


NOTE 
 
Subject: EPA Comments on Dynegy Midwest Generation Inc. – Baldwin Power Station, 

Baldwin, IL  
Round 10 Draft Assessment Report 

 
To:  File 
 
Date:  May 25, 2012 
 

 
1. Please make a global change of "inspection" to "assessment" in relation to the contractor's 

activities. 
2. Please include copies of stability analyses reports.  
3. Appendix A, Limitations, is written for "Alliant" and "Wisconsin" not "Dynegy" and 

"Illinois" Please correct. 
4. It appears from the subsection in section 1.2, that the only units that have instrumentation 

are SFAP and SP, if this is correct, please add a statement in the descriptions for the other 
units that no instrumentation exists at those units.  

5. In the last sentence of section 2.1.10, remove the first "no"  
6. Please correct the grammar in the first sentence of section 2.1.13: "The crest of the 

Secondary Dike generally had an access road that was generally grassy be appeared to 
have been graveled in the past."  

7. Please include the recommendation for development of an Emergency Action Plan in 
section 3 of the report.  

8. It is requested that either in Appendix C- the checklist, or in section 1.2 there be a 
specific statement made to address the following question: “Is any part of the 
impoundment built over wet ash, slag, or other unsuitable materials (like TVA)?”  Please 
correct for each impoundment. 

 
 

 



Comments on Draft Report 
Dynegy Midwest Generation  – Baldwin Energy Complex 
By Paul Mauer, Jr., P.E. 
Senior Engineer 
Illinois Dam Safety Program 
 
 
In general, it is important that the report correctly reflect the regulation of structures in Illinois.  All man-
made structures intended to impound or divert water, or other fluids, are regulated by the Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources’ Dam Safety Program.  All the structures covered in the report are 
subject to those regulations.  The NPDES permit program in Illinois is administered by the Illinois 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
Executive Summary 
 
Assessments 
 
PFAP –  

5.   The structure has sufficient freeboard to store the PMP event without discharge.  Hydraulic /   
hydrologic analysis is not justified.  

 
6.  Storm loading events are short term conditions that seldom change the stability profile of an 
engineered embankment.  Without specific concerns regarding short term stability, storm 
condition analysis is not justified. 
 
7.  It is not documented that no stability analysis was performed for the design of the 
Intermediate Embankment.  That it is currently not available from the owner does not effect the 
condition of the PFAP. 

 
Based upon items 3 and 4, I concur with the condition assessment of Poor. 
 
SFAP- 
 

3.  The slide described is a typical surface failure in fine grained soil.  This event is not a threat to 
the dam if it is repaired quickly.  The report indicates this was the case.  As such, it is an 
observation of a typical maintenance item. 
 

Based upon the observations the condition of the SFAP should be Fair.  The analyses recommended in 4 
and 5 should be completed as secondary studies. 
 
Secondary Pond –  
 

1 & 2.  The referenced studies are not available, if completed for design.   The structure shows 
no signs of hydraulic or stability deficiencies.  The evidence of potential seepage issues is related 
to the SFAP, but seepage analysis is not indicated for that structure.  The lack of seepage 
evidence at the complex indicates the original design and construction properly addressed 
seepage.  Lacking historic or visual evidence of need for these analyses, they are secondary 
studies at best.   



 
Based upon the observations the condition of the Secondary Pond should be Satisfactory. 
 
Intermediate Pond –  
 

3. & 6.  The inspection report indicates the concrete is “along the overflow spillway”.  The 
overflow spillway is located over the rockfill section of the spillway.  Placement of the concrete 
appears to bring into question either the gradation of the original rockfill or of the roadway 
gravel layer placed over the rockfill, relative to surface flow.  In either case, it does not indicate 
an erosion issue at the surface of the fine material in the embankment and the gravel layer 
placed between it and the rockfill.  The inspection documentation does not raise the issue of 
erosion at that level.  The observation is indicative of the misunderstanding of maintenance 
personnel regarding the effective use of grout.  The inspectation observation does indicate that 
the rockfill has trapped fine CCW to the point that the lowest portion no longer is open to flow.  
This does not appear to be the case for the Final Pond spillway section. 
 
4.  The inspection report and the interviews appear to raise only the cement grout as evidence 
of insufficient spillway capacity.  There is no indication of an issue in the structure immediately 
downstream, which has the same design capacity.  While additional investigation is appropriate, 
there is nothing which suggests that additional hydraulic/hydrologic analysis is critical. 
 
5.  This office has not been provided a copy of the URS analysis, thus I cannot comment on the 
apparent use of improper or inconsistent values.  GZA’s general comment is based, in part, or a 
concern over the lack of consideration for a storm event loading analysis of embankment 
stability.  The Illinois Dam Safety Office does not agree with this concern.  Typical upstream 
depth variation for the condition noted does not result in a significant change in load.  The 
duration of the referenced event is insufficient to materially change the phreatic surface in fine 
grained soils that are the norm in Illinois.  The comment may have some applicability to the 
rockfill spillways in the Intermediate and Final ponds, however the primary question would be 
the potential for internal erosion by the design flow through the rock fill, not the potential for a 
slope failure.  For the embankments composed of fine grain soil materials, the analyses appear 
to be sufficient.   
 
With regard to seismic capacity, the failure to demonstrate a F.S. of 1.0 for the 2% chance in 50 
years event is typical in the southern half of Illinois.  Because the pseudo-static analysis is not 
typical of the expected failure mechanism, a result less than 1.0 simply indicates an incomplete 
analysis of seismic capacity.  The analysis is completed by a determination of the vertical 
deformation during the design seismic event.  With the exception of SFAP, there is sufficient 
freeboard on the embankments to meet the seismic performance requirements. 
 

Based upon the observations, the condition of the Intermediate Pond should be Fair.  The additional 
Hydraulic/Hydrologic analysis is a secondary study. 
 
Final Pond –  
 

4. & 5.  Comments are the same as in Intermediate Pond above. 
 



Based upon the observations, the condition of the Final Pond should be Fair.  The additional 
Hydraulic/Hydrologic analysis is a secondary study. 
 
3.3 Recurrent Operation & Maintenance Recommendations 
 

1.  Increased mowing of the grasses on the embankments to facilitate inspections and reduce the 
risk of burrowing animals. 

 
The inspection reports and photos show a vigorous stand of grass.  This office would be overjoyed to 
have this vegetative cover at every dam in the state.  It appears unfortunate that the inspectors and 
the owner did not schedule the inspection for a time when the embankments were recently mowed.  
Given the time required, it may have been virtually impossible to facilitate a concurrent inspection 
under that condition.  With regard to animal activity, the purpose of dense vegetative cover is to 
protect the embankment from erosion, both by rainfall and overtopping by storms that exceed 
design.  There are other ways to control animal activity.  Increased mowing is not called for at these 
structures.  The owner should be urged to provide this vegetative in areas now covered with trees, 
brush and weeds. 

 
 
  
































