


Table of Contents Page

List of Tables ii
List of Figures i
1. Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report Summary 1
2. 40 CFR §257.90 Applicability 2
2.1 40 CFR § 257.90(a) 2
2.2 40 CFR § 257.90(e) — Summary 2
2.2.1 Status of the Groundwater Monitoring Program 3
2.2.2 Key Actions Completed 3
2.2.3 Problems Encountered 4
2.2.4 Actions to Resolve Problems 4
2.2.5 Project Key Activities for Upcoming Year 4
2.3 40 CFR § 257.90(e) — Information 4
2.3.140CFR § 257.90(e)(1) 4
2.3.2 40CFR § 257.90(e){2) 5
2.3.340CFR § 257.90(e)(3) 5
2.3.4 40CFR § 257.90(e)(4) 5
2.3.540CFR § 257.90(e)(5) 6
Tables
Figures
Appendix A —Statistical Analysis
List of Tables
Table No. Title
1 Summary of Analytical Results
List of Figures
Figure No. Title
1 Location of Class 3 Landfilland Closed Unit 2 Slurry Pond Groundwater

Monitoring Wells for CCR Compliance



1. Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report Summary

The South Carolina Public Service Authority (Santee Cooper) has prepared this 2020 Annual
Groundwater Monitoring Corrective Action Report for the closed coal combustion residuals (CCR)
management unit referred to as the Unit 2 Slurry Pond and currently operational Class 3 Landfill
located at the Winyah Generating Station (WGS) in Georgetown, South Carolina. This 2020 Annual
Report was preparedto comply with the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Hazardous and Solid Waste Management System; Disposal of CCR from Electric Utilities, 40 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 257, Subpart D dated April 17, 2015 (CCR Rule), specifically subsection §
257.90(e)(1) through (6).

The closed Unit 2 Slurry Pond was previously classified as an inactive surface impoundment as defined
by 40 CFR §257.53. However, on August 5, 2016, the EPA issued a “Direct Final Rule” effective on 4
October 2016, constituting a vacatur of 40 CFR §257.100. The Direct Final Rule applies the requirements
of existing surface impoundments that had been previously declaredinactive. As a result, ownersand
operators of inactive CCR surface impoundments must comply with the groundwater monitoring
requirements for existing CCR surface impoundments.

Santee Cooper filed a Notice of Intent (NOI) to initiate closure of the Unit 2 Slurry Pond and placed the
NOI in the facility’s operating record in December2015. The South Carolina Department of Healthand
Environmental Control (SCDHEC) certified Pond closure was complete in accordance with SCDHEC
regulations on November 9, 2017. After the Unit 2 Slurry Pond was certified closed, Santee Cooper
constructed a new Class 3 Landfill at the site within the footprint of the closed Unit 2 Slurry Pond.
Because both units (closed Unit 2 Slurry Pond and new Class 3 Landfill) occupy the same space, the
groundwater monitoring network installed to monitor the Class 3 Landfill is alsoappropriate for the
closed Unit 2 Slurry Pond and complies with §257.91.

This annual report addresses the groundwater monitoring requirements for both units at WGS (closed Unit 2
Slurry Pond and Class 3 Landfill). The Groundwater Monitoring System Certificationwas placed in the
facility’s operating record on November 1, 2018 for the Class 3 Landfill and amended December 12,
2019 to include reference to the closed Unit 2 Slurry Pond. The certification was posted on the facility’s
website as required by §257.107(h)(2).

In accordance with § 257.90(e)(6), an overview of the current status of groundwater monitoring and
corrective action programs for the CCR unitis provided below:

In accordance with the CCR Rule, eight rounds of baseline sampling were conducted for the new Class 3
Landfill prior to receiving CCR materials. These eightrounds of sampling results also established
baseline conditions for the closed Unit 2 Slurry Pond. After establishing baseline conditions and prior to
placing CCR materialin the new Class 3 Landfill, an additional sampling round was completed to comply
with § 257.94 (Detection Monitoring). The statisticalanalysis of the detection monitoring results
identified statistically significant increases (SSls) of Appendix Il constituents downgradient of the two
units. Since the baseline and detection monitoring results were collected prior to placing CCR materials
in the new Class 3 Landfill, the SSIs above background were attributed to the closed Unit 2 Slurry Pond.
This condition was documented in a certified Alternate Source Demonstration (ASD)incorporated into
the record as an appendix to the 2019 Annual Report. As a result of this determination, the closed Unit
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Appendix A — Statistical Analysis



Data Evaluation Using Intrawell Statistical Analysis

The results of analytical testing performed on samples collected from the groundwater monitoring
network were evaluated to determine whether there has been a Statistically Significant Increase (SSI)
over background for one or more Appendix Il constituent. For the Class 3 Landfill which is in Detection
Monitoring in 2020 as a result of a successful Alternate Source Demonstration (ASD), an intrawell
statistical analysis was conducted. Intrawell analysis compares each compliance well against a
background value composed of its own historical data.

In order to statistically evaluate the analytical results, upper prediction background limit {or UPL}, which
is a type of prediction interval method was selected to evaluate the data. The prediction interval
method is one of the five methods outlined in Part V, Subpart E, Section 258.53.g of R.61-107.19. A
prediction interval procedure in which a concentration limits for each constituent is established from
the distribution of the background data, with a specified confidence level (e.g., 95 percent). The upper
endpoint of a concentration limit is called the upper prediction limit or UPL. Depending on the
background data distribution, parametric or non-parametric prediction limits procedures are used to
evaluate groundwater monitoring data using this method. Parametric prediction limits utilize normally
distributed data or normalized data via a transformation of the sample background data used to
construct the limit. If the data are non-normal and a transformation is not indicated, non-parametric
procedures (order statistics or bootstrap methods) are used to calculate the prediction limit. If all the
background data are non-detect, a maximum reporting limit (RL) may serve as an approximate upper
prediction limit. In the case of the Class 3 Landfill the statistical analysis was conducted using both
parametric and non-parametric prediction limits.

Following the establishment of background, the current analytical result for each inorganic constituent
at each monitoring well was compared to the background value of that constituent to determine
whether an SSI has occurred. Table 1 presents the statistical analysis summary. As presented in Table 1,
SSls were identified for calcium, chloride and pH using an intrawell statistical analysis.

The calcium concentration measured at WLF-A1-3 that resulted in an SSI using intrawell comparison was
well below the background well concentration. As a result, and consistent with the Unified Guidance, an
interwell statistical comparison was performed. The interwell comparison did not identify the calcium
concentration at well WLF-A1-3 as an SSI. The increasing concentration trend for calcium at this location
is consistent with the findings of the ASD and will continue to be monitored and evaluated during
subsequent sampling rounds.

The chloride concentration measured at WAP-7 was determined by the statistical analysis to be an
outlier, confirmation sampling will be completed during the next semiannual sampling event in June
2020. In addition, the pH measurement at WLF-A1-2 that was identified as an SSI was determined to be
anoutlier. The value measured was 5.37 versus an intrawell prediction limit of 5.45. This value falls
within the range of accuracy for the pH meter and is well above the interwell prediction limit of 3.77
therefore pH at well WLF-A1-2 is not considered an SSI. pH will continue to be monitored and evaluated
during the June 2020 semiannual sampling event.
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background data are non-detect, a maximum reporting limit (RL) may serve as an approximate upper
prediction limit. In the case of the Class 3 Landfill the statistical analysis was conducted using both
parametric and non-parametric prediction limits.

Following the establishment of background, the current analytical result for each inorganic constituent
at each monitoring well was compared to the background value of that constituent to determine
whether an SSI has occurred. Table 1 presents the statistical analysis summary. As presented in Table 1,
SSlIs were identified for calcium, pH and TDS using an intrawell statistical analysis.

The calcium concentration measured at WLF-A1-3 that resulted in an SSI using intrawell comparison was
well below the background well concentration. As a result, and consistent with the Unified Guidance, an
interwell statistical comparison was performed. The interwell comparison did not identify the calcium
concentration at well WLF-A1-3 as an SSI. The increasing concentration trend for calcium at this location
is consistent with the findings of the ASD and will continue to be monitored and evaluated during
subsequent sampling rounds.

The pH value measured at WLF-A1-2 resulted in an SSl using intrawell comparison. However, evaluating
the pH using interwell statsitcial comparison consistent with the Unified Guidance does not identify the
pH as an SSI. The value is above the interwell prediction limit of 3.77 and is within the historical range of
background therefore pH at WLF-A1-2 is not considered an SSI and will continue to be monitored and
evaluated during future semiannual sampling events.

Lastly, the TDS concentration measured at WLF-A1-3 resulted in an SSI using intrawell comparison.
However, evaluating the TDS using interwell statsitcial comparison consistent with the Unified Guidance
does not identify the TDS as an SSI. The value is within the historical range of background therefore TDS
at WLF-A1-3 is not considered an SSl and will continue to be monitored and evaluated during future
semiannual sampling events.
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