple un-annexed areas such as majority Black and lower SES areas of Pine Hall, 
and formerly The Walnut Tree (which fought for 46 years, from 1972-2018, to be 
annexed) cannot get clean water piped in to residents’ homes unless the areas are 
annexed into the nearby Town of Walnut Cove. 


• Belews Creek Steam Station is located within Stokes Co, but is very near county 
borders of Rockingham, Forsyth, and Guilford, affecting water and air quality, 
alongside quality of representative democracy.  


Remember these take home points! Belews residents’ wisdoms, submitted to DEQ require: 


1. Full excavation to above ground, lined, onsite storage. Residents clarify money and 
time in DEQ and Duke Energy budgets are not issues in relation to the true costs of coal 
ash residents have already borne. Full excavation of Belews coal ash is the only priority. No 
other community should bear the cost of unlined ponds and pits. Duke Energy has capacity 
to relocate near Craig Rd. Landfill or equivalent in lined, above-ground, onsite landfills. 


2. Clean drinking water for all residents within 5 miles. DEQ and Duke Energy must move 
beyond the ½ mile radius previously used: residents affected for decades insist that 
groundwater tables must be protected. Whether they have been previously pressured with 
inside deals or purchased by lobbying, neither cap in place nor hybrid solutions will do; nor 
will permitting processes for dangerous seeps into Belews Creek or the Dan River.
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worked daily, for the majority of their lives, within 1/2 mile to 4 miles of
Belews' coal ash waste which has affected them daily. They and/or their
family members--parents, siblings, cousins, spouses, children--know
intimately and profoundly (1) the need for full excavation to lined, above
ground, onsite landfills, and (2) the need for clean drinking water for all
people within a 5 mile radius--not just 1/2 a mile--near Belews Creek
Steam Station. These 2 are what residents emphasized again and again in
comments for DEQ per coal ash pond closures.

As you watch the videos here, per attached guide, you will see 2 major
themes, and 8 sub-themes. 

These 9 residents' comments to DEQ all support the urgency of full
excavation to lined, above ground, onsite landfills as Belews-area residents
top desire. Honestly, this same message--and the spirit of the truths
shared that would obviously lead to full excavation and clean drinking
water as the only acceptable solution--has been repeated for nearly a
decade of residents' advocacy. It has been reported on in national, state,
and even global news and policy outlets (US Newsweek cover, CNN Dr.
Sanjay Gupta, Scientific American, America Divided, Moms Clean Air
Force, and US Commission on Civil Rights, among others).

Can you confirm receipt of this message?

Thank you for your time and upcoming leadership,

Marie Alisa Garlock

Contact / Reply: 919 607 5533, marie@itisinyou.org
Affiliations: PhD Candidate (UNC-CH, Health and Cultural
Communication) || USPN Patient Advocate (National Center for Health
Research) || The Lilies Project, Team Member (ArtPlace America) || Breast
Cancer Action and NAACP NC Oral Historian for US Commission on Civil
Rights, Hearing on Environmental Justice and Coal Ash

___________

Note on context of comments submitted:

*Danielle Bailey Lash indicated she was too tired from doctors'
appointments on 1/10 to speak (though Danielle made the time and took
the energy to stand by her lifelong friend Caroline throughout--something
from which a majority of DEQ representatives on site that day could take a
great cue!). Danielle is in a pink jacket, with Optune device atop her

mailto:marie@itisinyou.org


head as she heals from stage IV Glioblastoma, RT screen. Marie Garlock
(multicolor sweater) was asked to speak at the start, and hoped to honor
what came together based on what Danielle told neighbors at the
community planning meeting 1/6. Residents for Coal Ash Cleanup
planned, based on her wisdoms, an "Epiphany Press Conference" to open
the 1/10/2019 DEQ Event at Walnut Cove Elementary.

Danielle (1/6/19): Yes, Epiphany Sunday. DEQ must listen to us
because we are telling the truth! We shine the light. Because Belews
residents have faith--and me, personally? I walk in faith that
someone in DEQ, someone in that department wants to treat me
right! And they will! Someone in DEQ will do right by me, and us!
We know there has got to be someone, maybe it's been in their
heart a while, they just need that little push. In God's strength, I and
we can be that push. Or maybe they're a new employee--or with a
promotion can make that decision. Or maybe they've been at DEQ a
long while, and their heart has finally softened and their mind
sharpened, their spirit awakened on how to get past any barriers to
treating us right! That's the person, or people, who will make sure to
clean it all up. Put it in lined storage. Take it out of our groundwater
with full excavating. Their heart just won't accept anything less,
until the full job's done. Even as we speak, that person is, those
people are ready to get DEQ to finally do the right thing to clean up
all the coal ash from our bodies, homes, and lives. 

**Mark Berry, who runs the community golf course near Belews Creek
Steam Station, speaks publicly on these issues for one of the first times in
his life in the video you see here. This issue brings people together across
political party, race, class, and age: they want the coal ash excavated fully
from their community. Mark's wife, in her early 40s, is dealing with a
fourth stomach cancer recurrence. Mark's daughter, very athletic, has
dealt with severe asthma her whole life. Mark took time from
caregiving for his wife to come and represent their love, and the light they
shine unequivocally: Mark asks, What is a life worth? What about 1000s of
lives? What about 5-10 generations? 

***Ridge Graham, a longterm and well-trusted community liaison for
Residents for Coal Ash Cleanup, speaks on behalf of dozens of families
who could not make the 1/10 DEQ Event. This includes: parents and
grandparents of children who died from birth defects; adults who died
from brain and lung tumors in close proximity to Belews Steam Station
and active waste basins, and people too sick to travel from their homes
(with oxygen tank in poor lung health, on cancer treatments, having dealt
with strokes or neurological disorders that cause partial paralysis). Among
many examples, 3 family names in the above circumstances are the
Welches, Gilliams, and Smiths, all living within 3 miles of Belews Creek
Steam Station, and even closer to much of the coal ash waste storage. 



****Deacon Bobby Jones' testimony from the Down East Coal Ash
Coalition shows the alarming parallels of experience between Stokes
County and Wayne County, between Belews area and Goldsboro area.
Bobby shares prophetic insight for Stokes Co. friends, who have respected
and invited him in solidarity for nearly 5 years with Alliance of
Carolinians Together (ACT) Against Coal Ash. ACT is led by 100s of
residents of all ages, races, genders, incomes, and political parties, in a
dozen NC coal ash waste sites, whose health, homes, family and
community fabric are harmed by Duke Energy's thus-far irresponsible
mismanagement of coal ash waste--which, nonetheless, can and must be
cleaned up with overdue but proper stewardship from DEQ.



From: Lelania Wince
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Saturday, February 16, 2019 8:55:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Lelania Wince 
67 McDonald Rd
Arden, NC 28704 
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From: Jerry Ayers
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Saturday, February 16, 2019 12:35:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Jerry Ayers 
8341 Long Island Rd
Catawba, NC 28609 
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From: Peter Brezny
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Public Comment on the Belews Creek Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Saturday, February 16, 2019 2:13:34 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to report.spam@nc.gov<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Belews Creek Steam Station Comments
N.C. Department of Environmental Quality

RE: Public Comment on the Belews Creek Coal Ash Cleanup

null

• DEQ should require Duke Energy to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry, lined
storage on its own property — away from Little Belews Creek and the Dan River.

• Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at Belews Creek, where it will keep polluting
our groundwater, lakes, streams and rivers. Recent monitoring shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater
surrounding Belews Creek with toxic materials. We need cleanup—not coverup!

• The community has come out time after time over the last several years, making clear that we’re concerned about
pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is
long past time for DEQ and Duke Energy to remove the ash.

• Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash from eight other communities in North Carolina and all of
its sites in South Carolina, and the governor of Virginia recently called for all the coal ash to be removed from
Dominion’s unlined sites—our families and our community deserve the same protections.

• Duke Energy can dispose all the ash from its leaking ponds onsite in a safe, lined landfill. Ash need not travel
through the community or to other communities.

• Duke Energy cannot exaggerate traffic concerns while downplaying the community’s real concern: Duke Energy’s
water pollution. Excavation will not significantly increase offsite trucking if Duke Energy uses an onsite landfill,
and only excavation will remove the source of the water pollution.

• Duke Energy’s own experts know that even cap-in-place will involve trucking construction materials to the site—
just like any other construction project. But even under their estimates, the additional trucking impacts would be
minimal. Duke Energy’s consultant estimates that 110 trucks currently travel near Belews Creek on community
roads every day. Excavation to onsite storage would add only two more trucks on community roads each day,
compared to six more trucks on community roads for the duration of the cap-in-place scenario.

• It is past time for DEQ to listen to the community—not Duke Energy’s consultants— about what our community
needs. We need Duke to clean up its coal ash and stop the water pollution.

Sincerely,
Mr. Peter Brezny
40 Highland Street
Asheville, NC 28801
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From: Jean-Paul Bergeron
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Saturday, February 16, 2019 3:46:38 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Jean-Paul Bergeron 
2800 Alamance Church Rd.
Greensboro, NC 27406 
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From: Denise Kampouris
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Saturday, February 16, 2019 8:42:40 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Denise Kampouris 
70 Iris Ln
Canton, NC 28716 
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From: Helen Hughes
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Saturday, February 16, 2019 11:39:42 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Helen Hughes 
5779 Double Island Rd
Green Mountain, NC 28740 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Billy Kenworthy
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Public Comment on the Belews Creek Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 17, 2019 7:22:07 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to report.spam@nc.gov<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Belews Creek Steam Station Comments
N.C. Department of Environmental Quality

RE: Public Comment on the Belews Creek Coal Ash Cleanup

null

• DEQ should require Duke Energy to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry, lined
storage on its own property — away from Little Belews Creek and the Dan River.

• Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at Belews Creek, where it will keep polluting
our groundwater, lakes, streams and rivers. Recent monitoring shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater
surrounding Belews Creek with toxic materials. We need cleanup—not coverup!

• The community has come out time after time over the last several years, making clear that we’re concerned about
pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is
long past time for DEQ and Duke Energy to remove the ash.

• Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash from eight other communities in North Carolina and all of
its sites in South Carolina, and the governor of Virginia recently called for all the coal ash to be removed from
Dominion’s unlined sites—our families and our community deserve the same protections.

• Duke Energy can dispose all the ash from its leaking ponds onsite in a safe, lined landfill. Ash need not travel
through the community or to other communities.

• Duke Energy cannot exaggerate traffic concerns while downplaying the community’s real concern: Duke Energy’s
water pollution. Excavation will not significantly increase offsite trucking if Duke Energy uses an onsite landfill,
and only excavation will remove the source of the water pollution.

• Duke Energy’s own experts know that even cap-in-place will involve trucking construction materials to the site—
just like any other construction project. But even under their estimates, the additional trucking impacts would be
minimal. Duke Energy’s consultant estimates that 110 trucks currently travel near Belews Creek on community
roads every day. Excavation to onsite storage would add only two more trucks on community roads each day,
compared to six more trucks on community roads for the duration of the cap-in-place scenario.

• It is past time for DEQ to listen to the community—not Duke Energy’s consultants— about what our community
needs. We need Duke to clean up its coal ash and stop the water pollution.

Sincerely,
Mr. Billy Kenworthy
PO BOX 2628
BLOWING ROCK, NC 28605
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(828) 467-6204



From: Ann Harlan
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 17, 2019 2:04:21 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater.

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup!

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities.

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

DUKE MUST HAVE FOR THEIR OWN EVIL DEEDS. WE HAVE HAD ACCESS TO
GREEN ENERGY FOR DECADES AND THEY HAVE NOT CHOSEN TO USE IT. IT IS
DUKE'S NASTY TOXIC MESS AND TAX PAYER SHOULD NEVER HAVE TO PAY
FOR IT.

Regards, 
Ann Harlan 
1124 Country Place Drive
Matthews, NC 28105 
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From: Sara hodge
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 17, 2019 3:57:56 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Sara hodge 
1360 Jupiter Rd
Weaverville, NC 28787 
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From: Melissa Lomax
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 17, 2019 5:35:59 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Melissa Lomax 
1012 Boathouse Ct
Raleigh, NC 27615 
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From: Hal Trufan
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Public Comment on the Belews Creek Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 17, 2019 5:51:10 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to report.spam@nc.gov<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Belews Creek Steam Station Comments
N.C. Department of Environmental Quality

RE: Public Comment on the Belews Creek Coal Ash Cleanup

null

• DEQ should require Duke Energy to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry, lined
storage on its own property — away from Little Belews Creek and the Dan River.

• Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at Belews Creek, where it will keep polluting
our groundwater, lakes, streams and rivers. Recent monitoring shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater
surrounding Belews Creek with toxic materials. We need cleanup—not coverup!

• The community has come out time after time over the last several years, making clear that we’re concerned about
pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is
long past time for DEQ and Duke Energy to remove the ash.

• Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash from eight other communities in North Carolina and all of
its sites in South Carolina, and the governor of Virginia recently called for all the coal ash to be removed from
Dominion’s unlined sites—our families and our community deserve the same protections.

• Duke Energy can dispose all the ash from its leaking ponds onsite in a safe, lined landfill. Ash need not travel
through the community or to other communities.

• Duke Energy cannot exaggerate traffic concerns while downplaying the community’s real concern: Duke Energy’s
water pollution. Excavation will not significantly increase offsite trucking if Duke Energy uses an onsite landfill,
and only excavation will remove the source of the water pollution.

• Duke Energy’s own experts know that even cap-in-place will involve trucking construction materials to the site—
just like any other construction project. But even under their estimates, the additional trucking impacts would be
minimal. Duke Energy’s consultant estimates that 110 trucks currently travel near Belews Creek on community
roads every day. Excavation to onsite storage would add only two more trucks on community roads each day,
compared to six more trucks on community roads for the duration of the cap-in-place scenario.

• It is past time for DEQ to listen to the community—not Duke Energy’s consultants— about what our community
needs. We need Duke to clean up its coal ash and stop the water pollution.

Sincerely,
Mr. Hal Trufan
1301 Aringill Ln
Matthews, NC 28104
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From: Linda Marsh
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 17, 2019 9:11:36 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Linda Marsh 
332 Eagle Nest Lane
Fleetwood, NC 28626 
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From: James Buck Schall
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Public Comment on the Belews Creek Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 17, 2019 9:37:05 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as
an attachment to report.spam@nc.gov<mailto:report.spam@nc.gov>

Belews Creek Steam Station Comments
N.C. Department of Environmental Quality

RE: Public Comment on the Belews Creek Coal Ash Cleanup

null

• DEQ should require Duke Energy to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry, lined
storage on its own property — away from Little Belews Creek and the Dan River.

• Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at Belews Creek, where it will keep polluting
our groundwater, lakes, streams and rivers. Recent monitoring shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater
surrounding Belews Creek with toxic materials. We need cleanup—not coverup!

• The community has come out time after time over the last several years, making clear that we’re concerned about
pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is
long past time for DEQ and Duke Energy to remove the ash.

• Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash from eight other communities in North Carolina and all of
its sites in South Carolina, and the governor of Virginia recently called for all the coal ash to be removed from
Dominion’s unlined sites—our families and our community deserve the same protections.

• Duke Energy can dispose all the ash from its leaking ponds onsite in a safe, lined landfill. Ash need not travel
through the community or to other communities.

• Duke Energy cannot exaggerate traffic concerns while downplaying the community’s real concern: Duke Energy’s
water pollution. Excavation will not significantly increase offsite trucking if Duke Energy uses an onsite landfill,
and only excavation will remove the source of the water pollution.

• Duke Energy’s own experts know that even cap-in-place will involve trucking construction materials to the site—
just like any other construction project. But even under their estimates, the additional trucking impacts would be
minimal. Duke Energy’s consultant estimates that 110 trucks currently travel near Belews Creek on community
roads every day. Excavation to onsite storage would add only two more trucks on community roads each day,
compared to six more trucks on community roads for the duration of the cap-in-place scenario.

• It is past time for DEQ to listen to the community—not Duke Energy’s consultants— about what our community
needs. We need Duke to clean up its coal ash and stop the water pollution.

Sincerely,
Mr. James Buck Schall
31 Elizabeth St
Asheville, NC 28801
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From: Faye McLean
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, February 18, 2019 6:51:36 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Faye McLean 
1947 Woodland Ave
Burlington, NC 27215 
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From: Chris Ekstedt
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, February 18, 2019 9:19:06 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Chris Ekstedt 
1615 York Ave
High Point, NC 27265 
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From: Carrie Childers
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, February 18, 2019 9:23:53 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Carrie Childers 
422 Durham Rd
Stanley, NC 28164 
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From: Carrie Childers
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, February 18, 2019 9:38:07 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Carrie Childers 
422 Durham Rd
Stanley, NC 28164 
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From: Brian Fannon
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Belews Creek Coal Ash Plan
Date: Monday, February 18, 2019 12:42:32 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Belews Creek Coal Ash Plan

Comments by Brian Fannon, Yadkin Riverkeeper

Having attended the public informational meeting on closure options for Belews Creek Power Plant,
Yadkin Riverkeeper would like to make the following comments regarding the various options.

1. Coal ash has demonstrated toxicity to human health, and should be treated with all due care and
respect as we look for the final disposition of this material.

2. Belews Lake has colloquially been known as “Cancer Lake” for many years – while many stories
are anecdotal, the public perception based on many years of experience of the families living in that
area cannot be simply disregarded.  Based on the current knowledge of the contaminants that leach
from coal ash, these stories must be taken seriously, especially in light of the health aftereffects on
unprotected workers in Tennessee.

3. While cap in place may slow the leaching process due to rainfall, it will not stop groundwater
intrusion and leaching. To pursue cap in place strategies now merely kicks the problem down the
line to future generations who will eventually have to address the problem properly; this burden will
fall on the taxpayers of North Carolina.

4. We are disappointed on the emphasis placed on cost of the various options. With the known
dangers of coal ash contamination,  this emphasis attempts to place economy ahead of human
health – an unacceptable compromise to North Carolinians  trying to live healthy, productive, and
happy lives. Additionally, prior excavations in South Carolina have demonstrated that excavation to
lined pits may be less costly than the estimates currently being used.

5. After the spill on the Dan River, less than 5% of the ash was cleaned up, with no reason to believe
that future clean-ups could be more successful. With a demonstrated inability to conduct an
effective cleanup, it is imperative to ensure that there are no more spills.

6. Both Virginia and South Carolina have committed to excavation to lined pits based on the long-
term hazards associated with coal ash. North Carolinians deserve the same level of protection.

Thank you for considering our input on the plan for closure at the Belews Creek coal ash site.

Brian Fannon

-- 
Brian Fannon, Ph.D
Yadkin Riverkeeper
(828) 964-0353
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From: Kevin Goodman
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, February 18, 2019 12:55:16 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Kevin Goodman 
7086 Driver Rd
Zebulon, NC 27597 
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From: Gary Clontz
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, February 18, 2019 9:11:39 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Gary Clontz 
79 Vista Dr
Clyde, NC 28721 
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From: Monika Podesta
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 12:52:08 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Monika Podesta 
2275 W Wind Dr
Mcminnville, OR 97128 
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From: Marie Garlock
To: belewscomments
Cc: Holman, Sheila
Subject: [External] DEQ Belews Comments for 2/15 - Update to Comments from 19 Residents
Date: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 1:09:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Warm Greetings DEQ Folks and Asst Secretary Holman,

 WCHearing_01.10.19_for_02.15.19_DEQ.pdf

Please see attached PDF, the results of a "Community Booth" at Belews Creek
Steam Station's Session with DEQ re: coal ash pond closure on January 10, 2019, at
Walnut Cove Elementary. 

Submission update: 

Can your office confirm this update is received for your records o/b/o these 19
Belews residents? As conducted, these comments are designed to benefit your
review process within DEQ, per concerned residents' representative clarity
from among the 100s present that evening (themselves representing 1000s
more affected families).
FYI, Friday 2/15 copy scan you received of this same document (from the
luminaries on the EJ & Equity Board) needed some additions. As per this
attachment, all interviewees' requested comments from 1/10 are now included.

Consent, tally of 19 resident (and resident representative) wishes for full
excavation with closure at Belews: 

All photo / audio recorded participants--residents affected by coal ash at
Belews--gave their full (audio-recorded) consent for these photos to be taken
and comments to be sent to DEQ. They expect, for numerical purposes, you'll
receive them as 19 separate comments for Belews closure and clean up,
gathered at 1/10 event. (Numerous Belews-area residents in attendance--on
and many off-record, some flustered as they exited--said in quite-certain terms
they hoped the DEQ would've included central Q&A in a hearing style, which
that event lacked, and by which they ultimately felt disappointed and
disregarded).
All 19 indicated they are (1) only in favor of the "full excavation" plan--to
lined, above-ground, onsite landfill; and (2) request DEQ take concrete steps
to ensure clean drinking water for all households within 5 miles' radius
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(not just .5 miles). 

Blessings to all involved in your review, at every level of NC DEQ, in Governor
Cooper's Office, and beyond. As leaders tasked with being their champions,
innumerable folks across NC pray you feel the profound presence of, and are called
unequivocally to honor the lives and legacies of each of these residents and their
families near Belews. And at all NC sites! We trust you will be inspired to right,
just, and incorruptible action, and not rest until residents' urgent needs for full
excavation and o/b/o clean water are met and protected for this and future
generations.

Thank you,
Marie Garlock (transcripts and audio w/ Michael Betts) o/b/o Will Warsila
(photographer), The Lilies team (Caroline Rutledge Armijo and Stokes Co.
community arts and archive program with ArtPlace America), and most importantly
all 19 folks here
-- Rev. Alfred Warren, Linda Hicks, Sandra Watson, Ira Tilley (former
Republican NCGA member), Rev. Leslie Bray Brewer, Tracey Brown Edwards,
Johnny Hairston, Meghann Evans, Danielle Bailey Lash, Deacon Bobby
Edwards, Ellen Peric, Susan Dalton, Yvonne Rutledge, Caroline Rutledge
Armijo, David Hairston, Frank Holleman, Sarah Mitchell Fulton, Chelsea
Evans, John Nygren, and 1 more life-long resident, a woman who wished to keep
her name confidential.

__

Marie Alisa Garlock, It Is In You Director

PhD Candidate, UNC Communication + IHC

Flipping Cancer, ArtPlace Lilies Project Team

InterPlay Methods + Interactive Theater Leader

BCA, USPN Patient Advocate, 919.607.5533 

http://itisinyou.org/
http://comm.unc.edu/people/department-graduate-students-2/marie-garlock/
http://ihc.unc.edu/
http://itisinyou.org/flipping-cancer
http://theliliesproject.org/
http://www.interplay.org/
http://theaterdelta.com/
http://www.bcaction.org/
https://www.usapatientnetwork.org/about-us


From: Kathryn Mead
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 1:10:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater.

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup!

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities.

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

These cleanup costs should come out of Duke Energy's profits; not passed on to customers.
Customers are responsible for cleaning up their property at their cost; the same criteria should
apply to Duke Energy.

Regards, 
Kathryn Mead 
17 Mosers Place
Candler, NC 28715 
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From: Robert Rogers
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 5:14:37 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Robert Rogers 
5823 Oleander Dr.
Wilmington, NC 28403 
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From: Diane Sohn
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Thursday, February 21, 2019 7:26:16 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Diane Sohn 
691 Medford Hannah Rd
Waynesville, NC 28785 
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From: Leslie Wilson
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Thursday, February 21, 2019 5:06:24 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Leslie Wilson 
447 Bay Harbour Road
Mooresville, NC 28117 
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From: Jessica Cudney
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Thursday, February 21, 2019 9:46:33 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Jessica Cudney 
1501 Rock Creek Dairy Rd
Whitsett, NC 27377 
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From: Nicole Duran
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 22, 2019 4:40:27 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Nicole Duran 
118 Wintermist Dr
Cary, NC 27513 
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From: Marla Brock
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 22, 2019 9:14:18 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Marla Brock 
3231 Transou Rd
Pfafftown, NC 27040 
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From: Raquel hita
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, February 22, 2019 10:40:50 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Raquel hita 
2206 Lakeside View Ct
Cary, NC 27513 
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From: Nick Torrey
To: mayocomments; roxborocomments; belewscomments; allencomments; marshallcomments; rogerscomments;

Benzoni, Francisco; Lane, Bill F
Cc: Frank Holleman; DJ Gerken; Leslie Griffith; Megan Kimball; Amelia Burnette; Patrick Hunter
Subject: [External] Duke Energy GHG submission
Date: Friday, February 22, 2019 11:22:37 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

We learned yesterday that – as soon as the Feb. 15 comment deadline for the closure options
evaluations had passed -- Duke Energy submitted an additional report that purports to estimate
greenhouse gas emissions associated with the various closure options for its six unresolved coal ash
sites in North Carolina.
 
We will submit a detailed response to this report shortly.
 
However, NCDEQ should disregard this submission because it was made after the department’s
deadline for Duke to submit its materials and outside the public comment period, denying the public
an opportunity to respond to it. NCDEQ should also disregard this submission because it is irrelevant
to the decision facing NCDEQ, which is to select a closure method that stops the ongoing pollution
and continuing threat to our water resources posed by Duke Energy’s leaking coal ash basins. Duke
Energy operates coal-burning generating units at each of these facilities that emit huge amounts of
greenhouse gases, and NCDEQ would lose all credibility if it allowed Duke Energy to leave the toxic
residuals from burning coal in leaking pits forever because of Duke Energy’s supposed concern for
greenhouse gas emissions.
 
Nor should NCDEQ and the Cooper Administration delay their decision as a result of Duke Energy’s
gamesmanship. NCDEQ already knows that Duke Energy’s cap in place and hybrid closure plans
would leave millions of tons of coal ash saturated in groundwater, where they will continue to leach
toxic pollutants into public waters for decades to come, and where they will continue to pose a risk
of catastrophic failure. And it knows that tens of thousands of North Carolinians have called on the
agency to protect our waters by removing the ash from the unlined lagoons and placing it into dry,
lined storage or recycling for concrete, as is being done in South Carolina and Virginia. It is time to
require Duke Energy to remove its coal ash from the unlined basins at these six sites.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
Nick Torrey
 
 
 
Nicholas S. Torrey
Staff Attorney
Southern Environmental Law Center
601 West Rosemary Street, Suite 220
Chapel Hill, NC 27516
(919) 967-1450
www.SouthernEnvironment.org
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From: Maura Straczek
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 24, 2019 1:20:45 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Maura Straczek 
13525 Pine Harbor Rd
Charlotte, NC 28278 
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From: Norene Quinn
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 24, 2019 9:15:08 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Norene Quinn 
166 Hurricane Creek Ln
Glenville, NC 28736 
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From: Cordelia Kates
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 24, 2019 4:46:41 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Cordelia Kates 
12910 pinewell apt 107
Pineville, NC 28134 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Leslie Kern
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 24, 2019 5:34:28 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. It is the right thing to do!!! I don’t
understand why this is even a question. We teach our children to clean up after themselves. Do
we need to teach our corporations too?

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup!

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities.

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Leslie Kern 
507 Lenoir street
Morganton, NC 28655 
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From: Liz Myers-Chamberlin
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 24, 2019 6:01:37 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Liz Myers-Chamberlin 
75 Towhee Run
Pinehurst, NC 28374 
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From: Liz Myers-Chamberlin
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 24, 2019 6:24:38 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Liz Myers-Chamberlin 
75 Towhee Run
Pinehurst, NC 28374 
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From: Wilson Sanders
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 24, 2019 8:31:46 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The DEQ should hold Duke Energy resonsible. Make them use their quarterly profits and
clean up their bad protocols. 

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater.

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup!

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities.

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Wilson Sanders 
3900 Garden Creek Dr
High Point, NC 27265 
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From: Suzanna Brauer
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Sunday, February 24, 2019 11:21:24 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Suzanna Brauer 
246 Blanwood Dr
Boone, NC 28607 
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From: Sarah peice
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, February 25, 2019 6:12:15 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Sarah peice 
139 Dye Leaf Rd
Fairview, NC 28730 
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From: Harry Clapp
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Fly ash & coal ash
Date: Monday, February 25, 2019 11:54:38 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Beneficial uses for the first and disposal of the last.

From: hclapp8345@aol.com
To: hclapp8345@aol.com
Sent: 2/18/2019 2:43:18 PM Eastern Standard Time
Subject: 

A good way to address the coal ash disposal problem and obtain a useful product in the
process is:

Extract the dominant, useful component of coal ash, FLY ash, and put it to good
use
Dispose of the remaining lesser amount of bottom ash, that is more likely to
contain potentially hazardous materials, by putting it in lined basins away from
water sources

Fly ash can be extracted very readily and inexpensively from the exhaust stream
electrostatically. Such a process was used by a Duke predecessor, Carolina Power &
Light, decades ago at its Roxboro plant. It was so successful that several wallboard
plants sprang up around Roxboro to use the fly ash in gypsum for the wallboard. This
was recalled at the time of the Dan River spill in 2014. Also reported at that time was
Sioux City, Iowa’s building two large concrete silos for storing excess fly ash in the
winter for use during the summer construction period. Unfortunately, this practice of
extracting and using fly ash was not followed extensively. The American Coal Ash
Association (ACAA) reports that 38 million tons of fly ash along with 111 million tons of
coal ash were produced in 2017. Apparently, most of the fly ash ended up in storage
basins along with the coal ash.

Fly ash has become a very valuable and sought-after material. It can be used as a
substitute for some of the Portland cement in concrete. It is less expensive and more
environmentally friendly to produce than cement. There is a growing market for
concrete with the construction boom.

Studies at NC State University show that fat, oil, and grease do not stick to walls of pipe
containing fly ash like they do to concrete without fly ash. With the construction of new
sewer lines and the replacement of obsolete ones, a large market for fly ash is created.
The market is so large that we are importing coal ash from around the world, e.g.,
China and India, for the fly ash it contains.
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If Duke had used this method of fly ash extraction that is employed at the Roxboro
plant, North Carolina would have substantially less coal ash storage problems than it
currently has. It appears obvious that this practice should be used everywhere in the
country and abroad so that fly ash rather than coal ash can be shipped to the
US. Unfortunately, extracting fly ash from coal ash that has been stored in basins is
very difficult vis a vis doing it electrostatically from the exhaust stream.

Duke could excavate the coal ash at Belews Creek Station (which is in a low-lying area
which risks water contamination) and haul it to a higher area. There are rail facilities
that are used to bring coal to the plant that can be used to haul away the coal ash with
less disruption to the area and lower cost to Duke than if they used trucks.



From: Chris Bullins
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, February 25, 2019 12:26:42 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Chris Bullins 
4505 Trailwood Dr
Greensboro, NC 27407 
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From: Peter Funk
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, February 25, 2019 4:22:01 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Peter Funk 
110 Yaupon Dr
Emerald Isle, NC 28594 
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From: Glenn Tetterton
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, February 25, 2019 5:52:25 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Glenn Tetterton 
319 South Fifth Avenue
Wilmington, NC 28401 
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From: Leslie Giese
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Tuesday, February 26, 2019 10:14:40 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Leslie Giese 
103 Jackson's Run
Morganton, NC 28655 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Ruth Daniel
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Tuesday, February 26, 2019 8:16:15 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Ruth Daniel 
12025 Shandon Circle
Charlotte, NC 28226 
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From: KENNY DORE
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Wednesday, February 27, 2019 6:31:07 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
KENNY DORE 
P.O. Box 445
Fairview, NC 28730 
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From: Kristen Knoblock
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Wednesday, February 27, 2019 7:41:15 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Kristen Knoblock 
17 St Croix Pl
Greensboro, NC 27410 
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From: Eugenie Royce
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Thursday, February 28, 2019 10:15:07 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Eugenie Royce 
21 Lee Ave
Asheville, NC 28804 
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From: Dave Brown
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, March 4, 2019 6:05:52 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Dave Brown 
2713 Royal Forrest Dr
Raleigh, NC 27614 
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From: Rayonette Davis
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, March 4, 2019 8:49:24 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Rayonette Davis 
137 Pearson Ln
Black Mountain, NC 28711 
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From: Ruth Daniel
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, March 4, 2019 11:29:49 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Ruth Daniel 
12025 Shandon Circle
Charlotte, NC 28226 
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From: Philip Besner
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Tuesday, March 5, 2019 8:24:46 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Philip Besner 
4446 Kellybrook Dr
Concord, NC 28025 
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From: Beth Gallagher
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 10:11:58 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Beth Gallagher 
5515 Seven Gates Dr
Greensboro, NC 27410 
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From: Daniel burBura
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 2:11:19 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

My address is in South Carolina but I live 2 minutes from the state line and work in Pineville.
Charlotte is my birth place. 
The Northolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy to
remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away from
our waterways and out of our groundwater.

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup!

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities.

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Daniel burBura 
585 Star Light Dr
Fort Mill, SC 29715 
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From: Jill King
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 3:59:27 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Jill King 
156 Old Watkins Rd
Henderson, NC 27537 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Debra Jones
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Thursday, March 7, 2019 12:24:07 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Debra Jones 
12 Becky Ln
Fairview, NC 28730 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Michelle Torres
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Thursday, March 7, 2019 9:57:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Michelle Torres 
5334 Heather St
Hope Mills, NC 28348 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
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From: Nicole Schoepflin
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 7:57:34 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Nicole Schoepflin 
4170 Sheridan Dr
Charlotte, NC 28205 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Rachel Parnell
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 9:50:03 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Rachel Parnell 
1761 12th St NE
Hickory, NC 28601 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Valeria Truitt
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 11:38:51 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Valeria Truitt 
2407 Brices Creek Rd
New Bern, NC 28562 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
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From: Eura tunstall
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 12:38:42 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Eura tunstall 
11725 Ranburne Rd
Mint Hill, NC 28227 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
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From: Lev Opheim
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 1:57:06 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Lev Opheim 
319 South Fifth Avenue
Wilmington, NC 28401 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
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From: Thorpe, Megan S
To: belewscomments
Subject: FW: CAS-22773-B5Y1S8 : Judith A. Hogan - Coal Ash Opinion CRM:0216623
Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 2:38:30 PM
Attachments: CAS-22773 Judtih A. Hogan - Coal Ash Opinion.pdf

 
 

From: Chatham, James 
Sent: Friday, March 8, 2019 12:17 PM
To: Thorpe, Megan S <megan.thorpe@ncdenr.gov>
Cc: contactgov <contactgov@nc.gov>; Chatham, James <james.chatham@nc.gov>
Subject: CAS-22773-B5Y1S8 : Judith A. Hogan - Coal Ash Opinion CRM:0216623
 
Attached is an electronic version of correspondence that has been received by the Governor’s
Office. Please respond to the constituent, noting a referral from the Office of Governor Roy
Cooper, by 3/29/2019 3:49 PM . Upon doing so, email a scanned copy of the reply to
contactgov@nc.gov. The constituent case number should be listed in the subject field of your
email.
 
Case Number: CAS-22773-B5Y1S8 
Subject: Judith A. Hogan - Coal Ash Opinion 
Description of Case: Original copy given to Eliza Edwards in policy section, per Sheryl
Waters. 

Per Jeremy Tarr, forwarding to DEQ.  
Organization Name: 
Constituent Name: Judith A. Hogan 
NCDOL# (if applicable):  
 
Mailing Address:
County:
 
Physical Address:
County:
 
Home:
Mobile:
Office:
 
E-Mail:
 
Resolve By Date: 3/29/2019 3:49 PM 
 
If you have any questions, please contact the Office of Public Engagement at 919-814-2050.
 

Email correspondence to and from this address may be subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third
parties by an authorized state official.

mailto:megan.thorpe@ncdenr.gov
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
mailto:contactgov@nc.gov















From: Frances Willis
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 7:23:22 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Frances Willis 
1420 Unity St
Thomasville, NC 27360 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Frances Willis
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 7:24:22 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Frances Willis 
1420 Unity St
Thomasville, NC 27360 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
mailto:report.spam@nc.gov


From: Jacqueline Brown
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Saturday, March 9, 2019 12:20:03 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Jacqueline Brown 
5313 Country Ct
Raleigh, NC 27609 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
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From: Ramsey Arram
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Saturday, March 9, 2019 6:11:12 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Ramsey Arram 
5147 Winster Dr
Winston Salem, NC 27106 

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=798acd0a8d9347858e0c3a14b7d50c8a-belewscomme
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From: Dea Smith
To: belewscomments
Subject: [External] Demand Coal Ash Cleanup
Date: Monday, March 11, 2019 12:01:56 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an
attachment to report.spam@nc.gov

Dear Coal Ash Comment Administrator North Carolina DEQ: Belews,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) should require Duke Energy
to remove its coal ash from its leaking, unlined pits and move it to dry lined storage away
from our waterways and out of our groundwater. 

Duke Energy plans to leave its coal ash sitting in the groundwater at six sites in North
Carolina, where it will keep polluting our groundwater, lakes, and rivers. Recent monitoring
shows Duke Energy is polluting the groundwater at its coal ash ponds in North Carolina with
toxic and radioactive materials. We need cleanup—not coverup! 

The communities around the coal ash ponds have come out time after time over the last
several years, making clear that we’re concerned about pollution from Duke Energy’s coal ash
and want Duke Energy to get its coal ash out of its unlined, leaking pits. It is long past time for
DEQ and Duke Energy to listen to the communities. 

Duke Energy is already required to remove its coal ash at eight other sites in North Carolina
and all of its sites in South Carolina—our families and our community deserve the same
protections.

Regards, 
Dea Smith 
274 Tiki Dr
Clover, SC 29710 
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