
Hearing Officer’s Report 

August 22, 2018, Public Hearing 

Draft Special Order by Consent (SOC) 

For Duke Energy Progress, LLC 

for the 

Asheville Plant – Buncombe County 

I. History / Background

Duke Energy’s Asheville Plant is, at present, a coal fired steam electric generating facility.  The 

facility utilizes water for the containment and conveyance of coal ash.  Coal ash wastewater and 

other waste streams have been directed to large impoundments commonly called coal ash basins, 

where the solids separate from the liquid portion and settle at the bottom of the basins.  The 

supernatant (i.e., the liquid portion after the solids have precipitated out) is discharged as 

regulated by the facilities’ NPDES permits. 

The plant began operating in 1964.  It is a two-unit facility with a capacity of producing 376 

megawatts of power.  Two combustion turbine (non-coal fired) units are also located at the site.  

The coal-fired plant is scheduled to be retired in early 2020, upon the completion of a new, 

combined-cycle facility that will be powered by natural gas.  A coal ash basin wastewater 

treatment system continues to exist at the site, though it has been significantly modified during 

the lifetime of the coal-fired plant. 

The facility used to be served by two coal ash basins: the 1964 Ash Basin (approximately 21 

acres of surface area) and the 1982 Ash Basin (approximately 20 acres of surface area).  The 

1982 Ash Basin has been emptied of coal ash wastewater and has been excavated.  The new 

combined-cycle plant is being constructed in the footprint of the 1982 Ash Basin. 

Most of the northern portion of the 1964 Ash Basin has been decanted.  Its surface is essentially 

dry with the exception of the northeast portion of the basin known as the Duck Pond, which 

receives low-volume wastewater and stormwater from the site.  The southeastern portion of the 

1964 Ash Basin has been modified to include a concrete-lined rim ditch treatment system with a 

shallow, approximately 2 acre settling basin at its end.  The rim ditch contains weirs to slow 

down the flow of wastewater, and utilizes the introduction of polymers to improve the settling of 

coal combustion residuals.  Solids are removed from the system, set aside to dry, and removed 

from the site.  The rim ditch also receives flow from the Duck Pond.  This system discharges to 

the French Broad River via outfall 001 per the terms of NPDES permit NC0000396. 

Because of the relatively short time that the coal-fired plant will remain in service, the facility 

has not switched to a system for the dry handling of bottom ash.  Coal ash will be sluiced to the 

rim ditch system until the coal-fired plant is decommissioned (anticipated to occur in early 

2020). 
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The Duke Energy coal ash basins are unlined, earthen impoundments.  Such earthen structures 

are prone to experience the flow of liquid through the porous spaces that exist in the dams, sides, 

or bottoms.  The wastewater flow through those porous spaces is known as seepage.  When 

seepage reaches the land’s surface on the outer wall of a basin, or upon the surface of the 

surrounding terrain, it is referred to as a seep.  Earthen dam structures will often have features 

within their construction that are designed to collect and convey seepage and precipitation falling 

on their outer facing walls.  Such collection and conveyance of seepage and precipitation are 

referred to as “constructed seeps,” and they help keep dams from becoming saturated and 

potentially unstable.  Constructed seeps from the coal ash basins can be identified, monitored, 

and sampled as distinct point source discharges, making them suitable for inclusion as outfalls in 

NPDES permits and subject to the requirements therein. 

 

The areas around the Duke Energy coal ash basins have been routinely examined since 2014 to 

identify the manifestation of seeps that occur naturally, or non-constructed seeps.  The non-

constructed seeps can be of varying volume and may be transient in terms of both time and 

location of their appearance.  Although the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 

provided opinions affirming wastewater flow from non-constructed seeps should be regulated, 

EPA has also stated that the nature of the non-constructed seeps makes them difficult to 

characterize as point source discharges that may be covered by NPDES permits.  These 

difficulties have confounded different approaches to address such situations, and have 

contributed to the delays in the issuance of some NPDES permits. 

 

On October 3, 2017, Duke Energy applied for a SOC to address issues associated with the non-

constructed seeps at its Asheville Plant.  The primary intent of the SOC as drafted is to eliminate 

or substantially reduce the number of non-constructed seeps at the Asheville Plant, and to have 

this occur as soon as possible while ensuring protection of North Carolina’s surface waters.  As 

noted above, the 1982 Ash Basin has already been completely excavated.  Installation of the rim 

ditch system within the southeastern portion of the 1964 Ash Basin has allowed decanting and 

dewatering activities to occur in a significant portion of the basin, and excavation of solids is 

already taking place there.  Such actions reduce the hydraulic pressure (or head) that contributes 

to seepage and remove the potential source of the seeps.  Following completion of decanting 

(which will still have to occur within the rim ditch system), it is anticipated that most seeps will 

be eliminated.  Any seeps that remain following completion of decanting will be evaluated and 

further characterized.  Solutions for seeps found to exert continuing negative effects on surface 

water quality will be appropriately addressed as amendments to the facility’s groundwater 

corrective action plans and/or overall site closure plans.  These corrective action plans and site 

closure plans, and any measures they may call for, are outside the scope of the SOC and will 

stand on their own authority. 

 

  

A-2



S17-010 Hearing Officer’s Report 

3 

 

While it is in effect, the SOC calls for continued observation and monitoring of seeps, and the 

reporting of results of these activities to the Division of Water Resources.  The SOC includes the 

establishment of site-specific interim action levels for particular water quality characteristics.  

Within defined surface waters, the SOC will allow water quality standards to be exceeded to the 

concentrations established by the interim action levels without being subject to the assessment of 

civil penalties.  The interim action levels will not affect existing water quality standards in major 

surface water bodies.  Results of monitoring that exceed the interim action levels will be subject 

to the assessment of stipulated penalties as called for in the SOC. 

 

II. Site Visit 

 

The Hearing Officer conducted a site visit of the Asheville Facility on August 22, 2018, 

accompanied by staff from Duke Energy and the Division of Water Resources. 

 

III. August 22, 2018 Public Meeting and Comments Summary 

 

Turning to the public meeting and written comments, this portion of the report is organized as 

follows: 

 

A. Summary of Notice Provided and Overview of Public Meeting 

B. Summary of Speakers’ Comments, and DEQ’s Responses 

C. Summary of Written Comments, and DEQ's Responses 

 

A. Summary of Notice Provided and Overview of Public Hearing 

 

Public notice of consideration of the draft SOC and notification of the holding of a public 

hearing on the matter was published in the Asheville Citizen-Times on July 22, 2018.  The public 

notice directed those wishing to find more information about the SOC to an internet address 

within the DEQ website.  Information regarding the draft SOC was posted on DEQ’s website 

under a “Hot Topics” heading within its “NPDES Wastewater” page. 

 

A public hearing was held on Wednesday, August 22, 2018, at 6:00 pm, in the Skyland/South 

Buncombe Library (260 Overlook Road, Asheville, NC).  The hearing was held in conjunction 

with a hearing regarding the draft NPDES renewal permit for the same facility. 

 

Approximately 16 people attended the public hearing, including 6 staff members of the Division 

of Water Resources.  A total of 9 individuals signed the attendance sign-in sheets at the hearing.  

The hearing was called to order at 6:00 pm by Ms. Deborah Gore, the hearing officer for the 

NPDES permit.  Ms. Gore offered opening comments regarding the hearing and the scope of its 

concern, then introduced Mr. Mitch Gillespie as the hearing officer for the SOC.  Points of 

emphasis were made regarding how additional public comment could be made by submitting 

written statements during the hearing or by using the email address.  Attendees were informed 

that all comments needed to be submitted no later than August 23, 2018 in order to receive 

consideration. 
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Three individuals registered in advance of the hearing to provide oral comments.  No time limit 

was imposed upon those who wished to speak.  Speakers were encouraged to keep their remarks 

concise and to the point, and to make clear when points were addressed toward the permit or the 

SOC. 

 

After all attendees that wished to speak had availed themselves of the opportunity, the assembled 

group was reminded of their opportunity to submit written comments on the matter no later than 

the close of business on Thursday, August 23.  Attendees were advised that public notice of the 

hearing stated the hearing would close no earlier than 7:00 pm, to ensure local citizens were 

given sufficient time to travel to the venue to avail themselves of the opportunity to provide 

comments.  The hearing was recessed at 6:27 pm.  The meeting was adjourned at 7:00 pm, with 

no additional members of the public providing comment. 

 

Items providing documentation of the public notice, public hearing and public comment are 

identified in the Attachments section of this report. 

 

B. Summary of Speakers’ Comments, and DEQ’s Responses 

 

1. Jason Walls:  Duke Energy 

 

Mr. Walls introduced himself as Duke Energy’s Local Government and Community Relations 

Manager in the Asheville Region.  Mr. Walls stated he looked forward to hearing from citizens, 

as public comment is vitally important to Duke Energy’s mission to close coal ash basins across 

the state.  He noted that Duke Energy has already moved nearly 6 million tons of coal ash from 

the site for beneficial reuse or to lined locations.  Excavation of coal ash will be completed by 

2022.  The 1982 ash basin is gone, and its footprint is the site of a new 560 megawatt combined 

cycle, natural gas plant that is expected to be in operation in late 2019. 

 

The SOC will be an important step in finishing coal ash excavation and protecting the French 

Broad River.  The SOC regulates certain seeps, and requires rigorous testing monitoring of 

waterways around the plant, over and above the monitoring required by the NPDES permit.  It 

provides a framework for the safe removal of remaining wastewater within the ash basin, an 

essential step toward its closure, and an effective way to reduce or eliminate many seeps.  

Neighbors can feel safer because the process provides even greater measures of long-term 

protection for everyone.  Duke Energy is committed to completing the closure project at the 

Asheville site in a way that is protective of the environment, and that minimizes disruption to its 

neighbors. 

 

Mr. Walls said coal ash removal is part of a broader modernization project in North Carolina’s 

western region. 

 

DEQ Response 

 

No response from DEQ is required as Duke Energy is one of the consenting parties in the Special 

Order by Consent. 
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2. Amanda Strawderman:  Clean Water For North Carolina (“CWFNC”) 

 

Ms. Strawderman provided comments regarding both the draft permit and the SOC.  Only the 

comments related to the SOC are summarized here.  Ms. Strawderman also provided a written 

copy of her shared remarks, which is included as Attachment J to this report. 

 

● CWFNC stated the upfront penalty of $138,000.00 to settle the matters of discharges from 18 

seeps at the Asheville site is inadequate for a company that generates more than $22 billion 

in operating revenue.  CWFNC feels DEQ must do more to hold Duke Energy accountable 

and protect the public from future toxic discharges. 

 

DEQ Response 

 

The body of the SOC provides the rationale for the establishment of the upfront penalties 

assessed as part of this action.  Penalties are assessed for the continuing occurrence of seepage 

from historic seeps.  Penalties are stratified between those for non-constructed (lower penalties) 

and constructed seeps (higher penalties) based at least in part on the differences in the volumes 

of flow they may convey.  Penalties are not assessed for recently discovered seeps because Duke 

Energy has been seeking regulatory coverage for such discharges for several years.  A document 

describing the calculation of the upfront penalty can be found as Attachment Q to this report. 

 

● The SOC mentions exclusions for Acts of God.  DEQ should require Duke Energy to do 

more in preparation for irregular and unexpected weather events that could cause further 

toxic threats to the neighboring community. 

 

DEQ Response 

 

This SOC (as is common in SOCs entered into by or on behalf of the Environmental 

Management Commission) contains a force majeure clause.  This clause provides that stipulated 

penalties will not be assessed if the violation at issue is caused by events outside the control of 

the permittee.  Claims made under this clause must be well documented and satisfy the Director 

of DWR that the assessment of stipulated penalties is not warranted.  The standard for a claim 

citing the force majeure conditions is high.  Historically, few such appeals are made, and even 

fewer are successful.  It is reasonable for SOCs to contain provision for the non-assessment of 

stipulated penalties for those events that are truly beyond the control of the permittee. 

 

Duke must maintain stormwater controls and protocols for emergency response that will provide 

protection of the environment and the public health.  However, such activities, as well as those 

associated with dam safety and maintenance, are outside the scope of the SOC. 
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3. Dan Gilbert:  Local Citizen 

 

Mr. Gilbert stated he is a property owner who lives in a small community (115 Justin Trail, in 

Arden) located directly across the French Broad River from the Asheville Plant.  His home is 

within one-half mile of the plant, but across the river from the plant, causing his location to not 

be subject to provisions within the Coal Ash Management Act regulating provision for testing 

and replacement of contaminated on-site, drinking water wells.  He said Duke Energy has been 

working with him regarding the testing of his well, and he hoped that pending the results of 

testing, Duke Energy would provide water to his community, preferably in the form of a 

connection to a municipal drinking water system.  He has been waiting for three years and 

wishes to see movement on a solution. 

 

Mr. Gilbert asked why the permitting and SOC actions were moving forward in light of the 

relatively short time left in the life of the coal-fired plant and the ash basins.  He was told that 

because the event was a hearing, the event was designed hear the comments of the participating 

public, and it was not appropriate to conduct a question and answer session.  Mr. Gilbert was told 

DEQ staff would be available to answer questions following the conclusion of the hearing. 

 

He stated Duke Energy would be installing a natural gas line to connect the new plant to Enka, 

and the pipeline is proposed to come through his neighborhood and under the French Broad 

River.  He feels the drilling under the river to the plant site will create a more direct pathway for 

groundwater contamination to reach and potentially affect the groundwater under his property. 

 

DEQ Response 

 

The majority of the issues mentioned by Mr. Gilbert in his comments are outside the scope of the 

SOC.  The SOC provides coverage for the non-constructed seeps, and removes them from 

NPDES permitting, where their inclusion was found to be difficult.  Though the ash basins are 

scheduled to be eliminated at the Asheville Facility in the relative near future, the SOC provides 

for coverage, investigation and monitoring of seeps and/or their affected waterbodies in the 

interim.  It also provides a regulatory pathway toward the elimination of seeps from the facility. 

 

4. Xavier Boatright:  Clean Water For North Carolina 

 

Mr. Boatright stated that he understood the need for the permit renewal and the SOC, but 

believes it is important that DEQ helps the community as well as Duke Energy.  Duke Energy 

needs to be a good neighbor to people like Dan Gilbert, who have been affected by coal ash 

contamination.  He noted that Jeri Cruz-Segarra, a neighbor of Asheville Plant, passed away in 

December 2017, and speculated that had she still been living, she would be present, asking for 

municipal water lines to be extended to the area.  The community has determined treatment 

systems are not adequate, and not what the community wants.  Given that a strong advocate has 

been lost in the midst of all the work being done around the Asheville Plant, it is important that 

Duke Energy not neglect the nearby people who have been impacted.  Others in the 

neighborhood experience chronic illness, as did Ms. Cruz-Segarra.  He does not see how they 

can continue to struggle for much longer with bottled water. 
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DEQ Response 

 

The provision of alternate water, while important, is outside the scope of the SOC. 

 

C. Summary of Written Comments, and DEQ's Responses 

 

1. Southern Environmental Law Center (“SELC”), on behalf Mountain True and 

the French Broad Riverkeeper, the Waterkeeper Alliance, and the Sierra Club 

 

SELC’s written comments addressed issues associated with both the NPDES permit renewal and 

the SOC.  This discussion addresses only those issues specifically directed toward the SOC.  

SELC raises two primary issues, one of which contains subparts.  These issues will be addressed 

in the order SELC presents them.  The complete text of SELC’s comments may be found as 

Attachment K to this report. 

 

Issue 1: Corrective Action for Seeps Should Not be Delayed Until 2020 

 

SELC points out that the SOC states decanting of wastewater is expected to eliminate or 

substantially reduce the seeps from the ash basins.  It further points out that completion of 

decanting was the trigger for further corrective action in previous SOCs approved for other Duke 

Energy facilities.  SELC questions delaying the deadline for moving to this step to no later than 

April 30, 2020 when the SOC states decanting is largely complete at the 1964 basin and fully 

complete at the 1982 basin.  It contends Duke Energy should be required to begin the assessment 

for further corrective action immediately for the 1982 basin, and in the 1964 basin once 

decanting is completed. 

 

DEQ Response: 

 

The compliance date for the conducting of an assessment of all known seeps and the submission 

of the Seep Characterization Report is triggered by the date of cessation of generation of power 

from the coal-fired plant.  Beyond a limited period of time when some flow to the treatment 

system will occur that is associated with the decommissioning of the coal-fired plant, that date 

will mark the end of coal ash flow to the rim ditch system in the ash basin.  It is only upon the 

elimination of flow to the system that effective decanting can begin in that portion of the 1964 

basin.  Because the volume of wastewater in the rim ditch system is relatively small, it is 

anticipated that the decanting process can be completed in just a few weeks. 
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The circumstances of the Asheville facility make it difficult to conclude what is the actual source 

of any particular seep.  Most of the areas of wetness (AOWs, identified as seep locations on 

facility seep inventories and maps) on Duke Energy property do not so much represent individual 

seeps, but are actually monitoring locations for distinct areas of drainage within a braided 

stream/wetland complex located between I-26 and the French Broad River that have been 

affected by coal ash wastewater.  The constructed systems of drainage from the vicinities of the 

ash basins, flowing under I-26, and into the wetland complex, make it difficult to ascertain a 

demonstrable point of delineation between influences of the 1964 and 1982 ash basins within the 

waterbodies.  Taking the physical circumstances of the site into account, and desiring to create a 

comprehensive approach to addressing seeps at the site, the SOC has been developed with one 

set of compliance activities, triggered by the end of coal-fired operations at the Asheville Plant. 

 

Issue 2: Corrective Action Should Be Required For All Contaminated Seeps Not 

Eliminated 

 

SELC maintains that the means for the disposition (determination that a seep requires no further 

corrective action) of seeps within the SOC may allow some coal ash contaminated seeps to avoid 

corrective action. 

 

a. SELC states the third category for dispositioning seeps in paragraph 2(c)(3) in the SOC 

(found on page 7 of the draft SOC), allowing the Director of DWR to make the 

determination to disposition a seep in accord with best professional judgment, is 

deficient.  The method for such determination should be made more specific to ensure 

dispositioned seeps are those that cause no increase in coal ash contaminant 

concentrations to a waterbody. 

 

DEQ Response 

 

The category states the Director will make determinations regarding disposition of seeps not only 

through the application of professional judgment, but also in accord with applicable law.  The 

text describing this category is an expression of the complexity of the issues involved, which 

may include, for instance, the determination of background concentrations.   

 

b. SELC also objects to the second method for dispositioning seeps, which provides that a 

seep is dispositioned when it does not constitute, or does not flow to a water of the State 

or Waters of the United States for three consecutive quarters.  SELC asserts that category 

2 might allow the continuance of seeps, which are themselves isolated from surface 

water, that connect to adjacent waterbodies via short groundwater hydrologic 

connections. 
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DEQ Response 

 

In response to concerns raised relative to category 2, the circumstances that have led to the 

necessity of the SOC have their root in the addressing of seeps that create or flow to surface 

waters.  Given that the underlying premise of this SOC is that decanting is likely to eliminate or 

substantially reduce flow from ash basins, the scenario presented by SELC appears to be 

speculative and not grounded in empirical evidence.  The non-constructed seeps at the Duke 

Energy sites are manifested at the land’s surface in a variety of ways: as flow to existing streams, 

flow creating small channels, or small, isolated areas of wetness on the ground.  If an area of 

wetness does not constitute jurisdictional waters and does not cause surface flow to jurisdictional 

waters, it is unlikely to be a point source discharge.  Water quality standards must be still met 

within nearby surface water bodies.  With the substantial removal of source wastewater, and the 

elimination of wastewater flow into the ash basins, any continuing manifestation of pollution 

following decanting will be more appropriately defined as a groundwater issue, best addressed in 

the site’s groundwater corrective action plan. 

 

 

2. Katie Hicks:  Local Citizen and Member of CWFNC 

 

Ms. Hicks provided comments regarding both the draft permit and the SOC.  Only the comments 

related to the SOC are summarized here.  The complete text of her comments may be found as 

Attachment M to this report. 

 

Issue 1: Ms. Hicks proposed that the upfront penalty within the SOC be increased significantly 

due to the detrimental effects caused by the seeps on environmental health and the quality of life 

for the community near the plant, and users of the French Broad River. 

 

DEQ Response 

 

Please see the DEQ response to Amanda Strawderman of CWFNC regarding this same issue. 

 

Issue 2:  The SOC should require Duke Energy to share the results of coal ash excavation and 

cleanup with neighboring impacted communities and the general public, and to provide ongoing 

results of monitoring to the public in a transparent way. 

 

DEQ Response 

 

Paragraph 2(d)(3) of the SOC states that after Duke Energy’s submittal of water quality 

monitoring of surface waters potentially affected by seeps, those data will be posted on the DEQ 

website.  Paragraph 5 of the SOC requires Duke Energy to make all reports required under the 

SOC available on its external website within 30 days of their submittal to DEQ. 

 

Issue 3:  Duke Energy should be required to develop a detailed plan for responding to wet 

weather events that could result in large releases of contaminants in the nearby area.  Ms. Hicks 

states the recent heavy rains in the area place the basin at a greater risk for breach; its 

safeguarding is very important. 
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DEQ Response 

 

Matters associated with dam maintenance and structural stability, while important, are outside 

the scope of the SOC. 

 

3. Anne Craig:  Private Citizen 

 

Commenting on the SOC, Ms. Craig stated the fine included in the SOC was paltry.  She feels 

DEQ must do more to hold Duke Energy accountable and to reduce the likelihood of future 

illegal discharges. 

 

DEQ Response 

 

Please see the DEQ response to Amanda Strawderman of CWFNC regarding this same issue. 

 

4. Jim McGlinn - Private Citizen 

 

Mr. McGlinn stated his opinion that the $138,000.00 upfront penalty included in the SOC was 

too low a penalty to assess against a large corporation.  He also stated the SOC should not give 

Duke Energy permission to continue to pollute. 

 

DEQ Response 

 

Please see the DEQ response to Amanda Strawderman of CWFNC regarding this same issue.  

The SOC does provide for the coverage of the seeps, but has as its goal their elimination or their 

significant reduction. 

 

5. Charlie Kelly:  Private Citizen 

 

Mr. Kelly noted that time had passed since the coal ash release from the Dan River Steam 

Station, but coal ash basins are still leaking.  Some citizens are having to drink bottled water to 

protect themselves from its effects.  He feels it is irresponsible to continue to allow the discharge 

of coal ash wastewater to rivers and streams. 

 

DEQ Response 

 

SOCs that have been issued and those under development are important part of the processes that 

will result in phasing out of the use of coal ash basins in North Carolina.  Their terms are aimed 

at the elimination or significant reduction of seeps at the coal ash facilities.  The matters of future 

discharges of coal ash wastewater, while important, are beyond the scope of the SOC. 

 

The complete text of the comments from Ms. Craig, Mr. McGlinn and Mr. Kelly may be found 

as Attachment N to this report. 
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6. Gary Whisnant - Duke Energy 

 

Duke Energy has requested minor modification to the condition within the SOC requiring the 

Asheville facility to continue to pump the volumes from constructed seeps to the ash basin 

treatment system.  The proposed change will make the SOC language correspond with that for a 

similar circumstance addressed in SOC S18-005 for Duke Energy’s Mayo Plant.  A copy of 

Duke Energy’s request can be found as Attachment L to this report. 

 

DEQ Response 

 

DEQ is in agreement with the proposed change, and supports consistency of language within the 

SOCs addressing the seeps from coal ash basins. 

 

IV. Recommendations 

 

The following changes are recommended to the SOC document: 

 

On page 1 of the Attachment A, the second sentence within the descriptions of constructed seeps 

64EO-1 and 64EO-2, and the third sentence within the description of constructed seep 64EO-3 

should be substituted with “Seep flow is currently being collected and pumped back into ash 

basin in accordance with the pumping system’s design capacity.”  This change will bring about 

consistency between sections regulating similar activities in this SOC and the SOC approved for 

the Mayo and Roxboro Plants on August 15, 2018. 

 

To address Commissioners’ concerns expressed during consideration of prior SOCs for Duke 

Energy facilities, the following statement should be added at the bottom of Attachment B: 

 

Analyses of all monitoring conducted per the terms of this SOC shall conform to the 

requirements of 15A NCAC 2B .0505(e)(4) and (5), i.e., standard methods and certified 

laboratories shall be used. 

 

It is recommended that upon the inclusion of the recommended changes within the document, the 

Environmental Management Commission approve the SOC, and the Chairman’s signature be 

affixed to the document to effect its complete execution. 
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V. Attachments 

 

Attachment B SOC Application 

Attachment C Engineering Evaluation 

Attachment D Draft SOC 

Attachment E Public Notice of the SOC and Public Meeting 

Attachment F Affidavit from the Asheville Citizen-Times 

Attachment G Sign In Sheet for Non-Speaking Attendees 

Attachment H Sign In Sheet for Speaking Attendees 

Attachment I Sign In Sheet for Elected Officials 

Attachment J Clean Water For North Carolina “Talking Points” Document (Primary Source 

for Oral Comments Made by Amanda Strawderman –CWFNC) 

Attachment K Written Comments Submitted by the Southern Environmental Law Center 

Attachment L Written Comments Submitted by Duke Energy 

Attachment M Emailed Comments Submitted by Katie Hicks 

Attachment N Emailed Comments Submitted by Charlie Kelly, Anne Craig & Jim McGlinn 

Attachment O 6/7/2010 EPA Memo (see p. 11) 

Attachment P 8/19/2016 EPA Letter to DEQ 

Attachment Q S17-010 Upfront Penalty Calculations 
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