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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
1.1 Introduction  

AMEC was contracted by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), via 
contract BPA EP09W001702, to perform site assessments of selected coal combustion 
byproducts surface impoundments.  As part of this contract with EPA, AMEC was assigned to 
perform a site assessment of Georgia Power Company’s Plant Scherer, which is located 
approximately 2.5 miles south of Juliette and 6 miles east of Forsyth, Georgia as shown on 
Figure 1, the Project Location Map.   

A site visit to Plant Scherer was made by AMEC on 12 May 2010.  The purpose of the visit was 
to perform visual observations, to inventory coal combustion waste (CCW) surface 
impoundments, assess the containment dikes, and to collect relevant historical impoundment 
documentation.   

AMEC engineers, Douglas Tate, P.E. and James Black, P.E. were accompanied during the site 
visit by the following individuals:   

Table 1. Site Visit Attendees 

Company or Organization Name and Title 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Jim Kohler, P.E., Office of Solid Waste and 
Emergency Response 

Georgia Power Company Daniel Morton, Plant Manager 

Georgia Power Company 
Sandra Bain, Plant Compliance and Support  
Manager 

Georgia Power Company John Horishny, Plant Team Leader-Compliance 

Georgia Power Company Tanya Blalock, Environmental Affairs Manager 

Southern Company 
Larry Wills, P.E., Principal Engineer, Dam 
Safety  Hydro Services 

Southern Company 
Hugh Armitage, P.E., Senior Engineer, Hydro 
Services 

Southern Company 
Gary McWhorter, P.E., Earth Science and 
Environmental Engineering 

Troutman Sanders Hollister Hill, Attorney 

 

1.2 Project Background 

CCW results from the power production processes at coal fired power plants like Georgia 
Power’s Plant Scherer.  Impoundments (dams) are designed and constructed to provide storage 
and disposal for the CCW that are produced.  Georgia Power refers to the CCW impoundment 
at the Plant Scherer facility as the “Ash Pond.”  The Scherer Ash Pond discharges to a pond 
defined as the “Settling Pond” on NDPES Permit documents, however, this pond is also referred 
to as the “Retention Pond” on Georgia Power facility safety review reports and the “Recycle 
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Pond” by plant personnel.  This pond, to be referred to as the “Settling Pond” in this report, is 
located southwest of the Ash Pond and west of the plant facility.  The original assessment 
scope for Plant Scherer included the Ash Pond alone.  While conducting the site visit, Jim 
Kohler (EPA) requested that the Settling Pond also be assessed by AMEC engineers.  

The National Inventory of Dams (NID), administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), provides a list of many dams within the United States, as well as hazard potentials 
related to the listed dams.  The Plant Scherer Ash Pond is not listed in the database.  The 
Settling Pond is listed in the database as “Plant Scherer Retention Pond.”  The listing notes the 
Settling Pond is not a state regulated dam.   

The Safe Dams Program is the body within the Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Protection Division (EPD) that defines the term dam, as well as regulates dam 
design, construction, and repair.  The Safe Dams Program also evaluates dams to assign a 
dam category classification to each structure.  Each dam within the state that is over 25 feet in 
height or has at least 100 acre-feet of storage capacity is assigned either a Category I or 
Category II classification upon review.  The Category I classification is assigned to structures 
“where improper operation or dam failure would result in probable loss of human life.  Situations 
constituting probable loss of life are those situations involving frequently occupied structures or 
facilities, including, but not limited to, residences, commercial and manufacturing facilities, 
schools, and churches.”  A Category II classification indicates that “improper operation or dam 
failure would not expect to result in probable loss of human life.”  These definitions are from the 
Georgia EPD Chapter 391-3-8 Rules for Dam Safety, Section 391-3-8.02(d) and (e).  According 
to the Safe Dam Rules, Category I dams are permitted and monitored periodically, while 
Category II dams are not permitted, but are re-inventoried once every five (5) years.  The re-
inventory procedure is conducted to determine if adjacent or downstream development has 
changed or has been proposed to change in a manner that would necessitate a reclassification 
to a Category I dam.  

Although GA EPD has not classified the Ash Pond, it is listed as “To Be Studied” by the agency.  
The Settling Pond was classified as a Category II dam and assigned identification number 102-
033-4237 in July of 1985. 

As part of the observations and evaluations performed at Plant Scherer, AMEC completed 
EPA’s checklist and forms, titled “Coal Combustion Dam Inspection Checklist Form” and the 
“Coal Combustion Waste (CCW) Impoundment Inspection,” which are provided in Appendix A.  
The Impoundment Inspection Forms include a section that assigns a “Hazard Potential” that is 
used to indicate what would occur following failure of an impoundment.  “Hazard Potential” 
choices include “Less than Low,” “Low,” “Significant,” and “High.”  Based on the site visit 
evaluation of the impoundments, AMEC engineers assigned a “Significant Hazard Potential” 
classification to the Ash Pond, while the Settling Pond was assigned a “Low Hazard Potential” 
classification.  As defined on the Inspection Form, dams assigned a “Significant Hazard 
Potential” classification are those dams where failure or misoperation results in no probable loss 
of human life but can cause economic loss, environmental damage, disruption of lifeline 
facilities, or can impact other concerns.  Significant Hazard Potential classification dams are 
often located in predominantly rural or agricultural areas but could be located in areas with 
population and significant infrastructure.  “Low Hazard Potential” classification definition is 
reserved for dams where failure or misoperation results in no probable loss of human life and 
low economic and/or environmental losses.  Losses are principally limited to the owner’s 
property. 
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For purposes of this report and throughout this document, areas of the dam, abutments, and 
river banks will be referred to as being “left” or “right”, with the point of reference being the 
middle of the channel, looking downstream. 

1.2.1 State Issued Permits 

The Georgia Department of Natural Resources has issued Georgia EPD National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NDPES) Permit No. GA0035564 to Georgia Power Company.  
This NPDES Permit authorizes the Georgia Power Company to discharge from Plant Scherer to 
Berry Creek, Lake Juliette (Rum Creek) and the Ocmulgee River (Ocmulgee River Basin).  The 
permit became effective on January 30, 2002 and had an expiration date of November 30, 
2006.  A letter from GA EPD dated November 29, 2006 acknowledges receipt for the plant’s 
application for reissuance of the permit and extends the permit “until such time that it can be 
reissued within the appropriate river basin group.”  The permitted NPDES Final Discharge (01) 
from Plant Scherer flows from the NPDES Collection Basin, located on-site to the Ocmulgee 
River.   

The State of Georgia issues operating permits for those impoundments that are given the 
Category I classification.  There are no Category I CCW impoundments at Plant Scherer, 
therefore the state has not issued CCW impoundment operating permits for this facility.   

1.3 Site Description and Location 

Georgia Power’s Plant Scherer is located on 12,000 acres in Monroe County, approximately 2.5 
miles south of Juliette and 6 miles east of Forsyth, Georgia.  The area surrounding the plant 
boundary is a primarily rural.  Lake Juliette, a 3,600-acre facility, was created when Georgia 
Power dammed Rum Creek.  Lake Juliette (Lake) is located directly adjacent to the facility’s 
south side.  The Settling Pond, a 300-acre, dammed impoundment, whose creation coincided 
with the construction of the Ash Pond, is located above Lake Juliette, on a northwest spur of the 
Lake, and is located to the west of the plant.  The Ash Pond, a 550-acre facility, is located 
above and to the north of the Settling Pond.  (Note: A plant brochure provided at the site gives 
the size of the Ash Pond as 750 acres).  The average pool elevations of the Lake, Settling Pond 
and Ash Pond are reported to be about 435, 469 and 495 feet, respectively.  The smallest 
distance between the Ash Pond and the Lake is approximately three-quarters of a mile.  The 
Ocmulgee River, which flows south, is located to the east of the Plant and Lake.  Water is 
occasionally drawn from the Ocmulgee River to replenish the Lake.  The Photo Site Plan, 
included as Figure 2, shows the location of Ash Pond and the Settling Pond, and their proximity 
to Lake Juliette and the Ocmulgee River.   

An aerial photograph of the region indicating the location of Plant Scherer’s ash and settling 
ponds in relation to schools, hospitals, and other critical infrastructure located within 
approximately 5 miles down gradient of the structures is included as Figure 3, the Critical 
Infrastructure Map.  A table that provides names and coordinate data for the infrastructure is 
included on the map.   

1.4 Process Ponds  

1.4.1 Ash Handling and Flow Summary   

Plant Scherer utilizes coal in the production of electricity.  In this process, two types of CCW  
ash are generated: bottom ash and fly ash.  Bottom ash, the heavier and coarser of the two, is 
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wet sluiced into the Ash Pond and spread with a bulldozer, where it remains.  Fly ash either is 
sent to the ash pond as wet slurry or is marketed off-site.  Decant water from the Ash Pond 
flows by gravity to the Settling Pond through a controlled discharge spillway.  According to the 
NDPES Process Flow Diagram, included in documentation provided by Georgia Power (SCH-
API 030), decant water from the Settling Pond is recycled back to the facility’s ash system for 
reuse in CCW sluicing operations.  The Settling Pond is equipped with an emergency discharge 
into the Service Water Pond (Lake Juliette).  The Service Water Pond provides water for use in 
many of the processes at the Plant Scherer Facility and can draw from and discharge to the 
Ocmulgee River.   

The ash handling summary detailed above was provided to AMEC by Southern Company 
engineers responsible for design and evaluation of the Plant Scherer facility operational 
processes.  Southern Company is the parent company of Georgia Power.  Design, 
communication, inspection, and regulatory documents provided to AMEC by Southern Company 
and Georgia Power indicate the following background for the Ash Pond and the Settling Pond at 
Plant Scherer.   

1.4.2 Ash Pond 

The following information was summarized from documentation provided to AMEC by Georgia 
Power and Southern Company.  The Ash Pond at Plant Scherer contains fly ash, bottom ash, 
boiler slag, pyrites, and low volume waste as defined under 40 CFR 423.11  The pond was 
designed internally by Southern Company professional engineers.  Construction supervision 
was provided by a professional engineer, as is the inspection and monitoring of the safety of the 
waste management units.  Review of all inspection documents is performed by professional 
engineers, each with over 20 years of experience working with dam structures.   

The Ash Pond at Plant Scherer was commissioned in 1980 with a total storage capacity of 
25,740,029 cubic yards (CY), a corresponding surface area of 552.5 acres, and a maximum 
embankment height of 100 feet.  The pond currently receives sluiced bottom and fly ash, runoff 
from the coal pile runoff pond, and wastewater basin discharge.  The volume of stored material, 
measured in December 2008, was 11,086,395 CY.   

A plan view and the typical (maximum) embankment cross section of the Ash Pond are 
illustrated on Figures 4 and 5, respectively.  More comprehensive information for the Ash Pond 
is provided in Section 2, Field Assessment.   

1.4.3 Settling Pond 

The Settling Pond was created following the installation of a dam across an irregularly branched 
section of Lake Juliette.  Based on provided Settling Pond information, the pond was 
commissioned in 1980 with a corresponding surface area of 300 acres and a maximum dam 
height of 82 feet.  Aerial photo information indicated the length of the dam is approximately 
2,300 feet.  Figures 6 and 7 illustrate a plan view of the discharge structure region (southern 
end) and the typical (maximum) cross section, respectively, for the Settling Pond. 

1.4.4 Other Site Impoundments 

In addition to the Ash Pond and the Settling Pond, AMEC observed and/or was made aware of 
other impoundments at Plant Scherer.  The NPDES Process Flow Diagram shows other 
impoundments at the facility, including a Coal Pile Runoff Basin, an NPDES Collection Basin, 
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and a Detention Pond (also known as the “I” Pond).  These basins control storm water runoff in 
the coal pile area, receive bleed-off water from pressure regulating valves, and cooling tower 
blow-down, fire training area runoff and provide emergency storage for overflow from the 
NPDES Collection Basin, respectively.  These impoundments store water, sometimes 
intermittently, and do not contain CCW.  Therefore, these impoundments were not assessed as 
part of this project.  No other impoundments at Plant Scherer contain CCW or runoff from CCW 
containing impoundments.   

1.5 Previously Identified Safety Issues 

Discussions with plant personnel indicated that there are no current safety issues or previously 
identified safety issues from the previous 5 years of operation.  Georgia Power provided copies 
of 14 Dam Safety Surveillance Quarterly Reports that cover the time period beginning with the 
first quarter of 2005 and ending with the fourth quarter of 2009 (five years).  However, six 
quarterly reports of the five year data review period were not included in the documentation 
provided to AMEC.  During the site visit, Georgia Power personnel explained to AMEC that 
those six quarterly written reports do not exist.  Review of the available Dam Safety Surveillance 
Quarterly Reports indicated no instance of documented safety issues.   

1.6 Site Geology 

No specific site geology descriptive information was provided, however, review of the 1976 
boring logs for area along the embankment alignment indicate the bedrock consisted of biotite 
gneiss, hornblende gneiss, and a few bands of very hard dark green amphibolites.  Based upon 
a review of the soil test borings drilled in 1974, the foundation soil is primarily composed of 
residual micaceous silt with variable amounts of sand and/or clay.  The residuum varies in 
consistency from loose to very hard, and generally increase in consistency with depth, gradually 
hardening to saprolite (soil that appears to be bedrock) and to bedrock.  Most usually, there is 
not a distinct transition from soil to bedrock. These soil types are consistent with Piedmont soils. 

1.7 Inventory of Provided Materials 

Southern Company and Georgia Power provided AMEC with numerous documents pertaining to 
the design and operation of Plant Scherer.  These documents were used in the preparation of 
this report and are listed in Appendix E, Inventory of Provided Materials.   
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2.0 FIELD ASSESSMENT  

2.1 Visual Observations  

AMEC performed visual assessments of Plant Scherer’s Ash Pond and Settling Pond 
(Settlement-Recycle Pond) on 12 May 2010.  Assessment of the ash and settling ponds was 
completed in general accordance with FEMA’s Federal Guidelines for Dam Safety, Hazard 
Potential Classification System for Dams, April 2004.  The EPA coal combustion dam inspection 
checklist and CCW impoundment inspection form were completed for each ash pond during the 
site visit.  These completed forms were provided to the EPA via email five business days 
following the site visit.  (Refer to Appendix A for copies of the completed checklist forms.)  
Additionally, photographs were taken of each impoundment during the site visit.  The photo log, 
descriptions, and photo location site maps for each pond can be found in Appendix B.  Rainfall 
data for Central Georgia indicates 1.36 inches of rain was recorded in the area for the month of 
April.  Rainfall data for the Juliette, Georgia area was collected for the days prior to the site visit.  
A rather sizeable rain of 3.5 inches fell eight days before the visit.  Table 2, summarizes the 
rainfall data for the days immediately preceding AMEC’s site visit. 

Table 2. Plant Scherer Rainfall Data 

Rainfall Prior to Site Visit 

Date Rainfall (in.) 

4 May 2010 3.5 

5 May 2010 0.0 

6 May 2010 0.0 

7 May 2010 0.0 

8 May 2010 0.0 

9 May 2010 0.0 

10 May 2010 0.0 

11 May 2010 0.02 

Total (8 days prior to visit) 3.52 

Total (41 days prior to visit) 4.88 

 

2.2 Visual Observations - Ash Pond  

The Ash Pond, commissioned in 1980, is used as a CCW disposal facility.  The pond contains 
fly ash, bottom ash, boiler slag, pyrites, and other low volume wastes.   
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2.2.1 Ash Pond - Embankments and Crest 

The Ash Pond has a cross-valley configuration with dike embankments along the north, east 
and south sides of the impoundment.  According to design drawings, the embankment is a 
maximum of about 100 feet high and the pool area is 552.5 acres.  The maximum section of the 
embankment is located on the east dike at Station 46+00.  A bolster area and later an extension 
were constructed at Station 21+50 due to a wet area (seepage) and high pore water pressures 
measured in the piezometers.  At the time of the site visit there was approximately 10 feet of 
freeboard within the pond.  In general, the upstream face of the embankment was covered with 
concrete filled Fabri-form® erosion protection blanket (Appendix B, photos AP-5, AP-7 and AP-
50).  The crests were surfaced with gravel (roads) and the downstream embankments were 
covered with grass (photos AP-4, AP-5, AP-8, AP-12 and others).  Settlement monuments were 
located on the crest (photos AP-2, AP-4, AP-5 and AP-8).  Piezometers (PZ’s) were located 
along the crest of the dam and near the toe of the downstream slopes (photos AP-4 and AP-9).   

No pronounced surface depressions or other deficiencies were noted on the upstream slope or 
crest of the Ash Pond.  At the end of the north dike, a stockpile of emergency supplies was 
stored (photo AP-14).  On the north dike of the embankment, a wet area was observed beyond 
the downstream slope from PZ’s AP-6 and AP-7 (photo AP-15).  A concrete ditch was observed 
at the toe of the downstream slope of the north dike.  A broken area of concrete was observed 
in this ditch (photo AP-16 and AP-17).  The outlet of this concrete ditch directed water away 
from the embankment (photo AP-18).  A wet surface area at the toe extending about 125 feet 
was located beyond the east end of the concrete ditch (photo AP-19).   

Repaired surficial areas were noted on the downstream embankment of the east dike (photos 
AP-20 and AP-24).  A concrete ditch beginning at the intersection of the north and east dike 
extended south along the toe of the downstream slope and directed water away from the 
embankment (photos AP-21 and AP-22).  An emergency stockpile of crushed stone and sand 
was located near this outlet (photo AP-23).  The lower bench at the east dike extends the 
downstream embankment.  A gravel access road crosses a middle bench in this area.  A 
concrete ditch on the upstream side of this road is higher at the middle and directs water to 
each end (photo AP-24 and AP-25).  The concrete ditch is piped beneath the road on both ends 
and extends down along the groin to the east (photo AP-26 and AP-34).  On the south side of 
this groin ditch, water was observed entering and exiting the ditch at a joint (photo AP-27).  Near 
the bottom of the ditch, water is entering from pipes at blanket drain outlets BD-2 and BD-3 
(photos AP-28 and AP-30).  Likewise, on the north groin ditch, water is entering the ditch at an 
upper damaged joint and two lower piped outlets from the blanket drain (photos AP-33 and AP-
32). The two ditches combine at the toe into a concrete channel and outlet including a 4-inch 
diameter pipe and overflow weir (photo AP-31).  A dry blanket drain outlet (BD-1) is located in 
the groin area above the road.  Some minor surface  scour/erosion was noted in this area(photo 
AP-35). 

The south dike of the Ash Pond is directly upstream of the plant.  Runoff pipelines and coal ash 
pipelines enter the pond at the south dike (photos AP-42 thru AP-44).  In addition, much of the 
ash being stored in the pond is in the south end of the impoundment (photos AP-45 and AP-10).  
A road leading from the plant to the Ash Pond bisects the downstream slope of the south dike.  
On the west section of the south dike (photo AP-46), two small 8 by 5 feet seeps are located at 
the toe of the downstream embankment (photo AP-47).  An eroded area was observed in the 
downstream groin at the right abutment (photo AP-48).  Other photos of the west half include 
AP-49 and AP-50.  A surface slough repair is located on the downstream slope on the east half 
of the south dike (photos AP-51 and AP-52).  The slough, which is about 3 feet deep by 100 feet 
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long and extends about 20 feet up from the toe, developed recently.  Georgia Power has started 
repairs, covered the area for protection, and is waiting for good weather conditions to allow final 
grading, seeding, and mulching.   

2.2.2 Ash Pond - Outlet Control Structure 

The outlet structure is located on the southwest corner of the Ash Pond.  The outlet structure 
consists of a skimmer that regulates flow to a decant basin with a 72-inch diameter pipe.  The 
decant basin is equipped with sulfuric acid treatment to the outflow.  The decant is a “morning 
glory,” drop inlet that extends down and then southwest under a road and embankment for 
approximately 285 feet to discharge to a concrete ditch located south of the emergency 
spillway.  The concrete ditch discharges to the Settling Pond.  The water entering the Settling 
Pond was observed to be clear.  (photos AP-36, AP-37, AP-40 and AP-41)   

The open channel emergency spillway is located adjacent and west of the outlet structure.  
Plans indicate the concrete control structure at the head of the spillway is elevation 498.5 feet 
and appears to be in good condition.  The bottom of the spillway channel is 120 feet wide and 
the grass slopes were in good condition.  The emergency spillway discharges to the settling 
pond. See photos AP-38, AP-39 and AP-41.   

2.3 Visual Observations - Settling Pond 

The commissioned date of the Settling (or Retention) Pond was not provided, but assumed to 
be around the same time (1980) as the ash pond.  The primary purpose of the pond is a storage 
facility for recycling water to the plant. 

2.3.1 Settling Pond - Embankments and Crest 

The Settling Pond has a cross-valley configuration with a dam and an associated Saddle Dike to 
the northeast.  Drawings indicate the dam has a maximum embankment height of approximately 
82 feet high.  (The maximum height of the Saddle Dike is about 12 feet.)  The pool area is 300 
acres and freeboard at the time of the site visit was approximately 12 feet.  In general, the 
upstream embankment of the Settling Pond and Saddle Dike is covered to the crest with 
concrete filled Fabri-form® erosion protection blanket (photos SP-2 and SP-9).  The crests were 
surfaced with gravel (roads).  The entire saddle dike downstream embankment and the dam 
downstream embankment above plan elevation 450 feet was covered with grass. Below 
elevation 450 feet, the dam embankment is armored with concrete filled Fabri-form® erosion 
protection blanket (See photos SP-1 thru SP-11).  The plans indicate the downstream 
embankment has a 3 feet wide interior chimney drain connected to a 4 feet thick coarse and fine 
filter toe drain.  An animal burrow was observed on the downstream slope above the end of the 
rip-rap on the left abutment side (photo SP-8) of the dam.  Georgia Power reported loss of 
embankment material at the toe of the right downstream abutment.  The Fabri-form® was not 
extended to the groin area.  Georgia Power has placed rip-rap at the toe of the slope and is 
monitoring conditions (photo SP-4).  Except for the above conditions, the Settling Pond dam and 
Saddle Dike were in good condition.   
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2.3.2 Settling Pond - Outlet Control Structure 

The emergency spillway for the Settling Pond is located northwest of the dam and was 
constructed by cutting through original ground.  Plans indicate the invert of the concrete control 
structure is elevation 473 feet.  The bottom of the open channel spillway is 120 feet wide and 
positioned to flow away to the west of the Settling Pond.   

2.4 Monitoring Instrumentation 

Historically, impoundment monitoring equipment has been used and expanded at the Plant 
Scherer facility.  Plans indicate 22 piezometers installed at the ash pond with most installed in 
the bolster area at Station 21+50 on the south dike and others located in the maximum 
embankment section area at Station 46+00 on the east dike and at the toe area of the north 
dike at Station 75+40.  Inspection reports note that PZ-APA4 was damaged first quarter 2009 
and is abandoned.  The reports also indicate PZ-AP12 located at the toe of the bolster area is 
no longer read.  PZ’s APA12R and APA12A were added at an unknown time and are located on 
the crest in the bolster area.  During the field visit, wet conditions were noted in areas where 
PZ’s were located at the toe.  Gravel had been placed in some of the areas surrounding the 
PZ’s at the toe due to wet and/or soft conditions.  In addition, two weir and three blanket drain 
flows are monitored on the Ash Pond.  Four piezometers are installed at the Settling Pond on 
the maximum embankment area at the approximate center of the dam.  The settling pond dam 
contains two weirs as well.  Piezometer installation and drainage weir locations for the Ash 
Pond and Settling Pond are shown on Figures 8 and 9, and 10, respectively.  Typical well 
construction consisted of a 1 1/4-inch diameter PVC pipe, 5-foot slotted screen, silica sand filter 
pack and a Bentonite seal.  Piezometers and other monitoring elements are read by plant 
personnel on a monthly basis.  Appendices C and D contain corresponding data graphs.   
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3.0 DATA EVALUATION 

3.1 Design Assumptions 

No design assumptions related to the design and analysis of the hydraulic adequacy and 
stability of the Ash Pond and Settling Pond were provided for review.  

3.2 Hydrologic and Hydraulic Design 

3.2.1 Ash Pond  

The Draft Report1 indicated that the typical top of dike elevation is reported to be 505±.  The 
regular discharge structure is a 72-inch diameter reinforced concrete pipe (RCP), with a 
documented invert elevation of 494.5.  These elevations indicate a typical freeboard of 
approximately ten feet.  A reported surface area of 552.5 acres corresponds to the normal 
operating water surface elevation 495. 

Although Georgia Power did not provide AMEC with hydrologic or hydraulic calculations for the 
Ash Pond in the time available to prepare the Draft Report, Southern Company submitted an 
additional study (SCH-API 045), titled “Evaluate Stormwater Capacity of Ash Pond & Settling 
Pond” as part of their comments to the Draft Report on September 21, 2010.  That document is 
supported by Appendix 1 and 2 (SCH-API 043 and 044). 

Document SCH-API 045, submitted for hydrologic and hydraulic analysis, utilized the following 
data to evaluate the Ash Pond relative to safely storing or passing the rainfall due to the design 
storm event:   

 Ash Pond Drainage Area = 1.45 square miles 

 Ash Pond Drainage Slope = 61.9 feet per mile 

 Design Storm: 100% Probable Maximum Precipitation for site (6-hour PMP for 10 mi2) = 
31 inches 

Based upon the analyses, Georgia power concludes that the Ash Pond is capable of safely 
passing the design storm with a freeboard of 2.7 feet, which they deem adequate. 

3.2.2 Settling Pond 

Georgia Power did not provide AMEC with hydrologic or hydraulic calculations for the Settling 
Pond in the time available to prepare the Draft Report.  However, the Retention (Settling) Pond 
Dam - General Arrangement drawing (SCH-API 036), did include normal high and low Settling 
Pond operating elevations, as well as the peak maximum precipitation (PMP) event pond 
elevation.  Those elevations are 469, 465, and 479 feet, respectively.  There were no 
accompanying documents to indicate what tributary area (Settling Pond alone or in combination 
with the Ash Pond) was used to determine the PMP elevation of 479 feet.  However, Southern 
Company submitted an additional study (SCH-API 045), titled “Evaluate Stormwater Capacity of 

                                                

1
 Draft Report submitted by AMEC to EPA in June 2010. 
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Ash Pond & Settling Pond” as part of their comments to the Draft Report on September 21, 
2010.  That document is supported by Appendix 1 and 2 (SCH-API 043 and 044). 

Document SCH-API 045, submitted for hydrologic and hydraulic analysis, utilized the following 
data to evaluate the Settling Pond relative to safely storing or passing the rainfall due to the 
design storm event:   

 Settling Pond Drainage Area = 1.00 square miles 

 Settling Pond Drainage Slope = 67.1 feet per mile 

 Design Storm: 100% Probable Maximum Precipitation for site (6-hour PMP for 10 mi2) = 
31 inches 

Based upon the analyses, Georgia power concludes that the Settling Pond is capable of safely 
passing the design storm with a freeboard of 4.5 feet, which they deem adequate. 

3.3 Structural Adequacy & Stability 

The Georgia Department of Natural Resources Environmental Protection Division, Chapter 391-
3-8 Rules for Dam Safety outlines dam inventory, classification, inspection, and permitting 
information.  Category II dams in Georgia are inventoried (every five years) and categorized, but 
are specifically excluded from the rules and regulations that pertain to Category I dams, per 
Section 391-3-8-.04.(d).  Although as written, Section 391-3-8-.09 (Standards for the Design 
and Evaluation of Dams) pertains to Category I dams, this section provides guidelines useful for 
sound dam design and evaluation.  Section 391-3-8-.09-(3)-(a) states that, “all dams must be 
stable under all conditions of construction and/or operation of the impoundment.”  Further, 
earthen embankments, when analyzed using the methods, guidelines, and procedures of the 
agencies listed in the regulations to determine safety factors, can be considered to have 
acceptable stability if the analyses yield at least the minimum safety factors shown in Table 3. 

To analyze the structural adequacy and stability of the Ash Ponds at Plant Scherer, AMEC 
reviewed the material provided by Georgia Power with respect to the load cases and factors of 
safety shown in Table 3 to help determine whether the impoundments meet the requirements 
for acceptable stability. 

Table 3. Georgia EPD Minimum Required Dam Safety Factors 

Load Case 
Required Minimum 

Factor of Safety 

End of Construction 1.3 

Steady State Seepage 1.5 

Steady State Seepage with Seismic Loading 1.1 

Downstream Maximum surcharge 1.4 

Rapid Drawdown (Upstream) 1.3 

Submerged Toe with Rapid Drawdown 1.3 
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3.3.1 Ash Pond - Structural Adequacy & Stability 

1976 Foundation Report and Stability Analysis 

Soil strength parameters for the effective angle of friction (φ’) and cohesion (C’) were calculated 
for the Ash Pond foundation in a 1976 report completed by Southern Company (SCH-API 025).  
A P-Q curve was developed using σ’ values based on data collected from borings performed  
along eastern and southeastern embankment locations in 1974 (SCH-API 024).  Values of φ’ 
and C’, calculated for two foundation soils, were reported as 31 degrees (°) and 0 pounds per 
square foot (psf) and 17° and 470 psf.   

Southern Company personnel completed a hand calculated stability analysis (SCH-API 027) in 
late 1976 for a particular failure surface that was similar to failure surfaces they had obtained 
from computer programs.  The analysis noted that the Simplified Bishop Method was utilized to 
simulate conditions set up in the SLOPE program.  The Bishop Method approach resulted in a 
factor of safety equal to 1.36 for the downstream steady state seepage condition.  The report 
does not specify what embankment section was analyzed.   

1986 Stability Analysis 

In 1986, Southern Company performed a stability analysis (SCH-API 026) on the maximum 
cross section of the dam.  A wet area was noted downstream of the maximum section of the 
dam, therefore, Georgia Power requested a summary of the stability analyses of the ash pond 
dam, as well as analyses of the existing pressures and seepage measurements by flow nets. 
The report states “a flow net analysis was performed based on the maximum section of the dam 
and piezometer and weir flow data.”  Existing soils data and flow net analysis results were used 
to update the stability analyses.  Conditions, soil properties, and calculated factors of safety are 
shown in Table 4 for the 1986 Stability Analysis.   

Table 4. Plant Scherer Soil Strength Parameters 

Zone 

Moist Unit 
Weight 

Soil Strength Parameters(1) 

Effective Total 

m (pcf) C` (psf) φ` (°) C (psf) φ (°) 

Embankment Fill AP-AA 120 63 33 700 20 

Embankment Fill AP-BB 113 79 32.5 600 19 

Embankment Fill RP-AA 120 370 32 800 19 

Foundation 108 302 24 500 20 

Consolidated Ash 105 0 20 --- --- 

Sluiced Ash 80 0 10 0 10 

Rock Bolster 110 0 42 0 42 
AP = Ash Pond, RP – Retention Pond, AA & BB = Sections, (pcf) - pounds per cubic foot, (psf) - pounds per square 
foot, (°) – degrees,  (1) – Summarized from SCH-API 040 

 
The 1986 stability analysis further describes the use of piezometer data to describe the free 
surface in the calculation of a flow net the maximum cross section.  The free surface was said to 
“correlate well with the Nelson-Skornayakov, Mkhitarian, and Numerov-Shankin methods of 
phreatic surface definition.”  The surfaces defined were said to include earth dam on an inclined 
base and earth dams with toe filters.   

The 1986 analysis goes on to discuss the case when an embankment is less pervious than the 
surrounding materials, and relates it to Plant Scherer as the center of that embankment contains 
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a zone of compacted clayey material.  The foundation was stated to be, most likely, “more 
pervious than the compacted fill,” and that “internal drains are oversized in anticipation of worst 
case conditions, thereby, suppressing the free surface in the embankment.”   

Measured piezometer pressures in the dam and foundation were said to correlate well with the 
calculated flow net, however the free surface anticipated in the embankment design was higher 
than the measured free surface of the operating structure.  Based on flow net results and a 
measured weir flow of 30 gpm, permeability values determined for the embankment and 
foundation were 1.6 X 10-5 cm/sec and 3.2 x 10-5 cm/sec, respectively.  The report states, 
“…these values appear reasonable and conservative for the materials at Scherer.  The dam is 
performing adequately.” 

Concern was expressed in the report over piezometer levels at the embankment’s downstream 
toe.  Readings of 2 to 3.5 feet above the ground surface implied confined flow, according to the 
analysis authors.  They pointed to a silty soil near the surface that was from 2 to 11.5 feet thick 
as the likely confining material.  Based on this concern, a piping failure analysis was performed 
that assumed a critical gradient of one.  Factor of safety values against piping failure, based on 
the assumed thickness of silty soil, were reported to range from 1.1 to 5.  The authors 
maintained that “a sudden piping failure would not be anticipated,” but did think that sand cones 
that had been observed could be explained by the calculated range of values.  Regular 
inspection of this area was recommended, as well as the possible the use of pervious material 
to raise the wet area if it persisted and caused a maintenance issue.   

March 2010 Dam Deformation Survey Analysis 

Georgia Power Company Land Department conducted a dam deformation survey analysis 
(SCH-API 029) based on precise geodetic survey measurements collected periodically 
beginning in Fall 1991 and continuing through Spring 2010 and rigorous computations to detect 
movement at the site.  The report provides no conclusions or discussion of the findings.  A brief 
review of the results generally show that movement over the 19 year monitoring period at the 24 
monitoring points appears to be within expected tolerance except for one point. Monitoring Point 
AM6, located at approximately Station 50+00 of the Ash Pond, appears to have moved 
downward about 64 mm (~2.5 inches) between 1994 and 2010.  Monitoring Points AM1 through 
AM8 are shown on provided document SCH-API 0006, as well as on Figure 9 of this report.  
AMEC was not able to locate drawings or other information regarding the location of Ash Pond 
Monitoring Points BM5 through BM8 or any of the reported Storage Pond Dike Monitoring 
Points. 

2010 Plant Scherer Ash Pond Stability Analysis 

Southern Company and Georgia Power personnel were preparing a stability analysis for the 
Plant Scherer Ash Pond at the time the Draft Report was being written.  Since this analysis was 
not available for AMEC to review as part of the draft dam safety assessment, comments and 
recommendations provided in Section 4.0 of this report were based solely upon provided 
historic documentation.  The historic data did not provide sufficient information to assess the 
stability of the Plant Scherer Ash Pond.  The Acknowledgement of Management Unit and 
Conditions statement provided in the Draft Report’s Section 4.1 reflected this status.   

Subsequent to AMEC’s submittal of the Draft Report, Georgia Power and Southern Company 
provided “Slope Stability Analyses of Ash Pond and Retention Pond Dikes” dated September 
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10, 2010 as supplemental information.  The slope stability models were run using the following 
assumptions and design criteria: 

 According to the USGS earthquake acceleration probability maps for the vicinity of Plant 
Scherer, a seismic load of 0.08g was used in the analyses 
(http://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/states/georgia/hazards.php). 

 The current required minimum criteria (factors of safety) were taken from the Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources, Environmental Protection, Rules for Dam Safety, Rule 
391-3-8-09, Standards for the Design and Evaluation of Dams, supplemented by the US 
Corps of Engineers Manual EM 1110-2-1902, October 2003. 

 The soil properties of unit weight, phi angle, and cohesion were obtained from triaxial 
shear testing performed on UD samples of the dike fill material obtained during drilling in 
July 2010, and from data analyses on the Strength Properties of Foundation dated 
November 2 1976 and parameters used during the stability analysis indicated on Plant 
Scherer Ash Pond Dam Stability Analysis dated May 30, 1986. The triaxial shear testing 
was performed according to ASTM D 4767. 

 Properties for ash were based on laboratory testing performed on undisturbed and 
remolded samples of ash from various plants and on previous project experience.  

 The data obtained from piezometers BB and DD was used to provide phreatic data for the 
slope stability analysis for the separation dike. 

The stability of the Ash Pond dike and the Retention (Settling) Pond dikes were evaluated under 
the following Load Cases: 

 Downstream Steady State 

 Downstream Steady State with Seismic Loading 

 Downstream Steady State with Full Ash Loading (for Ash Pond only) 

 Downstream Maximum Surcharge Pool 

 Upstream Rapid Drawdown (Not applicable for the south Ash Pond dike section B-B with 
a full ash load) 

Based upon the assumptions and design criteria, the results of the analyses in the report for the 
Ash Pond are shown in Table 5. 

http://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/states/georgia/hazards.php
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Table 5. Ash Pond Slope Stability Results 

1 Georgia Rules for Dam Safety, Rule 391-3-8-09  
2 Use slip surface optimization in stability analyzes. 
 

The Southern Company report concludes that, for the Ash Pond, the analyses show that in all 
load cases, the dikes are stable.  Safety factors for all cases were acceptable and exceeded the 
minimum safety factors required. 

3.3.2 Settling Pond - Structural Adequacy & Stability 

The Settling Pond was added to the site assessment by the EPA representative during the May 
2010 site visit, and was not part of the original site assessment scope.  Georgia Power did not 
provide data relating to the structural stability of the Settling Pond’s main or saddle dam prior to 
submittal of the Draft Report.   

However, as noted above, Georgia Power and Southern Company provided “Slope Stability 
Analyses of Ash Pond and Retention Pond Dikes” dated September 10, 2010 as supplemental 
information.  Based upon the assumptions, design criteria, and load cases noted above for the 
Ash Pond, the results of the analyses in the report for the Settling Pond are shown in Table 6. 

Table 6. Retention Pond Slope Stability Results  

1 Georgia Rules for Dam Safety, Rule 391-3-8-09  
2 Use slip surface optimization in stability analyzes. 
 

The Southern Company report concludes that, for the Retention (Settling) Pond, the analyses 
show that in all load cases, the dike is stable.  Safety factors for all cases were acceptable and 
exceeded the minimum safety factors required. 

Location Failure Conditions 
Computed 
Factor of 
Safety

2
 

Required 
Minimum 
Factor of 
Safety

1
 

US Corps of 
Engineers 

Manual 

Ash Pond 
A-A 

Downstream Steady State 1.6 1.5 1.5 

Downstream Seismic 1.2 1.1 -- 

Downstream Maximum Surcharge 
Pool 

1.6 -- 1.4 

Downstream Steady State with Full 
Ash Loading 

1.6 1.5 1.5 

Upstream Rapid Drawdown 2.0 1.3 1.3 

Ash Pond 
B-B 

Downstream Steady State 2.3 1.5 1.5 

Downstream Seismic 1.8 1.1 -- 

Location Failure Conditions 
Computed 
Factor of 
Safety

2
 

Required 
Minimum 
Factor of 
Safety

1
 

US Corps of 
Engineers 

Manual 

Retention Pond 
A-A 

Downstream Steady State 1.6 1.5 1.5 

Downstream Seismic 1.2 1.1 -- 

Downstream Maximum Surcharge 
Pool (Settling Pond) 

1.6 -- 1.4 

Upstream Rapid Drawdown (Settling 
Pond) 

2.3 1.3 1.3 
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3.4 Foundation Conditions 

Boring logs from 1974 (SCH-API 024) and were included in the documentation provided to 
AMEC.  Several borings were completed in the southeastern and eastern areas of the proposed 
dam location. Boring locations were placed and numbered, initially, in the crest of the proposed 
southern embankment area, then added toward the northeast, along the crest.   

Upper areas of the borings located along the southeastern section consisted of layers of very 
stiff red, brown, medium to fine sandy silty clay, to stiff, red, brown, micaceous, slightly clayey 
fine sandy silt to stiff, yellow, brown, sandy, micaceous, medium to fine sandy silt with lenses of 
white coarse to fine very sandy silt just above the refusal layer.  As the boring locations moved 
toward the northeast, similar materials were seen above refusal, but a partially weathered rock 
sampled as very dense green and white silty medium to fine sand with weathered rock 
fragments was evident prior to refusal.  Corings were extended at three of the first four boring 
locations.  Coring materials collected below refusal included hard to very hard, tan, green, and 
gray Biotite Gneiss and Hornblende Gneiss, and a few bands of very hard dark green 
Amphibolites.  At what is now the Bolster Area near Station 21+50, a 15 to 50 foot layer of white 
micaceous silty medium to fine sand was evident just above bore termination.   

The crest boring that was located at the maximum cross section of the dam, approximately 
Station 46+00, was extended 40 feet into the ground.  The sample was primarily comprised of 
very silty medium to fine sand, with the final six feet being comprised of partially weathered rock 
sampled as very dense black tan and whit silty coarse to fine sand with weathered rock 
fragments.  Samples from borings placed at the upstream and downstream toe at the crest at 
Station 42+00 contained material similar to those found at the crest location, except the top nine 
feet of the toe samples contained alluvium-very soft gray blue slightly micaceous medium to fine 
sandy clayey silt (upstream) and alluvium-stiff blue and tan fine sandy silty clay (downstream).   

Excavation plan design drawings for the Ash and Settling ponds provided to AMEC (SCH-API 
0004 and 037) indicate that the dam foundation areas were prepared by clearing and grubbing; 
stripping was performed as necessary.  A key, equal to the greater of 50 percent of dam height 
or 20 feet, was installed along the center alignment.  Areas where excavation of alluvium was 
necessary were shown on the drawings as well.   

A 1986 report (SCH-API 026) covering a stability analysis for the maximum cross section of the 
Ash Pond embankment stated that the calculated foundation permeability at that location was 
3.2 x 10-5 centimeters per second (cm/sec).   

3.5 Operations and Maintenance 

SCG Hydro Services performs quarterly safety and surveillance inspections for the 
embankments at Plant Scherer and provides reports to Georgia Power.  AMEC was provided 
copies of these quarterly reports for 14 of the 20 quarters over the five-year time span between 
early 2005 through late 2009.  Reportedly, plant personnel inspect the ponds and embankments 
weekly, however, they are not normally documented and no documentation was provided for 
these inspections.   

No safety issues were reported in the quarterly reports that were reviewed.  Review of these 
reports indicates that dams at Plant Scherer are operated properly and maintained well.  The 
reports and any maintenance recommendations are clearly written and typically documented as 
being addressed on the subsequent semi-annual report discussion of past recommendations.  
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The facility has occasional instances of minor slope sloughing, animal burrowing, erosion, or 
ditch degradation issues, but the issues appear to be addressed in a timely manner.  The site 
visit and observation performed by AMEC in May 2010 showed no major operational or 
maintenance issues that needed to be addressed.   

3.5.1 Instrumentation 

We understand that data from the embankment piezometers, weirs, and blanket drains that 
were initially installed at the Ash and Settling Ponds, or added during years of operation at Plant 
Scherer, provide information that facility personnel will use to guide operation and maintenance 
of the facility.  Plant personnel collect data from this instrumentation on a monthly basis.  There 
is no other instrumentation at the facility for pond monitoring.   

3.5.2 State or Federal Inspections 

Since the Ash Pond and Settling Pond at Plant Scherer are unclassified and a Category II 
structures, respectively, as a rule, the state does not require inspection of the ponds.  There 
was no evidence of past inspections by State or Federal regulatory agencies found in the 
provided documentation.  The state does, however, reevaluate each Category II dam once each 
5 year period to determine if adjacent downstream development has increased to a level that 
would prompt a change in the assigned dam classification category.   
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4.0 COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Condition assessment definitions, per the BPA Performance Work Statement, are as follows:  

SATISFACTORY  

No existing or potential management unit safety deficiencies are recognized.  Acceptable 
performance is expected under all applicable loading conditions (static, hydrologic, seismic) 
in accordance with the applicable criteria.  Minor maintenance items may be required. 

FAIR  

Acceptable performance is expected under all required loading conditions (static, hydrologic. 
seismic) in accordance with the applicable safety regulatory criteria.  Minor deficiencies may 
exist that require remedial action and/or secondary studies or investigations. 

POOR  

A management unit safety deficiency is recognized for any required loading condition (static, 
hydrologic, seismic) in accordance with the applicable dam safety regulatory criteria.  
Remedial action is necessary.  POOR also applies when further critical studies or 
investigations are needed to identify any potential dam safety deficiencies. 

UNSATISFACTORY  

Considered unsafe.  A dam safety deficiency is recognized that requires immediate or 
emergency remedial action for problem resolution.  Reservoir restrictions may be necessary.  

Additionally, if the dam has not been inspected, is not under state jurisdiction, or has been 
inspected but, for whatever reason, has not been rated.  The condition assessment is assigned 
“NOT RATED.” 

4.1 Acknowledgement of Management Unit Conditions 

I certify that the management unit referenced herein was personally assessed by me and was 
found to be in the following condition: 

Ash Pond: Satisfactory 

This management unit was rated poor in the Draft Report because, in AMEC’s opinion, further 
critical studies or investigations (detailed below) were needed to identify any potential dam 
safety deficiencies.   

Based upon the information provided by Georgia Power on September 21, 2010, in AMEC’s 
opinion, the Ash Pond is now rated SATISFACTORY because the analysis, studies, or 
investigations that were completed appear to address the critical potential dam safety 
deficiencies.   
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Retention (Settling) Pond: Satisfactory 

This management unit was not rated in the Draft Report because it was not part of the original 
scope of work of the BPA Performance Work Statement.  

Based upon the information provided by Georgia Power on September 21, 2010, in AMEC’s 
opinion, Retention (Settling) Pond is rated SATISFACTORY because the analysis, studies, or 
investigations that were completed appear to address the critical potential dam safety 
deficiencies.   

Additional Information regarding recommendations for instrumentation and analyses can be 
found in Sections 4.2 through 4.4. 

4.2 Hydrologic and Hydraulic Recommendations 

June 2010 Draft Report.  AMEC recommended that Georgia Power determine what rainfall 
event the Ash and Settling Ponds are capable of safely containing or passing.  A more complete 
evaluation would determine the effect of the PMP rainfall event on the Ash Pond and the Plant 
Scherer site.  The analyses should include evaluation of Lake Juliette’s ability to safely contain 
or pass the design storm event.  

During the site visit, the hazard potential was evaluated to be “significant hazard” because 
failure of the dam could result in damage to public roads and environmental damage, but would 
be unlikely to cause loss of human life.  There are residences nearby, to the north of the dam, 
along Luther Smith Road; the nearest residence is about 800 feet from the dam.  Due to the 
thickness of the wooded terrain and the presence of a deep defile between the dam and the 
homes, the potential for loss of human life was assessed as being unlikely.  In AMEC’s opinion, 
it would be prudent to perform a dam breech analyses to evaluate the potential for a dam failure 
to inundate these homes.   

Final Report.  Based upon additional information provided by Georgia Power on September 21, 
2010 (SCH-API 043), in AMEC’s opinion, the analyses that were provided address the ability of 
the both impoundments to safely control or pass appropriate storm events. 

4.3 Geotechnical and Stability Recommendations 

June 2010 Draft Report.  SCH-API 025 discusses soil strength parameters of foundation soil 
only.  Embankment soil strength parameters are shown in SCH-API 026 and 027, but their 
genesis is not provided.  AMEC recommends that clarification of how the engineering soil 
strength parameters for the embankment soil were determined be provided.  AMEC 
recommends that the stability analyses include design storm peak/surcharge stage water levels 
that reflect appropriate phreatic surfaces due to pre-saturation by appropriate antecedent 
precipitation and the limited outflow capacity of the pond.  Likewise, the stability analyses should 
consider all critical stages during the life of the facility, such as maximum pool area and any 
potential surcharges, as well as likely loading combinations.  Furthermore, the previous 
analyses limit the failure surfaces to circular surfaces; AMEC recommends that the slope 
stability analyses include slip surface optimization to allow for noncircular failure surfaces. 

Final Report.  Based upon additional information provided by Georgia Power on September 21, 
2010 (SCH-API 040), in AMEC’s opinion, the information provided adequately documents the 
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soil strength parameters and the analyses address the stability of both impoundments under the 
noted load cases.   

4.4 Monitoring Instrumentation 

AMEC has reviewed provided information and records and determined that Georgia Power has 
adequate instrument monitoring and review practices.  We recommend that Plant Scherer 
continue the current instrument monitoring and review practices.   

4.5 Inspection Recommendations 

AMEC has reviewed provided information and inspection records and determined that Georgia 
Power has adequate inspection practices.  We recommend that Plant Scherer continue the 
current inspection program and practices.   
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5.0 CLOSING 

This report is prepared for the exclusive use of the Environmental Protection Agency for the site 
and criteria stipulated herein.  This report does not address regulatory issues associated with 
storm water runoff, the identification and modification of regulated wetlands, or ground water 
recharge areas.  Further, this report does not include review or analysis of environmental or 
regional geo-hydrologic aspects of the site, except as noted herein.  Questions or interpretation 
regarding any portion of the report should be addressed directly by the geotechnical engineer.  

Any use, reliance on, or decisions to be made based on this report by a third party are the 
responsibility of such third parties.  AMEC accepts no responsibility for damages, if any, 
suffered by any third party because of decisions made or actions based on this report.  

The conclusions and recommendations given in this report are based on visual observations, 
our partial knowledge of the history of Plant Scherer impoundments, and information provided to 
us by others.  This report has been prepared in accordance with normally accepted 
geotechnical engineering practices.  No other warranty is expressed or implied.   
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CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE Notes: Critical infrastructure data provided by ESRI
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Critical Infrastructure ID Number Latitude Longitude

Browns Chapel 1 33.08096334520 -83.85907206330

Saint Pauls Church 2 33.09596349030 -83.80629180060

Saint Peters Rock Church 3 33.06540975170 -83.77517995110

Little Rock Church 4 33.09957574730 -83.71545461830

Zion Hill Church 5 33.09290903350 -83.74601146530

Saint Peters Rock Church (historical) 6 33.04013312250 -83.75406856090

Dames Ferry Baptist Church 7 33.02457844100 -83.73184545600

Holly Grove Primitive Baptist Church (historical) 8 33.02846610120 -83.80601499870

Spring Hill Baptist Church 9 33.09874114530 -83.80518055210

Macedonia Church (historical) 10 33.06568810780 -83.72851124420

Ebenezer Church 11 33.04374258190 -83.85962784300

Ephesus Church 12 33.09040786950 -83.83907114460

Friendship Church 13 33.03096586630 -83.82101545460

Deerlick Academy (historical) 14 32.99374484570 -83.83462752290

Holly Grove School (historical) 15 33.02846605930 -83.80601498770

Walker School (historical) 16 33.02679865150 -83.86990622080

Liberty School (historical) 17 33.01680114160 -83.70517796400
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APPENDIX A 
 

EPA COAL COMBUSTION DAM INSPECTION CHECKLISTS AND 
COAL COMBUSTION WASTE IMPOUNDMENT INSPECTION FORMS 

DATA-MAY 2010 
  



APPENDIX B 
 

SITE PHOTO LOG MAP AND SITE PHOTOS 
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* No Photo, Ditch between North Dike and Luther Smith Road
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APPENDIX C 
 

ASH POND PIEZOMETER, WEIR, AND BLANKET DRAIN FLOW DATA 
GRAPHS 

  















APPENDIX D 
 

SETTLING POND PIEZOMETER AND WEIR FLOW MONITORING DATA 
GRAPHS 
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APPENDIX E 
 

INVENTORY OF PROVIDED MATERIALS 















Titles for Scherer Documents Originally Provided Without Titles 

 

SCH-API 034 Plant Scherer Retention (Settling) Pond Dam - Sections 
and Details 

SCH-API 035 Plant Scherer Retention (Settling) Pond Dam – General 
Arrangement 

SCH-API 036 Plant Scherer Retention (Settling) Pond Dam - 
Excavation 

SCH-API 037 Plant Scherer Retention (Settling) Pond Spillway – 
Excavation, Arrangement, and Grading Details 

SCH-API 038 Plant Scherer Retention (Settling) Pond Plan, Section, 
and Details of Instrumentation 

 



Post Draft- Summary of Documents Provided on September 21, 2010 By Georgia Power 
 

Document File Title Description 

GPC Plant Scherer CBI Designations AMEC 
Draft Report 

 

GPC Scherer Transmittal Letter and 
Comments 092110 

 

M 154-6 SCH-API 046 Plant Scherer Movement & Control Monument 
Location Map (Ash Pond) 

SCH-API 041 & 042 Additional Photos 

SCH-API 040 Scherer Slope Stability Calculation Report 

SCH-API 043 SH-SH10911-01 Appendix 1 - PMP Routing 
Through Ash Pond and Settling Pond – 
Pondpack Input and Output 

SCH-API 044 SH-SH10911-01 Appendix 2 – PMP Routing 
Through Lake Juliette (Calc SH-SH07239-01) 

SCH-API 045 SH-Sh10911-01 – Evaluate Stormwater 
Capacity of Ash Pond & Settling Pond 
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