
Table C-6 Vascular Plant Species Identified at the Mayo Site 

Scientific Name 

LYCOPODIACEAE 
Lycopodium flabelliforme 

ASPIDIACEAE 
Polystichum acrosticoides 

PINACEAE 
Pinus virginiana 
!.!_ echinata 
!.!.~ 

CUPRESSACEAE 
Juniperus virginiana 

TYPHACEAE 
!?E.!!!, latifolia 

POACEAE 
Andropogon virginicus 
Uniola .!l!.· 

ARACEAE 
Arissema triphyllum 

COMHELINACEAE 
Comnelina communis 

JUNCACEAE 
Juncus effusus 

LILIACEAE 
Allium vineale 
Yucca filamentosa 
Sm1lax bona-nox 

Erythronium americanum 
Polygonatum biflorum 

DISCOR.EACEAE 
Discorea villosa 

IRIDACEAE 
Iris.!!E!!, 

SALICAEAE 
~nigra 
Populus ~ 

Common Name 

Running Pine 

Christmas Fern 

Virginia Pine 
Sbortleaf Pine 
Loblolly Pine 

Eastern Red Cedar 

Common Cat-tail 

Broom Sedge 

Jack in the Pulpit 

Dayflower 

Juncus 

Field Garlic 
Bear Grass 
Greenbrier 

Dog-tooth Violet 
Solomon's Seal 

Wild Yam 

Dwarf Iris 

... 
Black Willow 
White Poplar 

C-8 

Range in N.C.* 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Mountains, Piedmont 
Throughout 
Piedmont, Coastal 

Plain 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Piedmont, Coastal 
Throughout 
Piedmont, Coastal 

Plain 
Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 

Piedmont, Coastal 
Plain 

Throughout 
Throughout 

C 
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Table C-6 (continued) 

Scientific Nmne 

JUGLANDACEAE 
,£rn. glabra 
.£.:. .2!.!l! 

.£.:_ cordiformis 

.£.:.. camentosa 
Juglans niua 

BETULACEAE 
Betula nigra 
Alnus serrulata 
ciirj)inus caroliniana 
Ootrya virginiana 

FAGACEAE 
!!!!!! grandifolia 
Quercus ,m!!. 
.9.:. veluntina 
.!L. coccinea 
.9.:. falcata 
.9.:. marilandica 
.9.:. phellos 

.9.:. ~ 
!L.. Digra 

.9.:. stellata 

.9.:. Dlichauxii 

.9.:. prinus 

ULMACEAE 
Y!!!:!! americana 

!!:..!!ill. 

U. rubra 
Celtisoccidentalis 

AllISTOLOCACEAE 
He.xastylis virginica 

POLYGONACEAE 
Polygonum sp. 

PHYTOLACCACEAE 
Phytolacca americana 

CARYOPHYI.LACEAE 
Stellaria pubera ~ 

Comaton Name 

Pignut Hickory 
Shagbark Hickory 

Bitternut Hickory 
Mockernut Hickory 
Black Walnut 

River Birch 
Tag Alder 
Ironwood 
Bop Hornbeam 

Beech 
Northern Red Oak 
Black Oak 
Scarlet Oak 
Southern Red Oak 
Black Jack Oak 
Willow Oak 

White Oak 
Water Oak 

Post Oak 
Swamp Chestnut Oak 

Rock Chestnut Oak 

American Elm 

Winged Elm 

Slippery Elm 
Hackberry 

Heart Leaf 

Kno~eed 

Poke 

Chickweed 

C-9 

Range in N.c.• 

Throughout 
Piadmont, Coastal 

Plain 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Piedmont, Coastal 

Plain 
Throughout 
Piedmont, Coastal 

Plain 
Throughout 
Piedmont, Coastal 

Plain 
Mountains, Piedmont 

Piedmont, Coastal 
Plain 

Piedmont, Coastal 
Plain 

Mountains, Piedmont 
Piedmont, Coastal 

Plain 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Mountains, Piedmont 
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Table C-6 (continued) 

Scientific Name 

RANUNCULACEAE 
Bepatica acutiloba 
Thalictrum thalictroides 
Delphinium. ajacis 

BERBERIDACEAE 
Podophyllum peltatum 

MAGNOLIACEAE 
Liriodendron tulipifera 

LAURACEAE 
Sassafras albidum 

PAPAVERACEAE 
Sanguinaria canadensis 

BRASSICACEAE 
Cardamine angustata 
Barbarea ~ 

SAXIFRAGACEAE 
Tiarella cordifolia 

BAMAMELIDACEAE 
Liguidamabar styraciflua 
Hamamelis virginiana 

PLATAHACEAE 
Platanus occidentalis 

ROSACEAE 
Pruous serotina 
~ angustifolia 

P. avium 
F." "iimuicana 
Amel anchier arborea 
Rosa palustris 
~ angustifolia 
Potentilla simplex 
~ argutus 
!:,_ flagellaris 
~ virginianum 
Fragaria virginiana 
Craetagua !!.!!!, 

FABACEAE 
Pueraria lobata 
Trifolium repens 

Common Name 

Liverleaf 
Windflower 
Larkspur 

May Apple 

Yellow Poplar 

Sassafras 

Bloodroot 

Toothwort 
Winter Cress 

Foamflover 

Sweet Gum 
Witch Bazel 

Syc8JIIOre 

Black Cherry 
Chickasaw Plum. 

Sweet Cherry 
Wild Plum 
Juneberry 
Swamp Rose 
Crab-apple 
Potentilla 
Blackberry 
Dewberry 
Avena 
Strawberry 
Hawthorn 

Kudzu 
White Clover .. 

c-10 

Range in N.c.• 

Mountains, Piedmont 
Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Piedmont 
Throu6hout 

Mountains, Piedmont 

Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 
Piedmont, Coastal 

Plain 

Mountains. Piedmont 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 
Throughout 

C 

0 
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Table C-6 (continued) 

Scientific· Name 

FABACEAE (can't} 
Gleditsia triacanthoa 
Robi.ni.a pseudo-acacia 
Cercis canadensi.a 
Vicia c:aroliniana 
V. angustifolia 
Vicia dasycarpa 
Lespedeza repens 
Trifolium arvense 

OXALIDACEAE 
Oxal.is f1orida 
O. dillenii 

GERANIACEAE 
GeraniWII carolinianum 

S IMAROUBACEAE 
Ailanthus altissima 

ANACARDIACEAE 
.!Y!!!!. copallina 
!:., radicans 

AQUIFOLIACEAE 
.!!!!. opaca 

ACERACEAE 
Acer rubrum 
!:._ negundo 
A. saccharum spp. 
- floridanum 

lUWINACEAE 
Ceanothua americanus 

VITACEAE 
Parthenocissus quinquefolia 
~ap. 

VIOLACEAE 
~ papilionacea 

ONAGRACEAE 
Oenothera fruticosa 
~ speciosa 

NYSSACEAE 
Nyssa sylvatica 

CORNACEAE 
Cornus florida 
£.:. amomum 

Common Name 

Boney Locust 
'Black Locust 
Redbud 
Vetch 
Vetch 
Vetch 
Lespedeza 
Rabbit Foot Clover 

Wood Son-el 
Wood Sorrel 

Cranes bill 

Tree of Heaven 

Winged Sumac 
Poison Ivy 

Holly 

Red Maple 
Box Elder 
Southern Sugar Maple 

New Jersey Tea 

Virginia Creeper 
Grape 

Violet 

Sundropa 
Evening Primrose 

Black Gum 

Flowering Dogwood 
Bush Dogwood 

C-11 

Range in N.c.• 

Mountains, Piedmont 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 
Throughout 
Piedmont, Coastal Plain 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 
Piedmont. Coastal Plain 

Throughout 

Throughout 
Throughout 
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Table c-6 (continued) 

Scientific Name 

ERICACEAE 
Oxydendrum arboreum 
Vaccinium atrococcum 
V. atamineum 
Chimaphila maculata 
Kalmia latifolia 
Az:tlea nudiflorum 

EBENACEAE 
Diospyros virginiana 

OLEACEAE 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica 
!:.. americana 

GENTIANACEAE 
Gentiana vilosa 

APOcYNACEAE 
Amsonia tabemaemontana 

ASCLEPIADACEAE 
Asclepias incarnata 
A. syriaca 
h tuberosa 

CONVOLVULACEAE 
Ipomea purpurea 
h pandurata 

BORAGINACEAE 
Mertensia virginica 

LAMIACEAE 
Prunella vulgaris 
Monarda fistulosa 

SOLANACEAE 
Solanum carolinense 
Physalis virginiana 

SCROPHULARIACEAE 
Agalinis purpurea 
Verbascum thapsus 

CELASTRACEAE 
Euonymous americanus 

· Common Name 

Sourwood 
Black Highbush Blueberzy 
Squaw-Huckleberry 
Spotted Wintergreen 
Mountain Laurel 
Wild Azalea 

Persimmon 

Green Ash 
American Ash 

Gentian 

Blue Star 

Swamp Milkweed 
Milkweed 
Butterfly-weed 

Co1111110n Moming Glory 
Man-root Morning Glory 

Virginian Cowslip 

Prunella 
Monarda 

Nightshade 
Ground Cherry 

Get-ardia 
Wooty Mullein 

Strawberry Bush 

.. 

c-12 

Range in N.c.• 

Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 

Piedmant, Coastal Plain 
Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 

Throughout 
Mountains, Piedmont 
Throughout 

Throughout 
Throughout 

Rare 

Throughout 
Mountains, Piedmont 

Throughout 

Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 

C 

0 
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Table C-6 (continued) 

Scientific Name 

BIGNONIACEAE 
Campsis radicans 

PLANTAGINACEAE 
Plantago lanceolata 
~ aristida 

RUBUCEAE 
Houstonia caerula 
Gallium tinctcrum 

CAPRIFOLUCEAE 
Viburnum. prunifclium 
V. acerifolium 
s'imbucus canadenaia 
Smhoricarpos orbiculatua 
Lonicera sempervi.rena 
b japonica 

CAMPANULACEAE 
Specularia perfoliata 

ASTERACEAE 
Chicorium intybua 
Parthenium integrifolium 
Carduua discolor 
!upatcrium capillifoliWI 
E. coeleatinum 
Gnaphallium cbtuaifolium 
Chrysanthemum leucanthemum 
Heterotheca graminifclia 
H. mariana 
Rudbeckia laciniata 
Aster pilcsus 
Chrysogonum virginianum 
Antennaria plantaginifolia 

var. arncglossa 
Achillea millefclium 

*According tc Radford, et al., 1968 

... 

Common Name 

Trumpet vine 

English Plantain 
Plantain 

Bluets 
Bedstraw 

Black Haw 
Viburnum 
Elderberry 
Coral-berry 
Coral Honeysuckle 
Japanese Honeysuckle 

Venus Locking-glass 

Chicory 
Wild Quinine 
Thistle 
Dog-fennel 
Mist nower 
Rabbit Tobacco 
Ox-eye Daisy 
Hetarotheca 
Heterctbeca 
Coneflower 
Prost Aster 
Green and Gold 
Pussy-toes 

Hilfoil 

c-13 

Range in N.c.• 

Throughout 

Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 
Throughout 

Throughout 
Mountains, Piedmont 
Throughout 
Mountains, Piedmont 
Piedmont, Coastal Plain 
Throughout 

Throughout 

Mou~tains, Piedmont 
Throughout 
Mountains, Piedmont 
Piedmont, Coastal Plain 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Throughout 
Piedmont, Coastal Plain 

Throughout 
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Table C-7 Amphibian and Reptilian Species Collected and/or Observed 
at the Mayo Site, July 1976 Through July 1977* 

Common Name Scientific Name 

.AMPBIBIANS (17 species) 

Red-spotted newt 
Four-toed salamander 
Red-backed salamander 
Slimy salamander 
Northern dusky ~aJ•mander 
R.ed or Mud salamander 
Southern tvo-lined salamander 
Three-lined salamander 
American toad 
Fowler ' s toad 
Easteffl narrow-mouthed toad 
Northern cricket frog 
Northern spring peeper 
Southern leopard frog 
Green frog 
Bullfrog 
Pickerel frog 

Notophthal.Dus viridescens viridescens 
He1Didactylium scutAtum 
Plethodon cinereue cinereus 
Plethodon glutinosue glutinosus 
Desmognathus fuscus fuscua 
Pseudotriton sp. 
Eurycea bislineata cirrigera 
Eurzcea longicauda guttolineata 
Bufo americanus 
Bufo woodhousei fowled 
Gaatrophryne carolinensis 
~ crepitans crepitans 
Hyla crucifer crucifer 
Rana utricularia 
iiiia clad.tans melanota 
iaiia' catesbeiana 
iaiia palustris 

REPTILES (14 species) 

Snapping turtle 
Eastern box turtle 
Northern fence lizard 
Five-lined skink 
Northern water snake 
Eastern garter snake 
Saooth earth snake 
Red-bellied snake 
Northern ringneck snake 
Eastern worm snake 
Northern black racer 
Black rat snake 
Eastern kingsnake 
Southern copperhead 

*Nomenclature follows Conant (1975) 

C- 14 

.. 

Chelydra serpentina 
Terrapene carolina carolina 
Sceloporus undulatus hyacinthinus 
Eumaces faaciatus 
Matrix sipedan sipedon 
thamnophia sirtalis sirtalia 
Virginia valeriae 
Storeria occipitomaculata 
Diadophis punctatus edwardsi 
Carpbophis amoenus amoenus 
Coluber constrictor constrictor 
Elapbe obsoleta obsoleta 
Lamprope.ltis getulus getulua 
Agkistrodon contortrix contortrix 

0 

0 

C 
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C , 
Table C-8 Avifauna Species Observed and Expected to Occur at the Mayo Site* 

Source 
Audubon Federal 

CP&L Christmas Breeding 
Field l Bird Bird 

3 
Comm.on Name Scientific Name Studies Counts2 Surveys 

Horned grebe Podiceps auritus X 
Pied-billed grebe Podilymbus podiceps X 
Canada goose Branta canadensis X 
Mallard A!l!.!, platE:hl'.!!chos X 
Black duck ~ rubripes X 
Gadvall ~ strepera X 
American wigeon Mareca americana X 
Green-winged teal Anaa carolinensis X 
Wood duck Aix sponsa X X 
Redhead Aytbya americana X 
Ring-necked duck Aythya collaris X 
Common goldeneye Bucephala clangula X 
Bufflehead Bucephala albeola X 
Ruddy duck Oxyura jamaicensis X 

1Q Hooded merganser Lophodytes cucullatus X 
Turkey vulture Cathartes aura X X X 
Black vulture Corapps atratus X X 
Goshawk Accipiter gentilis X 
Cooper's hawk Accipiter cooperii X 
Sba-rp-sbinned hawk Accipiter striatua X X X 
Marsh hawk Circus cyaneus X 
Red-tailed hawk ~ :tamaicensis X X X 
Red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus X X X 
Broad-winged hawk Buteo platyPterus X X 
American kestrel !!.!£2. sparverius X X 
Wild turkey Meleagris gallopavo X 
Bobwhite Colinus virginianus X X X 
Great blue heron Ardea berodias X X 
Green heron Butorides viresc~ X X X 
American bittern Botaurus lentiginosus X 
American coot Fulica 8JDericana X 
Killdeer Charadriua vociferus X X 
Solitary sandpiper Tringa solitaria X 
American woodcock Philohela minor X 
Common snipe Capella gallinago X X 
Ring-billed gull Larue delawarensis X 
Rock dove Columba livia X X 
Mourning dove Zenaiduraucroura X X X 
Yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus X X 
Screech owl QE!!. !!!2. X X .. 

C C- 15 
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Table C-8 (contiuued) 
Source 

0 Audubon Federal 
CP&L Christmas Breeding 
Field l Bird Bird 

Common Name Scientific Name Studies Counts2 Survezs3 

Great horned owl ~ virginianus X X 

Barred owl Strix varia X X X 

Chuck-will's-widow --Caprimulgus carolinensis X 

Whip-poor-will Caprimulgus vociferus X X 

Common nighthawk Chordeiles minor X X 

Chimney swift Chaetura pelagica X X 

Ruby-throated humming- Archilochus colubrie X X 

bird 
Belted kingfisher Megaceryle alcyon X X X 

Common flicker Colaptes auratus X X X 

Pileated woodpecker Dryocopus pileatus X X X 

Red-bellied woodpecker Centurus carolinensis X X X 

Red-headed woodpecker Melane£2eS e.rythroceJ!halus X 

Yellow-bellied sap- Sph:uapicus varius X X 

suck.er 
Hairy woodpecker Dendrocopus villosus X X X 

Downy woodpecker Dendrocopua pubeacena X X X 

Eastern kingbird Tyrannua tyrannus X X 

Great crested fly- Myiarchus crinitua X 

catcher 
Eastern phoebe Sayornis phoebe X X X 

Acadian flycatcher f;meidonax virescena X X 

Eastern wood pewee Contopus virens X X 0 Horned lark Eremophila alpeatria X 

Tree swallow Iridoprocne bicolor X 

Rough-winged swallow _Stelgidopt~ryx ruficollis X 

Barn swallow Hiruudo rustica X X 

Purple martin Progne ~ X X 

Blue jay cyanocitta cristata X X X 

C011m10n crow Corvus brachyrhnchos X X X 

Black-capped chickadee ~ atricapillus X 

Carolina chickadee Pansa carolinensis - X X X 

Tufted titmouse Parua bicolor X X X 

Wltlte-breasted nuthatch sI'tta carolinensi■ X X X 

Red-breasted nuthatch Sitt& canadensis X 

Brown-headed nuthatch Sitta puailla X X 

Brown creeper Certhia familiaria X X 

House wren Troglodytes~ X 

Winter wren Troglodytes troglodytes X X 

Carolina wren Thryothorus ludovicianus X X X 

Mockingbird !!!:!!!!, polyglottoe X X X 

Gray catbird Dwnetella carolineneia X X X 

Brown thrasher Toxostoma rufum X X X 

American robin Turdua migrato'riue X X X 

Wood thrush Hylocichla mustelina X X 

Hermit thrush Hylocichla guttata X X 

Swainsou's thrush Hylocichla ustulata X 

Eascern bluebird Sialia sialir X X X 
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0 Table C-ll (continued) 

Source 
Audubon Federal 

CP&L Christmas Breeding 
Field l Bird Bird 

3 
Common Name Scientific Name Studies Counts2 Surve:2:s 

Blue-gray gnatcatcher Polioptila caerulea X X 
Golden-crowned kinglet Regulus satrapa X X 
Ruby-crowned kinglet Regulus calendula X X 
Water pipit Anthus spinoletta X 
Cedar waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum X 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus X X X 

Starling Sturnus vulgaris X X X 
Solitary vireo Vireo solitarius X 
White-eyed vireo Vireo griseus X X 
Yellow-throated vireo Vireo flavifrons X 
Red-eyed vireo Vireo olivaceus X 
Warbling vireo Vireo gilvus X 
Black-and-white warbler Mniotilta J!!!!!. X 
Northern parula warbler Parula americana X 
Yellow warbler Dendroica petechia X 
Myrtle warbler Dendroica coronata X X 
Yellow-throated warbler Dendroica dominica X X 
Black burnian Dendroica ~ X 
. warbler 

Pine warbler Dendroica pinus X X X 
Prairie warbler Dendroica discolor X X 

(0 Palm warbler Dendroica palmarum X 
Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapillus X 
Louisiana waterthrush Seiurus motacilla X 
Common yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas X X X 
Yellow-breasted chat Icteria virens X 
Kentucky warbler Oporornis formosus X 
Hooded warblt:r Wilsonia citrina X 
American redstart Setophaga ruticulla X 
House sparrow Passer domesticus X X X 
Eastern meadowlark S turnella !!!!Hi!!! X X X 
Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus X X X 
Rusty blackbird Euphagus carolinus X 
Brewer's blackbird Euphagus c:2:anocephalus X 
Common grackle Quiscalus guiSCfil X X X 
Brown-headed cowbird Molothrus ater X X X 
Orchard oriole Icterus spurius X 
Northern oriole Icterus galbula X 
Scarlet tanager Piranga olivacea X 
Summer tanager Piranga ~ X X 
Cardinal Richmondena cardinalis X X X 
Evening grosbeak Hesperiphona vespertina X 
Blue grasbeak Guiraca caerulea X X 
Indigo bunting Passerina cyanea X X 
Purple finch Carpodacus purpureus X X 
House finch Carpodacus mexicanus X 
Pine siskin Spinus pinus X 
American goldfinch Spinus tristis X X X 
Rufous-sided towhee Pipilo erythrophthalmus X X X 

( 
C-17 
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Table c-s (continued) 

CP&L 
Field 

Comnon Name Scientific Name Studiesl 

Savannah sparrow Paaserculua sandvichensia X 
Grasshopper sparrow Ammodramus savannarum X 
Dark-eyed junco ~ hye.malis X 
Tree sparrow Spizella arborea 
Chipping sparrow Spizella passerina X 
Field sparrow Spbella puailla X 
White-crowned sparrow Zonotrichia leucophrya 
White-throated sparrow Zonotrichi.a albicollis X 
Pox sparrow Passerella iliaca X 
Swamp spattov Melospiza georgiana 
Song sparrow Meloepiza melodia X 

*Scientific nomenclature follows Robbins et al. (1966) 

1Prom Table C- 9 

2 1973-1976 

3 1970-1976 

C- 18 

Source C Audubon Federal 
Christmas Breedug 

Bird Bird 
Counts2 Surveys3 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X X 
X X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X X 

0 
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n 
I .... 

\D 

Table C-9 Results of Quarterly AvifaunA Surveys and Notations on Other Bird Observations at the Mayo Site. 
July 1976 Through July 1977 

Number Observed 
1976 1977 1977 1977 

10/13 10/14 10/14 10/15 1/26 1/27 1/27 1/28 4/4 4/5 4/6 4/7 7/25 7/26 7/26 
Species PH ~ PH AM PH AM PH AM PH PM AH AM PH AM PH - -
Wood duck * * * * 
Turkey vuiture 1 * * * * * * * * 4 1 
Sharp-shinned hawk 
Red-tailed hawk 1 * * * * 1 * * * 
Red-shouldered hayk 1 
Broad-winged hawk 
American ke!trel * * * * 1 1 
Wild turkey 
Bobwhite * * * * 7 4 

' Bobwhite call 
1 7 5 5 

Great blue ~eron 
Green heron 
American bittem * * * * Common snipe * * * * Mourning dove 38 42 18 16 8 8 6 4 21 8 15 19 13 17 19 
~ourning dove coo 5 8 13 7 8 7 
Yellow-billed cuckoo 1 1 
Whip-poor-willl 
Common nighthawk 1 
Barred owl 1 * * * * Chimney swift 6 3 13 
Belted kingfisher 1 * * * * Ruby-throated humrdngbird 
CollllllOn flicker 4 12 1 4 3 4 5 1 3 6 1 
Pileated woodpecker * * * * Red-bellied woodpecker 1 

,, 
1 1 2 3 5 * * * .. 

Yellow-bellied sapsucker 
Hairv woodpecker 1 * * * • l 
Downy woodpecker 1 2 2 1 4 * * * 
Eastern kingbird 2 1 

7/27 
AM 

~ 

* 

10 

2S 
7 
1 

3 

1 
2 

* 

* 
2 
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Table C-9 (continued) 

Number Observed 
1976 1977 1977 1977 

10/13 10/14 10/14 10/1S 1/26 1/27 1/27 1/28 4/4 4/5 4/6 4/7 7/2S 7/26 7/26 7/27 
PH AK PM ~~~~ ~ PH PM ~ ~ PM AM PM AK 

Eaatem phoebe 2 1 * * * * 1 J 
Acadian flycatcher 2 
Purple martin l 
Eastern wood pewee 2 
Barn swallow J 2 
Blue jay 5 14 l 27 26 2 8 s 1 12 18 2 8 3 ll 
Common crow 1 16 4 18 21 l 17 6 10 12 l 11 2 19 
Carolina chickadee s 2 12 2 5 3 1 8 1 s 4 5 3 9 
Tufted titmouse * * * * l 4 • * * * 2 2 
White-tireasted nuthatch l 
Brown creeper1 
Winter wrenl 

n Carolina wren 2 6 1 2 1 2 1 2 
I 
N MockinBbird l 1 1 l 3 3 2 2 2 4 1 
0 Gray catbird 1 1 

Brown thrasher 
American robin 37 83 45 33 1S 6 8 21 27 s 8 8 9 
Wood thrush 1 4 1 l 2 
Swainaon's thrush 
Eastern bluebird 1 4 s 1 2 2 1 2 2 
Blue-gray goatcatcher * * * * 
Golden-crowned kinglet s 
Ruby-crowned kinglet 19 J 
Lot;gerhead shrike * * * * 1 l 
Starling 3 2 12 1 4 9 s 9 s 
White-eyed vireo * * • * 
Myrtle warbler 2 
Yellow-throated warbler * * • • 1 
Blackburnian warbler 1 
Prairie warbler * • * • 
Pine warbler 1 l 
Common yellowthroat 
House sparrow 1 8 6 6 
Eastern meadowlark ·k * " * 3 3 8 10 4 1 1 

; Red-winged blackbird 6 7 s 3 6 5 4 5 34 
Common grackle 8 12 9 7 19 28 2 
Brown-headed cowbird 7 1 
Hermit thrush 2 1 1 2 
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Table c-9 (continued) 

Humber Observed 
1976 1977 1977 1977 

10/13 10/14 10/14 10/15 1/26 1/27 1/27 1/28 4/4 4/5 4/6 4/7 7/25 7/26 
PH ~ ...!!L. AM PH AM PM AM PM PM AM AM PM AM -

Swmaer tanager 
Cardinal 2 3 2 6 12 10 10 7 13 l 17 12 1 6 
Indigo bvnting 1 9 22 
Purple finch l 
American goldfinch 2 2 2 
Rufous-sided towhee 2 4 2 2 2 1 3 9 9 13 
Savannah aparrowl 1 Grasshopper sparrow 
Dark-eyed junco 1 37 18 48 50 
Chipping sparrow 
Field sparrow 2 1 1 2 3 * * 
White-throated sparrow 6 3 15 11 7 3 2 1 
Fox sparrow * * * * 
Song sparrow * * * * 5 3 1 1 
Unidentified birds 5 11 4 12 4 4 4 1 27 6 3 8 2 4 

TOTAL BIRDS 106 210 88 196 90 141 93 125 ll7 .;s 166 186 90 121 
NUMBER OF SPECIES 

PER SURVEY 11 15 12 21 15 15 14 16 15 18 23 24 20 22 

Four individual surveys were conducted during each quarterly sampling period. 

*Indicates that the species was obseTVed during the respective quarterly sanpling trip, but not during the 
quantitative avifauna survey. 

1 Species observed during July 1976 through July 1977 study period, but not during a quarterly sampling trip. 

2 
Reported to occur within project area, but not observed during field study. 

7/26 
PM 

6 
1S 

4 

* 

3 

138 

20 

7/27 
AM ~ 

l 
3 

12 

4 
4 

1 

* 

6 

144 

25 
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Table C-10 • Estimated Average ·Annual Retrieved Duck . Harvest During 1961-70 
for Person County, · North Carolina, Based on-Federal Waterfowl 
Parts Collection Survey* 

Dabbler Species 

Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos) 
Black duck (.Anas rubripes) 
.American wigeon (Mareca americana) 
Green-winged teal (Anas carolinensis) 
Pintail (Anas acutar--
Wood duck (Aix sponsa) 

Total dabblers 

Diver Species 

Lesser scaup (Aythya affinis) 
Ring-necked duck (Aythya collaris) 
Bufflehead (Bucephala albeola) 
Hooded merganser (Lophodytes cucullatus) 

Total divers 

Total dabblers and divers 

*From Carney and Sorensen (1975) 

... 

C-22 

No. Harvested 

68 
33 

9 
52 

B 
126 

296 

55 
60 
19 

..]! 

173 

469 

0 
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Table c-11 ' Mammalian Species Observed at the Mayo Site, July 1976 
Through July 1977 

Common Name Scientific Name 

(20 species) 

Opossum 
Shorttail shrew 
Eastern mole 
Raccoon 
Striped skunk 
Red fox 
Gray fox 
Woodchuck 
Eastern chipmunk 
Eastern gray squirrel 
Beaver 
Eastern harvest mouse 
White-footed mouse 
Golden mouse 
Hispid cotton rat 
Pine vole 
Meadow vole 
Muskrat 
Ea.stern cottontail 
Whitetail deer 

.. 

C-23 

Didelphis marsupialis 
Blarina brevicauda 
Scalopus aguaticus 
Procyon lotor 
Mephitis mephitis 
Vulpes vulpes 
Urocyon cinereoargenteus 
Marmota monax 
Tamias striatus 
Sciurus carolinensis 
Castor canadensis 
Reithrodontomys humulis 
Peromyscus leucopus 
Peromyscus nuttali 
Sigmodon hispidus 
Microtus pinetorum 
Microtus pennsylvanicus 
Ondatra zibethica 
Sylvilagus floridanus 
Odocoileus virginianus 
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Responses to the CoDDents on the Proposed 
Mayo Electric Generating Plant Prior to the Issuance 

of the Draft EIS 
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APPENDIX D 

A. Government Agencies 

(1) U.S. Department of the Interior 

a. Comment: In a May 26, 1977 letter to you concerning Carolina 
Power and Light Company's application (SAWC077-N-073-006-0311) for a 
Department of the Army permit to place fill material in the water~ 
of Mayo Creek, I requested an opportunity to review an environmental 
assessment referenced in the public notice and advisement of action 
taken regarding this pendt. I would still appreciate receiving that 
material because the project bas great potential for adverse impact 
on fish and wildlife resources. 

Response: The District Engineer announced in this public notice 
dated 8 December 1977 that an EIS would be prepared on the proposed project. 
The Department of the Interior has been furnished with a copy of this 
statement. In addition, the Department of the Interior has been furnished 
with a copy of the CP&L's assessment. 

b. Comment: Based upon information provided by Carolina Power and 
Light, approximately 2,800 acres will be required for the make-up water 
reservoir; 300 acres for the ash pond, plant and related facilities; 
1,793 acres for transmission corridors; and 3,000 acres for unspecified 
uses. Because 2,800 acres of terrestrial wildlife habitat will be 
permanently inundated and an additional 300 acres permanently committed 
to the sole purpose of electricity generation, mitigation is imperative. 
The 3,000 acres for unspecified uses consists of land bordering the 
Teservoir that could be managed under the Wildlife Resources Co.mnission 
Game Lands Program to offset the inundation of this habitat. 

Response: Sectior. 1.5.8 of the DEIS indicates that CP&L plans 
to manage approximately 1800 acres of wildlife habitat at the site in 
cooperation with the N.C. Wildlife Resources Commission. The land 
consists of a 500-acre auxiliary ash pond site west of US 501 and the 
1300 acres of land surrounding the reservoir that is to be used for 
flood storage and passage. The remaining 1200 acTes or so of land 
mainly surrounds the ash pond and plant site. CP&L has indicated th,t 
This area will probably not be managed as game lands because the parcels 
are too small, or bunting in the larger areas close to the plant would 
create a safety hazard. 

c. Co111ment: Creation ~fa reservoir fishery is expected to 
compensate for the loss of the existing Mayo Creek fishery. However, 
the hydrology of t)te project and design of the ash pond discharge system 
create a potential.for concentration of selenium, heavy metals and 
other pollutants which may preclude a sustained fish population in 
the make-up water reservoir. Of particular concern is the discharge 
of treated ash pond ef&uent containing 0.03 ppm selenium into th•' 
make-up water reservoir. Water retention time in conjunction with the 
concentrating effects of the cooljng towers present a very definite 

D-1 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 303 of 565



potential for selenium buiidup in the reservoir. Although little is 
known concerning the toxicity of selenium, investigations conducted 
at Belews Lake indicate that concentrations of 0.05 ppm or less 
inhibit reproduction in game fishes. Thus, a contingency plan is 
needed that specifies action the applicant will take should a similar 
prublem occur at the proposed Mayo Creek Plant. 

Response: As indicated in Section 4.3.2.1.2.2, the N.C. 
Division of Environmental Management is the state agency that handles 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. 
This agency is aware of the potential selenium problem and has the 
authority to deny or condition the NPDES permit as necessary to protect 
water quality. 

d. Comment: Because the Wildlife Resources C0111Dlission shares these 
concerns, the Commission and the Fish and Wildlife Service have worked 
together with Carolina Power and Light in an attempt to find satisfactory 
solutions to these problems. A program of mitigation for terrestrial 
Wildlife habitat losses and assurance that adequate water treatment 
measures will be taken to sustain a fishery in the reservoir must be 
incorporated into the project plans if unacceptable adverse effects 
specified in Section 404 are to be avoided. Discussions with Carolina 
Power and Light to develop a cooperative program of mitigation were 
unproductive because of purported restrictions (cited by CP&L) imposed 
by N.C. Utilities Commission regulations governing the holding of land 
for purposes other than generation of electricity. As a result, the 
Wildlife Commission and Fish and Wildlife Service jointly requested 
a ruling from the Utilities Commission to determine if their regulations 
do in fact prohibit or limit mitigation by Carolina Power and Light 
through dedication of lands to wildlife conservation. A response in 
the near future is anticipated. 

Response: The N. c. Utilities Commission responded to the 
Wildlife agencies comments on 14 November 1977. This letter basically 
indicated that a new electric generation facility may include a 
reasonable amount of land for mitigation into the rate base if the 
land is required for environmental protection. A member of the 
Commission staff was contacted on 10 February 1978 for a clarification 
of this letter. According to the staff member, reasonable would be 
established by the CollllDission based on information presented to it. The 
required aspect. means mitigation land required by a State or Federal 
authority. 

However, regardless of the mitigation acreage that may be required by a 
State or Federal authority, the Commission would not necessarily allow 
the total acreage to be included in the rate base. The amount that may 

' 
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be required over that approved by the Utilities Commission would have to 
be absorbed by the CP&L stockholders. 

e. Comment: We will continue to work with the applicant to resolve 
the problems which have been discussed above and to coordinate our efforts 
with the N.C. Wildlife Resources Commission. 

Response: Noted 

f. Comment: It is requested that the applicant develop mitigation 
programs for fish and wildlife losses and a contingency plan addressing 
the potential selenium problem for review by and approval of the N.C. 
Wildlife Resource Commission and this office prior to any further action 
on the permit. 

Response: The applicant's mitigation plan is indicated in 
Section 1.5.8 of the EIS. 

Regarding the potential selenium problem, the N.C. Division of 
Environmental Management will send a public notice to the Wildlife 
Commission and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service wheil the draft NPDES 
permit on the Mayo project is available for review and comment. 

(2) U.S. Department of Commerce 

Co111111ent: Based on information in the (public) notices 
and our experience with similar projects, we believe the proposed 
work may adversely affect fishery resources for which the National 
Marine Fisheries Service is responsible. However, because of current 
workload, our biologists are unable to adequately investigate the 
proposed projects. Therefore, we cannot offer specific comments at 
this time. 

Response: A representative of the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) was contacted by telephone in order to have someone from 
the agency visit the site. However, during the conversation the 
representative recognized that no marine fishes such as anadromous 
species had access to the site &inc~ ur~tream migration was blocked by 
the Roanoke Rapids, Gaston and John H. Kerr dams on the Roanke River. 
Thus, the project was determined to be out ~f the NMFS area of responsibility 
and they would have no official comments on the project. 

(3) Commonwealth of Virginia, Council on the Environment 

Comment: Based on discussions with personnel of CP&L with 
representatives of the Virginia State Water Control Board and from 
information provided t~ the Board by CP&L we find that the project 
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Will offer no significant deterioration of the Mayo Creek water 
quality in Virginia. It is our understanding that CP&L intends to 
augment the 7 day/10 year low flow of 0.1 cubic feet per second 
to no less than 2 cubic feet per second, a factor of 20 times, except 
during extremely unusual drought conditions which might threaten plant 
op~ration. The Section 401 Certification issued by the State of North 
Carolina also has a requirement that releases from the impoundment 
will have a minimum dissolved oxygen concentration of 5.0 mg/1. 

We found the environmental information provided to be quite sufficient 
and based upon our review felt that the project is environmentally 
acceptable. 

Response: Noted 

(4) N.C. Department of Natural Resources and Community Development 

a. Co111J11ents: Wildlife Resources Commission strongly recommends 
that this letter should not provide a final state viewpoint. Further, 
the commission reports that it has made an effort to discuss two 
key issues with Carolina Power and Light Company and discussion is 
ongoing with the applicant. However, to date, there remains unanswered 
questions on the matter. The two issues of primary concem to the 
commission are: 

1. The mitigation of wildlife losses fr01ll inundation of approximately 
2800 acres from reservoir construction and; 

2. The potential loss of reservoir fishery that could result 
from the concentration of selenium and other pollutants which can 
occur as a result of the discharge of the ash pond effluent into the 
main reservoir. 

Response: See response A(l){b) above. 

b. Comment: The commission considers the above issues as being 
unr~solved and requests that no action be taken on the pending Section 404 
perr.lit until a final State position is presented. 

Response: Noted. 

c. Comment: Water Quality Section, Division of Environmental 
Management reports that a Section 401 Certificate has been issued. 

Division of Highways, Department of Transportation submits no objection 
pending final agreement on the treatment of road adjustments required 
by reservoir construction. Preliminary studies have been made and proposed 
treatment fumished to Carolina Power and Light by the Division of Highways. 
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Division of Health Services, Department of Human Resources reports that 
such project represents a potential for mosquito breeding and in order 
to reduce that threat, compliance with the "Rules for the Control of 
lmp.lunded Water" is required. 

Division of Earth Resources finds that an erosion control plan must be 
filed vith the Department of Natural Resources and Community Development 
at least 30 days prior to commencing land disturbing activities. The 
plan must be approved before the construction can begin. 

Response: These items have been indicated in Section 1.8 
of the E!S. 

d. Comment: Division of Archives and History reported in June 
of this year that the agency was reviewing an archaeological/historical 
report on the project . No further response has been submitted. 

Response: As indicated in Section 2.5 none of the archaeological 
or historic sites located at the project site are on the National 
Register of Historic Places or considered of significance for inclusion. 
The Fontaine House was the only site on which the historical agencies 
have expressed concern. However, in a letter of 29 November 1977 to the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the State Historic Preservation 
officer suggested that the Fontaine House not be considered for eligibility 
to the National Register. 

e. Comment: Due to the c01Uplex nature of this project and the 
apparent need of further study and negotiation, the information presented 
herein should not be considered as a final State viewpoint. 

Response: Noted. 

B. Cittzen Groups 

Mayo Area Conservationists 

a. Comment: Many people are being and have been forced to 
relocate many miles away from the community of their parents and grand­
parents, and perhaps as many as a dozen farn:~rs face the prospect of 
finding other employment because workable land for their operation will 
no l~nger be available. 

Response: Unfortunately the production of electric power is 
not always compatible with the desires of all the public. tn the proposed 
project, the State Utilities Commision issued a Certificate of Public 
Convenlence and Necessity in March 1977. This certificate was issued 
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after having public hearings and considering the overall public need 
including the impacts on the local citizens. 

The Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity authorized construction 
of the CP&L plant and cleared the way for purchase and/or condemnation 
of the land involved. Also see Section 4.2.3.5 of the DEIS. 

b. Comment: We would like to respond to CP&L's Environmental 
Assessment and would like to formally request that you notify us when 
the paper is available. We will send someone to Wilmington to review 
the assessment if copies cannot be found locally. 

Response: The availability of the CP&L assessment was announced 
in our 23 June 1977 public notice. A copy of the Corps .DEIShas been sent 
to the Mayo Area Conservationist. 

c. Comment: There has been a lack of information received about the 
proposed project. Despite nWllerous requests of CP&L and the Utilities 
Commission we have never been told directly where the lake, ash pond and 
generating facility will be located nor have we seen a usable map of 
the project. We have been told by Larry Lilly of CP&L that final 
decisions have not been made. We find it hard to believe that the 
Utilities Commission, you or anyone else could responsibly determine the 
effects of the plant until this information is available. 

Response: These items have been addressed in the DEIS. 

d. Comment: As you know, CP&L bas a generating facility only 
~ few miles from the Mayo site. We have seen first-hand the environmental 
effects of the smoke which constantly springs forth fr0111 one or more of 
the four towers. Homeowners in the area have complained of a constant 
ash covering their houses, lawns, care, even laundry left on the line. 
Tobacco and other crops have been adversely affected we are told. The 
Mayo facility would be considerably larger than Hyco and we are quite 
concerned about these problems in our area. 

Response: The Mayo plant will actually be smaller than the 
Hyco plant since Mayo is to produce 1,440 MW while Hyco now produces 
1,720 MW and is to produce 2,440 MW. 

According to the State Air Quality Section of N.C. Division of Environmental 
Management, Roxboro (Ryco) unit 3 is operating in violation of particulate 
and visible emission standards. Although mechanical improvements have been 
made to the precipitators on this unit under a previous compliance order, 
the required collection efficiency has not been demonstrated. In recent 
conferences with Environmental Protection Agency officials, CP&L indicated 
that a program to improve precipitator._ efficiency by use of "flue gas 
conditioning" will be implemented. This work will probably take about a 
( 

year to complete. Contingency plans are also being formulated. 
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The precipitators proposed for new Mayo facility are of a different make 
and should have the benefit of more recent technological advances. The 
division has issued a permit for the construction and operation of 
electrostatic precipitators to be installed on the coal-fired steam 
generating units at this facility . As required by Federal regulations, 
an analysis of the impact of air emission from this source has been 
conducted. A copy of the review report is in Appendix B along with the 
permits issued for the facility and concurrence by EPA, 

e . Comment: We are also rather concerned about locating two such 
facilities so close together. The area is already constantly cloudy and 
there appears to be an increase in rainfall. Would not the location of 
another plant so close together seriously and pemanently alter the 
climate of our area? Also, steam constantly pours out of the two cooling 
towers at Hyco. We understand at least two more are planned there, plus 
another four at Mayo. Could not these towers create essentially a rain 
forest connecting the two plants, where trees and other vegetation were 
wet with water during warm weather and covered with ice during cold? 
Residents of Byco say this is beginning to happen already. We are also 
concerned about the far-reaching environmental and climatic dangers that 
could result from so many manmade bodies of water so close together, 
these being Kerr Lake, Hyco Lake and the proposed Mayo Lake. 

Response: The anticipated impacts of the proposed cooling 
towers are discussed in Section 4.3. 1.1.5. We are not aware of any 
evidence available that indicates that waterbodies the size of the 
ones surrounding the Roxboro area have a significant effect on the 
local environment. 

f. Comment: We are also worried about the effects of one concern 
uwning such an enormous amount of land in one county. At Mayo anywhere 
from 4,800 to 7,000 ac~es we have been told will be taken over and taken 
out of crop production forever. The economy of our area and the county 
as a whole depends on tobacco and other crops. With Hyco and then Kayo, 
it is beginning to look like CP&L wants to take as much of Person 
County's land out of production as possible and then pollute the air 
so the rest of the land won't produce. The situation to us looks as 
if economic disaster could be just around the corner. tn very personal 
terms, CP&L is taking our land to make electricity and will then turn 
off ours because we can no longer pay our light bills. 

Response: As indicated in Section 4. 2.3.5 and Table 2.3-1 a 
combination of 700 acres of cropland and pastureland is to be taken out 
of production. Air pollution is not anticipated to be a probleQ ~s 
indicated in response d. of this section. Also, see response a. of this 
section. 
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g. Comment: We are concerned about the necessary ash pond and 
a potential pollution of the creek upstream. Some of us own property 
just north of the site in Virgidia and the stream is used to water 
cows that are kept on the land. No one wants to wake up one morning 
and find their entire income for the next several years to come is 
laying dead by a polluted stream. Also we understand that virtually 
no water would be discharged from the reservoir into Mayo Creek. 
Would not this transform this natural flowing waterway into a dead 
river, fit only for breeding mosquitos and certainly not fit for 
watering animals? The proposed dam would also mean that CP&L would 
have virtual control over all the natural waterways in Person County. 

Response: See response A(l)(c) above regarding the potential 
pollution problem. 

The project should not turn Mayo Creek into a "dead river" as indicated 
in your comment. As indicated in Section 4.3.1.2 an average of 24 cfs 
will be discharged from the reservoir during normal conditions and 
2 cfs during drought conditions. 

Under severe drought conditions flow in Mayo Creek has historically 
stopped. The release of 2 cfs could help alleviate this situation. 
However, when the level in the reservoir becomes critical to the operation 
of the plant, the 2 cfs discharge will be reduced to 0.1 cfs. CP&L 
reservoirs would control a significant amount of the Person County 
watershed but many streams and rivers are unaffected by CP&L such as 
South Flat and North Flat Rivers, Deep Creek, Tar River, Castle and 
Storys Creeks, etc. 

h. Comment: We are concerned about the divisive effects the 
plant would have, and already has had, in our community. Roads would 
be closed that we need to get to church, to keep established ties 
and to farm our land. If, for example, the roads are closed as requested 
by CP&L a less than five minute drive would suddenly become a major 
half hour trek into Virginia and back to reach the same spot. You can 
see what this would mean to farmers whose farms are being separated 
and to those cut off from churches, stores, family and friends. There 
are six churches involved. 

Response: As indicated in Section 1.6.1.2 and Figure 1.6.3, 
all major roads except SR 1501 are to be relocated across the reservoir 
near or at the existing alignments. SR 1501 is to be relocated below 
the dam in North Carolina. 

1. Comment: To us, the Mayo Creek area is a unique, beautiful 
and restful place. It sits atop the Triassic Ridge and offers a terrain 
not found elsewhere in this area. The area is generally known to be .. 
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the best hunting in Person County with deer, fox, rabbits, and a number 
of other animals roaming almost at will. The flowing creek has supplied 
Sunday dinners for generations of local residents and is still doing so. 
The natural peace of the area would be forever disrupted by the sound 
of two 720 megawatt plants. And where would the deer and other animals 
go? Perhaps a few miles west into the Hyco Reservoir. 

Response: All the animals within the plant site and reservoir 
area will be displaced or destroyed. Some of the larger animals such 
as deer, squirrels, and rabbits that should be able to escape to adjacent 
areas will establish in these new areas. However, some will perish due 
to increased competition. 

CP&L's mitigation plan as outlined in Section 1.5. 8 of this EIS, may 
partially offset this impact. However, as noted above, there will be 
some unavoidable changes. 

j. Comment: Though we have no place registered in the National 
Registry of Historic Places, there are several items we feel are of 
significant historical interest. One of the several ash pond sites 
which CP&L has mentioned would caver two large cemeteries. We believe 
these to be slave graveyards with graves dating well back into the 
18th century. Davis Mill, an old water run gristmill we believe has 
historic interest and several of the older houses and farmsteads 
certainly are significant historically for the region, and may well 
have significance beyond the region. 

Response: The Research Laboratories of Anthropology of the 
University of North Carolina, Chapel Bill (Ward and Trinkley, 1977), 
performed a historic and prehistoric survey of the Mayo project site. 
None of the sites discussed in this report including Davis Mill were 
considered of such significance for inclusion in the National Register. 

Also see Section 2.5.2 and 4.2.2.3 of the DEIS regarding gravesites. 

k. Comment: We also question whether the plant is necessary at 
all. CP&L estimates of future demand of electricity have already 
been proved far high over the past few years. Demand has grown far 
less than they ant!cipated and we think with the emphasis on energy 
conservation, demanJ will grow even less. Is it worth it to destroy 
one of the few reri: ining completely natural area 3, disrupt our 1 !.ves 
and cot11111uni ty, to :xovide something that may not even be needed:' 

Response: The N. C. Utilities Commission considers that 
there is a public n,sed for the project since they issued a Certificate 
of Public Conveni1enl~e and Necessity in March 1977. 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 311 of 565



, 
C. Individuals 

(1) John H. Merritt 

a. Comment: I notice that the area to be covered with water in 
thi~ proposed project will be 28.000 acres. CP&L already has 3,750 
acres covered with water in the Ryco reservoir. There will not be 
much land left in Person County. 

Response: The Mayo Reservoir will impound 2.aoo acres. not 
28.000 acres. The two reservoirs combined would comprise less than 3% 
of the county area. 

b. Comment: I am concerned greatly about the ash pond on Crutchfield 
Branch and the pollution in the drainage from this ash pond. I have some 
625 acres of land just north of the proposed main dam and the ash pond 
dam that is being used for the production of purebred Angus cattle. The 
ash pond would overflow into the Crutchfield Branch just south of the 
North Carolina-Virginia line. flow through my farm and enter Mayo Creek 
on my farm. This branch is used as a source of water for the cattle. 
If CP&L is allowed to dump polluted water and waste in this branch it will 
render a large part of my farm unfit for its present use. It also 
seems it would effect the quality of the water in Mayo where Crutchfield 
Branch enters Mayo. 

I would like to be assured of a normal flow of water in Crutchfield 
as well as Mayo with the assurance that the quality of water would 
not be below a level that would be hamful to livestock as well as 
wildlife and fish. 

Response: The N. c. Department of Natural Resources and 
Community Development. Division of Environmental Management, have 
been informed of your situation. They indicated that they will 
investigate your operation and take it into consideration prior to 
the issuance of a NPDES discharge permit. 

(2) Mary M. Winstead 

a. Comment: I did not receive a readvertisement of the public notice 
dated 28 April 1977. but I live within four miles of the proposed Carolina 
Power and Light plant on Mayo Creek and five miles from the Hyco Carolina 
Power and Light plant. I indeed request a public hearing before any permit 
is issued for this Mayo Plant. 

Response: Your name has been placed on our Mayo Creek project 
mailing list and you will receive all future notices. A hearing is 
planned on the project. You will be"'llotified of time and place. 
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b. Comment: The air pollution in northern Person County is 
already bad. A heavy smut settlement is constantly on everything 
we have coming from the vest of us, Hyco CP&L. This is a beautiful 
green farming area but what will be the effect to crops with more 
of this ash and soot rolling down on us from the northeast. 

Our chief crop is tobacco, the tobacco companies are not to buy tobacco 
with sand on it this year. The sand only effects the bottom leaves but 
this ash and soot will miss none of the plant. If the tobacco companies 
refuse to buy such tobacco the economy of Person County is immediately 
destroyed. 

Response: See response B(l)(d) above. 

c. Comment: This area is rich in history. Old houses are hand 
hewn and pegged together. One such house CP&L has already torn down. A 
graveyard, either Indian or slave, will be destroyed also. 

Response: See response B(l)(j) above. 

d . Comment: The wild animals are plentiful, deer, wild turkeys, 
quail, etc. ~-lhen CP&L takes their natural homes, they will bP. driven 
into the cornfields and eventually destroyed. 

Response: See response B(l)(i) above. 

e. Comment: Do you know of an~ther area where two plants are only 
8 miles apart? If so what is the enviroDD1ental impact? 

Response: We are not aware of any coal-fired plants in 
this region that are as close as the Roxboro and Mayo plant. However, 
we feel that the impacts of the project are adequately addressed in 
this DEIS. 

f. Comment: Why was not the public better informed on their 
right to respond to your said public notice? 

Response: Our public notices are sent to eve~yone who 
has expressed interest in a project, to affected property owners, 
to local officials, post offices, etc. Unfortunately when compiling 
a mailing list of several hundred ind~viduals, sometimes someone is 
inadvertently overlo~ked. 

(3) Mr. and Mrs. G. W. Kane 

a. Comment: I own property in this area which is my only source 
of income. This 1s farm property used to produc~ tobacco. I would 
like to know how an additional plant will affect the area. 
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Response: All pertinent impacts of the proposed plant are 
discussed in this DEIS. However, I believe your basic concern probably 
deals with the ash from the stacks. This should not be a problem as 
indicated in response B(l)(d) above. 

b. Comment: Is it the custom for the power company to buy the 
land, displace the people, and cause all of this stress and distress 
before evan applying for the permit, and before giving the people 
who live in the area a chance to comment on the project? We do feel 
that we need a hearing on this entire process. 

Response: The N.C. Utilities Commission issued CP&L a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity in March 1977 after 
considering the overall public interest and need. This certificate 
cleared the way for CP&L to obtain the land necessary either by direct 
purchase or condemnation. Applying for a Department of the Army permit 
to the Corps of Engineers has no bearing on those acquisition procedures. 

A public hearing is planned on the proposed project under Corps of 
Engineers authority and your comments are requested on this DEIS. You 
will be notified of time and place of the hearing. 

(4) Travis w. Peed 

a. Comment: Carolina Power and Light Company has already placed 
dams in Mayo Creek, which divert the flow from its natural position·, 
without consideration being given to landowner's property or rights to 
the use of the stream. Such blatant disregard for the involved public is 
apparently congruent with their failure in assuring "full and adequate 
notification of the general public" of their application to the Army 
Corps of Engineers, making necessary the notice dated 23 June 1977. 
Even this final notification though has missed people who are directly 
concerned. 

Response: CP&L diverted the flow prior to our regulatory 
authority coming into effect in Mayo Creek. 

The lack of notification in our 28 April 1977 public notice was 
inadvertant and was corrected by our 23 June 1977 public notice. 
However, when dealing with hundreds of names and addresses sometimes 
an individual may be missed. 

b. Comment: In the description of the proposed work submitted by 
the applicant, there is not enough detail or accuracy in the plans to 
determine the full extent of the detriment this project would bring 
about. However, as yet Carolina Power and Light C0111pany does not own 
the land where they propose an ash pond, nor have they even made a survey 
to determine if the area is suitable for its construction. How could 
anyone expect to be granted an application for something that so little 
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( is known about? In the same light the main dam on Mayo Creek is thought 
to be located on or near a fault. Is this item that easily overlooked? 
Likewise, what about the possibility of bad water flowing with the Crutch­
field Branch on into Virginia given all types of weather conditions? 

Response: All these items are addressed or discussed in detail in 
this DEIS. Additional information on the ash pond has been requested as 
indicated in Section 4.3.1.3. The fault is discussed in Section 2. 2. 1.2. 2.1 . 
Cmuaents from the State of Virginia regarding water quality are indicated in 
comment A(3) above. 

c. Comment: What happens to the incomes of the farmers who must 
relocate? Where are their new lands to come from? Sure the county 
would get more taxes, but county taxes do not feed your family! 

Response: See response B(l)(a) above. 

d. Comment: The natural beauty and richness of the free flowing 
stream, the only habitat in which some animal life can survive, will 
be taken from our area forever . 

Response: The impacts of the project on the natural system 
is discussed in Sections 4.2.2 and 4.3.2 of the EIS. 

e. CtJ111111ent: Have the old graveyards and mill site been considered? 

Response: See response B(l)(j) above. 

f. Comment: Isn't the proposed project tapping the last unused 
water supply in the area. 

Response: See responseB B(l)(g) and C(l)(a) above. 

g. Comment: In summary I would like to request the preparation 
of a full Environmental Impact Stateruent under Section 102(2)(c) of the 
National Environ.mental Policy Act of 1969. 

Response: This DEIS was prepared to comply with NEPA. 

(5) Blanche B. Clay 

C0111111ent : In reference to the petition dated June 14, 1977 
(Mayo Area Cooaervationists), e1tpressing c~rtain reservations with 
regard to Carolina Pover and Light Company's proposed Mayo Creek 
Project which I signed for myself and also signed as spokesperson 
for Clem E. Clay, Roxie B, Hughes, Reva B. Parham, Isaac Bowman, Jr., 
and Paul H. Hughes, I would like to withdrav all the names I signed 
in the petition. 

.. 
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We have reached a settlement with Carolina Power and Light Company on 
lands necessary for the project that we own. 

Response: Noted 

Letters with comments similar to the ones indicated above were received 
frOlll the following: 

Mr. Alan Johnson 
Route 5, Springhill 21 
Chapel Bill, NC 27514 

Mrs. R. Whorton Winstead 
Route 5, Box 188 
Roxboro, NC 27573 

(Second letter, first letter included 
in Section C(2) above) 

These letters have not been included in this appendix since they are 
similar to other comments received. 
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LETTERS COMMENTING ON THE PROPOSED 

MAYO ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT PRIOR TO THE 

ISSUANCE OF THE DRAFr EIS 
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United ?tates Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Division of Ecological Services 
310 New Bern Avenue, Room 468 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 

NO" l 1977 

October 28, 1977 

District Engineer 
U.S . AnnY Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 1890 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28401 

Dear Sir: 

In a May 26, 1977 letter to you concerning Carolina Power and Light 
Company's application (SAWCO 77-N-073-006-0311) for a Department 
of the Anny pennit to place fill material in the waters of Mayo 
Creek, I requested an opportunity to review an environmental 
assessment referenced in the public notice and advisement of action 
taken regarding this permit. I would still appreciate receiving 
that material because the project has great potential for adverse 
impact on fish and wildlife resources. 

Our primary concerns associated with the proposed Mayo Creek 
Generating Plant center around the loss of approximately 3,100 
acres of wildlife habitat and the potential for buildup of 
pollutants in the make-up reservoir. 

Based upon information provided by Carolina Power and Light, 
approximately 2,800 acres will be required for the make-up water 
reservoir; 300 acres for the ash pond, plant and related facilities; 
1,793 acres for transmission corridors; and 3,000 acres for 
unspecified uses. Because 2,800 acres of terrestrial wildlife 
habitat will be permanently inundated and an additional 300 
acres permanently committed to the sole purpose of electricity 
generation, mitigation is imperative. The 3,000 acres for 
unspecified uses consists of land bordering the reservoir 
that could be managed under the Wildlife Resources Co1T111ission 
Game Lands Program to offset the inundatio~ of this habitat • 

.. 
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Creation of a reservoir fishery is expected to compensate for 
the loss of the existing Mayo Creek fishery. However, the hydrology 
of the project and design of the ash pond discharge system create 
a potential for concentration of selenium, heavy metals and other 
pollutants which may preclude a sustained fish population in the 
make-up water reservoir. Of particular concern is the discharge 
of treated ash pond effluent containing 0.03 ppm selenium into 
the make-up water reservoir. Water retention time in conjunction 
with the concentrating effects of the cooling towers present a 
very definite potential for selenium buildup in the reservoir. 
Although little is known concerning the toxicity of selenium, 
investigattions conducted at Balews Lake indicate that concentrations 
of 0.05 ppm or less inhibit reproduction in game fishes. Thus, 
a contingency plan is needed that specifies action the applicant 
will take should a similar problem occur at the proposed Mayo 
Creek Plant. 

Because the Wildlife Resources Commission shares these concerns, 
the Comnission and the Fish and Wildlife Service have worked together 
with Carolina Power and Light in an attempt to find satisfactory 
solutions to these problems. A program of mitigation for terrestrial 
wildlife habitat losses and assurance that adequate water treatment 
measures will be taken to sustain a fishery in the reservoir must be 
incorporated into the project plans if unacceptable adverse effects 
specified in Section 404 are to be ·avoided. Discussions with Carolina 
Power and Light to develop a cooperative program of mitigation were 
unproductive because of purported restrictions (cited by CP&L) imposed 
by N.C. Utilities Commission regulations governing the holding of land 
for purposes other than generation of electricity. As a result, the 
Wildlife Commission and Fish and Wildlife Service jointly requested 
a ruling from the Utilities Comission to detennine if their regulations 
do in fact prohibit or limit mitigation by Carolina Power and Light 
through dedication of lands to wildlife conservation. A response in 
the near future is anticipated. 

We will continue to work with the applicant to resolve the problems 
which have been discussed above and to coordinate our efforts with 
the N.C. Wildlife Resources Cornnission. However, we reiterate our 
earlier position that the pennit be held in abeyance until the Corps 
of Engineer's environmental assessment can be reviewed. Further, 
it is requested that the applicant develop mitigation programs for 
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fish and wildlife losses and a contingency plan addressing the 
potential selenium problem for review by and approval of the 
N.C. Wildlife Resources Conmission and this office prior to 
any further action on the permit. 

Please advise us of the current status of this permit. 

.. 

Sincerely your;>-") . 

/ J~~-#vl 
- Bob A. Robinson 

Field Supervisor 
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UNiTEi I STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
NatioP 11 Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIUNf•L MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

Duval Building 
9450 Gandy Boulevard JUL 5 1977 
St. Petersburg, FL 33702 

July 1, 1977 

Colonel Homer Johnstone 
District Engineer 1 Wilmington District 
Department of the Army 1 Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 1890 
Wilmington, NC 28401 

Dear Colonel Johnstone: 

We have reviewed the following public notices regarding applications 
for Department of the Army permits. 

Based on information in the notices and our experience with similar 
projects, we believe the proposed work may adversely affect fishery 
resources for which the National Marine Fisheries Service is responsible. 
However, because of current workload, our biologists are unable to 
adequately investigate the proposed projects. Therefore, we cannot 
offer specific comments at this time. 

Should future changes in these projects require additional permits or 
amendments, we would appreciate the opportunity to offer our comments. 

NOTICE NO, 

77-N-019-237-0415 
. 77-N-Q73-0o6-Q3ll 

77-N-066-004-0466 

77-N-041-006-0470 
77-N-032-006-0469 

Sincerely, 

I JI.· , ( ~ ./ 
#,' / l ~. I\. . /1::7 ., ,: 

/.'1:{illiam H. ·Stevenson 
✓ Regional Director 

APPLICANT 

Carolina Power and Light Co. 
Carolina Power and Light Co. 
Carolina Telephone and 

T!!le~raph Co. 
N.C. Dept. of Transportation 
N.C. Dept. of Transportation 

I I 

1,/ 
' . / 

NOTICE 
DATE 

6-2-77 
6-23-77 
6-23-77 

6-23-77 
6-23-77 

DUE 
DATE 

7-5-77 
7-2S-77 
7-2S-77 

7-25-77 
7-25-77 

0 
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COMMONvVEALTH of VIRGINIA 
SUSAN T. WILBURN 

ACTING ADMINISTRATOR Council on the Environment 

Hr. Paul J. Traina 
Director 
Enforcement Division 

September 8, 1977 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IV 
345 Courtland Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 

SUBJECT: Carolina Power and Light Company (CP&L) 
Earthen Dams in Mayo Creek 
(SAWKO 77-N-073-006 - 0311) ·------------ . . 

Dear Mr. Traina: 

SEP l ti li/7 

903 NINTH STREET OFFICE au 
RICHMONO 2J219 

&04-786-4500 

This is in reference to your letter dated July 22, 1977, 
advising the Commonwealth of Virginia of CP&L's intention to im­
pound waters of Mayo Creek . Mayo Creek as you are aware flows 
into Virginia and becomes a tributary of Hyco River . 

It is noted from a review of data provided relative to 
the hydrology and water budget for the project that a 2,800 
acre impoundment will be placed on Mayo Creek with a drainage 
area at the dam site of 52.2 square miles which provides an aver­
age flow of about 44 cubic feet per second at the dam site. It 
is also noted that project water requirements during an average 
year would reduce the flow from about 44 cubic feet per second 
to about 24 cubic feet per second. Particular note is made of 
the fact that the project's water requirement represents a water 
allocation from the drainage area made possible through the 
storage capacity of the reservoir and that the regulation of 
stored water is a decisive factor in the project's viability 
for electric power generation. 

Based on discussions with personnel of CP&L with represen­
tatives of the Virginia State Wa t er Control Board and from in­
for-mation provided co t-he Board by CP&L we find that the project 
wlll offer no significant deterioration of the Mayo Creek water 
quality in Virginia. It is our understanding that CP&L intends 
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Mr. Paul J. Traina 
September 8, 1977 
Page two 

to augment the 7 day/10 year low flow of 0 . 1 cubic feet per second 
to no less than 2 cubic feet per second, a factor of 20 times, 
except during extremely unusual drought conditions which might 
threaten plant operation. The Section 401 Certification issued 
by the State of North Carolina also has a requirement that re­
leases from the impoundment will have a minimum dissolved oxygen 
concentration of 5.0 mg/1. 

We found the environmental information provided to be quite 
sufficient and based upon our review feel that the project is en­
vironmentally acceptable. 

We are appreciative of the opportunity provided us to com­
ment with respect to this matter. 

STW:dja 

~J.~. 
Susan T. Wilburn 
Acting Administrator 

cc; ✓Charles W. Hollis-Wilmington District, Army Corps of 
Engineers 

Mr. W. E. Knight-North Carolina Water Resources 
Carolina Power and Light Company 
Honorable Earl J. Shiflet, Secretary of Commerce and Resources 
Mr . Raymond Bowles, State Water Control Board 

.. 

c. 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 324 of 565



C 
r,iJV 2 3 1977 

North Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources &Community Development 
James B. Hunt. Jr .. Governor 

Dennis B. Bulger 
LTC, Corps of Engineers 
P. o. Box 1890 
Wilmington, N. C. 28401 

Dear Colonel Bulger: 

November 21, 1977 

Howard N. Lee, Secretary 

In accordance with your request, this office has circulated to 
interested state review agencies Corps Notice ••. 0311 dated 28 April 
1977 in which is described a project proposal by Carolina Power and 
Light Company of Raleigh, The project involves dam construction, 
channel relocation and related initial work in and about Mayo Creek 
and adjacent,,tontiguous wetlands in Person County. This preliminary 
work is for construction of the Mayo Steam Electric Plant. 

The considerable delay in responding to the subject public notice 
is due primarily to a request for additional info1'111&tion and to the 
implication that an EIS may be forthcoming. This delay has been dis­
cussed from time to time with members of your staff. Due to the com­
plex nature of this project and the apparent need of further study and 
negotiation, the information presented herein should not be considered 
as a final state viewpoint. 

Information on the i1ayo Creek project received to date and the 
agency submitting same follows: 

Wildlife Resources Commission - strongly recommends that this 
letter should not provide a final state viewpoint. Further, the 
Commission reports that it has made an effort to discuss two key 
issues with Carolina Power and Light Company and discussion is 
ongoing with the applicant. However. to date, there remains lD'l­

answered questions on the matter. The two issues of primary concern 
to the Commission are: 
1. the mitigation of wildlife losses from unundation of approx­

imately 2800 acres from reservoir construction and; 
2. the potential loss of reservoir fishery that could result 

fro~ the concentration of selenium and other pollutants which 
can occur as a result of the discharge of the ash pond ef-
fluent into the main reservoir. · 

The Comission considers the above issues as being unresolved and 
request that no action be taken on the pending Section 404 perm.it 
until a final state position is presented .. 

P. 0. Box 27687 R~lro&h, North CuoHna 2761, 

A11 Equol Opportulltt), ,Vt11m~1/vt ~ct/on Employ,, 
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Carolina Power, Light Co. 
Corps Notice ••• 0311 

November 21, 1977 
Page 2 

Water Quality Section, Division of Environmental Management -
reports that a Section 401 Certificate has been issued, a 
copy of which is attached. 

Division of Highways, Department of Transportation - submits 
no objection pending final agreement on the treatment of road 
adjustments required by reservoir construction. Preliminary 
studies have been made and proposed treatment furnished to 
Carolina Power and Light by the Division of Highways. 

Division of Health Services, Department of HUJll&n Resources -
reports that such project represents a potential for mosquito 
breeding and in order to reduce that threat, compliance with the 
"Rules for the Control of Impounded Water" is required. A 
copy of these rules is attached. 

Division of Earth Resources - finds that an erosion control 
plan must be filed with the Department of Natural Resources 
and Community Development at least 30 days prior to commencing 
land disturbing activities. The plan must be approved before 
the construction can begin. 

Division of Archives 6 History - reported in June of this year 
that the agency was reviewing an archaeological historical report 
on the project. No further response has been submitted. 

We trust this prelilli.nary report will facilitate progress toward 
a mutually satisfactory solution. We look forward to further contact 
with your office on this important matter. 

JRPjr:sh 

cf: Agencies listed 

Enclosures 

Very sincerely, 

C\.o.p~ 
~~if C~ordinator 

.. 
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ll.iJl;:l:::d.ct Engineer 
U. 3. Army Corps of Engineers 
P. D. llox 1890 
\tfl:m1ng~on, North Carolina 284~1 

frttenttoo Mr. Cliff ilinefordner 

J>earl!lr. Winefordner, 

77- 03// 
June 14, 1977 

We learned of your request for public comment on CP&L's request for a permit 

to dall Mayo Creek in Person County following a telephone conversation with Wayne 

Wr1pt on June 9th. Though the time is past for receiving comment, he indicated 

thal: our thoughts would still be considered. 

1ile are all landowners in the Mayo Creek area and would be directly affected 

lr," the proposed generating facility. Our comments would have reached you earlier 

bu:t~e of us, or anyone else we have asked, had any knowledge of your request 

bzr 1'Ul>lic comment. 

J:u a word, we are more than a little bit concerned about the far-reaching 

ma4 :b::reparable damage that may be done to our land and community by CP&L. We 

think tbe environmental, social and economic impact of the Mayo Creek facility 

~ very well prove disastrous to those who are now living and working in the 

area.. 

Ve say are now living and working because 111any are being and have been forced 

to relocate many miles a~ay from :the community of their parents and grandparents, 

and perhaps as many as a dozen farmers face the prospect of finding other employment 

bec-:,w workable land_for _tbeir 9peration will no longer be available. 

Due to the lack of notice, we have not had time to more precisely list each 

of z,ur concerns, noc have we had time to ask our neighbors for their comments, 

but 11e would like to do so in response to CP&L's Environmental Assessment and would 
.. 

like J:o form&lly request that you notify us when that paper is available. We will 

send someone to Wilmington to review the assessment if copies cannot be found 

closi>r to home. 
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We are concerned about potential severe and damaging effects on our lives 

~y .the proposed Mayo Cruk plant for .the following reasons: 

1. There has been a lack of information received about the proposed project. 
Despite numerous requests of CP&L and the Utilities Commission we have 
never been told directly ~here the lake, ash pond and generating facility 
will be located nor have we seen a useable map of the project. We have 
been told by Larry Lilly of CP&L that final decisions have not been made. 
We find it hard to believe that the Utilities Commission, you or anyone 
else could responsibly determine the effects of the plant until this 
information is available. 

2. As you know, CP&L bas a generating facility only a few miles from the 
Mayo site. We bave aeea .first hand the environmental affects of the smoke 
which constantlT sp;d.nga fardt:from one or more of the four tovers. Home 
owners in the area have ccmqrl ain".d of a constant ash covering their houses, 
lawns, cars, even laumfrr · left "1ffl "the line. Tobacco and other crops have 

0 

been adversely affected we are told. The Mayo facility would be considerably o 
larger than Byco and we are quite concerned about these problems in our area. 

3. We are also rather concerned about locating tvo such facilities so close 
together. The area is already constantly cloudy and there appears to 
be an increase in rainfall. Would not the location of another plant so 
close together seriously and permanently alter the climate of our area? 
Also, steam constantly pours out of the tvo cooling tovers at Hyco. 
We understand at least J:Ma more are plannec there, plus another four at 
Mayo. Could DOt tbue tdns•.et:aat&\.. essentially--:.& rain forest connecting 

.:-. ~he two p.1.ant■ 11 • where txaea,.alld.:ethll'r vegetation were ,ret vith vater 
~aring warm -veathe::r aad .c:ona:td 'Vrth..1ce :duriJlg cold.1 :., RerldentE> of Hyco 

say this is beginning to ~--already. We are also concerned about 
the far-reaching environmental and climatic dangara that could reault 
from so many la~e man-made ·boci:i,e$ '4,~vatu sa ·dose together, these 
being Kerr Lake, Hyco Lake and the proposed Mayo Lake. 

4. We are also worried about the effects of one concern owning such an 
enormous amount .of land in one county. At Mayo anywhere from 4,800 to 
7,000 acres we have been told will be taken over and taken out of crop 
production forever. The economy of our area and the county as a whole 
depends on tobacco and other crops. With Hyco and then Mayo, it is 
beginning to look like CP&L wants to take as much of Person County's 
land out of production as possible and then pollute the air so the 
rest of the land won't produce. ~The situation to us looks as if 
economic disaster could be just around the corner. In very personal 
terlDS, CP&L is taking our land to make electricity and will then turn 
off ours because we can no longer pay our light bills. 

C 
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5. We are concerned about the necessary ash pond and a potential pollution 
of the creek upstream. Some of us own property just north of the site 
in Virginia and the stream is used to water cows that are kept on the 
land. No one wants to wake up one morning and find their entire income 
for the next several years to come is laying dead by a polluted stream. 
Also we understand that virtually no water would be discharged from the 
reservoir into Mayo Creek. Would not this transform this natural flowing 
waterway into a dead river, fit only for breeding mosquitos and certainly 
not fit for watering animals? The proposed dam would also mean that CP&L 
would have virtual control over all the natural waterways in Person County. 

~- We are concerned about the divisive effects the plant would have, and 
already has had, in our community. Roads would be closed that we need 
to get to church, to keep established ties and to farm our land. If, for 
example, the roads are closed as requested by CP&L a less than five minute 
drive would suddenly become a major half hour trek into Virginia and back 
to reach the s.ame. spot. You can see what this would mean to farmers whose 
.farms are 'beilig separated and io those ~ut off from churches, stores, 
.family and .friends. Tha.re .ll1"e a.ix clmrches involved. 

7. To us, the Mayo Creek area is a unique, beautiful and restful place. It 
sits atop the Triasic Ridge and offers a terrain not found elsewhere in 
this area. 'Ihe area is generally known to be the best hunting in Person 
County with deer, fox, rabbits and a number of other animals roaming 
almost a will. Tha flowing creek has supplied Sunday dinners for 
generations of local residents and is still soing so. The natural peace 
of the area would be forever disrupted by the sound of two 720 megawatt 
plants. And where would the deer and other animals g~? Perhaps a few 
miles west into the Hyco Reservoir. 

a, .lbough we hava no place .regb;~er~.in the N.itional: .Regis1:'ey ·of llirr1:ori · 
~laces,. t:here are aevaral ·i~ems-w~ ,,feal are of sign:i.fic.ant. bi.sto-rir.• i 
·1.uterest. One of the, S'e'Vll!ral aa,,.·vond sites which c,.tL ·has mention4'!~ 
would cover two large cemeteries. We believe these to be slave graveyards 
widl graves dating vell back in.to the .J.Bth Centun. .Davis Mill .. an old 
water run gristmill we believe nas historic interest and several ot the 
older houses and farmsteads certainly are significant historically for 
the region, and may well have significance beyond the region. 

•• We also question whether the plant is necessary at all. CP&L estimates 
of future demand of electricity have already been proved far high over 
the past few years. Demand has brown far less than they anticipated and 
we thing whith the emphahis on ~nergy conservation, demand will grow even 
less. I£ it worth it to destroy one of the few remaining completely 
natural areas. disrupt our lives and community, to provide something that 
may not even be needed? 

.. 
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For these and other reasons, we the undersigned residents of the Mayo 

Creek project area, think the issuance of a permi.t is directly contrary to the 

public interest, and we vould like to comment further upon CP&L's Enviromeatal. 

Assessment. 

.. 
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Department of the Army 
Wilmington District 
Corps of Engineers 
It. o. Box 1890 
Wilmington, N. C. 28401 

Attn: Mr. Cliff Winefordner 

Rt S Box 189 
Roxboro, N. C. 27573 
5 July 1977 

Re: c. P. & L. Mayo Project in ¥erson County 

I notice that the area to be covere~ with water in this 
proposed project will be 28000 acres. C. P. & L. already 
has 3750 acres covered with water in the Hyco reservoir. 
There will not be auch land left in Person County. 

I am concerned greatly about the ash pond on Crutchfield 
Branch and the polution in the drainage from this ash 
pond. l have so•e 625 acres of land just north of the 
proposed ■ain du and the ash pond da■ that is being used 
for the production of purebred Angus cattle. The ash 
pond would overflow into the Crutchfield Hranch just 
south of the N.C.-Va. line, flow through ■y farn and 
enter Mayo CreeK on 111f far■• This branch is used as a 
source of water for the cattle. If C.~.& L. is allowed 
to du■p poluted water and waste in this branch it will 
render a large part of ny farm unfit for its present use. 
It also see•s it would eff~ct the quality of water in 
Mayo where Crutchfield liranch enters Mayo. 

I would like to be assured of a nor■al flow of water 
in Crutchfield a~ well as Mayo with the assurance that 
the quality of water would not be below a level that 
would be h&r•ful to livestock as well as wildlife and 
fi~h • 

.. 

.. 
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Researchers Pressed 

For Answers On Coal 
., 1k ,\SNduM """' 

Pnsld.lclt c.t\tr'• call lnr 
lfHltr me ol coal ha ID!tNi• 
ae:1 11w ~ oa ra-arth• 
en. ir,·iDc 1o " 'old the p,ttn­
tlallJ de.dly ~ of IIIWOIII 
lllllur dioxide. l !llvdln blve COIICludld !bat 
eon<flW'allo!IJ ol llllfur dioxide 
Ila Ille air c:111ae ilrlaua aud 
l'OW,bly raw be1ltb problems. 
Ill addltloil IO dalur\111 ~e:da• 
tJon. blllldlllP ud ~DI. 
1- Environmental Pratec­

llu Alta(')' fa Ille R-=h Tri• 
aalle ~ llttllrlJ bu 11111de a 
SllllillmUlkilHloU.r laffSuntnt 
la lbw decide lo ~elop de­
"1ca lo llltft EPA ltllldAtda 
for $Ullut-dloJlitla aalAioll C111to 
troL 

Bat Caner'• _,.,. pl1111 
1Dd IIN:reuhtr is-re frvm 
~WIii.a baN forced 
EPA oaJdala lo .oceleraie 
UNlr cle\'tiOplllllll lllnHlbles. 

"lkffft. " ,..re more ioa.­
lerin Otlaued ID lllldloi: wap 
lo barll coal deul)'," tald t.or­
bm Ja,111n.ld, depu!J dlrtclor 
of the Ef>A'a lndualn:il-ftriroG­
ineaial l'Ntardl labo!'21ory 
k.._, "Bui now \\e're 1oi111 to 
ba,-. lo CO-ll'ale on th., 
lhort ru.c•. ud look for aum• 
lmmedl■11 -nra. .. 

"OW' Jl:llllbrdi ll't u.t/t<I If 
we don't tia,·a lbt ledlaalo,r 
witb vtlldl lo med thffll." 
■ddtd Wide Pondw, a •talor 
cl»mlc,al tll,tlleer At the &PA'.& 
fOMlll-lllre cofflllla In 11M1 Jle. 
Marcil Park. 

Slue 111;o, !he EPA ha.I ojltflt 
mure tb:in sa, millloo to dtvwt­
op equipm,,nt IOI' a PnCCU 
c:i"lfl! RUf' ~ dNull11rlulion, 
11·hic!I can be u:lfd ti, 1111bllc 
and pri\11e urllh)' compuln 
tlalt buni coal 1a ,.n~al.11 elec• 
tricitr. 

It Is Ille D101,t -Dllmkll 111d 
ttndm procca ,et 4"elopecl. 
llaat Ii b lllll coally. EPA offl• 
dalt Aid lbe eq1dpma111. ln­
YOJ\fl! tan bt ezpec!td lo hllr:1 
electric bills belwffll elp and 
JO rtt Ctlll. 

\\llbrnll ~ lo Nduce Md­
fur ~iOl!Jo tmlS>IOna. poWff 
jll.lllU. al- n ill ffllll ab:>ut ilO 
milllon WM "' l:ll' lll~lalble I••► 
llltanl hi IO lbe llll,.....phere -
11ua1tr br 111c )'Klr !Ol)J. 3Cm<d­
lu:,: to .,11m110 madil htllll'I 
IDe C;tr1~r en..ri,· pin ,. as ;,1>­
nou~e<l. 

Cl>rte~ £PA .iallll&rda re­
qu ~ -· tu3J,l.uni.l111 l'O"'tr 
plaau to l"ffl'IO•'e allout ., per 
eeat oC 11"- 111lfur dlcwde from 
tlleir emluillfta. But t11YirM­
n'll'Ola I an,upa line pet!Uoa«I 
th" EP.\ to n,4h tbe ttllld■ nls 
l\'1:11 more atfflll!eDI. 

Gains • 111ech1aiatn c:1U<"I a 
"icnrbbff" IN nue cu • 
rutrurwitlon pooc,e,~ tre.211 lht 
JAPeS rtlt■~ t" CCNl com­
b11••ion 1dlh a liquid • •~ull n ... 
tec1;I, ,rn!rh n-,nu," ino,t of 
1M !ul:~r lliPXlr!f ■n,I rhe ash-

UJ;e pu11c1" lltfort I.lie t111L1- botls 111o1e prvc:-. aecordlns 
aJona ,.Id! tbe atmlNPberL 11> Enreu. Plrlu. chief oC 1111 

CWTelill)', 111 JUeb l)ll<m, u1ilkk-s aed ladllaltrlal poa'ff 
are la. openltioD. aad liO mon- dM.alon of Ille EPA Labor. 
are nptttc-d to be compku,d IOriH btff. 
b,· 19110, ..:rvldn1 aboul ont- Alu!' PIIW't' pluts chat 111oe 
Uiltd of the lllllo1\'1 caal-ou~ lll~h-sulfut ma.I c:aimot ~•dll, 
la, el.ark ,efff1dora. ,11_n lo olber t.lmll or r:oat. 

A -Ir coml'W-td daulf11• rl)'ler 1111d, alld i.s llwl 1$ 
rlzaUon 5Jllftll 1em111 Garr. 11tr ceas « Ill Clll.l cur. be rt.. 
Ind., COit rnunl tblll Sl2 mllllo11 ttt!I llmK before bunllaC, lll 
111111 an·er. 211.oao 111uar■ fett. addlloo, he aid, lbent llal beea 
\"et It can ltlll - oaly - pnllUcal nsu.lllCO Ill Eulena 
of 1111 IWI' coal bollen Ill 1i. to~ aU!tl lo the Im­
Guy power plant. porun, Cit ioW-tulfur WCllffll 

The t,rlcal po•·tr plant coal. 
1r0uld require 1.-,tral 111cll Tut only olbar 111em111lrt 
1111111 to ca111rol 1U ii. llllhlr mw 1111J11~ - nue 1u ri.­
dlmtlde ffllisllons. Vlr1111.1ls ~u 111lfarlw loa - "II Ille ... 
JIO'C'tt pllnta wUt In the futuro n'tt 1110K •'OIICfflllll wllll." 
\Till bf ~l'fd bf EPA fland- PlyS.,, uld. 11en111111 that proe-
anil to ban Midi CIIIWllllleGI.. ~ 11·W ti. Ille mOll p,-lar 

ll1111'na-. .llflly . developed. chllltn,- C. Ille EPA -m:11-
dtsulfwtJatJon eqllipmrnt - ID- trs Ill U.. lmrnedlalo l'lllllrt, i. 
clud!Dr tht ult imt■llld la Aid. 
CaJy - ,_.. Ill■ llllfUr ----------
dloude la IIICh a TU' 1111t lt1 
CIIII Ult fflluced lo llquld forms 
ot eltme11111 au!Cur or IUllmic 
acid. 

'1'11111. wlllt -" olllffltbe 
bo I wu&e pn,clllc.t of lbe Pl'"-· 
at can be IOkl "' 111l11t1 co,. 
~NH. Cllltilllt Illa 11,·enlt C'Oltt 
ol loHIIUurt•tlon. At tba Cat'\· 
plUI alo:ie. ll IOU of \ittually 
pure aurrur pradllCII are car­
rkd 1..-.y dall)·. 

Ultl• of the amul -arch 
and predudJoa of delultllriu 
Un11 lfclulolos, la btlllc doll, 
bf Ille £PA llaelf, .i.worat 
Aid, About t5 Pff mil II cor 
tl'ICled out 10 printe l1nns. II 
c!udlnc AlHtd Olffll.lnl. TR1' 
Btthlel 111d 1111111' rorporatloa 
'l'hl'Offllc.21 ntearcll ill U 
1rH la htlns callllllc:od llr 
1111mbu ol unh·tnltle aod r 
ltalTh 111 .. IIUllom In No, 
lllrollna. 

Olhtr metboda ot daulflll'I 
IIOII that :ire IIOtl' !tulbl. 
c:lude tbe bwftla: of ca1I IM 
aulfur ca111ent - rnmt •f wt 
b llllaed III Ille Wdlenl ,ii 
- IDd the remov.i ol 1U 
lnml CAI before It la bun11 

nut 1im. '"' ~ 

.. 
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Dennis B. Bulger 
MAJ, Corps of Engineers 
Acting District Engineer 
Wilrninfton, N. C. 26401 

Your notice of June 23 , 1977 

Dear Sir: 

Route 5, 1Box 52 
Roxboro, N. C. 27573 

July 21, 1977 

Carolina Power and Light Company has already placed dams in 
Mayo Creek, which divert the flow from its natural position, 
without consideration being given to landowners' Fro~erty or 
ri~hts to the use of the stream. Such blatent disre~ard for 
the involved ~ublic is a~parently conrruent with their fail­
ure in assuring "full and adequate notification of the gen­
~ral public" of their application to the Army Corps of 
Engineers, making necessary the notice dated 2J June 1977. 
Even this final notification though has missed people who are 
directly concerned. 

In the description of the proposed work submitted by the 
SFFlicant, there is not enough detail or accuracy in the plans 
that accomranied to determine the full extent of the detriment 
this project would bring about. However, as yet Carolina 
Fower and Light Company does not own the land where they propose 
an ash pond, nor have they even made a survey to determine if 
the area is suitable for its construction. How could anyone 
expect to be granted an application for somethin~ that so little 
is known about? In the same lirht the main dam on Mayo Creek 
is thought to be located on or near a fault. Is this item 
that ea-sily overlooked? Likewise, what about the possibility 
of bad water flowine with the Crutchfield Branch on into 
Virginia given all types of weather conditions? 

These have been just general questions concernin, some of the 
thysical dangers of the project. Now, what haprens to the 
incomes of the farmers who must relocate? .'/here &re their 
new lands to come from? Sure the county would ~et more taxes, 
but county taxes do not feed your famil'f!~--~ natural beauty 
and richness of the free flowing stream, the only habitat in 
which some animal life can survive, will be taken from our 
area iorever. Have the old graveyards and mill site been 
considered? Where can the wildlife go? There are ~lready 
lakes c:rowdine them out in every direction where there are no: 
towns (Ref: Mayo Electric Generating Plant, Figure I, of 
plans). The area is teaming with deer, fox, groundhogs, 
raccoons, sq1.1irrels, quail, etc. Is ;,ot this tapping the last 
unused water sun:ly in the area? If so, we ·would probably be 
mortgaging more than we could a:ver. g~in from a rower pla=nt. 
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In summary I would like ·to request the preparatian of a full 
Environmental Impact Statement under Section 102(2)(c) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. I can see no way 
in which the proposed project could possibly aid the needs 
and welfare of the people. 

Sincerely, 

.Y~.i.o..GJ-
Travis W. Peed 

., 

0 
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Mr. Charles W. Bollis> Chief 
Regulatory Functions Branch 
WilmingtOD District 
Corps of Engineers 
P. o. Box 1890 
Willlington, North Carolina 28401 

Dear Mr. Bollis: 

October 14> 1977 
160 Woodsdale Road 

OCT 2 6 l9i 

7? ... ~-: // 

Roxboro> North Carolina 27573 

In reference to the petition dated June 14> 1977, expressing certain 
reservations with regard to Carolina Power & Light Company's proposed Mayo Creek 
Project which I signed for myself and also signed as spokesperson for Clem E. 
Clay, Roxie B. Hughes> Reva B. Parham, Isaac Bowman, Jr., and Paul B. Hughes> 
I would like to withdraw al.l the names I signed in the petition. 

We have reached a settlement with Carolina Power & Light Company on 
lands necessary for the project that we awn. 

We appreciate the cooperation provided us by your office in this 
matter. 
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Appendix E 

401 Certification 
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(( NORTH CAROLINA 
PERSON COUNTY 

CERTIFICATION 

THIS CERTIFICATION 1s issued 1n confonnity with the requirements of Public 
Law 92-~QO of the United States and subject to the North Carolina Division of 
Environmental Management Regulations in 15NCAC2H, Section .0500 to Carolina 
Po~er & Light Company pursuant to the application filed on the 6th day of 
April, 1977 for the discharge of fill material and the discharge of wastewater 
into the waters of Crutchfield Branch, Maho Creek (also known as Mayo Creek) 
and tributaries of the proposed Maho Creek reservoir. . . 

The Carolina Power & Light Company application and supporting documentation 
provides adequate assurance that the discharge of fill material resulting from 
the construction of a cofferdam on Haho Creek, construction of an ash pond dam 
on Crutchfield Branch and other miscellaneous construction activities requiring 
placement of culverts and fill material; and the discharge of wastewater 
resulting from the operation of the Mayo Electric Generating Plant will not 
vfolate applicable water quality standards. Thus, the State of North Carolina 
certifies that the .discharges resulting from the construction and operation of 
the Mayo Electric Generating Plant will not violate Sections 301, 302, 306 and 
307 of the 1972 Amendments, PL 92-500 if conducted in accordance with the 
application, supporting documentation and any conditions hereinafter set forth. 

Conditions of Certification: 
1. That the applicant maintain at least the 7-day/10-year low flow 

rate in Haho Creek downstream of the main dam; 
2. That water discharged from the reservoir be dra~TI from a depth 

which will result in a minimum dissolved oxygen concentration 
of 5.0 mg/1 in the discharge stream; 

3. That the discharge of wastewater from the Mayo Electric Generating 
Plant be conducted in accordance with the terms and conditions to 
be imposed in the State-NPOES Discharge Permit. 

Violation of any of the conditions herein set forth shall result in 
revocation of this Certification. 

This the 16th day of May. 1977 . 

.. 

WQC #1187 E-1 
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APPENDIX F 

Wildlife Mitigation Plan and Selenium Plan 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 345 of 565



6 

0 

.. 

C 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 346 of 565



(Q 

Carolina Power & Llghl Company 

Mr. !'rank B. Barick. Chief 
IDteragency Wildlife Coordination Section 
North Carolina Wildlife P.esaurces Commission 
418 Archdale Building 
Raleigh. North Carolina 27611 

Mr. Eob A. Robinson 
Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Division of Ecological Services 
310 Nev Be't'tl Avenue 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 

Gentleraen: 

Attached are the required eomm.rm.ents of the Carolina Power & 
Light Company for the }layo Electric Generating Plant project related to 
selenium concerns and to lends for wi.l.dlife 1Unagenent. Attachr:ient No. 1, 
•'Potential Selenium Problem at Mayo," dated June 6, 1978, and Attachment 
No. 2 1 '"Wildlife Mitigation at the Mayo Electric Generating Plant Site," 
dated June 14, 1978, are believed to be acceptable to your agencies. These 
comiaitmenta vill be submitted to the Corps of Engineers for inclusion in 
the >tayo Final Environmental Impact State~ent. 

We understand that upon your confirmation that the attachments 
are acceptable. you will assist us in avoiding delay of the Mayo project 
by expedidously notifying the U.S. Army Cot"lt& of Engineers that yon 
agree to issuance of the 404 Permit. 

We trust that yoUt' cor.mtents oa this project 11111 fully reflect tha 
sense of cooperation ~bich we have achieved through the attached agreements. 

MAM/kc 

Attachments .. 

Yours very truly, 

ma. )1,,-~ 
M. A. McDuffie 

Senior Vice P~esident 
Engineerinl & Construction 

F-l 
1''5 &...1&fflitf ttP¥Ciiir P 1¥11 __. 
336 Fily~l:•, ,,111, , :S1tr-,1 • P O o •• l:,~l • R:i1~,,1t1, N C 2;,302 

~~e:M~-:'Hetil~i..rdlllilil!ilE:IZ,IO&'!!:D!raMIIIIBfl 

JUN 151978 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 347 of 565



( ( 

POTENTIAL SF.Lmtimt PRODl.1:2-t AT ¥.AYO 

CP&L Concern 

,..._, ,.._ r Cl I-• I 

Attachment No. l 
.June 6, 1978 

Senne prelininary evidence suggests that trace concentrations of 

selenium in ash pond effluents d::icharged into a power plant reservoir may 

inhibit fish reproduction. The biological nechanism_"'9hich may t'.ake selenium 

a pote.13tial proble~ is not yet fully understood nor is the .effect confirmed. 

Cl'&L is aware of the concern that selenium may have so~e adverse 

effect on fish reproduction and is actively involved in selenium investiga­

tions. The Company fully recognizes that should selenium concentrations in 

excess of those set forth in the ?~PES Permit, or amendments thereto. be 
_.,_ - ~ --- -- -- ~. - .. - . . 

detected in the ?!ayo Reservoir. the Company will take the necessary corrective 

actions to bring such concentrations into compliance vi.th appropri.ate re­

gul.atory requirements. 

CP&L Involve~ent 

h 1977 the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission. Division 

of Inland Fisheries requested CPlL to investigate certain of its pover plant 

reservoirs to deten:dne the potentiel for selenium inhibition of fish repro­

duction. CP&L has responded rlth a comprehensive investigation, which is 

continuing in an effort to resolve this problem. Preliminary results of 

these studies show healthy reproduction is uot as sensitive to a 1:10d~rate 

selenium concentration as had been earlier speculated. 

In addition, CP&L is proposing that the Electric rover ~escarch 

Institute (EPRI) fund CP&L to conduct coaprahensive research of the possible 

chronic effects of selenium on fish reproduction. Preliminary EPRI reaction 

to this proposal has been quite favorable. 

CP&L intends to er.tend its selenium investigation to incluce the .. 
l:ayo r~scrvoir as may be required by applicnblc regul3tions. It is estimated 

thnt it ~ill be about 10 years before p~tcntir.lly signtficr.nt selenium con­

ccntrntfons CC\uld be accumulated in the Hcyo P.cscrvoir. CPE-L expects that 
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the ccchnicalunccrtainties rlth rezord to the anriousness of the selenium 
~ 

problem ,..ill be resolved prior to the development of the fishery in the •l!ayo 
\ 

Reservoir. In ad~ition. these years of experience vill have .provided a soun~ 

basis for selenium monitoring and control as required by appropriate re- '' 

gulations. 

Resolution of the Selenium Problel!l 

The Environmental Protection Agency is scheduled to promulgate the 

toxic substances regulations by Septl!l!lbcr of 19789 specifying best available 

control technology (BACT) aa well as effluent limiutions for selenium as 

wall as other toxic substances. 

Present EPA guidance to the Horth Carolina Division of Environmental 

!tanagement provides that after promulgation of the toxic substance regulations. 

the ~'PDES Permit for the ¥.ayo Plant rlll be amended to incorporate applicable 

provisions of the new regulations. It Roes vithout saying that CP&L will 

comply fully vi.th the applicable requirements of these regulations. 

Inasmuch as BACT for selenium bas not at this time been defined by 

EPA, it is premature to speculate on precise treatment techniques. There 

■re. however. several possible solutions in the event that selenium concen­

trations in excess of those perz:dtted in the NPDES, or amendments thereto, 

are detected in the Mayo Reservoir. Al:ong such techniques are dry fly ash 

handling, chedcal and/or physical treatmenc systems for ash pond effluent 

or recirculation and treatment of ash pond discharge. 

In order to assure all concerned that the potential for selenium 

impact is detected early, the Company has met vith the Yater Quality Seccion 

of the Division of Enviroru:.ental l!anagement and has proposed vordin; in the 

NPDES Permit that provides for biological monitoring to be used as an early 

van:ing indicntor to deteniine vhether seleniue is beco~ing a factor limiting 

fishery reproduction in the reservoir. The Division of Enviroru:ienta.l }ft?nage-.. 
itent has asrced to incorporate this condition in the permit. As previ~usly 

st~tcd. CP&L uill col!lply fully vith the applicz.blc requirements of all t."ater 

qualit)" rer.ulntions relntcd to the perpetuation of a viable fishery resource 

in the Mayo f.pservoir, F-3 
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( 

WILDLIFE MITIGATION 
AT THE 

( 

MAYO ELECTRIC GENERATI?!G PJ..Al-"T SITE 

Attach~ent No. 2 
June 14, 1978 

The principal adverse effect on the terrestrial fauna brought about 

by the construction end operation of the ~fayo Electric Generating Plant will 

be the conversion of 2800 acres of terrestrial wildlife habitat to an aquatic 

ecosystem and the re'li10val of 400 acres of wildlife habitat at the plant site. 

An effective way to mitigate for the loss of 3200 acres of terrestrial wild­

life habitat is to i1?Iprove the remaining wildlife habitat iu the project 

area. While emphasis will be placed on improving the site for vaterfowl, 

small game (bobwhite, d~ve, and squirrel) and non-game species, other 

species to include deer, rabbit, and vild turkey w.Ul benefit from the listed 

-practices. 

Land Dedicated to the nctm.c Gamelands ProgrRm 

Approximately two thousand nine. hundred and fiV;e (2,905) acres of 

.land presently owned by CP&L will be permanently committed to the Gamelands ----- . 
Pro~ram as identified below: 

Location 

1. Land irnrnecil ately sur't"ounding the plant site and 
associated facilities, ease of US 501 

2.a. Future ash pond (west of US 501) 
(ColillUitted conditionally until required for vaste 
disposal - approximately year 2002) 

.. 
2.b. Land surrounding future ash pond (west of US 501) 

Approximate 
Ac't"eage 

710 

130 

74S 

0 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 350 of 565



C 

3. 

4. 

-2-

Land surrounding the reservoir between the 434 
and 450-foot contour elevations 

flooded timber area in the Dishwater Branch arm 
of the reservoir 

1300 

20 

Tota1 290S 

Other lands, not yet acquired, necessary for construction of the 

future ash pond are scheduled for acquisition. As they are acquired,they 

vill be added to those listed above for wildlife managment purposes. 

The improvement of these areas is not solely intended for the con­

sumptive use of wildlife. Portions of these lands where hunting would be 

. inappropriate because of security, safety, or other reasons. will be posted 

as safety zones and closed to hunting by the Commission. Much of the land 

aud water of the entire project area will be available for such varied 

non-consumptive recreational activities as hiking, picnicking. nature study 

and photography, canoeing, boating, and water skiing. 

Plant Site Area and Future Ash Pond Lands 

The entire area not specifically utilized by plant and related . 

facilities lying east of US 501 and west of the reservoir and bounded by 

the Old Davis t11ll Road to the south and the Company property line to 

-the north will be improved for wildlife and committed to the N. C. Yildlife 

Resources Cormnission Gamelands Program. CP&L will provide 130 acres of 

the future ash pond and 745 acres of surrounding lands located west of 

US S01 for inclusion in the NCWRC gamelands program. The inclusion of 

the 130 acres of the ash pond is committed conditionally until such time as 

it may be required for waste disposal. Prim:lry game species which will bene­

fit include bobwhite, mourning dove, and gray squirrel. Secondary species 

include deer, rabbit, song birds, furbenrers, reptiles. and amphibians. 

Stands of hnrdwaods re~nininr, after construction will be left un­

disturbed to m.,turc throur,h nnturnl succeRsion. This will fnvnr incrcnscd 

m-ny squirt'Cl populations, To cnhnncc the nul'lber of nntur.tl nast cnvities· 
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ava!lRblc, CP&L v111 allow Boy: Scnue troops and other civic grouns to in­

stall ortificial nest bnhcs in appropri~te ~~bitats. Or.her forest stands 

vill b~ harvested at the discretion of Cf~L, consistent with sound silvi­

cultural practices. 

Up to 90% of the acreage of clenr areas existing ~t the comoletion 

of constniction will be reforested in pines and seeded vhere necessRry to 

· prevent erosion with an appropriate ground cover attractive to wildlUe. 

The remainder of these clear areas will be left as open strlps through 

the reforested areas and vil.l be planted llith ground cover to provide 

food and habitat for wildlife. Consistent vitb .the UCWRC Gamelands l'rogralll, 

any continuing l'llana~er.ient of these strips will be provided by the Cocmission. 

The diversity of habitat and food provided by the open strips through 

the forested areas will encourage wildlife utilization. of these gamelands and · 

will tend to increase their productivity. 

I.and Sunoundin6 Reservoir (434' to 450' contour) 

Two major groups of wildlife suecies that will benefit from the 

creation of the Mayo Creek reservoir will be vaterfovl and some furbearing 

animals. Aquatically dependent furbearers to benefit from the project area 

include beavers~ ~muskrat, raccoon, and mink~ 

The 1110st effective vay to maximize the utilization of the reservoir 

· by waterfowl is to ililprove the available habitat. To do this a 20-acre 

area of uncut timber has been left to be inundated in Dishwater Branch 

.and Boy Scout troops and other civic groups wi.11 be allowed to install wood 

duck nest boxes in appropriate locations. 

Many non-gm:ie species of vilcllife '1ill find suitable habitat con­

ditions Rmong the flooded trees. As migratory transients or as sensonal 

and permanent residents of the area, nmi\crous birds of 11!:lny species ~-1.11 

utilize thP. flooded timber and surrounding woodlands. Subacrged root 

systems, tree trunks, nnd brush, es~ccinlly along the edge of the original 

stream channel, vill provide cover for soMe r.prcic~ of forar,e and r,ame fish. 

Furbearerc also can he expected to utilbe and benefit from the flooded 
timber. • F-6 
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Consi.stent with stat~d Company policy I constnsction of piers. 

docks. moors, boat houses, or si~ilnr structures in or adjncent to the 

reservoir will not be allowed. Furbe3rcr pnpulntions cnn be 
expected to benefit significantly from the undisturbed shoreline habitat.. 

l-'.anagement practice~ designed specifically for furbearers are noc considered 

practical and gill not be attempted. Ho~ever. the ~eneral increase in avail­

able aquatic hnbitat and ~coded shorelines along with the area of flooded 

til:lber should prove beneficial to these species. The beaver popul.3tion can 

be expected to proliferate ~-ithout management and may at some future time 

require control by all0t.1ing fur trepping. 

Wildlife Food Planting on Transiu.ssion Line Rights-of-~ay (ROW) 

The UUdlife Resources Cou::mission has requested that we caintain 

transmission line segments that pass through wooded areas as iu:proved wild­

life habitat by planting of seeds and seedlings that would be provided free 

of charge by the 'Wildlife Co'l!!mission. 

We will be glad to cooperate Yi.th the Nildlife Resources Co11:111issian 

by planting seeds furnished by them as has been done on other CP6L transz:dssion 

ROW. After the disking is done. the entire cleared portion of the right-of­

vay wil1 be seeded for erosion control. ~e proposed co 11:.ake the ldldlife 

plantings in the areas designated by the Conu:dssion using their seed. and 

planting naterials consistent vi.th established CP&L practices. 

During initial construction of the line, efforts are 

made to minilllize any disturbance of the existing ground cover iu order to 

111inimize potential erosion probl~ms. At this time small areas are seeded 

only vherc necessary to prevent erosion. Consequently, it is better to 

make plantings for wildlife purposes at a time when seeding is required 

to be ~ade on the entire llidth of cleared area. 

Ve will make the plantings as indicated above based upon the 

essurrption that tho planting not burden our maintenance pror.rnm ~1th 

additionel cost 1 cause a~vcrsc public rclntions prohlcrs, or interfere 

vi.th the scheduled uintcnnncc 0£ the risht-of-Yay or the tr~ncnission 

lines. The Wilcllifc CouwisGion 1o:oulr. be' t'Xpected to contnct individual 
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pToperty owners for their permission to ~ake the plantings on their land 

and to perfot'lll any riainten:ince that mny be nec~ssary. 

Reservoir Management 

To provide hunting, fishing, and booting access to the 2,800-acre 

reservoir for the general public, cwo suitable locations vill be inade avail­

able to the NCWRC for the construction and maintenance o~ wildlife accesa 

areas and boat ra~p ~acilities. The selection of specific locations for 

such facilities will be made cooperatively with NCWR.C. 

CP&L w1ll undertake a fisheries monitoring program to assess the 

population levels and age classes of fish species in the reservoir. 

!e.cause the 7-10 year period after impo1.-ndment is one of normal 

population flux, general fishery management techniques are ineffective. 

IIOYever, once · the populations have become stabilized, the CP&L monitoring 

prograt:i will deterud.ne if any manageQent practices are necessary. These 

practices if needed will be undertaken in_cooperetion with NCWRC and could 

include habitat improvement and stocking of forage or game species. 
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MAYO Pt.ANT 

LAND POLICY 

It vi.11 be the policy of Carolina Paver & Light Company to make avail­

able for the enjoyuient of the general public the lands and waters of Mayo Lake 

consistent with their primary purpose - the generation of electTic power. 

Property around the lake or plant area will not be sold or leased by 

Carolina Power & Light Company for private development. Private construction 

of piers, docks, moors, boat houses. or similar facilities in or adjacent to the 

lake vill not be pemitted. 

To permit the greatest use by the greatest number of people, the Comrany 

vill cooperate t.tith the ~torch Carolina Wildlife Resources Comaission to provide 

public access for boating. fis=ing, hunting, and other uses which are not incon­

sistent ~th the primary purpose of the lake. 

-=-- . 
It is the desire of Cat~lina Power & Light Company that the public 

benefits of the ~!.ayo Plant L:lk.e and property shall contribute to the qualiey 

of life in this area of North Carolina, in addition to meeting the pot.ter needs 

7/27/77 

.ll'PROVED:OL(J(J~l.,.___..,." 
t<ecutive Vice· Prasident 

hie£ Oper~ting Officer 
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United States Department of the Interior 

·FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Division of Ecological Services 
310 New Bern Avenue, Room 468 

Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 

District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Wilmington District 
P.O. Box 1890 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28402 

Dear Sir: 

June 29, 1978 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed public notice SAWCO 
77-N-073-006-0311 dated May 5, 1978 in which Carolina Power and Light 
Company has applied for a U.S. Army permit to construct a main reser­
voir dam and ashpond dam and associated cofferdams, discharge of ash 
into the water~ of the United States behind the ashpond dam, and 
relocation of a road in connection with the proposed Mayo Electric 
Generating Plant on Mayo Creek, Person County, North Carolina. The 
corm,ents herein are provided in accordance with provisions of the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S. 
C. 661 et seq.). Comnents on the draft environmental impact staterrent 
have also been forwarded to the Office of® Environmental Project 
Review, U.S. Department of the Interior, for inclusior, into the 
Department's corrments under authority of the National Environmental 

· Policy Act of 1969 and the Council of Environmental Quality Guidelines 
of August 1, 1973. 

The concerns expressed in those conments over the lack of an adequate 
mitigation plan and selenium pollution contingency plan have since 
been resolved. Through considerable discussion with the applicant und 
the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Co11111ission. adequate prcgrams for 
both concerns were developed. These programs were transmitted by letter 
from Mr. M.A. McDuffie, Senior Vice-President, Carolina Power and Light 
Company, to the Wildlife Conmission and this office on June 15, 1978. 
Based on Mr. McDuffie's letter, it is our understanding that th~ 
conmittments were forwarded to the Wilmington District Corps of 
Engineers Office for inclusion into the FEIS • 

.. 

F-11 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 357 of 565



Based upon the firm conmittments by the applicant with respect to miti­
gation lands and potential selenium problem, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service would have no objections to issuance of the section 404 pennit 
provided those co1TDJ1ittments become a part of the public record and 
are included in the FEIS. Further, specific questions and deficiencies 
with regard to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1967 which were 
identified in DEIS conments the Service forwarded to the Office of 
Environmental Project Review should be addressed in the FEIS. 

F-12 

Sincerely yours, ..-;, - n . 
~1) 1f..~-~-~(r~·1 

Bob A. Robinson 
Field Supervisor 
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June 26, 1978 

MEMORANDUM 

TO; Denny McGuire 

FROM: Ozzie Gray b::. 

SUBJECT: Addendum to DEIS - Mayo Electric Generating Plant; 
Mayo, Person Co. 054-78 

This Departments coll111ents, dated June 20, 1978, indicated that additional 
corrments would be forthcoming from the l~ildlife Resources Comnission. · 
Those comnents have been received and are as follows. 

Two problems associated with the project became apparent during the 
Wildlife Resources Commission review. These problems related to the 
potential for a dangerously high selenium content in the lake and to 
the lands to be dedicated for wildlife management purposes as mitigation 
for habitat lost to inundation . 

In conference with representatives of Carolina Power and Light, these 
two issues were discussed and Carolina Power and Light prepared an 
addendum to the subject DEIS for inclusion into the final EIS. If 
this addendum is included as proposed, the deficiencies cited above 
will be satisfied. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. This Department is looking 
forward to reviewing the FEIS. 
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APPENDIX G 

Selenium Modeling 
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APPENDIX G 

The following is the information submitted by CP&L on 
selenium modeling in the proposed reservoir. Included 
are the assumptiona and values used by CP&L. The first 
graph indicates a 10 year modeling. The second modeling 
was for a 20 year period. The years at the bottom of the 
graph represent the period of record for the comparative 
stream, i.e., Flat River • 

.. 
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Methodology for Predictive Water Chemistry 
Modeling - Mayo Impoundment 

The predictive water chemistry model used for the Mayo impoundment 

utilizu the concept of a materials balance for conservative (non-decaying) 

chemical constituent• normally occuring on the Mayo Creek watershed and those 

introduced as a result of the planned plant operation •. 

The model uses historical daily stream flow records and associated 

water quality (where applicable) as an input into the assessment. In the Mayo 

illlpoundment water chemistry prediction, the historical streaJll flov record 

length for Mayo Creek was insufficient and thereby required the utilization of 

stream flow records of an adjacent watershed having an extended record (Fiat 

River) and modified by a drainage a-rea factor. This is an established hydro­

logical procedure in the absence of or insufficiency of water records for 

watersheds under investigation. 

To begin the aaalysis the impoundment is assumed to be at normal pool 

and have certain background water quality concentrations. As an eDJ11ple of 

assumed backiround water quality the concentration of total dissolved solids 

(TDS) was initialized at 136 mg/1 and selenium (Se) at O TAg/l. 

At this point, the model begiDe a daily debit ud credit of materials 

into and out of the impoundment. For example , at the end of "Day One" all pound­

ages of total dissolved solids entering the reservoir from creek inflow, 

cooling tower evaporation residue, ash pond discharges, and in.itial TDS pound­

age in reservoir are summed. The input: poundages are computed fr= flov or 

volume times the concentration, times a conversion factor (8.34 x concentration 

x volume). A comparable summation is then done for all identifiable pathways 

of TDS leavina the illlpoundment (plant intake, dovnstream release or overflov 

seepage etc. ). 

Following the summations of the daily poundage of a specific che:mic:s.l 

or parameter into and q_ut of the impoundment, the daily water budget is computed 

and the end of day reservoir volume calculated. The net resultant poundage of 

a particular chemical is then, mixed wit:h the available reservoir volume and an 
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end of day concentration arrived at. This end of day concentration is then 

used to reinitialize the impoundment chemistry for start of the second day 

computation. This process is then repeated on a continuing daily basis. To 

facilitate the multitude of calculations, the reservoir water quality model 

has been p:ogrammed for usage on a computer. 

As pertains to the analysis for the Mayo impoundment and in particular 

with regard to the selenium predictions, the ash pond discharge selenium. con­

centration was set at 0.03 mg/l. The resultant concentrations noted on the 

attached plot reflect values higher than what would normally be expected to 

develop under this type assessment. The predicted concentrations shown do not 

take into consideration the staggered in-service dates of Units 1 and 2 nor 

assume precipitation of chemicals in the illlpoundments. Additionally, as another 

"conservative" consideration is the analysis, the volume of reservoir water for 
• 

assimilation was set at approximately 70 percent of the available volume. 

Provided as an attachement for illustration purposes is a copy of the 

computer printout that summarizes, on a monthly basis, the predictive water 

quality assessment, 

.. 
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Drought Events in Water Record 

1956 - 1975 Flat River Correlated to Mayo Ck. 

1966 - 10 year drought 

1967 - 20 year drought 

1968 - 10 year drought 

1969 - 5 year drought 

The cumulative effect of the four drought events resulted in 

less than half of the average streamflow into the impouudment 

f~r the four year period. 
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Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan 
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AUG 91972 

North Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources &Community Development 
James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor Howard N. Lee, Secretary 

Corp of Engineers 
Regulatory Function 
Post Office Box 1890 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28402 

ATTENTION: Mr. Scott Taylor 

Dear Mr. Taylor: 

July 31. 1978 

RE: Mayo Electric 
Generating Plant - CP&L 
Person Com1ty 

Please find enclosed narratives of the soil erosion and sedimentation 
control plans for Carolina and Power Light Company's, Mayo Electric Generating 
Plant. The plant site rough grading, main dam construction and reservoir 
clearing are addressed within these narratives. 

Our office, as of to-date,. has not received plans for any transmission 
corridors ditectly associated with subject project. 

If we can be of any further assistance, please contact us. 

LH/dc 

cc: Mr. Bill Weldon 
Mr. Harlan Britt 

Enclos urea: 2 

.. 

H-1 

Sincerely, ...J / ,I. 

~ E' ,}YJ6-~cr::_ 

Larry E. Hardison 
Environmental Engineer Technician 
Land Quality Section 

P. 0 . 80J1 27617 R:alc1&h, North ~rolin:a 27611 

An Equoi Oppo,run/ry ,Mfirmof/vl Acr/on Employ,r 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 373 of 565



SOIL EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL PLAN ... 

l.J 
FOR 

RESERVOIR CLEARING FOR THE 

MAYO ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT 

DEVELOPED FOR 

NORTH CAROLINA SEDIMENTATION CONTROL COMMISSION 

0 
State of North Carolina 

Department of Natural Resources and Community Development 

By 

Carolina Power & Light Company 

... 
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Project Description 

SEDIMENT CON'InOL PLAN FOR 

MAYO RESERVOIR CLEARING 

The basic scope of work for this project involves clearing a 3,300 acre reservoir 

for the Mayo Electric Generating Plant. This project is located in Person 

County approximately 10 miles northeast of Roxboro, North Carolina, as shown 

on Drawing RCD-311, Sheet 1 . The type of clearing required for the reservoir 

will be Type I and Type II as described below. Type I clearing will be required 

below Elevation 421. Type II clearing will oe required from Elevation 421 to 

a point either 5 feet vertical or 10 feet horizontal above Elevation 434 feet, 

whichever is less. 

In Type I clearing, the actual amount of disturbance to vegetative cover will be 

~1nimal, Since stumps need not be flush cut or removed, much of the vegetative 

cover will remain. Type II clearing requires stumps to be either flush cut or 

removed. As a result, most of the ground cover will be removed due to stump 

removal, equipment travel, or shoreline regrading. 

Sediment Control Measures 

To minimize sedilllentation entering Mayo Creek, physical and natural control 

mechanisms will be used-(1) silt fences and staked baled straw, and (2) a 

relatively undisturbed strip intended to function as a natural control mechanism. 

Detailed drawings of the silt fence and staked straw bales are illustrated 

on Drawing RCD-311, Sheets 2 and 3. 

Much of the residual effects of sedimentation that may occur due to erosion in 

the Type II clearing areas are intended to be contained within a strip between 

Elevation 421 and Mayo Creek. Due to the changing topography between Elevation 

421 and Mayo Creek, the 'Width of this strip will vary. Tor example, at the lower 

(northern) end of the project, the topography is such that at least 100 feet 

of strip will be provided. Although somewhat less of a strip is provided at the 

upper (southern) portion of the project, the topography is less steep. It is 

anticipated that over the entirety of the projact where the strip is to be 

utilized as a primary means of sedimentation control, that visi ble siltation 

will be confined to the first 25% of the strip nearest the Type II clearing. 

~3 
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As clearing operations begin in a particular area or drainage course, that area 

will be inspected by representatives from Carolina Power & Light Company. In 

the areas of steeper topography where the width of the strip may not be suffi­

cient to meet visible siltation confinement requirements, silt fences or staked 

straw bales will be installed. These sediment control installations will be 

removed prior to reservoir inundation. Sedimentation control measures, to in-

elude silt fences and straw bales, will also be implemented as necessary at 

intermittent streams, major swales, or drainage ditches where transportation 

of sediment may be anticipated. 

The sediment control installations will be inspected periodically, and main­

tenance of these sediment control installations will be performed upon 

detection of any defect in the installations. Collected material will be 

removed from silt screens, as required, to maintain full efficiency. The 

material will be disposed of using sound engineering practices. 

A vegetative cover will not be provided. Claared land forming the basin of a 

reservoir later to be inundat ed will not require ground cover sufficient to 

restrain erosion as stated in 15 NCAC 4B. 0007c of the N. C. Administrative Code. ) 

Schedule for Clearing 

Clearing is scheduled to begin in the Mayo reservoir January, 1978. 
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DIAGRAM SHOWING STRAW BALES 
USED AS TEMPORARY DITCH 
EROSION CONTROL MEASURES 

USE A MINIMUM 
OF TWO STAKES 
PER STRAW BALE 

STRAW BALES 

ELEVATION 

H-7 

STRAW BALES 

l OF SWALE OR 
DRAINAGE DITCH 

NUMBER OF STRAW BALES 
DEPENDS ON WIDTH OF DITCH 

r.'"'\._ CAROLINA POWER £ LIGHT COMPANY 
l .. J l'OW(II ,OLAIIT COIISTIIUC:TIOII Oll'T IIAL[IOH, N. C 

STAKEO BALED STRAW 
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SOIL EROSION AND SEDDIENT CONTROL P~ 

FOR 

PLANT SITE ROUGH GRADING AND 

MAIN DAM CONSTRUCTION FOR THE 

MAYO ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT 

DEVELOPED FOR 

NORTH CAROLINA SEDIMENTATION CONTROL COMMISSION 

0 

State of North Carolina 

Department of Natural Resources & Community Development 

By 

Carolina Power & Light Company 
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SEDIMENT CONTROL rLJJr FOR MAYO E.G.P. 

PLANT SITE ROUGH GRADING AND MAIN DAM CONSTRUCTION 

Pcoject Description 

This project 1s located in Person County approximately ten miles northeast 

of Roxboro. North Carolina, as shown on Figure 1, 

The basic scope of work for plant site rough grading consists of approxi­

mately 5,300,000 cubic yards of earthwork. The grading limit for the plant 

site encompasses 300 acres. The details of the plant site rough grading 

plan are shown on Mayo Project Drawing No. S-0106. 

The basic scope of work for construction of the main dam consists of approxi­

mately 2 1 000,000 cubic yards of embanlanent and 600 1 000 cubic yards of exca­

vation. Included in the main dam construction is construction of the normal 

spillway arid emergency spillway as shown on Mayo Project Drawing 5-0009. The 

grading limit for the main dam construction encompasses 80 acres. 

SediJDent Control Measures 

Proposed devices to lllinilllize accelerated erosion and control sediment are benns, 

ditches. baled st,:aw, silt fences, and silt basins with silt check dams. 

Detailed drawings of these sediment control methods are attached. 

For controlling sediment at the plant site, the prilllary method will be two 

sediment basins as shown on the plant site rough grading plan. A majority 

of the plant site naturally drains into these two drainage courses. Design 

details and data for these two silt bGsins are given in the Appendix. 

Calculations and specifications for the iilt basins were made in accordance 

with design criteria given in Guide for Sediment Control on Construction Sites 

in North Carolina. 

To reduce sheet erosion on slopes 1 diversion ditches will be constructed at the 

top of cut slopes. These diversion ditches will be directed to an outlet on 

undisturbed land. A grounJ cover sufficient to restrain erosion will be 
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established within 30 working days after construction on fill slopes surrounding 

the plant site has been completed. As added protection, silt fences will be 

installed at the bottom of fill slopes to min:iJnize sediment leaving the 

plant site prior to establishment of the ground cover. 

The primary method for controlling sediment during main dam construction will 

be the use of silt fences. At the toe of the embankment where sediment loss may 

occur, silt fences will be installed to minimize the sediment leaving the 

project limit. Since ditches are proposed to contain part of the surface run­

off, staked baled straw or silt fences may need to be installed at the critical 

locations in the ditch line to control the sediment. Most of the borrow area 

from which fill will be taken for main dam construction will be located within 

the reservoir and subsequently inundated . 

The sediment control installations will be inspected periodically, and main­

tenance of these sediment control installations will be performed upon detection 

of any defect in the installations. Collected material will be removed from 

silt .screens, as required, to maintain full efficiency and will be disposed of 

using sound engineering practices. 

As clearing operations begin and as earthwork activity starts, silt basins 

and diversion ditches will be constructed, and silt fences and staked baled 

straw will be installed. As earthwork operations continue and a need arises 

for additional sediment control, the required measures will be implemented. 

The 1!14in dam may be constructed in two phases. In Phase I, Mayo Creek will 

be allowed to flow in its present course, and the east half of the main d!UD 

will be construc~ed without diverting the flow of Mayo Creek. A 72-inch 

diameter corrugated metal pipe will be installed in the east abutment of the 

main dam. In Phase II, Mayo Creek will be diverted to flow through the 72-inch 

CMP. After Mayo Creek has been diverted, the west half of the dam will be 

cons true ted • 

Seeding 

Within 30 working days after grading or construction is completed on any 

segment of an area outside the liD,1t of the proposed reservoir, a ground cover 

H-10 
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sufficient to restrain erosion will be pr vided. The type of seed and rate of 

application are given in Tables I and II. 

Permanent cover will be provided on all unoccupied, bare surfaces and will 

be planted as soon as practical after graaing or construction activities in 

an area have been completed. For the plant site, the type of seeding and 

rate of application are also given in Tables I and II. For the main dam. all 

seeding, fertilizing and mulching details are listed in Specification No. 

2383-C-2.l-PI. 

Schedule of Construction Activities 

Plant site rough grading and main dam construction are scheduled to begin 

January. 1978. 
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February 1 to May 15 

May 15 to August 15 

August 15 to Novem~er 1 

DATE 

August 1 to Marr.It 1 

February 15 to August 15 

TABLE I TEMPORARY SEEDING 

Annual Ryegrass 

Sudan Sorghum Hybrids 

Annual Ryegrass 

TABLE II PERMANENT SEEDING 

TYPE 

Ky. Tall Fescue or 

Alta Tall Fescue 

Fertilizer 

Limestone 

Ky. Tall Fescue or 

Alta Tall Fescue 

Korean or Kobe Lespedeza 

Fertilizer 

Limestone 

RATE (lb./Acre) 

45 

45 

40 

RATE lb./ Acre) 

120 

1,200 

2,000 

70 

50 

1,200 

2,000 

On cut and fill slopes 2:1 or steeper, add 25 pounds Sericea Lespedeza January 

1 to December 31: 

.. 
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DIAGRAM SHOWING STRAW 8ALES 
USED AS TEMPORARY DITCH 
EROSION CONTROL MEASURES 
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TS-13.0 

TS-13.1 

TS-13 .. i.1 

TS-13.1.2 

TS-13.2 

TS- 13. 2. 1 

TS-13.2.2 

TS-13.2.3 

GRASSING 

General 

Gibbs & Hill, Inc. 
Specification 2383-C-2.1-P1 
August 1977 
Page 13-1 

This section covers furnishing of all labor, 
materials, equipment, tools, supervision, and 
incidentals necessary for grassing as herein 
specified. Areas to be grassed shall be as shown 
on drawings and as directed by the Owner. 

A satisfactory stand of perennial grass shall be 
defined as a full cover of grass that is alive and 
growing with no bare spots. 

Materials 

Seed Quality requirements for seed shall be as 
follows: 

Percent 
Percent Germination Percent 

Name of Seed Pure seed & Bard seed Weed seed 

:Fescue, tall 98 90 1.00 
(Kentucky 31) 

Lespedgza 98 as 1. 00 
sericea 

Rye Grass 98 90 o.so 
seed certified by a seed association or certify 
agency, and meeting the above requirements will be 
accepted without further tests, provided the seeds 
are undamaged at the time of planting and provided 
.further that not more than ten months have elapsed 
since the seeds were harvested and certified. 

Lime - Lime shall be ground or pulverized 
limestone passing th~ requirements of the U.S. 
Department of ~griculture, Agriculture 
Conservatiop and Proiuction Administration, for 
use on farms of the vicinity. 

Fertilizer Fertilizer shall be a mixed, 
commercial nonacid forming fertilizer, containing 
percentages of avail.able nitrogen, phosphoric acid 
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TS-13.2.4 

TS-13.2.5 

TS-13. 2. 6 

TS-13.3 

TS-13.3.1 

TS-13.4 

TS-13.4.2 

TS-13.4.3 

Gibbs & Hill, Znc. 
Specification 2383-c-2.1-P1 
August 1977 
Page 13-2 

and potash of 12-e-e. Fertilizer shall be dry, in 
granular or powdered form, and shall be delivered 
to the site in the manufacturer•s original bag or 
container which shall be plainly marked as to 
formula and nonacid reaction and shall comply· with 
the state fertilizer laws. 

Mulch - Mulch shall be dry grain straw, hay sedge 
grass or other locally harvested vegetation 
obtained from approved sources, free of noxious 
weeds. All such material shall b~ thoroughly 
"cured" and dry before spreading. 

Topsoil - Topsoil shall consist of the natural 
topsoil obtained by the scalping operations during 
excavation of embankment foundation area, and 
stockpiled on the site. Topsoil shall contain no 
large roots, rock over 2 inches in any dimension, 
trash, subsoil or other objectionable materials. 

Water shall be fresh and free from injurious 
amounts of oil, acid, alkali, salts or other 
materials harmful to plant growth. 

Working conditions 

All work required for seeding shall be performed 
under favorable conditions when the soil is 
suitably moist, and is not frozen. 

seedbed Preparation, Liming and ~ertilizing 

Areas to be grassed, shall be as shown on the 
plans and where directed by the Owner. 

Liming shall be done immediately after grading and 
topsoiling bas reached the final "smoothing" 
stage, even though actual seeding may not be done 
until several months later. Lime shall be used at 
2 tons per acre and shall be spread evenly by 
means of approved mechanical spreaders. Lime 
shall be incorporated in the top soil by 
harrowing, disking or other approved means. 

Fertilizer shall be spread not more than ~wo weeks 
in advance of seeding. Fertilizer shall be spread 
at a rate of 1000 pounds to the acre. Even 
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TS-13.5 

TS-13.5.1 

.TS-13.5.2 

TS-13.5.3 

Gibbs & Hill, Inc. 
~~ecification 23B3-C-2.1-P1 
L .1gust 1977 
rage 13-3 

distribution shall bt"- accomplished with approved 
mechanical spreaders by spreading half of the rate 
in one general direction and the· other half at · 
right angle to the first. Within 24 hours after 
spreading, the fertilizer shall be incorporated 
into the top 2 to 3 inches of soil by disking, 
harrowing or other approved methods. 

Seeding, Mulching and Watering 

seed,shall be sown by means of an approved method, 
resulting in even distribution of the seed. 
seeding shall not be done when ground is 
excessively wet or excessively dry. The seed 
shall be covered to a depth of 1/2 inch to one 
inch. Skips showing bare ground more than 
12 inches wide when the grass comes up shall be 
remedied by reseeding to conform to the 
surrounding areas. seeding rates and dates shall 
conform to the following table: 

Dates Seed Pound Per Acre 

1 Sept.-1 Mar. Rye 15 

1 Sept.-1 Mar. Fescue 40 

1 Mar.-1 Sept. Lespedgza 60 

1 Mar.-1 Sept. Fescue 40 

Mulch shall be spread uniformly at the rate of 
4000 pounds per acre. Mulch shall be held in 
place by asphalt mist. Asphalt mist shall be 
applied at the rate of 25 to 40 gallons per ton of 
mulch and in such a mann·er that a complete, but 
light film is obtained to· hold mulch in place. 

Within 24 hours after seeding, the entire seeded 
area shall be unifo~mly and thoroughly sprinkled 
with water in a manner that will prevent runoff of 
water, and dislodgi~g or washing soil or seeds, 
and unti~ the soil is uniformly moistened to a 
minimum depth of 4 inches. seeded areas shall be 
watered at frequent intervals as required to 
maintain the soil in a moist condition until there 
is evidence of good growth. 
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TS-13-6 

TS-13.6.1 

TS-13-7 

TS-13-7.1 

Gibbs & Hill, Inc. ' 
Specification 2383-C-2.1-P1 l , 
August 1977 '-' 
Page 13-4 

Subsequent Nutriment 

sixty days after grass is planted or when grass is 
two inches, 100 pounds of ammonium nitrate per 
acre shall be applied to the grassed area, unless 
this condition occurs in the fall or winter, in 
which case the ammonium nitrate shall be applied 
the next spring when the grass begins to grow. 

Acceptance 

Areas to be planted will be accepted when all work 
of seeding and liming and fertilizing is 
completed, and when all work on adjacent areas 
which might result in damage to the planted area 
is also completed. Planted areas shall be watered 
and mowed as necessary to maintain a healthy 
growth until accepted. 

.. 

R-22 

0 

C 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 396 of 565



<c 

APPENDIX I 

Water Intake Structure Design 

0 

.. 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 397 of 565



... 

L; 

0 

.. 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 398 of 565



0 

Intake Structures 

In assessing the potential. impact on impingement and entrainment at 

an intake structure, the following items are e%amined: 

1. Location and depth of structure 

2. Approach velocities 

J. Tendency of the structure to attract organisms 

4. Species of concern in the water body. 

At the Mayo Sita, the normal water elevation will be 434' and the 

bottom of the intake stTUcture will be at 390' for an intake depth of 44'. 

(See attached figu~e of intake configuration.) As the intake is designed 

for water withdra.val during a maxilllUJll drawdown of 24', the mikeup water will 

be drawn fr0111 near the bottom. The primary species expected to be in the 

lake are bluegill, largemouth bass, yellow perch, and green sunfish which 

are not deep water pelagic species but primarily shallow water (2-6 feet) 

shorel.ine species. Therefore, the deep water intake will minimize both 

entrainment and impingement. 

The intake has been designed for approach velocities to be less 

than .5 fps during the once in 10-year drawdown. Under nor.:ial pumping con­

ditions, the approach ve£ocity will be Quch less (approximately .2 fps) .hich 
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will provide velocities sufficiently low to allow most f i shes to escape 

impi ngement. Largemouth bass, bluegill, yellow perch, and green sunfish 

will be able to swim away from velocities of those designed for l'!ayo, there­

by minimizing potential impingement impact. 

The Mayo intake structure will have smooth concrete for 100 feet on 

each side of the pump area. This design will further minimize entrainment and 

impingement by creating an area near the intake which will not be utilized for 

reproduction and cover by the species present in the lake. The species such 

as largemouth bass, bluegill, green sunfish, and yellow perch utilize the 

shallow areas of the lake for reproduction and have demersal rather than 

pelagic eggs. The juvenile and adult stages use rocks and brush grass, etc. 

as cover. With the intake area being smooth concrete, it rill not be used 

... 
L, 

as a spawning area by largemouth bass, bluegill, green sunfish, and rellow Q 
perch and will not offer cover or attraction for the juvenile and adult 

stages. 

There will be three 50 percent capacicy cooling tower makeup pumps 

provided. Any ~-o pumps can provide sufficient makeup to sustain operation 

of both un.Lts at 100 percent load . Design capacity of each pump will be 

37. ~ cfs. Predicted average and makeup pumping rates are discussed in 

Item A. 

., 
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5.0 ANY PROBABLY A:DVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

Of the environmental effects discussed in Section 4.0. those which are 
adverse may be considered as unavoidable as the project is presently 
proposed. 

5.1 Human Resources 

Project construction will convert about 1,135 ha (2,800 ac) of terrestrial 
habitat into aquatic habitat, and an additional 162 ha (400 ac) of rural 
land wi.11 be utilized for the plant and its related facilities. This 
area will no longer be available for forestry or agricultural usage. 
Approximately 22% of the project area consists of fields. The complete 
breakdowu of the project area is shown in Table 2.3-1. The reservoir 
may have a positive effect on the aesthetics of the site, although the 
presence of the plant, cooling towers, chimneys, coalyard, and ash 
pond, wi.11 not be attractive. Temporary adverse effects may be present 
under certain meteorological conditions when fog or ice results from the 
operation of cooling towers. 

Ttie number of families that were displaced due to purchase of land by 
CP&L is 23. Using the figure of 3.59 inhabitants per household aa the 
average number of persons per household in Hollovay Township, Person 
County, the estimated number of people displaced is 83. Some of these 
people and landowuera not living in the required area depend upon farming 
for part or all of- .their income. Purchase of this land will partially 
offset this income loss, but additional employment may be hard to find. 
Also, in some cases land vas traded instead of purchased by CP&L. 

Because of chimney height and the hilly nature of the site, certain 
portions of the project will be visible from nearby areas. 

During the construction phase of the project, there ""111 be a liJllited 
degree of impact to traffic patterns at certain times. With as many as 
800 workers leaving the site at the end of each workday, traffic 
congestion w:i.11 develop in some areas. However, most of this congestion 
will be dispersed in several directions fairly quickly, due to the rural 
location of the project~ During operation these impacts will be less 
since approximately 150 people spread over three shifts will be employed 
at the plant. 

5.2 Air and Yater Environment 
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5.2.1 Air Quality l~pact 

Operation of the Mayo Plant will result in the discharge of particulates 
and gases into the atmosphere. With the application of advanced steam 
generator design technology, utilization of highly efficient electrostatic 
precipitators, and combustion of low sulfur content fuel, these unavoid­
able atmospheric discharges will be minimized . This is supported by the 
fact that the State has issued al]. required air quality permits and EPA 
has approved the project (see Appendix R). 

5.2.2 Water Quality 

Adverse effects on water quality are not expected due to the contTols 
indicated in Sections 2.2.2 and 4.3.2.1.2.2. 

5.2.3 Natural Systems 

5.2.3.1 Aquatic Ecology 

Effects of drawdown, ash pond discharge, blowdown, and impingement and 
entrainment on fisheries resources are discussed io Section 4.3.2.1.2. 
Effects of drawdown, ash pond discharge, blowdawn, impingement, and 
entrainment are not expected to seriously affect fisheries production 
due to the restraints involved. Changes in fisheries resources as 
a result of impoundment are discussed in Section 4.2.2.1.1. It is 
predicted that the original stock of dominant fishes present in Mayo 
Creek will be strongly selected against in the new reservoir and 
ultimately replaced by species capable of making the habitat adjust­
ments. As discussed in Section 4.3.2.1.2.S. the reduction in discharge 
of waters from the impoundmenc into Mayo Creek to 56~1 1/s (2 cfa) and 
in the ash pond to 0.0 1/s (O.Ocfs) is expected to result in further 
habitat degradation and reduction of fisheries resources downstream. 

The effects of construction aud operation ou the benthos are discussed 
in Sections 4.2.2.l.l and 4.3.2.3.1. In summary, the major impact will 
result from the change of a flowing stream to still water. Some benthic 
forms require a current to bring food to rhe.ir filter mechanisms, while 
others are physiologically adapted only to flowing vater. These will 
not be able to adapt to reservoir condition& and so would be eliminated 
in the area to be inundated. Some af the Mayo Creek fauna would not be 
so affected because of the many pools and slow areas now present where 
the environment is similar to .a lake in. many respects-... 
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Effects ~f construction and operatiQ.U impacts on the algae are discussed 
in Sections 4.2.2.1.1.3 and 4.3.z; 1.4 and are not expected to seriously 
affect the algal populations. The only major impact w:111 result from 
the change in flowing water to standing w~t~r. Most periphytic forms 
are usually morphologically adapted to areas with current and true 
rheophiles may not be able to adapt to reservoir conditions. A definite 
species shift can be expected in the reservoir with the Chlorophyceae 
and planktonic diatoms gaining precedence in the surface water areas- and 
benthic algae inhabiting the bottom or "bank" substrata. The Mayo Creek 
flora is adapted to a riffle-pool regime and forms present in the slow 
pool areas would be found in Mayo Reservoir. 

5.2.3.2 Terrestria1 Ecology 

5.2.3.2.l Flora 

The principal impact to the flora of the plant site will be the 
elimination of approximately 1,296 ha (3,200 ac) of existing vegetation 
and the alteration of up to some 730 ha (1,800 ac) of vegetation 
associated with transmission corridors. 

5.2.3.2.2 Fauna 

The principal adverse effect on terrestrial fauna brought about by the 
construction and operation of the Mayo Electric Generating Plant is the 
conversion of 1,133 ha (2,800 ac) of terrestrial wildlife habitat to an 
aquatic system and the removal of 162 ha (400 ac) of wildlife habitat at 
the plant site. That area will be removed from terrestrial vertebrate 
productivity for at least the life of the plant and associated reservoir. 

5.3 Comments on the Mayo Creek Project Prior to the Issuance of the 
Draft EIS 

Three public notices and one news release were issued on the proposed 
project prior to the issuance of the Draft EIS. The first two public 
notices were issued 28 April 1977 and 23 June 1977. Both indicated the 
same basic information regarding CP&L application for a Department of 
the Army permit. However, the 23 June public notice was sent to an 
expanded mailing list. 

The third public notice was issued on 8 December 1977 and the news release 
prepared on 21 December 1977. These two documents announced the District 
Engineer's decision to prepare an EIS on the project. This decision was 
based upon review of the enviro~ental assessment by CP&L, and on 
comments in response to the public notices • 

... 
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Comments on these notlcea were received from Federal and State government 
agencies, one citizen group, -and several individuals. All of these 
comments are addressed in a comment/respoue format in Appendix D. 

In some cases, the actual comment bas been paraphrased to save space. 
However, the full c:0111Uent or letter has beeu included in Appendix D 
following the comment/response section. 

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS·) are addressed 
in Secti011 9. 
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

A Department of the Amy permit as administered by the Corps of Engineers 
can be issued or denied or issued with conditions. The applicant's 
preferred project could be authorized as discussed in Section 1. Also, 
the project could be denied resulting in the impacts discussed in 
Section 6.3. Possible conditions that could be imposed include ground­
water and waste water monitoring, changes in waste disposal, changes in 
dam construction, and additional mitigation. 

Before selecting the Mayo site, CP&L evaluated several alternative sites 
and considered four means of generation: hydroelectric, internal combustion, 
fossil steam, and nuclear steam. The results of the evaluations are 
outlined in the various sections that follow. 

6.1 Location 

In selecting the Mayo Creek site for development, other sites, as noted 
below, were investigated for their potential to support the additional 
necessary generation. Each site underwent a Phase I investigation by 
CP&L. A Phase I study is considered the initial step in evaluating the 
suitability of an area for the siting of a power plant. Each Phase 1 
study follows a generally standard procedure. 

Maps are first used to locate potential site area•. A literature search 
is begun, and special consideration is given to water supply, topography, 
and land usage. A site visit is then performed to detenrl.ne existing 
water quality, to identify vegetative, wildlife and fisheries communities, 
and to define potential impact to wetlands, threatened and endangered 
species, and wild and scenic rivers. Information generated frOID the site 
visit is interfaced with relevant literature, and results in a final 
Phase I Report which includes aaseasments of existing physical, chemical, 
terrestrial, aquatic, sociocultural, and air quality resources of the 
site area. 

If a Phase I site study indicates that development of a site appears 
practical, a Phase II investigation may be performed. Only the Mayo 
site underwent a full Phase II investigation. The scope of such a 
study would generally involve comprehensive investigations of geology, 
hydrology, geotechnology, air quality, meteorology, climatology, and 
ecology. 
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Invl!Htl~at1ontl or ccolo~Lcal .components would consist of a one-year. 
onsite l!nvironmental monitoring program and would include analyses of 
water chemistry, berbarium collections, quarter point analyses. rnammat 
trapping. bird surveys, wildlife reconnaissance surveys, benthi.c sampling, 
and fishery sampling. Monitoring programs would also place special 
emphasis on detection of threatened and endangered species in the site 
area. Data zenerated would be used to identify the biological baseline, 
to assess the effects of plant development on the biota and to determine 
environmental considerations which could either preclude development of 
the site or which would warrant alterations in engineering and/or plant 
design. 

As a result of delays in the in-service dates of the four units of the 
Barris Nuclear Power Plant, site selection was sttongly influenced by 
the need for additional generation at the earliest practicable date. 
Although this date was set at March 1983 initially, this date was 
accelerated when the N.C. Utilities Commission, in issuing the Certificate 
of Public Conveneince and Necessity, recommended that the units be 
completed at the earliest date possible. The schedule was accelerated 
to March 1982 and approved by the Board of Directors of CP&L on December 
21, 1977. Within. constraint of this schedule and CP&L indicating the 
need to locate additional generating capacity in the eastern portion of 
the system. several sites were investiaated before CP&L selected Mayo 
Creek. 

Among these was one located in Pitt and Greene Counties on Little ( 
Contentnea Creek near Farmville, North Carolina. Although the available 
water resources could have supported a 3,000 MW generating facility, a 
large amount of farmland and a long earth dam would have been required 
for the storage reservoir. The site, though in proximity to rail 
service, was further from coal sources and ·chus would have incurred 
transportation cost penalties. The physical properties of the site 
would have limited ash storage capacity. 

From an environmental standpoint, development of this site was expected 
to have a more pronounced environmental impact than that predicted with 
the development of the Mayo E.G. Plant. The construction of the plant 
and storage reservoir would have resulted in the loss of existing 
bottom.land hardwoods and gum-cypress swamp which represented good to 
excellent wildlife habitat. The proposed reservoir could have had 
unacceptable water quality due to the presence upstream of a sewage 
treatment plant and sanitary landfill at Farmville. This may have made 
the reservoir unacceptable for recreational use and unsuitable aquatic 
habitat. Records indicated that a virgin tract of cypress timber had 
been identified in the proposed reservoir area along Little Contentnea 
Creek. .. 
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The small community of Willow Green, consisting of a gas station, a 
store, and 4 houses, would have had to be relocated. Additionally, as 
many as SO relocations would have been necessary for development of this 
project. There were at least 7 roads including US 264 that crossed the 
proposed reservoir and would have required a bridge, relocation, or 
abandonment. The Norfolk Southern Railway would also have required a 
bridge to cross the proposed reservoir. Land acquisition necessary for 
the project would have been difficult due to the above-average yielding 
farmland within the project. 

Since the site is located in the Coastal Plain, structures would have 
been placed on the unconsolidated sediments that are present. Addi­
tionally, there existed questions as to whether the main dam could have 
been located on suitable foundation materiala, and due to the high 
groundwater levels in the area a raajor devatering system would probably 
have been required for any plant excavations. '11te ruin reservoir was to 
be located in an area that waa expected to exhibit moderate seepage 
losses. 

Since the majority of water for public and private use is drawn from 
wells in the area, the impact on groundwater use could have been 
significant. The dewatering for plant coaatruction could have had a 
major impact on wells in the site area. Since the underlying sediments 
are good aquifers, groundwater contamination could have become a 
significant problem. 

Also considered as an alternative was a site on Flat River and Deep 
Creek in Durham and Person Counties. As originally conceived, the dam 
and lower portion of the lake proposed for this site would have been 
situated in Durham County and the plant and majority of the reservoir 
would have been located in Person County. The site was considered for a 
plant ~tilizing a cooling lake and was judged suitable to support at 
least a 1,000 MW fossil facility. Of major importance to the development 
of this site vas the criticality of the water budget of the Flat River 
watershed. Flat River (and its Lake Michie impoundment) is the raw 
water source used to supply potable water for the City of Durham and 
Camp Butner. Since the proposed generating facility could have 
influenced the yield of the Durham water supply, the site was not given 
further consideration. Because cooling towers would result in an even 
greater consumptive use of water, they would not have enhanced site 
suitability. 
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Another site in the eastern portion of the CP&L system was investigated 
in Craven County, North Carolina. The development of this site would 
hRvt- re1,1utrt.•d th~ utf I h11tJnn of hottomland areas between Cove City, 
rerft!ct Ion, ,rnd T11fllcaror11. As conceived, this site would have utilized 
a 2,833 ha (7,000 ac) cooling pond and a 34 km (21 mi) long dike. 

Planning for this facility indicated the usage of a cooling pond as the 
most desirable heat dissipation mechanism with ultimate heat transfer 
to the atJaOsphere. The pond, having no natural stream inflow, was 
considered as an off-stream storage impoundment with all make-up proposed 
to be withdrawn from the Neuse River. 

In addition to make-up necessary to offset evaporative losses, an 
investigation indicated that the rate of seepage associated with the 
long dike would have been large and thus required an additional amount 
of pumpage from the Neuse River to achieve a stabilized pool. Average 
Withdrawals from the Neuse liver were estimated at approximately 
14S cfs. During adverse meteorological conditions, withdrawals of 
approximately 200 cfs could have been anticipated. 

CP&L indicated that in light of the present enviro11111ental regulatory 
climate related to v.lthdravals or intakes on or near estuarine waters, 
substantial delays in acquiring necessary permits to build this facility 
were expected to be encountered. 

In comparison to other sites investigated, operation of this facility 
as a coal-fired generating plant would have produced higher fuel 
transportation coats due to its further distance from coal producing 
areas. 

CP&L personnel felt that for each of these alternative sites, either 
water budget, engineering, or environmental concerns were identified 
that would require t.imec011suming regulatory or engineering resolutions 
compared to the Mayo site. 

6.2 Facilities 

6.2.l TYpe of Fuel 

The first means of alternative generation supply. hydroelectric, was 
ruled out, as there are no available sites having sufficient flow for 
plants of the size required. 
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The types of fuel available to the CP&L system for steam electric units 
are coal, oil, and nuclear. The primary reason for selection of a coal­
fired plant as compared to a nuclear plant was the lead time required to 
bring the unit into service. The lead time needed for a fossil plant 
is shorter - · S-7 years versus 10-12 years for a nuclear plant. As a 
practical matter, CP&L's choice has been limited by circumstance to 
either a coal or oil-fired steam plant or internal combustion (IC) 
turbine generators. However, because of the uncertainties which 
surround a long-term rel~able oil supply and since CP&L needs base load 
capacity, it selected the coal-fired steam system over the IC turbine 
generators and over an oil-fired steam system. In addition, the Federal 
Energy Administration has issued an order requiring the burning of coal 
in the proposed Mayo Plant (FEA Construction Order, June 30, 197S). 

6.2.2 Cooling System 

An evaluation was made of typically feasible cooling water alternatives 
for the plant, including cooling ponds, powered spray modules, natural 
draft cooling towers, and mechanical draft cooling towers. Plant site 
topography, including separation of the plant and reservoir by approxi­
mately 30 m (100 ft) elevation, and existing regulatory requirements 
resulted in the deletion of a cooling pond as a feasible alternative. 

Powered SP.ray modules were found to be less econoadcal than cooling 
towers since they require more land and also require construction of 
additional water channels. The existing site topography also made a 
spray system uneconomical. 

CP&L made a cost cOlllparison for mechanical draft cooling towers versus 
natural draft cooling towers, and the annual cost of the mechanical 
draft towers is expected to be approximately $350,000 per unit less than 
the annual cost of natural draft towers. Since the plant is not near 
any major highway, the environmental effect of fogging usually associated 
with mechanical draft cooling towers, is not considered to be significant 
to . the Mayo plant site. The towers are located far enough from the 
plant switchyard to avoid significant drift in the switchyard area, and 
therefore arcing, which this would produce, is not expected to be a 
problem at this site. Therefore, mechanical draft towers were chosen by 
CP&L for cooling of the plant circulating water system. 

6.2.3 Size of Units 

The Mayo units standardize on a size (720 MW), pressure (2400 psig), 
and steam flow which have been proven on the CP&L system and on utility 
systems throughout the country. There are no new innovations or 
extrapolations of current technology involved in the boiler and turbine 
design. The only new areas of technology are aasocated with the 

6-5 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 415 of 565



environmental systems to m~et EPA effluent guidelines. The Mayo units 
are similar in size and design to CP&L's Roxboro 2, 3, and 4 units. 
Historically, the Roxboro 2 and 3 units have demonstrated availabilities 
greater than the industry average when compared with EEI statistics. 
Roxboro unit 4 is not in operation at the present time, but construction 
in now in progress. 

6.2.4 Transmission Alternatives 

6.2.4.1 Transmission Voltage 

In developing the transmission system for Mayo, alternatives at both 500 
and 230 kV were investigated. 

6.2.4.1.1 500 kV Development 
' 

Initial 500 kV studies consisted of plans employing three 500 kV lines 
emanating from Mayo Plant. Three line combination studies involving 
five terminating points were conducted and evaluated. These five 
terminating points were Roxboro 230 kV plant, Wake 500 kV substation 
located east of Raleigh near Knightdale, Durham 500 kV substation 
northwest of Raleigh just inside the Durham County line, Thelma 500 kV 
substation on the VEPCO system near their Gaston Plant, and Axton 765 
substation on the AEP system betveen Martinsville and Danville, Virginia. 
Preliminary analysis of alternatives involving 500 kV lines connecting 
Mayo to Thelma or Axton substations indicated that these lines would 
deliver Mayo power off the CP&L system which would then be returned to 
CP&L via its other interconnections. CP&L indicates these flows would 
adversely affect CP&L ~s reliability and would cause additional loading 
on the interconnections into CP&L and would reduce the company's emergency 
import capability. This system design would, therefore, be less desirable 
than a design which would include connections directly to the CP&L 
system. 

CP&L's review of the Mayo 500 kV transmission alternatives indicates 
that three 500 kV lines from the 1440 MW Mayo plant were not required. 
Two ·specific 500 kV lines can most economically supply the required 
service to the plant and impose the least environmental impact on the 
area. One of these two is a 19 km (12 miles) line connecting the 500 kV 
Mayo Electric Generating Plant and the 230 kV Roxboro S.E. Plant. At 
Roxboro, a 1,500 MVA, 500/230 kV transform.er bank will be installed. The 
installation connects the 500 kV system to the 230 kV system at Roxboro. 
This minimizes the environmental requirements of Hayo · Plant transmission 
by making available to Mayo generation the reserve transmission capacity 
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t 
in the Roxboro 230 kV system for normal and emergency serrlce. The 
other necessary 500 kV line is the Mayo-Wake 500 kV circuit. This 
circuit extends approximately 113 km (70 miles) from Mayo Plant to the 
Wake 500 kV substation where it will be connected to the 230 kV system 
through a 2000 MVA, 500/230 kV bank. The Mayo-Wake 500 kV line will be 
routed via the Durham 500 kV substation site. In the mid to late SO's, 
the Mayo-Wake 500 kV line will serve as a source to a Durham 500/230 kV 
substation which will be required to bolster servi.ce to the Raleigh 
area. 

The Mayo 500 kV transmission plan, which has been selected, will integrate 
well with the future EHV transmission expansion of the CP&L systems and 
can serve as a possible source for strengthening future interconnections 
with other utilities. In 1983 a 500 kV transmission line is planned to 
be completed from Wake 500 kV substation via the proposed Harris Plant 
site to the Richmond 500 kV substation near Rocltingh&111, North Carolina, 
to form a S00 kV backbone through the CP&L system. 

6.2.4.1.2 230 kV Transmission Alternative 

An alternative of developing a Mayo Plant 230 kV transmission system was 
also considered. In this alternative, eight 230 kV transmission lines 
were required. Four of these were obtained by looping the existing 
Roxboro-Henderson and Roxboro-Rocky Mount 230 kV lines into Mayo Plant 
15 km (9 111iles) and 26 km (16 miles), respectively. The other four 230 
kV lines would be required to connect the plant to Raleigh area trans­
mission. Two of these lines would extend approxilllately 97 km (60 111iles) 
from Mayo Plant to Kilbumie 230 kV substation, which is located about 8 
km (5 miles) east of Raleigh. The other two lines would extend approxi­
mately 80 km (50 miles) to the Durham switching station. The Durham 
switching station in the 230 kV plan is at the same site aa in the above 
500 kV plan. At Durham switching station, the existing two Roxboro­
Method 230 kV lines would be looped in to form a strong 230 kV trans­
mission hub northwest of Raleigh. 

Evaluation and comparison of the 230 kV and the 500 kV plans indicated 
the 500 kV plan to be more desirable both environmentally and economically. 
The adopted S00 kV plan is shorter by 105 circuit-km (65 circuit-miles) 
and requires about 2,347 hectares (950 acres) leas right-of-way clearing. 
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&.'l.4.'l Lucatlons of Transmi ssion Corridors 

6.2.4.2.1 Mayo-Wake 500 kV 

The Mayo-Wake 500 kV line will, in the future, be connected to the 
proposed Durham 230 kV substation located. in southeastern Durham County. 
(Section 6.2.4.1). Therefore, locations work was divided into two sections, 
Mayo-Durham and Durham-Wake. 

6.2.4.2.1.1 Mayo-Durham Section 

The Mayo-Durham Section begins at the Mayo Plant and extends 6 km (4 mi) 
south to a point just north of NCSR 1518. This section of the line 
stays on company properties for the majority of its length to avoid 
conflicts with land use. 

From this point just north of NCSR 1518 to the Durham substation site, 
five routes were delineated and examined. The route preferred by CP&L 
is illustrated in Figure 1.5-6. The four remaining alternatives are 
illustrated in Figure 6.2-1. The delineation and reasons for rejection 
of the alternatives by CP&L are as follows: Route A proceeds southwest 
from north of NCSR 1518 to a point adjacent to the existing Roxboro­
Method 230 kV corridor near NCSR 1712. From this point, Alternative A 
parallels the existing Roxboro-Method 230 kV corridor to the proposed 
Durham substation site, a distance of approximately 43 km (27 mi). This 
route was not selected because of conflicts with residential development 
on portions parallel to the existing Roxboro-Method 230 kV line, conflicts 
with existing recreational development in the Lake Michie area and 
proposed recreational development on the proposed Falls Lake Reservoir, 
adverse visual impact around Lake Michie and the proposed Falls Lake 
Reservoir, unfavorable risks to system reliability resulting from a 
significant distance of paralleling the Roxboro-Method line, and conflicts 
with ecology resulting from crossings of swamplands, streaJDS, highly 
erosive areas and prime wildlife habitat near the confluence of the Flat 
and Eno Rivers and around Lake Michie. 

Route B extends from just north of NCSR 1518 in a southeasterly direction, 
intersects the existing Roxboro-Milburnie 230 kV corridor just south of 
NCSR 1573, and parallels this line for approximately 11 km (7 mi) . From 
this point just south of NCSR 1727, Alternative B turns southwest for 
14 km (9 mi) and intersects the existing Roxboro-Method corridor south 
of the N.C. State University Hill Forest. Alternative B then parallels 
the Roxboro-Method corridor to the proposed Durham substation site, a 
distance of approximately 26 1cm (16 mi). This route was rejected because 
of conflicts with residential de•elopment on the portions parallel to 
the existing Roxboro-Method corridor, conflicts with existing recreational 
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development in the Lake Michie area and proposed recreational development 
on the proposed Falls Lake Reservoir, adverse visual impact around Lake 
Michie and the proposed Falls Lake Reservoir, and unfavorable risks to 
system reliability resulting from a significant distance of paralleling 
the Roxboro-Method line. 

Route C proceeds from just north of NCSR 1518 in the same direction as 
Route B. After paralleling the Roxboro-Hilbumie 230 kV corridor for 
approximately 14 km (9 mi), Alternative C turns southwest just south of 
NCSR 1728 and proceeds 18 km (11 mi) passing between Lake Michie and the 
federally owned lands at Camp Butner. Just south of Lake Michie, 
Alternative C meets the Roxboro-Method corridor and parallels this 
corridor to the proposed Durham substation site, a distance of approxi­
mately 19 1cm (12 mi). Alternative C was rejected because of conflicts 
vith the proposed Falls Reservoir, adverse visual impact around the 
proposed Falls Lake Reservoir, unfavorable risks to system reliability 
resulting from a significant distance of paralleling the Roxboro-Method 
line, and conflicts with cultural resources resulting from crossings of 
potential archaeological sites identified by N.C. Department. of Archives 
and History during consultations (Hall, 1978). 

Route D proceeds along the same location as Routes Band C, paralleling 
the Roxboro-Milburnie line for 42 km (26 mi). At a point just north of 
the Wake-Granville county · line, Alternative D turns to the southwest, 
crosses the proposed Palls Lake Reservoir (Neuse River) and continues to 
the proposed Durham substation site. Alternative D does not parallel 
any portion of the Roxboro-Method corridor. Alternative D vas rejected 
because of conflicts with proposed recreational development on the 
proposed Falls Lake Reservoir, conflicts with ecology resulting from 
crossings of good wildlife habitat north of Camp Butner, swamplands, 
streams and highly erosive areas, conflicts with cultural resources 
resulting from crossings of potential archaeological sites, identified 
by N.C. Department of Archives and History, and significantly higher 
estimates of right-of-vay aud construction costs. 

6.2.4.2.1.2 Durham-Wake Section 

There were five routes delineated and examined for the Durham-Wake 
section. The route preferred by CP&L for the Durham-Wake section is 
illustrated in Figure 1.5-6. The four remaining alternatives are illustrated 
in Figure 6.2-1. The delineation and reasons for rejection of the 
alternatives by CP&L are as follows: . . 
Route A proceeds southeast from the proposed Durham substation site for 
6 km (4 mi) and theri parallels a future 230 kV line for 3 km (2 mi). 
Alternative A then continues to the southeast for approximately 26 km 
(16 mi), avoiding the expauding development from Raleigh, until it 
reaches CP&L's existing Wake-Carson 500 kV line. Alternative A then 
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parallelY the Wake-Carson corridor for 1 km (2 mi) to the existing Wake 
substation. This alternative was rejected because of conflicts with 
existing and proposed land use resulting from crossings of subdivisions, 
industrial and rural residential areas, and significantly higher 
estimates of right-of-way and construction costs. 

Route B follows the same corridor as Route A except for a 5 km (3 mi) 
section vhich avoids paralleling the future 230 kV line. Alternative B 
was created as a viable alternative to avoid the existing development 
around the future 230 kV line. Route B leaves Route A just south of 
NCSR 1834 and proceeds east and then south for approximately 5 1cm (3 mi). 
Route B then connects back to Route A just nortb of NCSR 1005. This 
route was rejected for the same reasons as Route A. 

Route C eztenda northeast from the proposed Durham substation site for 
3 km (2 m:J.) and then turns southeast. Continuing southeast for 
approximately 26 1cm (16 m:J.) to a point just east of the Neuse River, 
Route C connects with Route A and extends to the Wake substation. 
Alternative C was rejected because of conflicts with existing and proposed 
land use resulting from crossings of subdivisions, industrial and rural 
residential areas, and adverse impact on ecology resulting from crossings 
of prime wildlife habitat along the Neuse River. 

Route D coincides with Route C for 24 km (15 mi) until reaching 
U.S. 401 near Wake Crossroads. From this point, Route D diverges 
from Route C along a more northerly c:ourae until reaching the 
Wake-carson 500 kV transmission line. Alternative D then parallels 
the existing Wake-caraon tranamiaaion line to the Wake substation. 
Alternative D was rejected for the same reaaou aa Alternative c. 

6.2.4.2.2 Mayo-Roxboro 500 kV 

The Mayo-Roxboro Line begins at the May~ Plant and extends 7.5 km (4.6 mi) 
west to a point just west of NCSR 1326. This section of the proposed 
line was chosen for the following reasons: 

(1) This route avoids disruption of present land use by utilizing 
as much of CP&L land as possible. 

(2) The route proceeds on the shortest most feasible location 
between the Mayo Switchyard and the proposed Person S00/230 kV Substation. 

(3) The route avoids the proposed ash pond to the north. 

(4) The route avoids the rural communities of Bethel Hill and 
Woodsdale to the south. 
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.,, ... . 
From this point (Point A) just west of NCSR 1326, three alternatives 
to the proposed Person S00/230 kV Substation were delineated and evaluated • 
CP&L pref erred rou·te is. indicated in Figure 1. 5-7. The two remaining 
alternatives are indicated in Figure 6.2-2. 

Route A-R proceeds on a slight southwesterly angle from Point A for 
3.7 km (2.3 mi). From this point, the line angles due west for 3.6 km 
(2.25 mi) to the proposed Person 500/230 kV Substation. Route A-B was 
rejected because of its conflict with existing land development adjacent 
to NCSR 1336 and its more expensive cost projections. 

Route A-C proceeds southwesterly from Point A from 5.4 km (3.35 mi) to 
the existing Roxboro-Rocky Mount 230 kV Line corridor. It then parallels 
the existing corridor in a northwesterly direction for 2.9 km (1.8 mi) 
before turning north for 16 km (.4 mi) to the proposed Person 500/230 kV 
Substation. Route A-C was rejected because it is significantly more 
expensive, has greater impact on present land use, and is much less 
desirable from a system reliability standpoint than the proposed route. 

6.2.4.2.3 Mayo 230 kV Tap Line 

The location study for the Mayo 230 kV tap line was conducted in 
connection "1th the Mayo-Wake 500 kV line. The entire length (5 km (3 mi)) 
of the Mayo tap is located parallel to the Mayo-Wake 500 kV corridor. 
The selection of this corridor was based on minimizing cost and impact 
on land use by staying on company properties to the greatest extent and 
utilizing a common corridor with the 500 kV line. There were no known 
significant unfavorable factors associated with the selection of this 
route. 

6.2.5 Ash Disposal Methods and Sites 

6.2.5.l Auxillary Ash Pond 

The selection of an ash pond on the Crutchfield Branch watershed as compared 
to the auxiliary site on Bowes Branch (Figure 1.3-2) related primarily to 
economic and wastewater treatment considerations. By choosing the Crutchfiel 
Branch site, the ash pond can be utilized to contain and treat coal pile 
runoff and miscellaneous drainage from the plant area. Usage of the Bowes 
Branch watershed would have required additional expenditures and main­
tenance for piping ash sluice water and other wastewaters to the site • 
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Aluu. ,-.,111r11 I lucH L1111J p11111p1:1 wuuJd be required to return the effluent 
buck to the m~in reservoir. The environmental effects of ash pond 
construction and operation at either site were judged to be essentially 
equivalent. 

6.2.5.2 Dry Fly Ash Handling 

CP&L has committed to construction of both a dry fly ash handling system 
and a hydraulic sluice ash pond disposal system. Each system would be 
designed to handle all the fly ash. 

Dry ash disposal would involve the stockpiling of fly ash that could be 
sold to make lightweight "centre type" blocks or other commercial products. 
If there is not a suitable market for the ash, it could be disposed in a 
landfill area. However, when the dual system is installed, CP&L plans to 
sluice the fly ash to the ash pond if the product cannot be sold. As 
indicated below, a hydraulic sluice ash pond system appears more economical 
than landfill disposal of the fly ash. 

CP&L has made an economic assessment of hydraulic sluicing of fly ash 
compared to dry ash handling. CP&L extrapolated the costs of a hydraulic 
fly ash sluicing system from their existing plants to the proposed Mayo 
Plant. This assessment includes operation and maintenance costs such as 
piping, pumps, maintenance and energy costs. Based on these extrapolated 
values, CP&L estimates that the cost of sluicing at the Mayo Plant would 
be $0.70/ton of fly ash. 

CP&L does not operate any facilities that uses dry fly ash handling. 
Therefore, the following information was obtained from the American 
Electric Power Corporation (AEP). AEP indicated that trucking cost 
could run $0.09 to $0.12 per ton mile, loading facilities $0.12 to $0.18 
per ton mile and compaction at the landfill at $0.60 per ton. CP&L 
assumed a 5 mile roundtrip haul. At this distance the total operation 
and maintenance cost for a dry fly ash landfill facility is approximately 
$2.00/ton. 

On a daily basis~ CP&L estimates that the $1.30 per ton differential 
between dry fly ash handling cost and sluicing could be approximately 
$1,500.00 per day. Land costs are not included in the estimates since 
they should be approximately the same for both systems • 
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(1.:t.'.,.J Bollom AHh flandllng 

Regardless of the type of fly ash handling facility that CP&L would 
employ, an ash pond of some type is needed for disposal of bottom ash 
frOJD the furnaces. The disposal is done by a sluicing process in order 
to transport and cool the hot cinders. The plant wastes indicated in 
Section 1.5.5.1 would still be discharged into the ash pond for the 
bottom ash. If just a bottom ash disposal area was employed, CP&L 
would still plan to use the entire Crutchfield Branch ash pond site as 
proposed in Section 1.5.1. Even though bottom ash is approximately 
one-fourth of the fly ash volume, the entire site would be used since 
this would probably preclude the use of any auxillary disposal site 
for the life of the plant. 

Bottom ash could possibly be sold for road bed materials. However, the 
ash would still have to be sluiced to a site and the water decanted. 

6.3 No Action 

Table 1.2-1 shows the projected power resou~ces, loads, and reserves for 
1982, 1983, 1984, and 1985, with and without the proposed Mayo units, 
at the time of the summer peak. As this table shows, without the Mayo 
units, reserves will be below the 15-20% reserve level which CP&L and 
the N.C. Utilities Commission and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
consider reasonable for CP&L's service area. When reserves dwindle, 
continuity of service becomes more difficult to maintain since adequate 
reserves must be maintained to allow for both required routine maintenance 
and for forced outages. 

With the Mayo units, the Company's ability to meet its territorial 
loads in the 1982 through 1985 period would be reduced. The impact of 
a situation such as this on system reliability could be significant, 
even at off-peak periods. 

Energy conservation programs have already been taken into account in the 
CP&L and N.C. Utilities Commission Load Forecast. Therefore, it is 
improbable that the need for the units can be eliminated through greater 
conservation efforts. The company has also investigated purchasing the 
needed power. No other utilities in this are have a construction program 
under way which would allow them to sell the quantity of firm capacity and 
energy required to serve the CP&L customers. 
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7.0 RELATIONSHIP BETW'EEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF HAN'S ENVIRONMENT AND TRE 
MAINTENANCE AND ENAHNCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY-

7.1 Overview of Project Development and its Relationship to Man 

The development of the Mayo Electric Generating Plant with its generating 
capacity of 1440 megawatts of electricity will provide a dependable 
long-term supply of electricity. This will contribute to a stable 
regional and national economy vhereby job opportunities from existing 
and new industrial and manufacturing processes will be made available to 
the general public. 

In keeping with President Carter's Energy Policy, the Mayo Electric 
Generating Plant will be built as a coal-fired, fossil fuel facility, 
and as such, will not contribute to the deterioration of natural oil 
reserves or further increase the national dependence on imported oil. 

In addition to enhancing employment capabilities, the generation from 
the Mayo plant will produce electricity for commerce, industry, health 
care facilities and domestic use. 

7.2 Short-Term Uses 

The local short-term uses of man's environment are those uses associated 
with the construction and operation of the Mayo Electric Generating 
Plant and its transmission facilities. The period of the short-term is 
defined as the life of the plant which is estimated to be some 30 years. 
The Mayo Electric Generating Plant is being constructed for the primary 
purpose of providing reliable electrical generating capacity to Carolina 
Power and Light Company's service area, and thus a short-tem benefit 
of the project is the creation of an adequate generating capacity to 
meet these electrical energy needs. The Mayo units will provide increased 
system reliability to a variety of commercial, industrial, agricultural, 
and public users. It is estimated that generation from the Mayo plant 
has the potential for serving some 800,000 residences per year based on 
the 1976 average annual KWH usage per residential customer. 

Associated with construction of the plant will be additional short-term 
benefits derived through the creation of new jobs, expansion of local 
tax base, and the growth of local economy a~d commerce. The Mayo Electric 
Generating Plant will represent an estimated investment of $771 million 
in Person County. The project will probably result in the creation of a 
year-round fishery resource where heretofore little existed on the watershed. 
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The short-term uses include emissions of s02 and particulatesi alteration 
of vegetation composition of transmission corridors and removal of 
most vegetation from the plant site; some entrainment and impingement 
of aquatic organisms; and reduction in fossil fuel supply. These uses 
however, except for the reduction in coal supply, can be reversed once 
the useful life of the plant has ceased. 

7.3 Long-Term Productivity 

The coal resource used by the plant will be lost. In addition, the 
terrestrial habitat occupied by the ash pond and reservoir will be 
eliminated since CP&L has no plans for restoring these areas. 

In addition, the 23 families that lived in the area will be permanently 
displaced and a total of 700 acres of cropland and paatureland taken out 
of production. 
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8.0 ANY IRREVERSIBLE AND IlUlETlllEVABL! COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES WHICH 
WOULD BE INVOLVED IN TR.E PROPOSED ACTION SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED 

Coasumptive Use of Resources 

According to CP&L, coal for the Mayo units will be obtained primarily 
from eastern Kentucky and southern West Virginia. Baaed on current 
projectioaa, the plant Will consume about 2 to 3 million metric tons of 
coal per year over the first ten years of operation. Three separate 
sources, already under long-term contract, will provide the majority of 
the plant's eventual needs. 

Also, the terrestrial habitat including agricultural lands and foreat­
lands in the reservoir and ash pond will be irrevocably lost along 
with the forestlands in the traonisaion corridors. CP&L does not have 
plana to restore the ash pond or reservoir to their former use following 
the life of the plant. 

.. 
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9.0 COORDINATION AND COMMENT AND RESPONSE 

9.1 GENERAL 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on the Mayo Electric 
Generating Plant project was published on 5 May 1978. This statement 
was circulated to Federal and State agencies and various citizen groups 
and individuals for their review and c011DDent. A public hearing vas held 
in Roxboro, North Carolina on 6 June 1978 to obtain comments on the 
DEIS. A public notice announcing this meeting and the availability of 
the DEIS was issued 5 May 1978. A copy of the transcript of the public 
hearing and letters commenting on the draft statement are inclosed as 
Appendix A. 

Responses to the comments received on the DEIS are included in Sections 
9.2-9.4. Section 9.2 contains the responses to government agency comments, 
9.3 citizen groups and 9.4 individuals. 

In many cases in this comment response section (9.2-9.4), the actual 
comment has been paraphrased. However, the full comment can be found in 
the corresponding letters included as Appendix A. 

The following is a list of groups, agencies, and individuals who were 
requested to review and comment on the DEIS but did not elect to do so. 

Forest Service, USDA 
Greensboro Area Office, BUD 
ECOS, Inc. 
US Department of Commerce 
Federal Energy Administration 
Fifth Coast Guard District 
Environmental Defense Fund, Inc. 
Conservation Council of North Carolina 
Federal Highway Administration 
League of Women Voters 
National Audubon Society 
NC Wildlife Federation 
National Wildlife Federation 
Mayor, City of Roxboro 
Mayo Area Conservationists 
Mr. John 11. Merritt 
Mr. Marvin Stewart 
Mr. Alan Johnson 
Mr. Robert P. Wheeler 
Mr. Victor S. Bryant 
Mr. Thomas Erwin 
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9.2 GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

• 9.2.1 NC Department of Natural Resources and Community Development 

a. Cominent: The Department of Natural Resources and Community 
Development has completed its review of the subject proposal except for 
the Wildlife Resources Commission. No objections have been voiced and 
certain requirements for construction, such as the Sedimentation Pollution 
Control Act of 1973, have been addressed. One error was noted in the 
document and that related to cooling tower blow-down. The document 
lists 4-8 MCD as the volume, but the Company's application for NPDES 
Permit lists 21 MGD. Some clarification of these figures should be 
included in the final environmental statement. 

Response: An appropriate change has been made in Section 1.5.3 
regarding your comment. 

b. Comment: This Department's comments, dated 20 June 1978, indi­
cated that additional comments would be forthcoming from the Wildlife 
Resources Commission. Those comments have been received and are as 
follows: 

Two problems associated with the project became apparent during the 
Wildlife Resources Commission review. These problems related to the 
potential for a dangerously high selenium content in the lake and to the 
lands to be dedicated for wildlife management purposes as mitigation for 
habitat lost to inundation. 

In conference with representatives of Carolina Power and Light, these 
two issues were discussed and Carolina Power and Light prepared an 
addendum to the subject DEIS for inclusion into the final EIS. If this 
addendum is included as proposed, the deficiencies cited above will be 
satisfied. 

Response: Noted. These items are included in Appendix F and 
Appendix G. 

9.2.2 North Carolina Utilities Commission 

Comment: The North Carolina Utilities Commission makes the follow­
ing comments with respect to Carolina Power and Light Company's proposed 
Mayo Creek Steam Plant, and particularly with respect to the main reser­
voir lake at the plant site. 
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By order of 21 December 1976, the Commission certificated the Mayo 
plant, and decided that it would be needed in the early 1980's in order 
to 11.eet carolina Power and Light Company's generating requirements. In 
subsequent generic hearings relating to load forecasting, the Commission 
has reaffinned the need for the proposed Mayo Creek Plant during the 
early 1980 time frame. 

In response to your request for an evaluation of safety requirements at 
the plant's main reservoir dam, the Public Staff of the Commission 
requested the North Carolina Department of Natural Resources and Coaaunity 
Development to revi.ew the design drawings and accompanying specifications 
for the proposed Mayo Creek Dam from a dam safety standpoint. By a 
letter dated 14 April 1978, the NCNRCD furnished the Public Staff the 
results of its review. The NRCD advised the Public Staff that the plans 
were adequate except in the following respects: 

.. 1. There are no provisions for emergency drainage of the reservoir. 
If this dam were under the j uriadiction of the NC Dam Safety Law, we 
would require that a bottom drain be provided to allow lowering the 
reservoir. The detailed requirements for the drain would be determined 
by the design engineer and submitted to the state for review; in general 
terms we would be thinking that there should be emergency provision to 
lower the reservoir level from the maximum pool to within 10 to 20 feet 
of the foundation level over a period of 60 to 90 days. 

2. There are no piezometers in the outer slope of the embankment. We 
would ask the design engineers to include these, and would expect the 
number of piezometera to be on the order of 10 to 20. (This is a rela­
tively inexpensive way to confirm the flow net used for seepage and 
structural stability analyses in design}. We would also ask the design 
engineer to consider installing settlement plates in the embankment for 
monitoring, though settlement plates would not necessarily be a require-
111ent. 

3. There is no underdrainage blanket provided for the service spillway 
north of Sta. 16+20. We would ask that the design engineer either 
provide justification or provide an underdrain blanket and collector 
system. 

4. There a.re no final drawings showing the locations of borrow sources. 
We would ask the design engineer to document the borrow plans. 

Re•ponding to the NRCD comments, carolina Power and Light Company by its 
letter of 12 May 1978, informed the Public Staff that it had no real 
problem with comments 2, 3, and 4 as set out in NRCD's letter, but that 
it disagreed with NRCD's comment regarding the need for a bottom drain 
in the reservoir. .. 
On · 22 May 1978, at Commission Staff Conference, the Public Staff recom­
mended to the Commission that it adopt NRCD's comments with respect to 
the main reservoir at the Mayo Creek Plant. At this Conference, repre­
sentatives of CP&L again stated their position that safety requirements 
could be met without installing a bottom drain. 
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After ~onHidering the letterA, the comments from the Public Staff and 
Crom rupr~"entntlvrR of CP&L • . which were made at the Staff Conference, 
the Commission decided on 6 June 1978 to accept the Public Staff's 
recommendation that it adopt NRCD's position and the comments expressed 
in the 12 April 1978 letter. The Coumission has decided that in the 
interest of public safety, Carolina Power and Light Company should be 
required to provide for emergency drainage of the reservoir through a 
bottom drain as recommended by the North Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources and Community Development. The Commission is satisfied that 
safety requirements justify the additional investment in the drainage 
facilities. 

Response: See Section 4.5 of the FEIS. 

9.2.3 US Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service 

a. Comment: The Draft EIS does not adequately address the effects 
of the construction of the dam or transmission lines on prime farmland 
and on the irreversible loss of forestland. 

Response: Several changes have been made in Sections 4.2.2.2.1, 
4.4.1, 4.4.7, and 8.0 to incorporate your comments. Also see Section 
5.1. 

b. Comment: The Soil Conservation Service assists soil and water 
conservation districts in technical phases of their program. If desired, 
consultive services consistent with priorities of work established by 
the districts are available from the Service in reviewing or developing 
plans for controlling erosion during and after construction. 

Response: Noted. 

9.2.4 Kerr-Tar Areawide Clearinghouse Review Committee 

Comment: On the basis of the review and comments from the 
Committee, we find the project to be in keeping with regional objectives 
and not in conflict with any project, plan or agency program in the 
Kerr-Tar Region. 

Response: Noted. 
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9.2.5 O!...e!!,!tmcnt of Health, Education and Welfare 

Comment: We have reviewed the subject draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. Based upon the data contained in the draft, it is our 
opinion that the proposed action will have only a minor impact upon the 
human environment within the scope of this Department's review. The 
impact statement has been adequately addressed for our comments. 

Response: Noted. 

9.2.6 Environmental Protection Agency 

a. Comment: 

1. Water balance: We have serious reservations about several points in 
the water balance analysis including evaporative losses, stream flow in 
Mayo Creek and seepage from the ash pond. Since the water balance as 
presented is at best marginal, increased evaporation and other losses as 
indicated herein may prove the project to be infeasible. 

Response: A hydraulic engineer on our staff has reviewed CP&L's 
water balance analysis. He indicated that the analysis appeared accurate. 

b. Comment: 

2. Ash disposal: Both Virginia and North Carolina have EPA approved 
water quality standards for Crutchfield Branch. We do not believe that 
use of the proposed pond for ash disposal is an acceptable use of this 
stream. An acceptable alternative for ash disposal will be necessary 
before this project can proceed. 

Response: Noted. 

c. Comment: 

3. Fly ash and bottom ash transport system: Water carriage of fly ash 
and once-through bottom ash sluicing systems are inconsistent with 
existing and expected (to be reproposed in September 1978, with repromul­
gation scheduled in March 1979) standards of performance for new sources. 
It is anticipated that repromulgated regulations will require dry fly 
ash handling systems and recirculating bottom ash handling systems. 
However, even in the absence of such requirements, such systems appear 

.. 
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neceeHnry to nAAure that chronic and acute toxicity conditions do not ( 
occur in Mayo Creek, Crutchfield Branch and the make-up water reservoir. 
In the absence of a collllllitment to the use of such systems by CP&L, the 
project appears environmentally unacceptable. 

Response: Noted. See Section 6.2.5 of the FEIS. 

d. Comment: Any one or all of the above areas could render the 
project environmentally unsatisfactory from the standpoint of health, 
welfare and environmental quality. Details of these and other comments 
are included in the attached comments. 

Based on the project as described in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, we have assigned a rating EU (environmentally unsatisfactory) 
and based on the need for more information as indicated by our review of 
the DEIS, we have assigned a rating for the Statement of 2 (inadequate 
information). 

Response: Noted. 

e. Comment: Water use information included in the Environmental 
Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement appears to have several 
errors and inconsistencies which co~ld seriously impact the viability of ( 
the project. It appears that consumptive water use bas been under-
estimated. This could affect drawdown and water quality in the reservoir 
and in downstream releases. Items where inconsistencies and possible 
errors exist include: 

1. Average flow of Mayo Creek 

2. Cooling tower evaporative losses (including plant heat rejection 
rate and expected plant capacity factors) 

3. Make-up reservoir evaporative losses 

4 . Ash pond evaporative losses 

5. Ash pond seepage 

Average flow at the dam is noted in the Summary Assessment as 44 cfs; 
however, both the ER and DEIS indicate the average flow of Mayo Creek is 
50 cfs. The detailed basis for average flow estimates of Mayo Creek 
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should be provided -in the Final EIS since the water balance information 
may ultimately prove the project to be infeasible. 

Response: The average flow in Mayo Creek is 50 cfs. The 44 cfs 
value is incorrect and was not included in the DEIS. As indicated in 
Section 2.2.1.1.2, USGS personnel estimated the flow in Mayo Creek to be 
approximately 50 cfs. Also see response to 9.2.6(a) above. 

f. CoD111ent: Evaporative losses fro~ the cooling towers are esti­
mated by CP&L to average 15 cfs. Under maximum load during summer 
conditions when approximately 90 percent or more of the heat rejected by 
the cooling towers can be anticipated due to evaporation (10% by conduc­
tion and convection), 29 cfs of water would be evaporated if 3.6 billion 
BTU/hr are dissipated. It is during this period that plant loads are 
highest and a significant portion of the yearly evaporation will occur. 

Monthly average load factors and evaporation losses for each month of 
the year for average and for critical meteorological conditions are 
necessary to assess the reasonableness of the water balance and have not 
been provided. Additionally, the 3.6 billion BTU/hr heat rejection rate 
corresponds to a 36.5% efficiency factor for the plant which appears 
high for a coal-fired plant utilizing cooling towers. Decreased effici­
ency would result in higher rejection rates and correspondingly higher 
evaporation. CP&L estimates (Table 1.7-1 of the ER) that the maximum 
annual load factor expected for either unit is 61 percent through 1966. 
This expected plant utilization is significantly less than historically 
reported for newer and larger units in the CP&L system and appears even 
lower for the newest plant in the system (with 36.5 percent efficiency 
factor). Increased plant usage would result in higher evaporative 
losses than projected. 

Response: We agree that increased plant usage would result in 
higher evaporative losses than projected. However, no one knows better 
than CP&L how much they intend to use the plant. 

We also agree that during the summer months the loss of water from the 
cooling towers will exceed the average 15 cfs value. CP&L indicates 
that summer losses could be as high as 26.5 cfs. However, the average 
loss should still be 15 cfs when losses in the fall, winter, and spring 
are averaged. The storage volume in the reservoir should be sufficient 
to handle the summer stress except under prolonged drought conditions. 
Also see Tables 1.5-1 and 1.5-2. 
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K• Cnrmncnt: J::vnporative losses from the make-up water reservoir 
are not estimated or as·sessed in the DEIS; however, CP&L estimates (ER 
Page 6) a net natural evaporation of about 2 cfs. Evaluation of evapo­
ration rates versus evapotranspiration rates for the Mayo site indicates 
at least 8.5 inches per year of net natural evaporation will occur 
(almost 3 cfs). Forced evaporation due to heat discharged in the cooling 
tower blowdown (which could be as much as 30°F warmer than the water 
surface during the winter) would further increase water loss from the 
reservoir. Similarly, there will be a net natural evaporation from the 
ash pond and a forced evaporation component due to heat transferred to 
sluice water by the hot ash. 

Response: See response to 9.2.6(a) above. Also see 
Tables 1.5-1 and 1.5-2. 

b. Co11111ent: In addition to the evaporative losses, seepage through 
the bottom of the ash pond and through the ash pond dam (with its 85-
foot high normal hydrostatic head) can be expected. 

Response: Agreed. See Sections 1.5-3 and 2.2.2 of the FEIS. 

i. Comment: Details aud clarification of the above inconsistencies 
and errors are necessary before a full and independent assessment of the 
water balance can be made. The water balance presented in the ER. and 
Draft EIS is at best marginal for a viable project and additional losses 
as indicated above may prove the project to be unacceptable. Detailed 
reassessment is necessary, therefore, to ascertain if the project is 
viable. The DEIS assumes a 24 cfs average discharge rate from the make­
up water dam (Page 4-37); however 1 this value is inconsistent with the 
expected losses from the facility. 

Response: We disagree with this comment. See 9.2.6(a) above 
and Section 1.5.3 of the FEIS. 

j. Comment: The COE bas determined that Crutchfield Branch is 
waters of the United States (Draft EIS 1 Summary). Disposal of ash 
therein would not be allowed by EPA. Since Crutchfield Branch is Waters 
of the United States, use of the proposed pond for ash disposal would be 
prohibited. Unless alternate ash disposal could be provided, construc­
tion of the entire facility may be prohibited. 
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RcwponHc: No~ed. Hm1ever, the COE has 
Crutchfield Branch ·1s waters of the United States. 
water is present, then the water area is waters of 
All the COE did was confirm that water was present 

dot determined that 
By definition if 

the United States. 
in Crutchfield Branch . 

k. Comment: It bas been proposed that fly ash be pneumatically 
conveyed to a hopper which would allow sale in a dry form, should a 
market develop. However. conveyance from the hopper by water sluicing 
to the ash pond is proposed for excess fly ash. Standards of Performance 
for New Sources as promulgated in October 1974 provided for no discharge 
of pollutants from fly ash handling, based on conclusions in the Develop­
ment Document that dry fly ash handling was available. Although this 
requirement was remanded as indicated in the DEIS, further evaluation 
by EPA has indicated that the technology of dry fly ash handling 
is feasible, is not excessively costly, and is being instituted by 
many power companies now. It is anticipated that dry fly ash handling 
will be proposed aaain in the September 1978 revision to the Effluent 
Guidelines and promulgated again in March 1979. The FEIS should, there­
fore, assess dry fly ash handling and disposal at the Mayo site or of 
some other system to assure that there is no discharge of pollutants to 
Waters of the United States from the fly ash handling system. Such 
evaluation is necessary to assure that the project is viable. 

Response: See 9.2.6(c) above. 

1. Comment: Even were dry fly ash handling not required at the 
site by Effluent Guidelines, it appears that sluicing as proposed by the 
applicant would be unacceptable. Fly ash contains numerous heavy metals 
and other toxic pollutants (including arsenic, chromium., copper, iron, 
lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, vanadium and zinc) which are leachable 
by sluicing water. Other th.an a projection that selenium. might be 
present at 0.03 mg/1, no other projections are made of expected heavy 
metal concentrations. This appears to be due to the unavailability of 
data from an ash pond in the CP&L system or other nearby systems which 
receive fly ash from coal with the extremely low sulfur content proposed 
for the Mayo plant. Based on the evaporative losses included in the 
comments on the make-up reservoir water balance and concentration and 
reconcentration of pollutants naturally present in the Mayo Creek 
drainage flow and leached from sluiced ash, toxic concentrations (chronic 
and potentially acute) can be anticipated to be present in the make-up 
reservoir and its releases and in seepage through the ash pond dam • 

.. 
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fiuth Muyu Creak und CrutchCi~ld Branch are interstate streams and both 
appear to be used for livestock watering. The reservoir itself has been 
proposed as supporting a viable sport fishery. None ~f these uses is 
consistent with the existence of either chronic or acutely toxic concen­
trations of heavy metals. Since presence of such pollutants in toxic 
concentration cannot be allowed, assurance that acceptable concentrations 
will exist must be provided or the project will be deemed environmentally 
unacceptable. It is, therefore, recommended that samples of the proposed 
coal be obtained and burned and that leaching tests be performed to 
determine the concentrations of metal which could be expected. Heavy 
metal analysis should be conducted on the coal and ash so that projections 
of long-term leaching effects of heavy metal concentrations can be made. 

Response: See Section 4.3.1.3 and 4.3.2.1.2 of the FEIS. 

m. Comment: As an alternate, dry fly ash handling and disposal 
systems could be used at the plant. Performance standards for New 
Sources are predicted on use of a recycled bottom ash sluicing system; 
however, a once-through system is proposed by CP&L. No information is 
presented by CP&L to assure that the system proposed is equivalent in 
treatment efficiency to that provided by the Development Document. Such 
an assessment is necessary to assure that the project is viable as 
proposed. To assure that the project is viable, CP&L should reevaluate 
the proposed ash handling systems and provide a coDIDitment to dry fly 
ash handling and disposal and to a bottom ash handling system which 
recycles sluice water for ash transport. 

Response: See Section 6.2.5 of the FEIS. 

n. Comment: No information is presented on the discharge systems 
for the cooling tower blowdown or ash pond discharge to the make-up 
water reservoir or on the required mixing zone necessary to assure 
conformance with North Carolina Water Quality Standards for heat and 
other pollutants. Such an assessment is necessary to assure that the 
project is viable. Assertion by the applicant that he will be able to 
meet applicable requirements is inadequate. 

Response: These discharges are controlled by the State NPDES 
permit program. The impacts of these discharges will be assessed prior 
to the issuance of a NPDES permit. Also see Section of the FEIS 1.5.3 
and 4.3.2.1.2.1 of the FEIS. 
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o. Comment: Efflu~nt guidelines allow discharge of free available 
chlor.tne at a maxlmu11 concentration of 0.5 mg/1 and an average concentra­
tion of 0.2 mg/1, but do not allow discharge of total residual chlorine 
(TRC) for more than two hours per day. Since the applicant proposes 
continuous discharge of blowdown and since TRC can be expected to remain 
in the cooling tower system and blowdown for most, if not all, of 
twenty-four hour period following chlorination, extremely low concentra­
tions of TRC will be necessary to assure that chronic conditions do not 
exist in the vicinity of the discharge to the Teservoir. EPA has deter­
mined that concentrations of no more than 0.01 mg/1 of TRC are necessary 
to protect warm water fish and fish food organisms for continuous dis­
charges. In addition, since technology exists for dechlorination, it is 
anticipated that EPA will propose the effluent limitation for chlorine 
discharges from power plants as non-detectable. CP&L should, therefore, 
evaluate dechlorination systems or alternate biocides and such assessment 
and commitment to such systems be provided in the FEIS. 

Response: See response to 9.2.6(n) above. Also under normal 
operations all blowdown water will be utilized for ash sluice purposes. 
Due to the retention time in the ash pond. chlorine residuals are not 
expected in the ash pond effluent. 

p. Comment: CP&L proposes addition of corrosion inhibitors to the 
cooling towers but does not indicate what compotmda will be used or in 
what concentrations. CP&L further postulates that no detectable amount 
of inhibitor will be present in the blowdown. Since continuous discharge 
of blowdown is proposed, and since concentrations of conosion inhibitors 
far exceeding detectable concentrations are necessary to protect against 
corrosion unless corrosion resistant materials are used--in which case 
use of corrosion inhibitors would be unnecessary--clarification and 
details are necessary in the FEIS. 

Response: The use of corrosion inhibitors is no longer planned 
for the Mayo Plant cooling towers. See Sections 1.5.3, 1.5.5.2 and 
4.3.2.1.2.1 of the FEIS. 

q. Comment: Cooling tower design parameters include a 78°F wet 
bulb temperature. This value is exceeded by 2-1/2 percent of the time 
during the summer months and during such time blowdown temperatures will 
exceed design values. Expected maximum instantaneous and maximum 24-
hour average discharge temperatures should be provided in the FEIS. No 
basis for the monthly average discharge temperatures included in the DEIS 

, ... 
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are provided, i.e •• are they estimates or based on design curves for 
cooling towers already selected for the site? Are they based on maximum 
load factor or average expected for the month, etc.? Cooling tower 
blowdown is noted as probably being in the range of 4 to 8 MGD (FEIS 
Page 1-12); however, the NPDES application indicates that blowdown will 
be 21.0 MGD. This increase in the blowdown and the· necessitated increase 
in make-up water requirements could have significant impact on the 
aquatic organisms subject to entrainment and impingement. Reevaluation 
of these impacts is, therefore, necessary. 

Response: Under normal conditions, all the cooling tower blow­
down water is to be used in the ash sluice system. Due to the retention 
time in the ash pond (Section 1.5.3), discharge temperatures should be 
close to ambient levels. The 4-8 MGD blowdown volume was printed in 
error. This has been corrected in Section l.5.3 of the FEIS. The 
entrainment and impingement discussion for blowdown make-up water was 
based on 21 MGD. 

r. Comment: Inadequate information on the intake system is provided 
to make an assessment of whether or not the proposed intake structure 
conforms with the requirements of Section 316(b) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, as amended. Location, design, construction and 
capacity of the cooling water intake structure must reflect the best 
technology available for minimizing adverse environmental impact. 
Details should be provided in the Final EIS. Additionally, a perforated 
pipe intake with deep submergence away from potentially biologically 
sensitive areas of the reservoir should be evaluated in the FEIS since 
environmental impacts of such an intake relative to a conventional 
shoreline intake would be significantly reduced. 

Response: See Appendix I of the FEIS. 

s. Comment: Capacity and number of pumps proposed, as well as 
maximum and average expected pumping rates, should be provided in the 
FEIS and environmental impacts of such intake rates addressed in the 
FEIS. Reevaluation of the bottom elevation of the intake structure 
should be made relative to above comments related to the water balance 
of the reservoir. Intake velocity of 0.5 fps is stated as the design 
criteria; however, no indication is provided as to what reservoir 
elevation would correspond to this intake velocity or if maximum blow­
down will result in lighter velocities. 
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\ Response: See Appendix I and Section 1.5.3 of the FEIS. 

t. Comment: Make-up water reservoir storage capacity as a function 
of long-term drought and the associated drawdowns appear to have been 
taken from information provided by the applicant. Independent verifica­
tion should be made. This is especially necessary in relation to the 
problems noted in relation to the water balance for the make-up water 
reservoir. 

Response: See response to comment 9.2.6(a) above. 

u. Comment: Low flows of Mayo Creek provided in the DEIS are 
inconsistent. Page 2-3 indicates that the 7-day, 10-year low flow is 
0.l cfs. However, on Page 1-9 it is stated that on a one-in-ten-year 
frequency no flow would occur for 60 days. 

Response: This has been corrected in the FEIS. 

v. Comment: Page 1-9, it is indicated that a release of 2 cfs will 
be maintained at all times. However, elsewhere in the DEIS, it appears 
that there may be certain situations when less than 2 cfs will be dis­
charged. Such conditions should be delineated, and the effect of such 
guaranteed releases on the reservoir drawdown pattern should be reassessed. 

Response: Appropriate changes have been made in Section l.S.2 
of the P'EIS. 

w. Comment: A table indicating make-up, blowdown and evaporation 
losses as a monthly average as well as the maximum values anticipated 
within each month should be provided in the FEIS so that evaluations of 
impacts on total evaporation and effects of blowdown and other discharges 
to the impoundment under various depth conditions can be made. 

Response: We disagree. The details of the water budget have 
been reviewed (comment 9.2.6(a)) and found adequate. Further information 

.. 
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on thie subject would only add to the volume of the document. 

x. Comment: A basis should be provided for the assessment that 
selenium will be concentrated to no more than 0.009 ppm as a result of 
ash pond discharge of 0.03 ppm. especially under drought conditions. 
With stratification. drawdown and reservoir configuration significant 
portions of the reservoir volume may not be available for dilution. 
Likewise, the basis of only 0.03 ppm of selenium being present in the 
ash pond effluent should be provided. 

Response: See Section 1.5.4 and Appendix G. 

y. Comment: There is no discussion of construction wastes and 
tTeatment such as concrete batch plant and washing wastes (high pH and 
TSS) and preoperational metal cleaning wastes (high pBs high phosphates, 
etc.). Such information should be presented in the FEIS. 

' Response: See Section 1.5.S.2 of the FEIS. 

z. Comment: Ash pond flow is noted as 20 cfs (Page 1-13). Of this 
quantitYs 4 cfs is bottom ash transport and 16 cfs is fly ash transport 
water (per the NPDES application). This flow may exceed the flow resulting 
from normal inflow less evaporative losses (see comments on reservoir 
water balance). Such usage will result in increases in dissolved solids 
and other pollutants present in the runoff and ash pond effluent. 
Effects of such materials on the cooling tower concentration factor 
should be specifically discussed in the FEIS. Limiting concentrations 
of sulfate, chloride, TDS, silica and other pollutants which would 
affect the concentration factor(s) of the cooling towers should be 
provided in the FEIS. Expected maximum, minimum and average concentra­
tion factor for average conditions and for critical drawdown periods 
should be provided in the FEIS. 

Response: The intake volume into the cooling tower system will 
be adjusted to compensate for increased evaporation and increased blow­
down. See Section 1.5.3 of the FEIS regarding concentration factors. 
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aa. Comment: Discussion of Standards of Performance for New Sources 
(effluent Jilllitations) are inadequate. The terms "average" and .. daily 
maximum" as used should be defined as 30-day average (average) and 24-
hour average (daily maximum). All limitations are quantity limited 
{mg/1 x flow). Bottom ash transport water limitations are not 1.5 mg/1 
and 5.0 mg/1 as stated. but in fact are based on 30 and 100 mg/1 and a 
recirculated bottom ash system with 5 percent blowdown. Inclusion of 
the attached Table in the FEIS is suggested for clarity. 

Response: This change has been made in Section 1.5.5.1 of the 
FEIS. See Tables 1.5-1 and 1.5-2. 

bb. Comment: No discussion is provided of proposed treatment of 
water wash metal cleaning wastes (air preheater, boiler fireside. etc.). 
These wastes are subject to the same effluent limitations as boiler acid 
cleaning wastes. 

Response: See Section 1.5.5.2 of the FEIS. 

cc. Comment: No discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds is 
permitted. If PCB containing equipment is to be present on site, preven­
tative measures proposed to prevent discharge of PCB's should be presented 
in the FEIS. 

Response: The use of PCB's are not planned at the plant site. 

dd. Comment: Presentation of CP&L monitoring data appears adequate, 
but what was the means of determining prevailing winds at the Raleigh­
Durham Airport on a given day? If it was a printed summary issued by 
the weather bureau, it might help to have this included in the FEIS. It 
would also be helpful to know if the company has firm contracts for the 
low-sulfur coal it will need for continued compliance with s02 emission 
limits. Is this addressed in the supplement on S02 emissions? 

Response: This information was reviewed prior to EPA's PSD 
Approval to Construct and prior to the State issuing the permits for the 
Discharge of Air Contaminants into the Atmosphere. The low-sulfur 
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contracts were reviewed and approved by the State Utilities Commission. 

9.2.7 Department of the Interior 

a. Comment: 

General: We find that the draft statement adequately assesses 
the impacts of the proposed plant on recreation resources. 

Response: Noted. 

b. Comment: 

Mineral Resources: There has been no mineral production reported 
to the Bureau of Mines from Person County for several years. There are 
also no known mineral resources in the site area. 

Response: Noted. 

c. Comment: 

Geology: The draft statement refers to a major fault which 
enters the central part of the site area as one of several in the region 
and to the possible existence of other faults in the site vicinity. The 
draft statenient concludes that these faults in the vicinity of the site 
do not constitute earthquake hazards or affect the economic feasibility 
of the site. This conclusion is based on probability calculations using 
historical records of earthquakes in this region. We believe that the 
final statement should provide additional detailed geological and struc­
tural information from the site to further substantiate the earthquake 
hazard calculations. 

Response: We feel that the data provided is adequate to assess 
potential earthquake occurrence. 

d. Comment: 

Ash Pond: The draft statement does not adequately address the 
integrity of the ash pond. We recommend that a probable maximum flood 
on Crutchfield Branch that may result from intensive rainfall should be 
discussed in the final statement in order to evaluate the structural 
integrity of the ash-settling-pond and related dam. 

Response: The dam design for the ash pond has not been finalized 
and will not be before early 197~. As indicated in Section 4.5 of the 
FEIS, the State will review the ashpond dam design. We feel that the 
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, review by the State will cover your concerns • . 
e. Comment: 

Groundwater: We believe that the groundwater data and assessment 
necessary to fully evaluate the potential for groundwater impacts of the 
coal storage pile, plant site, main dam, reservoir, and ash pond should 
be included in the final statement. 

Response: See Section 4.J.1.3 of the FEIS. 

f. Comment: 

Fish and Wildlife Resources: The Fish and Wildlife Service has 
been involved in the planning stages of the proposed project since early 
1977. Meetings with the applicant have been held separately and in con­
junction with the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission in efforts 
to resolve two major issues - the mitigation of losses of terrestrial 
wildlife habitat that will be inundated and the potential effects of 
selenium concentrations on the prospective reservoir fishery. However, 
we believe that these issues are not adequately addressed in the draft 
statement, and mitigation measures are not identified. 

Response: Since these comments were submitted to the Washington 
office by the local field office, Mr. Bob Robinson, Field Supervisor, US 
Fish and Wildlife Service. indicated in a 29 June 1978 letter to the 
District Engineer that the concerns over mitigation and selenium have 
been resolved. The 29 June 1978 letter and mitigation plan and selenium 
pollution contingency plan are included in Appendix F. 

g. Comment: Placement of fill in Mayo Creek and development of a 
reservoir, as described in the draft statement, will result in the inun­
dation and thus destruction, of over 2,000 acres of wildlife habitat and 
12 miles of freeflowing stream habitat. We understand that present con­
struction activity at the site has begun and includes logging, clearing, 
and other onsite activities. Although construction of transmission 
lines, clearing, and logging. and construction of the plant ordinarily 
do not require Corps of Engineers permits, these activities would not 
occur in .the absence of the prospective Corps permit to place fill 
material in Mayo Creek and Crutchfield Branch. 

Section 404(c) of the Clean Water Act of 1977 is· explicit in stating 
that unacceptable impacts to fish and wildlife are grot.mds for denying a 
permit to place fill in waters of the United States. The Corps of 
Engineers should clearly state in the final statement that the work 
already completed or in progress will not prejudice the consideration of 
the Section 404 permit and is done at the developer's risk. The fact 
that these activities are well underway gives the appearance that NEPA 
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environmental review and Section 404 permitting processes are exercises 
leading to justification, rather than objective evaluation of the pro­
posed action. 

Response: In the fall of 1977, we informed representatives of 
CP&L that any work performed at the site in anticipation of receiving a 
404 permit is done at CP&L's risk. Under present regulations, we have 
no control over ''non-permit" activities such as construction of trans­
mission lines, clearing and logging. and construction of the plant. We 
cannot stop processing of a permit because of "non-permit" actions. 

b. Comment: We rec0111Dend that the final statement should provide 
an adequate description of the ongoing construction and a complete 
assessment of the impacts that have already occurred and will continue 
to occur during preliminary construction at the proposed site. 

Response: This has been done in the FEIS. See Section 1.1. 
and Section 4.0. 

i. Coimnent: The draft statement indicates that the North Carolina 
Wildlife Resources Commission and the Fish and Wildlife Service "have 
indicated that they are not satisfied with the amount of mitigation 
lands offered by CP&L." We understand that the applicant has recently 
provided detailed mitigation plans for fish and wildlife resources. We 
recommend that in the final statement this discussion be brought up-to­
date on the results of more current negotiations in this matter and any 
copies of appropriate applicant's letters of commitment to mitigation 
provided in the Appendix. · 

Response: See response 9.2.7(f) above. See also Appendix F. 

j. Comment: The projected levels of selenium in the reservoir of 
0.009 ppm after 10 years of plant operation indicated on page 1-13 of 
the draft statement should be discussed in more detail in the final 
statement. It is unclear whether the effects of bioaccumulation of 
selenium in the reservoir were taken into account in the calculation of 
this value. Further. the hydrological conditions assumed in the calcu­
lation should be stated in the final statement. There are vital con­
siderations in projecting potential impact to the anticipated sport 
fishery in the reservoir and should be fully addressed in the final 
statement. 

Response: See response 9.2.7(f) above regarding CP&L's selenium 
plan. More details on the selenium modeling are included in Appendix G. 

k. Comment: The applicant's report of experience at the Belews 
Creek coal-fired plant indicates a correlation between high selenium 
concentrations and a failure of fishes to reproduce in the lake. The 
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Fish and Wildlife Servic~ is concerned about the potential of a similar 
situation occurring at the proposed Mayo Creek Plant. These concerns 
have been expressed to the District Engineer and the applicant, and the 
need for a contingency plan to handle this potential problem has been 
emphasized. We understand that the applicant has recently proposed 
mitigation plans that include consideration of selenium accumulation. 
We recommend that the selenium mitigation plans be mandatory to assure 
protection of a reservoir fishery. 

Response: See response 9.2.7(£). 

1. Comment: We believe that creation of "a potential sport fishery" 
in the proposed reservoir will not compensate for the loss of both creek 
and terrestrial habitat. In order for fishery values to be realized, 
the fishery must actually be developed and maintained. Furthermore, we 
believe the substitution of a flat-water fishery for terrestrial habitat 
is unacceptable compensation. The final statement should clarify miti­
gation measures that the applicant actually intends to implement. 

Response: See response 9.2.7(f). 

m. Comment: The draft statement indicates that an Erosion Control 
Plan "will be filed" with the State of North Carolina. In view of the 
ongoing land disturbance, the final statement should state whether this 
document was filed with the State and when approval was obtained. 

Response: As indicated in Section 1.8 the erosion control plan 
for the plant site, reservoir, and ash pond area was approved in December 
1977. The plan for the transmission corridors has not been approved but 
will be prior to any clearing. See Appendix H for a description of the 
plan. 

n. Comment: We suggest that the woodcock (philohela minor) should 
be included in the final statement as an important game species in the 
Mayo Creek watershed. We note in page C-15 of the draft statement that 
the species is known to occur in the area. Although the woodcock may 
not be sought by local hunters, its migratory nature and high esteem in 
other parts of the country qualifies it as an important species. 

Response: This change has been made in Section 2.3.2.3.2 of the 
FEIS. 

o. Comment: The wild turkey population has recovered dramatically 
in North Carolina over the past 10-15 years as a result of wildlife 
management efforts by the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 
and numerous concerned sportsmen. The fact that wild turkeys exist at 
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the Mayo Creek site is significant. Further, in the absence of inten­
sive field investigation·, conclusions in the draft statement concerning 
the abundance of wild turkey are questionable due to the secretive 
nature of the bird and its intolerance of human intrusion. Based on 
knowledge that the Sf>t:!cles exists in the area, a discussion of habitat 
euitablllty would ba more meaningful and should be included in the final 
statement. 

Response: This change has been made in Section 2.3.2.3.2 of the 
FEIS. 

p. Comment: It should be pointed out in the final statement that 
all the mammals discussed in Section 2.3.2.3.3 have an ecological impor­
tance as well as commercial and recreational importance. In addition, 
the importance of the Mayo Creek area to wildlife habitat should not be 
minimized because of past disturbance of the original forest communities 
on the site and the fact that the area was typical of northern piedmont 
of North Carolina. The final statement should objectively assess the 
project impacts on wildlife habitat. 

Response: Appropriate changes have been made in various sections 
of the FEIS. 

q. CoDDDent: We note that the draft statement references minimiza­
tion of impact through "prompt erosion control" and keeping unrevegetated 
disturbed land to a minimum. During a site visit by Fish and Wildlife 
Service biologists on 4 April 1978, there was no indication of provisions 
being taken to limit the acreage of disturbed land or no indication of 
silt fences, brush, barriers, and settling basins being constructed. 
However, extensive grading operations in the vicinity of the dam site 
and two logged areas, one along NC Highway 49 and another near SR Highway 
1512, were observed. We recommend that a more detailed description of 
the referenced erosion control provisions and their implementation 
should be included in the final statement. 

Response: See Appendix R. 

r. Comment: Potential impacts to wetlands, streams and wildlife 
resources are not discussed in reference to construction of the railroad 
spur. An adequate description and evaluation of these potential impacts 
should be presented in the final statement. 

Response: See Section 4.2.2.7 of the FEIS • 

... 
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. ., 

9 • Comment: The analogy that the 11many pools and slow areas now 
present" in the stt;eam enviTonment al'e similar to a lake environment is 
ecologically inaccurate and should be corrected in the final statement. 

Response: The above quote is taken out of context. In Section 
5.2.3.1 where the quote is found, only impacts of the project on benthic 
organisms are discussed. The second paragraph indicates that species 
adapted to flowing water of Mayo Creek would not adapt to the reservoir. 
However, some of the benthic organisms adapted to the many pools and 
slow areas in Mayo Creek may adapt to the reservoir area. 

t. Comment: 

Schedule: The schedule depicted is inaccurate based on statements 
elsewhere in the draft statement that construction is currently underway. 
The discrepancies should be corrected in the final statement to reflect 
current conditions. 

Response: These changes have been made where appropriate. 

u. Comment: 

Alternatives: The conclusion that the impact on fish and wild­
life resources was minimized by selection of the Mayo Creek site cannot 
be substantiated based upon information contained within the draft 
statement. The final statement should fully disclose the consideration 
given environmental factors during site selection and evaluation of 
alternatives. 

Response: This change has been made in Section 6.1 of the FEIS. 

v. Coanent: It is unclear from the discussion presented in the 
draft statement whether the alternative sites are actually suitable for 
development of electrical generating plants. The draft statement on 
page 6-6 indicates that the problems associated with the alternative 
sites are insurmountable within time constraints for providing needed 
electrical energy. NEPA guidelines require that the alternatives con­
sidered might be less detrimental to the environment. The final state­
ment should provide an adequate discussion of potentially viable alter­
nate sites and a realistic assessment of each one • 

Response: We feel that the discussion of alternate sites is 
adequate. 

... 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination. The draft statement indicates 
that the proposed project would require issuance by the Corps of Engineers 
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of a permit for the conduct of dredge and fill activities under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act as amended in 1977. Since the draft state­
ment is intended to evaluate the impacts of the proposed permit action, 
we will use this opportunity to provide the Fish and Wildlife Service's 
comments, pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 u.s.c. 
661 et. seq.). 

Response: Noted. 

x. Comment: We do not believe that the draft statement adequately 
addresses either the mitigation of fish and wildlife losses or the 
potential impacts on fish of accumulation of selenium in the reservoir. 
In addition, we believe that the clearing of the reservoir area outside 
of the stream channel that has proceeded may prejudice both the decision 
on permit issuance and efforts to resolve remaining environmental issues. 

Response: See responses to Section 9.2.7(f) and 9.2.7(g) above. 

y. Comment: Adequate plans were not presented by the applicant in 
the draft statement to mitigate the substantial losses of wildlife 
habitat and potential impacts of selenium pollution that may occur as a 
result of this project. However, based upon firm commitments by the 
applicant in a letter of 15 June 1978, (copy attached), to the Raleigh, 
North Carolina Field Office of the Fish and Wildlife Service with respect 
to mitigation lands and the potential selenium problem, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service would have no objections to issuance of a Section 404 
permit by the Corps, provided that those mitigation commitments become 
part of the permit stipulations and are fully discussed in the final 
statement. 

Response: As indicated in Section 9.2.7(£), these mitigation 
plans have been included in the FEIS. 

Specific Co111Dents 

z. Comment: Page 4-23 - It is unclear why reference is 
made in this section to the annual property tax on the Roxboro Plant, 
Units 1 through 4. Such reference should be clarified or deleted in the 
final statement. 

Response: Reference to the annual property taxes paid for 
the Roxboro Plant has been deleted in the FEIS. 

aa. Comment: Page 5-7 - The initial comment on the public notice 
by the Fish and Wildlife Serv~ce (letter to District Engineer from 
Mr. Bob A. Robinson, dated 26 May 1977) was not included in part, or in 
whole, in Appendix D. 
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~~Apo_n.!:!.!_; We did receive your 26 May 1977 letter and considered 
inserting it in the DEIS. However, the 28 October 1977 letter included 
the same points as the May letter, in addition to containing additional 
information. Thus, we felt including the 26 May letter would be redundant. 

9.3 CITIZEN GROUPS 

1. Sierra Club 1 Joseph le Conte Chapter 

a. Couanent: Has the project sponsor established the need for the 
plant? 

Response: Section 1.8 of the Final EIS has been expanded to 
address your question. Also, please see Section 1.2. 

b. Comment: The DEIS fails to clearly make the case against the 
purchase of the adequate supply (as shown in the sub-region charts) from 
other utilities. Also, CP&L has not discussed the increase in capacity 
that will be provided by the Harris Nuclear Generating Plant. 

Response: Carolina Power & Light Company and neighboring utili­
ties with which CP&L is interconnected are in similar situations with 
respect to the prospects of importing large quantities of power. Each 
utility is confronted with long lead times for construction of gener­
ating facilities and the uncertainty of maintaining construction schedules. 
None of these other companies are installing any extra generation capa­
city in quantities sufficient to allow the selling of power to CP&L on a 
firm basis in the amounts required. The 19.0% (revised to 20.7%) reserve 
in Table 1.2-2 is the combined installed reserve for the Virginia­
Carolinas Subregion. This reserve, like CP&L's reserve, is required to 
permit essential preventive maintenance, to offset the effects of forced 
outages of generating units and partial reductions in capacity resulting 
from auxiliary equipment failure, and to provide an amount of operating 
reserve for system regulation, control and security. This reserve is 
not surplus capacity. CP&L's 1985 reserve without the Mayo Plant 
(Table 1.2-1) is only 3.1% (FEIS) which is clearly below the 15-20% con­
sidered reasonable by the North Carolina Utilities Commission and CP&L. 
The resource values used in Tables 1.2-1 through 1.2-4 include the 
Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant capacity as currently scheduled for 
1984. Also see Section 1.2. 

c. Comment: What are the water quality protection actions to be 
taken by the sponsor? The DEIS recognizes the air and water pollution 
hazards of the plant, but fa~ls to detail the mitigation measures for 
water pollution. The statement goes to great length in the discussion 
of the abatement of air pollution. We expect an equally thoroughdiscussion 
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of the menRuree to he required in the NPDES permit to be included in the 
Final ELS, 

Response: Additional discussions on water quality protection 
are included in Appendix F. The NPDES permit had not been issued when 
this FEIS was published. However, the 401 certification (Appendix E) 
indicates that the discharge of wastewater from the Mayo Electric Gener­
ating Plant is to be conducted in accordance with the terms and conditions 
to be imposed in the State-NPDES Discharge Permit. 

9.4 INDIVIDUALS 

9.4.1 Mr. T. Mdodana Ringer, Jr. for Mr. Harvey Rogers 

a. Comment: Mr. Rogers' opposition to this construction is based 
upon several considerations: (1) The ecological damage that this proposed 
facility will have upon the area. 

Response: For your concern about ecological damage, please see 
Section 4 and Appendix F. 

b. Comment: (2) The inherent danger that the facility and the high 
intensity wires could cause; 

Response: All major transmission lines are designed to withstand 
high winds, ice accumulation, damage from falling trees, etc. to prevent 
any foreseeable danger to either people, plants, or animals. To accom­
plish this, rights-of-way have to be cleared which, unfortunately, alter 
the aesthetics _of the area but are necessary for safety. 

c. Comment: (3) The interruption and disturbance of radio and 
television reception that the high intensity wires could cause, 

Response: CP&L has indicated that the proposed transmission 
lines will be designed to avoid interruption or disturbance of either 
radio or television reception. However, if these conditions do occur, a 
CP&L representative indicated that they can be corrected. 

d. Comment: (4) The relatively low land prices being paid by 
Carolina Power & Light Company for easements and fee simple title to 
land being acquired. 

Response: We do not consider this FEIS as the appropriate place 
to discuss and/or attempt to reiolve land acquisition disputes between 
CP&L and landowners. 
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c. Comment: For these and other reasons, Mr. Rogers urges that the 
·-; Corps of Engineers refuse to issue a license for Carolina Power & Light 

Company to construct their proposed dam and power plant in Person County. 

Response: Noted. Please also note that the Corps of Engineers 
only has the authority to issue a permit for the impoundment of Mayo 
Creek. The Corps does not have the authority to issue a license for the 
construction of the actual electric generating plant. 

9.4.2 Mrs. H. Wharton Winstead 

a. Comment: I know for fact that the fly ash on tobacco in the , 
area has caused government tobacco graders to pass over the tobacco V 
without grading it. Since economics is the second consideration you 
list and since our short-sighted county commissioners list this as 
first, this is indeed a factor of concern. 

Response: The fly ash at the Mayo Plant is not anticipated to 
be a problem. Electrostatic precipitators are to be installed and are V 
required to have a 99.6% efficiency in removing fly ash. The North 
Carolina Division of Environmental Management has issued a permit for 
the construction and operation of electrostatic precipitators to be 
installed on the coal-fired steam generating units at this facility. As 
required by Federal regulations, an analysis of the impact of air emis­
sion from this source has been conducted. A copy of the review report 
is in Appendix B along with the permits issued for the facility and 
concurrence by EPA. Also, see Appendix D, Section B(d), and Sections 
4.2, 4.3.1, and 5.2. 

Please note that the order that an item is listed in the Corps of 
Engineers Public Notice is in no way meant to determine its relative 
value. 

b. Comment: Air and water are going to effect .!ll of the people in 
the area and if the quality, under state supervision, should fail to be 
high enough it will be too late to restore health impaired by these 
mistakes. 

Food grown in contaminated soil and air with fumes and gases can slowly 
destroy human life. We see first hand the air quality from the Hyco 
Generating Plant. It is far from good, regardless of regulations and 
CP&L's promises. How can we believe there is no danger in adding 
another plant at Mayo? 

Response: Your concerns are noted. However, we feel that the 
air and surface water quality permit controls that the State has imple­
mented in the last several y~rs are adequate to control significant 
degradations of these parameters. CP&L and the State have both 
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cumph!tcd o i.tudy of the projected air quality at the Mayo site (Section 
4.3.1.l and Appendix B, respectively). Both studies have indicated that 
emissions and air quality will be within established standards. Also, 
according to a representative of the State Utilities Commission, the 
coal contract for the plant was approved by the Commission and the coal 
will come from eastern Kentucky; the coal is high quality and contains 
low concentrations of sulfur. 

The State of North Carolina has control over proposed wastewater dis­
charges for surface waters (Section 1.8). The State is well aware of 
the Mayo project and we have closely coordinated the project with the 
State. 

c. Comment: Mr. Zimmerman spoke of meeting State and Federal 
requirements. We all know stack no. 3 at Hyco does not meet these 
requ.irements and yet it continues to be used. There was also some 
mention of a high quality coal to be used at Mayo. I wonder who can 
believe the plant will consider the coal quality if it is for the well­
being of the same people CP&L has abused in all their dealings in this 
area? 

Response: Sea response to 9.4.2(b). 

d. Comment: The fact that Mr. Zimmerman stated that 2900 acres, 
500 ash pond and cleared flood areas arou.nd the lake, would take care of 
wildlife driven from 6,229 acres of forest and 1,756.9 acres of open 
land leads me to understand that CP&L cares not for man nor beast if it 
is in the way of what they want. 

Response: The 2,900 acres of land you mention is the amount 
that the US Fish and Wildlife Service, NC Wildlife Resources Commission, 
and CP&L agreed to for mitigation. The details are included in Appendix 
F. 

e. Comment: If the weight of the CP&L money spent on the Mayo site 
to date is a force demanding the permit, even our cry to you is useless 
and yet no provision to be heard was previously made. 

Response: No decision has been made whether or not to issue a 
permit for the proposed project. This decison will not be made until 
the 30-day review period on the Final EIS is complete. At that point, 
your comments and all other comments and factors will be considered. 

f. Comment: We in the Mayo area do appreciate your study and con­
cern of this stituation and may your conscience be your guide. 

Response: Noted. 
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g. Comment: In a general conversation with some men who fish at 
Lake Hyco, their observation was that there are very few bass and much 
smaller in size than they were one year ago. 

Response: CP&L is aware of the apparent decrease in largemouth 
bass at Hyco Lake and has undertaken biological studies to ascertain 
the reasons for this occurrence. They have had several meetings with the 
North Carolina Division of Inland Fisheries and have received their 
cooperation and assistance in the studies on Hyco Lake. There are several 
factors which may cause a decline in largemouth bass populations such as 
lack of cover, overfishing, parasites, buildup of selenium, and general 
decline as the lake ages. These faccors are being examined. Until the 
question of what is happening to the bass is answered, largemouth bass 
will not be stocked so that the natural processes occurring in the lake 
can be examined. 

9.4.3 Mrs. Ellen M. Kane 

a. Comment: I can add no further information to what has already 
been gathered by the Corps of Engineers relevant to the Mayo Creek 
Project. You are aware of the thousands of acres of Person County 
farmland that has already been destroyed, and of the additional acres 
that will be restricted by the miles of high tension wires connecting 
the two plants to each other and to the substations. The fact that the 
two main streams, and their su=rounding areas, will be controlled by 
Carolina Power and Light has been brought out. The air and the water, 
as well as the farmlands, are already affected by the placing of fly ash 
into the atmosphere, and can be seen in the Hyco area. 

Response: Noted. For your comment regarding air quality, 
please see Section 9.4.2(a and b), Appendix B, Appendix D-Part B(l)(d) 
and Sections 4.3.1.1 and 5.2. 

b. Comment: As a citizen, I do thank you for doing the study and 
for the time and consideration that I know will be put into the decision. 
And no matter what the decision may be as to the permit, we would like 
to solicit your cooperation in trying to formulate a plan of action to 
try to avoid this situation in the future whereby a utility company can 
go this far with the purchase and destruction of farms, homes, roads, 
and people without every permit that is required. 

Response: Your comment is noted. However, at present there are 
no regulatory controls over many activities such as logging, land clear­
ing, and excavation. Also, there is no formal tie-in between issuance 
of required permits such as air quality permits, Corps' permit, certif­
icate of convenience and necessity, and the wastewater discharge permit. 
The only thing we can do is to contact the various permitting agencies 
to establish a closer coordination procedure in the future. Possibly 
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some of the permits could be processed concurrently; however, some 
permJtA mny take only a few weeks whereas the Corps' permit may take a 
year or more. 

9.4.4 Mrs. Rama J. Williams 

a. Comment: I believe that one dam built by Carolina Power and 
Light Company in this small county is quite enough for this small area. 
The smoke from the power stacks boils all over the area and emits smoke 

J 
and cinders. The people who live near the plant say that the fumes are 
most obnoxious and eats the paint off their automobiles and houses. One 
does not see a bird or animal moving or flying over any of the area 
where the dam has been built. 

Response: Your comment is noted. See Sections 9.4.2(a and b) 
regarding your comment on air quality. 

b. Comment: Carolina Power and Light is now going ahead to build 
another dam on Mayo Creek. I believe that the environment will be taxed 
to the utmost to support two dams in one small county. I hope that you 
will not allow a permit for them to build a second dam. 

Response: Your comments and those of others along with the 
environment impacts indicated in the EIS will be considered prior to the 
decision on the permit application. 

c. Comment: The majority of the people in this county can see 
nothing but money, but there are some people who know that we need a 
balanced environment as well as money for people to live and thrive. 

Response: Your comment is noted. 

9.4.5 Mrs. Mary Street 

Comment: ••• ever since CP&L has been in here, there has been a 
lot of land taken from people that did not need to be 1DOVed, and it hurt 
people to have to pick up and leave their homes of all their lives. It 
makes hard feelings because they swindled people's land. 

Response: Mrs . Mary Street's letter will be conanented upon 
jointly with Mr. Buck Street's letter in the following response. 
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9.4.6 Mr. Buck Street 

Comment: It is of interest to me because it is taking up a lot 
of my land that I could use to farm on above the water level that is not 
going to be in use to CP&L. I had an agreement to get from CP&L to Mayo 
Creek the line that runs between Lacy Street and Mayo Creek and the land 
on the back of Lacy's that runs to the bottom. It was in the agreement 
and which I would like for you to consider between me and the lawyer 
about this agreement. I am returning the receipt to you in this letter. 
I have no more land to be sold to CP&L. 

Response: The Corps of Engineers contacted CP&L and Mr. Stteet 
about the letters. We understand that Mr. Street has retained a lawyer 
and is discussing the land dispute raised in the letters with CP&L. How­
ever, we do not consider it the responsibility of the Corps of Engineers 
to become involved in land dispute matters between individuals or companies . 

9.4.7 Mrs. Isabelle B. Robertson 

a. Comment: I am inclosing a copy of an informal complaint to the 
NC Utilities Commission in regards to the 500 KV Power line that has 
been proposed in Person County from the proposed Mayo Plant to the 
Roxboro Plant by the Carolina Power and Light Company. 

I will appreciate your reading this and giving me any possible help in 
this regard. 

I am filing this letter as an objection to the proposed Roxboro-Mayo 
Transmission Corridor. 

Response: Noted. 

b. Comment: I would like to register an informal complaint in 
regard to CP&L proposed 500 1CV line connecting the new Person County 
Plant with the existing Roxboro plant. 

I have been approached by Mr. Charles A. Benfield, senior land agent for 
CP&L, in regard to a proposed 500 1CV line crossing my property on its 
northerly side and surrounding my property on adjoining land. This is 
very objectionable to me as the land I own and describe is at Woodsdale 
in Person County and has already been plotted for development in the 
near future. This land is divided by SR 1322 and bordered by Marlowes 
Creek on its westerly side. This property is approximately four (4) 
miles north of the Roxboro city limits and 1-1/2 miles north of the 
Country Club of Roxboro. .. 
Mr. Benfield told me that the reason this route was selected was because 
it is the shortest route between the two plants; but when I examined the 
proposed power line at the NC Utilities Commission office, I noted that 
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it was not the shortest route between the two points. Also Mr. Benfield 
showed me the proposed line going across my property. At that time the 
map showed a change or deviation to about a 5 to 10 degree more northerly 
course was shown on that map. However, when CP&L sent me a copy of that 
proposed line later, it has been changed to a straight line. 

When the Roxboro plant was built, a 230 KV line was built on this property 
which is parallel to the new proposed lines. At that time my husband 
encountered a great deal of difficulty and loss from CP&L because they 
extended their right-of-way to include danger to trees, for which my 
husband was not compensated. As a result, these two power lines will 
circumvent or surround my property physically and aesthetically and I 
can no longer have a view from any of my property without seeing a power 
line. 

Since I am a widow, I am dependent upon this property for an income 
during this time of rising costs of living and inflation. This project 
will jeopardize my development and immediate farm rental agreement and 
therefore affect the economic value of my land and prospects of putting 
it to the best use. 

There are already four existing power lines between Roxboro City limits 
and my property, and I think they could use one of these existing power 
line rights-of-way that would be more economical to the consumer as well 
as the company, and far less unsightly. 

I sincerely hope that you will give this letter serious consideration. 

Response: The Corps of Engineers contacted the NC Utilities 
Commission about the informal complaint. An official of the Utilities 
Commission stated that negotiations are underway between the Utilities 
Commission, CP&L, and Mrs. Robertson in an attempt to resolve this 
issue. 

9.4.8 Mr. Edwin M. Robertson 
. 

a. Comment: Please see the inclosed copy of my letter to Mrs. Catherine 
Bishir with regard to the proposed Transmission Corridor between the 
Roxboro Plant and the Mayo Plant of Carolina Powe~ and Light. I have 
not as of yet been contacted by Carolina Power er:d Light, but have had 
to obtain my information from adjo:!.ning landowners. 

I feel that Carolina Power and Light has misled ynu and your staff. In 
that regard, I draw your attention to page 2-59 o1 your proposed draft 
of the environmental impact of the proposed Mayo Electric Generating 
Plant. 

.. 
'taistoric sites in the county were described as being 'scarce' and of 
'little value'." However, the John Rogers House was probably built 
around the time of our Revolution for National Independence from Great 

9-30 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 468 of 565



..... 

C 

Britain, a time thnt is of considerable significance to the US Army • 

The House is currently on the Study List for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Sites. It has not as of yet been listed in the 
Nntlonnl Register primarily because of the great work load that exists 
in the North Carolina Department of Archives and History. 

Please consider this letter as an objection to the proposed Roxboro-Mayo 
Transmission Corridor. 

Response: See Section 4.4.6 of the FEIS. 

b. Comment: (inclosed letter to Mrs. Catherine Bishir). This 
letter is prompted by our telephone conversation earlier, in regards to 
the Rouse of Historical Significance located on Person County Road No. 
1326 as shown on Person County Tax Map A-45, Lot No. 28, in Woodsdale 
Township known as the John Rogers Bouse. 

Carolina Power and Light Company proposes to run a 500-KV power line 
adjacent to if not in fact through the house. The line will be a tie 
line from the existing electric generating plant located on Hyco Lake 
known as the Roxboro Plant to the proposed electric generating plant 
located on the Mayo Creek to be known as the Mayo Plant. 

My concerns are many, particularly in view of the fact that the proposed 
route of the 500-KV power line is not the shortest distance between the 
two plants mentioned above. 

At this juncture, I feel I can best illustrate my concerns by quoting 
from the DRAFT-ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - CAROLINA POWER AND 
LIGHT COMPANY - MAYO ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT - PREPARED BY - U. S. ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS - WILMINGTON DISTRICT - MAY 1978 as recorded in the 
Federal Register 5 May 1978. 

Page ii "Finally, the aesthetics of the area will be altered." 
Page 1-20 "Tentative plans call for the Mayo-Roxboro line to be con­
structed on steel lattice towers utilizing 2~2515 MCM ACSR conductors 
for each of the three phases." 
Page 1-19 "Structure heights would range from 27m (90 ft) to 48m {160 ft) 
above ground, and span lengths would average about 330m (1100 ft). The 
right-of-way would be 54m (180 ft) wide. The actual width to be cleared 
for the right-of-way would depend on economic considerations, electrical 
constraints, and minilllal environmental impact. " 
Page 1-33 "Some blasting may be required if rock· is encountered in dig­
ging the foundations . " 
Page 4-61 " ••• , there will be some visual effects due to the size of the 
500-KV structures." 
Page 4-62 "Both archaeological and historical sites will be given careful 
consideration in determining the location of the Mayo-Roxboro line." 

9-31 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 469 of 565



One further note, the "i>ropoS'ed" Transmission Corridors were clearly 
shown on maps submitted to the NC Utilities Commission in excess of one 
year ago. 

Response: Please see the response to Section 9.4.S(a) above. 

9.4.9 Mr. Doyle T. Peed and Mr. and Mrs. Travis W. Peed 

a. Comment: The need of the proposed Mayo Electric Generating 
Plant is questionable in some respects even as shown in the Draft of the 
Environmental Impact Statement regarding the project itself. I say this 
because Table 1.2-2, page 1-38, indicates the Virginia-Carolinas Subregion 
reserves in 1985 without the Mayo plant would be 19.0%. This figure 
corresponds well with the 15-20% reserve capacity the North Carolina 
Utility Commission desires to maintain and is well above the 12% reserve 
CP&L desires. With this bit of information taken as fact, does the 
State of North Carolina need the plant, or is it just~? If this 
State does need it, and I am not in a position to argue with the Utility 
Commission, and they must take North Carolina land for it, then perhaps 
CP&L should be restricted to the selling of electricity just in North 
Carolina and not to companies outside, contrary to their usual practices. 

Response: We are also not in the position to dispute the NC 
Utilities Commission determination on the need for the Mayo Electric 
Generating Plant. However, the 19.0% value you indicated is for the 
whole Virginia-Carolinas Subregion. If CP&L did not create their own 
reserves, CP&L could not meet the demand during heavy usage because 
other companies are going to meet their needs first and may not have 
enough excess power to sell. 

Moreover, it is not practical for CP&L to restrict sales of electricity 
to NC. Utilities frequently buy power from each other in emergency 
cases such as unscheduled outages, equipment failure, etc. If CP&L 
failed to sell power to a utility during an emergency when CP&L had 
excess power available, the utility would probably reciprocate during a 
CP&L emergency. This could result in blown-outs or black- outs. 

See also 9.3.l(b). 

b. Comment: I know these are not concerns of the Army Corps of 
Engineers, but I hope these points will preface the fact that when and 
if the Corps issues a permit for construction that this permit shall 
control and modify proposed construction in such a manner as to cause 
the least detriment to the area and its inhabitants • ... 

Response: Prior to the issuance of this document, all objections 
and concerns were referred to the applicant (CP&L) for possible resolution 
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.. ,u1111i, l 1•, IW F!Rlt 11111I Wt Jdllfe anrl the NC Wildlife Heaource Cotmnission's 
concern over selenium and mitigation (see Appendix F). If & pennit is 
issued for the project, the permit will be conditioned as necessary to 
reduce the adverse impacts of the project over which we have jurisdiction. 

c. Comment : As you may have noticed at the recent meeting and have 
on tape, CP&L is extremely "flexible" with its information and data. So 
"flexible'' in fact I do not feel remiss in making the comment that if they 
wish to change or add to this data and information as they go along, they 
would have no hesitation in spontaneously and capriciously fabricating it. 
They are able to get away with much of this due to the inexactness and 
unplanned manner in which they attack such projects. For instance, even 
maps presented to the Utility Commission by which CP&L obtained a Certifi­
cate of Public Convenience and Necessity were letter size sketches with 
questionable accuracy and obscure details. CP&L has since produced larger 
maps, details still sketchy, after the Utility Commission was questioned 
by landowners, but of course the certificate had already been issued. 
CP&L thus has a license to condemn or just as effectively threaten to 
condemn and alter its plans as it goes, and seems to have done so. 

Response: Your comment is noted. 

d. Comment: I believe I am correct in stating, according to my 
conversation with a member of the staff of the Army Corps of Engineers, 
that my question at the hearing regarding CP&L placing fill material in 
Mayo Creek is not going to be pursued, although it is a borderline vio­
lation. Also I was told the investigators of this incident were surprised 
at the extent of the construction that has taken place. Again, as I said 
at the hearing, these things are for the Corps to decide to its satisfac­
tion. However, I hope it will be remembered that by letting such action 
go by, CP&L has already been given the benefit of the doubt and shall be 
held accountable for the best use of the land and for location of con­
struction from this time forward. 

Response: See Section 1.1 of the FEIS. 

e. Comment: This brings me to the topic over which the Army Corps 
of Engineers does have control. That is, the construction of ash ponds. 
Besides the factor of possible pollution, which I feel the Corps will 
examine rigorously, the other two overriding factors would be economics 
and conservation. CP&L has purchased over 500 acres for a so-called 
auxiliary ash pond and have under consideration another much smaller 
location for its immediate use which they do not yet own. If I understand 
the procedure correctly, CP&L,intends to use the smaller pond and then 
construct lines to the larger pond which is located a short distance away. 
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With respect to economics, it would be better to build lines to the 
larger pond, which would not. fill up for a much longer time if ever during r 
the life of the plant, at today's price rates than to wait until later 
while costs continue to climb. While at present CP&L says it intends to 
use the larger site for conservation or mitigation purposes, it will 
eventually be taken up for an ash pond. However, if the smaller site is 
left in its natural wooded farmland and pasture state and the larger site 
used for a permanent ash pond, then at least a portion of land is conserved 
permanently rather than just on a temporary "until needed'' basis. 

I urge the Corps to gravely consider these points over which it can assert 
authority. 

Response: Concerns on impacts of building an ash pond on Crutchfield 
Branch have been sufficiently discussed in several areas in Section 4. In 
Section 6.2.5 of the FEIS, alternate disposal methods and sites have been 
discussed. It should be noted also that fill discharged into waters of 
the U.S. for ash pond construction is permitted by regulation. (See 
Section 1.1) 

9.4.10 Mr. John W. Merritt 

a. Comment: After reading various studies and evaluations including 
"The Limits to Growth," "Blueprint for Survival," "The Closing Circle," 
"Man in the Environment," and a number of magazine and newspaper articles, 
there is no doubt in my mind that man, intentionally and unintentionally, 
has polluted, contaminated and poisoned our atmosphere, land and waters 
beyond belief. It is clear that man has and is wasting our non-renewable 
resources. It is clear that man has disturbed and disrupted the cycles 
and balances of nature. While the authorities and experts may disagree on 
the extent of damages inflicted, the time remaining for corrective actions, 
how long scarce resources will last and what the solutions are, one thing 
is certain on which they all agree--we have a most serious problem. 

The foregoing paragraph states my authorities and sources and it must serve 
to establish my credibility, to whatever extent that may be, in presenting 
my objections and arguments against the proposed Carolina Power and Light 
Company Mayo Project. 

Response: Your opinion is noted. 

b. Comment: It has been said by Roderick A. Cameron of the Environ­
mental Defense Fund that "Industries who profit by the rape of our environ­
ment see to it that legislators friendly to their attitudes are elected, 
and that bureaucrats of similar attitude are appointed." At this point, 
in contemplating how easily CP&l>. has obtained various permits and certifi­
cates and proceeded so far with its work with so little information avail­
able to the public, I must conclude that Mr. Cameron was knowledgeable of 
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the facts which he stated. Only one item, the perm.it from the US Army 
Corps of Engineers to place fill material in the Mayo, remains as a 
possible protection' to the rights and health of the citizens of Person 
County. 

Response: Noted. 

c. Comment: In resuming my statements of facts which make the pro­
posed CP&L Company Mayo Project both undesirable and intolerable, I wish V 
to reaffirm my comments during the 5 May 1978 public hearing (Appendix A) 
on the effect of carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere. 

The burning of coal increases the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmos­
phere where it acts as a reflector of the earth's heat--sending it back 
to earth or holding it to earth as the infrared radiation does not pene­
trate the carbon dioxide layer. Thus in time the earth will undergo a 
rise in temperature which can affect climate and thereby cause many changes. 
Specifically. I mentioned a melting of the polar ice caps with a resulting 
rise in the ocean levels which would overflow low lying land areas. What 
I have stated is not the plot for a science fiction story, it is scientific 
fact and possibility and it is the reason many scientists advocate the 
cessation of burning fossil fuels. Certainly we in Person County do not 
wish to increase our contribution of carbon dioxide to the atmosphere by 
1OO%--which would result when unit #4 of CP&L Company on the Hyco River 
becomes operational and then had a Mayo #1 and #2 build and put into oper­
ation. 

Response: Noted. 

d. Comment: Another product of burning sulfur containing coal is 
sulfur dioxide (and whether the coal is low or high sulfur content you get 
sulfur dioxide). I have the impression that most low sulfur coal is found 
in the West-not the East and that CP&L Company states their coal will come 
from Kentucky and West Virginia. 

Response: See response to 9.4.2(b). 

e. Comment: For the information and consideration of the uninformed, 
sulfur dioxide is a gas that attacks the cells lining the lungs' air ✓ 
passages, reducing their natural self protective action against other air 
pollutants such as dust and bringing on serious respiratory distress. 

In 1952, London was blanketed in fog/smoke/smog for four days. In the 
first 24 hours people died in unusual numbers. All total there were 4,000 
more deaths than would have been expected under normal conditions. The 
deadly component of this smog'was sulfur dioxide. 
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Similar cnHue exlHt in ~he US from New York to Los Angeles. 

Studies have shown that humans working outdoors in areas of polluted air 
have more respiratory diseases from humans working outdoors in areas of 
cleaner air. The incidence of bronchitis is high in areas of high air 
pollution. 

The condition that causes these smogs is called "temperature inversion." 
Cool still air below with warm air above hold the chemical saturated smog 
close to the ground preventing dissipation of the smog. 

Air polluted with oxides of sulfur create another hazard in that rain and 
snow increase in acidity which is carried into the soil. The increased 
acidity of the soil affects plant growth but an even greater danger may 
exist in changes in the growth of soil microorganisms and in chemical 
interactions among soil constituents under these conditions. Pollutants 
which accumulate in the soil may drastically upset and modify its vital 
ecological balance. 

The citizens of Person County and surrounding areas will be exposed to 
still other polluting agents in the form of nitrogen oxides. Nitrogen 
oxides are produced when air becomes hot enough--as it does in high temper­
ature power plants-to cause its natural nitrogen and oxygen to interact. 
When activated by sunlight, nitrogen oxides combine with organic compounds 
and form peroxyacetylnitrate (PAN) which is a visible and noxious ingredi­
ent of photochemical smog-an eye irritating haze. PAN eventually con­
denses and settles down to earth as a gummy precipitate. 

Nitrogen dioxide is a colored gas which turns the air a sort of whiskey 
brown. Nitrogen dioxide is highly poisonous with a long history as the 
cause of serious industrial hazards. This gas destroys the cells of the 
lung, tends to enlarge lung blood vessels and in high concentration causes 
accu.~ulation of fluid in the lungs which may lead to death. 

The emission of solid particles is also a factor in air pollution. Sup­
~osedly, electrostatic precipitators remove these particles, but the 
efficiency of this equipment leaves much to be desired as it appears that 
in actual use it falls short of its theoretical efficiency. Then, too, 
equipment must be serviced. It does break down and at times it is just 
plain cut off and not operated. 

So we see that the burning of coal in our plants exposes us to many 
undesirable pollutants--smoke, soot, oxides of sulfur, oxides of nitrogen, 
various chemical combinations of these chemicals, etc. All are harmful. 
The social harm or damage is beyond measures. 

Response: Noted. For your comment regarding air quality, please 
see Section 9.4.2(a and b). Also, see Appendix D, Section B(d). 
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f. Comment: But we still have another byproduct to consider-­
selenium and its oxides. Selenium is a gray crystalline element (non­
metallic) of the sulfur family. It is toxic and considered poisonous. 
The EIS shows that this element will cause permanent contamination of the 
ash pond area; it will enter Mayo Creek downstream and will even get into 
the reservoir itself. Accumulations of this element will affect the 
safety of man and animal and have long lasting ill effects that may be 
permanent. It is thought that this element affects the reproductive process. 
For example, a lake contaminated with it would show a decline in fish popu­
lation and less than normal growth of various species. So little is known 
about the long term effects of various pollutants such as this and its 
interactions with other substances that we must refrain from any action that 
would raise future hazards to man and his environment. 

Response: See response to comment 9.4.2(b) and Section 2.2.2. 

g. Comment: The Corps of Engineers has indicated that all factors 
relevant to the CP&L Company proposal will be considered, so let us briefly 
mention these things with a brief comment. 

The first item listed in the Public Notice dated 5 May 1978 is Conservation. 
Conservation is defined as "a conserving," "care and protection of natural 
resources as forests, land, and water." CP&L is clearing all saw timber, 
growing timber and pulpwood. They are taking hundreds of acres out of 
cultivation. They will completely own Mayo Creek and remove it from use 
for supplying drinking water, water for sanitation and some small business 
use. To top it all, the land and water will be contaminated for any use 
except their own. This is about as far from conservation as you can get. 

Response: Your opinion is noted; however, CP&L in cooperation 
with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the NC Wildlife Resources Commis­
sion has developed a mitigation plan to partially offset the impacts of 
the constructi~n of the proposed facility on wildlife. This mitigation 
plan is included in Appendix F. Also see Section 9.4.2(b). 

h. Comment: Second on t ~c list is economics, which should be at or 
near the bottoc.L. CP&L Company dangles the bait of expanded tax base, more 
taxes collectable, payroll money to be spent, jobs for at least some 
local people and everyone goes v ild to get on the money bandwagon--closing 
their eyes to increased public costs and to social costs that may be beyond 
measure. It is truly said that "all that glitters is not gold." 

Resoonse. Your opilnion is noted. Please also note that the 
order in which an item for consideration is listed in the Public Notices 
of the Corps of Engineers does not in any way determine the value of the 
item. 
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i. ~omm.!.!1.!: Third on the list "esthetics" (Aesthetics)-the study or 
plr1 lo,wphy or art and beauty·." 1 suggest that true art and beauty are 
unexcelled in the natural state. Man can change or modify but not improve. 
Every time man has tried to improve on nature he has failed--sometimes with 
disastrous results as shown by his technological contamination of the air, 
land and sea. 

Response: Your opinion is noted. 

j. Comment: For fourth we have "general environmental concerns"--
all that surrounds us and all the conditions that affect us therein. So 
first we have our natural surroundings, the air, the trees, grassland, 
flowers, the earth, the water, the wildlife, etc.-all of which will be 
adversely affected. Secondly, we have the manmade elements of our surround­
ings-our home, our neighborhood, our town, the schools, churches, businesses, 
hospitals--which will change but little. The principal effect is bad. 

Response: Your opinion is noted. 

k. Comment: In fifth place we have "Historic Values." Whoever made 
the decision decided there was nothing of historic value so whatever might 
have been considered of value to some of us has been or is being destroyed. 

Response: See Sections 4.2 . 2.3 and 4.4.6 of the FEIS. 

1. Comment: Sixth place considers fish and wildlife values. Here 
we have a subject worthy of great study and thought. Already the CP&L 
Company plants on Hyco River have resulted in the destruction of the 
natural habitat of wildlife. The Mayo Project would destroy four or five 
thousand more acres of natural habitat. CP&L Company states that much 
wildlife will be runout or destroyed. Wildlife will be, just as man is, 
exposed to the same pollution of air, land and water. If fish and game 
are contaminated, then taken by man for food, the contamination will be 
passed to man. Those authorities concerned with this should think long and 
hard before giving their approval. 

Response: All of these factors have been considered or are being 
considered by the NC Department of Natural Resources and Community Develop­
ment. If a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
is issued for the project, then all pertinent controls will be included as 
a condition of the permit. In addition, the US Fish .and Wildlife Service 
and the NC Wildlife Resources Commission have withdrawn their concerns 
about the project based on the mitigation plan offered by CP&L (See 
Appendix F) • .. 
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m. Comment: !n seventh place we have flood damage prevention. The 
Mayo does rise and flood the low grounds at times in its present natural 
state, but virtually no damage is done. The greatest damage will result 
frD11l the lake permanently flooding the excellent agricultural low grounds. 

Response: Your concerns about the loss of these agricultural land 
are noted and are addressed in Sections 2.6.3 and 4.2.3.5 of the EIS. 

n. Comment: For eighth place we have "laud use." Normally land in 
the Mayo area is used to raise tobacco, corn, grain and some food items. 
Both small game and big game (deer) are hunted in the area. Should CP&L 
Company take this area, some eight square miles of land will be lost to 
agricultural use, growing timber and hunting. The primary use of this land 
will be to support CP&L Company plants. Any other use will be strictly 
incidental. 

Response: Noted. 

o. Comment: Navigation is in ninth place but needs no comment. 

Response: Noted. 

p. Comment: rn tenth place is recreation. As we have one lake avail­
able for boating, fishing, swimming, etc., we do not need another at the 
expense of the additional burden on our natural resources and the loss of 
land from its normal uses. 

Response: Your opinion is noted. 

q. Comment: The eleventh and twelfth items are water supply and water 
quality which may best be commented on jointly. The Mayo is Person County's 
last, best and least polluted stream to serve the county in future years 
as a source of drinking water, etc. With no further contamination, the 
quality would be excellent. Once polluted with selenium, it might never 
be suitable for use by humans or animals again. The quality would be 
destroyed. 

Response: Your opinion is noted; see the response to 9.4.2(b). 

r. Comment: In thirteenth place we consider energy needs. Even con­
ceding a need to supply electricity in the future, we cannot continue to do 
so by polluting the air, land, and water here or elsewhere. The social 
costs to the people of this area are too great to inflict further injury 
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to them above that resulting from the Hyco plants. We would have the most 
concentrated installations of electric plants in the country and therefore 
the most concentrated and intense pollution problems. C 

Response: Your opinion is noted. Pl~ase see the response to 
9.4.2(b). 

s. Comment: Safety is item number fourteen. As a natural area, the 
Mayo presents virtually no safety problem. As a lake the Mayo would create 
the threat to the safety of individuals from drowning and other recreational 
activities. The safety factor must be considered as ~t affects all of the 
people and the areas for miles around us. The safety hazard is the pollu­
tion of air, land, water-its effects on humans, animals, and plants. This 
we have already stated is undesirable and unacceptable. 

Response: Your opinion is noted. 

t. Comment: Food production is to be considered as item fifteen. 
Already the arable lands available for food production are mostly being used. 
Yield of these lands is dropping and, to sustain yield, massive doses of 
artificial fertilizer are required, which in turn results in pollution. 
With the problem of feeding an ever increasing population, we can ill 
afford to lose more land to power plants, highways, and anything that takes 
land permanently out of use. 

Response: Your opinion is noted. 

u. Comment: Last but not least is "the needs and welfare of the 
people in general." The need of the people is an environment in which 
they may live in good health and good spirit knowing the air they breathe 
is pure, the water they drink is pure and the food they eat is pure and 
uncontaminated. 

Response: Your opinion is noted. 

v. Comment: To sum it all up, industry has for years polluted and 
contaminated our surroundings. Our resources have been raped for profit 
and now these sins are coming back to all of us. Our future depends on 
a turn about in our ways. We must discontinue our actions against our 
natural environment. We must repair damage done if possible. While state 
and federal agencies set so-called acceptable standards of pollution, 
nothing offsets the continual day-by-day accumulations of pollutants and 
our day-by-day exposure to them, 

Response: Your opinion is noted. 
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t .- w. Comment: I respectfully submit that the people of Person County 
should be spared any further exposure to the deterioration of our environ­
ment as will be brought about by the CP&L Company Mayo Project. 

The permit should be denied. 

Response: Your opinion is noted. Please note that no decision 
has been made whether or not to issue a permit for the proposed project. 
This decision will not be made until the 30-day review period on the 
final EIS is complete. At that point, your collDllents and all other com­
ments and factors will be considered • 

... 
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North Carolina ~ent of ~ral 
Resources &Community Development 
James B. Hunt, Jr .• G011ernor Howard N. Lea, Seaetary 

June 20, 1978 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Denny McGuire 

FROM: . Oz:z:ie Gray ~ 

SUBJ'ECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement CP&L 
Mayo Electric Generating Plant; 
Mayo. Person County-File 1054-78 

DEPUTY SECRETARY 

HA H Jack" Smllh 

Soll 27687, Raleqi 271511 
Ttltll)llone tl& 733-4918 

The Department of Natural Resources and Comnunity Development has 
completed its review of the subject proposal except for the Wildlife 
Resources COIIIIDission. No objections have been voiced and certain requiremen 
for construction, such as the Sedimentation Pollution Control Act of 
1973, have been addressed. One error was noted in the document and that 
related to cooling tower blow-down. The document lists 4-8 MGD as the 
volume, but the Company's application for NPDES Permit lists 21 MGD. 
Some clarification of these figures should be included in the final 
environmental statment. 

Conments from the Wildlife Resources Commission will be directed to 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wllmingt011 District. Problems exist 
concerning the proposal impact on certain aspects of the fisheries 
populations. These proble111s are being discussed, and hopefully solved, 
by roundtable discussions between CP&L and the WRC. 

Thank you for the opportunity to reviev the subject document. If 
questions arise concerniDg this Department•s COl!lllents, please contact me 
at 733-4918. 

OG:sp • 

.. 

An £qu11/ OPIIOrluniry Affirrn11t/111 Action Employtr 
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North Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources &Community Development 
James 8. Hunt, Jr., Governor Howard N. Lee, Secretary 

June 26, 1978 2829J 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Denny McGuire 

FROM: Ozzie· Gray b::. 

~ tJ1 
f°\.J c:n 
N " i 8L611nr -~ 

&],. 'V ~: . .. 
4' 0 : ., .. ,~. J 

,//51-~,i;~ 

SUBJECT: Addendum to DEIS - Mayo Electric Generating Plant; 
Mayo, Person .Co. 054-78 

This Departments conments. dated June 20, 1978, indicated that additional 
co1T111ents would be forthcoming from the Wildlife Resources C01T111ission. 
Those colffllents have been received and are as follows. 

Two problems associated with the project became apparent during the 
Wildlife Resources Conanission review. These problems related to the 
potential for a dangerously high selenium content in the lake and to 
the lands to be dedicated for wildlife management purposes as mitigation 
for habitat lost to inundation. 

In conference with representatives of Carolina Power and Light, these 
two issues were discussed and Carolina Power and Light prepared an 
addendum to the subject DEIS for inclusion into the final EIS. If 
this addendum is included as proposed, the deficiencies cited above 
will be satisfied. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. This Department is looking 
forward to review;ng the FEIS. 

.. 

r• • ""It I Pr • 
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COMM ISSION&IH 

IIIO ■ CIIT K. KOGl:11 , C1u,1•MAN 

■Uf ~ IIONltY 

O• Ll:IGH H , HAMMOND 

aAIIAH LJNDSAT TATE 

oa. 11081:IIT P'ISCH■AC:H 

JOHN W, WINTl:119 

11:"DWAIID 8 Hl"I' 

~-
........ ._.~· 

~tau of ~orilf <!Im:olhm 
~tilifus <!.!ommissimt 

~igq 21602 

June a. 1978 _ 

U.S. Anny Engineer District 
P. O. Box 1890 
Wilmington, NC 28402 

Gentlemen: 

The North Carolina Uti 1 i ties Conmissi"on makes the foll owing convnents 
with respect to Carolina Power and Light Company's proposed Mayo Creek 
Steam Plant, and particularly with respect to the main reservoir lake at 
the plant site. 

By order of December 21, 1976, the Conrnission certificated the Mayo 
plant, and decided that it would be needed in the early 1980's in order to 
meet Carolina Power and Light Company's generating requirements. In subsequent 
generic hearings relating to load forecasting, the Conmission has reaffinned 
the need for the proposed Mayo Creek Plant during the early 1980 time frame. 

In response to your request for an evaluation of safety requirements at 
the plant's main reservoir dam. the Public Staff of the Commission requested 
the North Carolina Department of Natural Resources and Co111J1Unity Development 
to revi e\'1 the design drawings and accompany1 ng speci fi cations for the proposed 
Mayo Creek Dam from a dam safety standpoint. By a letter dated April 14, 1978, 
the NCONRCD furnished the Public Staff the results of its review. The NRCD 
advised the Public Staff that the plans were adequate except in the following 
respects: 

"1. There are no provisions for emergency drainage of the reservoir. If 
this dam were under the jurisdiction of the N. C. Dam Safety Law. we would 
require that a bottom drain be provided to allow lo\'tering the reservoir. The 
detailed requirements for the drain would be determined by the design engineer 
and submitted to the state for review; in general terms we would be thinking 
that there should be emergency provision to lower the reservoir level from the 
maximum pool to within 10 to 20 feet of the foundation level over a period of 
60 to 90 days • 

2. There are no piezometers in the outer slope of the embankment. We would 
ask the design engineers to include these, and would expect the number of 
piezometers to be on the erder of 10 to 20. (This is a relatively inexp~nsive 
way to.confirm the flow net used for seepage and structural stability analyses 
in des,gn). We would also ask the design engineer to consider installing 
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U. s. Army Engineer District 
June 8, 1978 
Page 2 

settlement plates in the embankment for monitoring, though settlement plates 
would not necessarily be a requirement. 

3. There is no underdrainage blanket provided for the service spillway 
north of Sta. 16+20. We would ask that the design engineer either provide 
justification or provide an underdrain blanket and collector system. 

4. There are no final drawings showing the locations of borrow sources. 
We would ask the design engineer to document the borrow plans. 11 A copy of 
this letter is attached as Exhibit A. 

Responding to the NRCD conments, Carolina Power and Light Company by its 
letter of May 12, 1978, informed the Public Staff that it had no real problem 
with conments 2, 3, and 4 as set out fn NRCD's letter, but that it disagreed with 
NRCD's cooment regarding the need for a bottom drain in the reservoir. A copy 
of this letter fs attached as Exhibit 8. 

On May 22, 1978, at Conmission Staff Conference, the Public Staff reconrnended 
to the Conmission that it adopt NRCD's conments with respect to the main 
rese~voir at the Mayo Creek Plant; a copy of this reconmendation is attached 
as Exhibit C. At this Conference. representatives of CP&L again stated their 
position that safety requirements could be met without installing a bottom drain. 

After considering the letters, the conments from the Public Staff and from 
representatives of CP&L. which were made at the Staff Conference. the Commission 
decided on June 6, 1978, to accept the Public Staff's recommendation that it 
adopt NRCD's position and the comnents expressed in the April 12, 1978 letter. 
The Conmission has decided that in the interest of public safety, Carolina 
Power and Light Company should be required to provide for emergency drainage 
of the reservoir through a bottom drain as recomnended by the North Carolina 
Department of Natural Resources and Cornnunity Development. The Commission is 
satisfied that safety requirements justify the additional investment in the 
drainage facilities. 

RKK:jpm 

Attachments 

cc: W. E. Graham, CP&L 
Dave Adams, NRCD 

v'Michael Rakouskas 
Richard Jones CP&L 
Pat Howe CP&L 

Sincerely, 

U-1/t~ 
Robert K. Koger 
Chairman 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

P. 0. Box 27307, Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 
Telephone (919) 755-4210 

Colonel Adolph A. Hight 
Wilmington District, Corps of Engineers 
Department of the Anny 
P. 0. Box 1B90 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28402 

Dear Colonel Hight: 

MAY l 6 1978 

May 11, 1978 

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for 
carolina Power and Light Company's Mayo Electric Generating Plant, 
SAWC077-N-073-006-03ll. 

The Soil Conservation Service prepared a preliminary watershed work plan 
for the Mayo Creek Watershed under the authority of Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention Act (Public Law 566, 83rd Congress, 68 Stat. 666). 
Planning was terminated July 31, 1970, because of the proposed CP&L 
Mayo Electric Generating Plant. 

The draft EIS does not adequately address the effects of the construc­
tion of the dam or transmission lines on prime fannland and on the 
irreversible loss of forestland. 

The Soil Conservation Service assists soil and water conservation districts 
in technical phases of their program. If desired, consultive services con­
sistent with priorities of work established by the districts are available 
from the Service in reviewing or developing plans for controlling erosion 
during and after construction. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and conment on the draft EIS and 
would like to receive a copy of your final statement. 

;;?./~?i 
Jesse L. Hicks 
State Conservationist 

cc: Director, Office of Federal Activities, EPA, Washington,O.C. 20460 
USDA Coordinator of Environmental Quality Activities, Office of the 

Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250 
R.M. Davis, Administrator, SCS, Washington, O.C. 
J.V. Martin, Director, STSC, SCS, Fort Worth, Texas 
S. G. Lane, Director, State Soil & Water Conservation Cornn., Raleigh, N 
Royce Espey, SCS, Raleigh, N.C. C 
R. E. Powell, SCS, Burlington, N.C. 
W. M. Bland, SCS, Roxboro, N.C. ~ 
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MEMBER UNITS 

MAY 3 1 1978 

KERR-TAR REGIONAL COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
P.O. lu 7ff ZJI ORANGE STREET HEHDERSOII, H.C. 27536 

U.S. Anl\Y Engineer District 
Post Office Box 1890 
Wilmington, NC 28402 

Dear Sir: 

l'HOHE ""' .,us" 

May 26, 1978 

Re: SCH File No. 054-78; Draft Environmental 
Statement for the C P & L Mayor Electric 
Generating Plant proposed for construction 
in Person County 

The Kerr-Tar Areawide Clearinghouse Review Conmittee has completed 
its review of the above referenced "Notification to Clearinghouse of 
lnstent to Apply for Assistance." 

On the basis of the review and couments from the Conmittee, we find 
the project to be in keeping with regional objectives and not in conflict 
with any project, plan or agency program in the Kerr-Tar Region. 

This letter may be used as the official Kerr-Tar Areawide Clearing­
house Review and Conment. 

RfiM :sp 

cc: A-95 Review Comittee 
J. Denny McGuire 
Carolina Power & Light Company 

COUNT res: Franklin . Glanville, P ... aon. vane:,. Warren 
MUNICIPAL IT ,es: Blllln. CtHdlllOOI', Fr■nllhn1on. H11111111on, Klt11111. LOUl11turg, Mlddle1!1ir11. Norlina. 0•10td, Ro.c,oro, Stovall. W&ll'enton, Youn~1v111, 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION. ANO WELFARE 
REGION IV 

101 MARIETTA TOWER, SUITE )G3( 1503 
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30323 

June 14, 1978 

JUN 21 I 

OFFICE OF THE 
Prln,;lp1I Aegton1I Olllc:11 

Re: HEW-863-5-78 

Colonel Adolph A. Hight, CE 
District Engineer 
Department of the Amy 
Wilmington District, Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 1890 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28402 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Carolina Power and 
Light Company's Mayo Electric Generating Plant 

Dear Colonel Hight: 

We have reviewed the subject draft Environmental Impact Statement. Based 
upon the data contained in the draft, it is our opinion that the proposed 
action will have only a minor impact upon the human environment within 
the scope of this Department's review. The impact statement has been 
adequately addressed for our convnents. 

cc: Ms. A. McGee 

Mr. Raymond Goldberg 

.. 

Sincerely yours, 

~t\~ ?. ~~~ 
Philip P. Sayre 
Regional Environmental Officer 
Region IV 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IV 

:Jlll COURTLAl'l' D STREET 
ATI.AN'TA. GEO.-tGIA 30308 

JUN 2 B 19:78 

Colonel Adolph A. Hight, USA 
District i!:ngineer 
Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District 
P.O. Bo:x 1890 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28402 

Dear Colonel Hight: 

JUL 3 !78 

Region IV of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency baa reviewed 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Carolina Power and Light 
Company's Mayo Electric Generating Plant. 

Three major areas of concern have been identified in the review of 
the Impact Statement. 

1. Water balance: We have serious reservations about several points 
in the water balance analysis including evaporative losses, stream 
flow in Mayo Creek and seepage from the ash pond. Since the water 
balance as presented is at best 111arginal, increased evaporation and 
other losses as indicated herein may prove the project to be infeasible. 

2. Ash disposal: Both Virginia and North Carolina have EPA approved 
water quality standards for Crutchfield Branch. We do not believe 
that use of the proposed pond for ash disposal is an acceptable use of 
this stream. An acceptable altemative for ash disposal will be 
necessary before this project can proceed. 

3. Fly ash and bottom ash transport system: Water carriag~ of fly ash 
and once-through bottom aah sluicing systems are inconsistent with 
existing and expected (to be re-proposed in September 1978, with 
re-promulgation scheduled in March 1979) standards of performance for 
new sources. It is anticipated that re-promulgated regulations will 
require dry fly ash handl.ing systems and recirculating bottom ash 
handling systems. However, even in the absence of such requirements, 
such systems appear necessary to assure that chronic and acute toxicity 
conditions do not occur in Mayo Creek, Crutchfield Branch and the make-up 
water reservoir. In the absence of u commitment to the use of such 
systems by CP&L, the project appears environmentally unacceptable • 

.. 
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Page Two 
Colonel Adolph A. Right 

Any one or all of these areas could render the project environmentally 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of health, welfare and environmental 
quality. Detrlls of these and other comments are included in the 
attached comments. 

Based on the project as described in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, we have assigned a rating of EU (environmentally unsatisfactor 
and based on the need for more information as indicated by our review of 
the DEIS, we have assigned a rating for the Statement of 2 (inadequate 
information). 

My st~ff and I rand ready to assist you in further developing the EIS. 

Si~cer,ff~ 

/().tJl ffl tf,,µ)_,. 
(Jo~ C. White 
Regional Administrator 

Enclosure 

... 
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS 

MAYO ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT 

A. Water Balance of the Make-up Water Reservoir 

Water use information included in the Environmental Report 

and Draft Environmental Impact Statement appears to have 

several errors and inconsistencies which could seriously 

impact the viability of the project. It appears that 

consumptive water use has been underestimated. This could 

affect drawdown and water quality in the reservoir and in 

downstream releases. Items where inconsistencies and 

possible errors exist include: 

1. average flow of Mayo Creek 

2. cooling tower evaporative losse~ (including plant heat 

rejection rate and• expected plant capacity factors) 

3. make-up reservoir evaporative losses 

4. ash pond evaporative losses 

5. ash pond seepage 

Average flow at the dam is noted in the Summary Assessment 

as 44 cfs; however, both the ER and DEIS indicate the average 

flow of Mayo Creek is SO cfs. The detailed basis for average 

flow estimates of Mayo Creek should be provided in the Final 

EIS since the water balance~information may ultimately prJve 

the project to be infeasible. 
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Evaporative losses from the cooling towers are estimated 

by CP&L to average 15 cfs. Under maximum load during 

summer conditions when approximately 90 percent or more of 

the heat rejected by the cooling towers can be anticipated 

due to evaporation (10% by conduction and convection), 29 

cfs of water would be evaporated if 3.6 billion BTU/hr are 

dissipated. It is during this period that plant loads are 

highest and a significant portion of the yearly evaporation 

will occur. 

Monthly average load factors and evaporation losses for eac 

month of the year for average and for critical meteorologic 

conditions are necessary to assess the reasonableness of th 

water balance and have not been provided. Additionally, th 

3.6 billion BTU/hr heat rejection rate corresponds to a 36. 

efficiency factor for the plant which appears high for a 

coal-fired plant utilizing cooling towers. Decreased 

efficiency would result in higher rejection rates and corre 

pondingly higher evaporation. CP&L estiru3tes (Table 1.7-1 

the ER) that the maximum annual load factor expected for 

either unit is 61 percent through 1996. This expected plan 

utilization is significantly less than historically reporte 

for newer and larger units in the CP&L system and appears 
' 

even lower for the newest plant in the system (with 36.5 

percent efficiency factor). Increased plant usage would 

result in higher evaporative losses than projected. 
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Evaporative losses from the make-up water reservoir are not 

estimated or assessed in the DEIS; however, CP&L estimates 

(ER Page 6) a net natural evaporation of about two cfs. 

Evaluation of evaporation rates versus evapotranspiration 

rates for the Mayo site indicates at least 8.5 inches per 

year of n~t natural evaporation will occur (almost three cfs). 

Forced evaporation due to heat discharged in the cooling tower 

blowdown (which could be as much as 30°F wanner than the 

water surface during the winter) would further increase water 

loss from the reservoir. Similarly, there will be a net 

natural evaporation from the ash pond and a forced evaporation 

component due to heat transferred to sluice water by the hot 

ash. In addition to the evaporative losses, seepage through 

the bottom of the ash pond and through the ash pond dam (with 

its BS-foot high normal hydrostatic head) can be expected. 

Details and clarification of the above inconsistencies and 

errors are necessary before a full and independent assessment 

of the water balance can be made. The water balance presented 

in the ER and Draft EIS is at best marginal for a viable 

project and additional losses as indicated above may prove 

the project to be unacceptable. Detailed reassessment is 

necessary, therefore, to ascertain if the project is viable. 

The DEIS assumes a 24 cfs average discharge rate from the 

C 
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make-up water dam (Page 4-37); however, this value is 

inconsistent with the expected losses from the facility. 

B. Use of Waters of The United States for Ash Disposal 

The COE has determined that Crutchfield Branch is waters of 

the United States (Draft EIS, Summary). Disposal of ash 

therein would not be allowed by EPA. Since Crutchfield 

Branch is Waters of The United States, use of the proposed 

pond for ash disposal would be prohibited. Unless alternate 

ash disposal could be provided, construction of the entire 

facility may be prohibited. 

C. Ash Handling 

It has been proposed that fly ash be pneumatically conveyed 

to a hopper which would allow sale in a dry form, should a 

market develop. However, conveyance from the hopper by wate1 

sluicing to the ash pond is proposed for excess flyash. 

Standards of Performance for New Sources as promulgated in 

October 1974 provided for no discharge of pollutants from 

flyash handling, based on conclusions in the Development 

Document that dry flyash handling was available. (See 

reference.) Although this requirement was remanded as 

indicated in the DEIS, further evaluation by EPA has indicate 

that the technology~of dry flyash handling is feasible, is 

not excessively costly, and is being instituted by many power 

companies now. It is anticipated that dry flyash handling 
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will be proposed again in the September 1978 revision to 

the Effluent Guidelines and promulgated again in March 1979. 

The FEIS should, therefore, assess dry flyash handling and 

disposal at the Mayo site or of some other system to assure 

that there is no discharge of pollutants to Waters of The 

United States from the flyash handling system. Such 

evaluation is necessary to assure that the project is viable . 

Even were dry flyash handling not required at the site by 

Effluent Guidelines, it appears that sluicing as proposed 

by the applicant would be unacceptable. Flyash contains 

numerous heavy metals and other toxic pollutants (including 

arsenic, chromium, copper, iron, lead, mercury, nickel, 

selenium, vanadium and zinc) which are leachable by sluicing 

water. Other than a projection that selenium might be 

present at 0.03 mg/1, no other projections are made of 

expected heavy metal concentrations . This appears to be due 

to the unavailability of data from an ash pond in the CP&L 

system or other nearby systems which receive flyash from coal 

with the extremely low sulfur content proposed for the Mayo 

plant. Sased on the evaporative losses included in the 

comments on the make-up reservoir water balance and concen­

tration and reconcentration of pollutants naturally present 
. 

in the Mayo Creek drainage flow and leached from sluiced 

ash, toxic concentrations (chronic and potentially accute) 

can be anticipated to be present in the make-up reservoir and 

C 
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its releases and in seepage through the ash pond dam. Both 

Mayo Creek and Crutchfield Branch are interstate streams 

and both appear to be used for livestock watering. The reservoir 

itself has been proposed as supporting a viable sport 

fishery. None of these uses is consistent with the existence 

of either chronic or accutely toxic concentrations of heavy 

metals. Since presence of such pollutants in toxic concentration 

cannot be allowed, assurance that acceptable concentrations 

will exist must be provided or the project will he deemed 

environmentally llllacceptable. It is, therefore, recommended 

that samples of the proposed coal be obtained and burned 

and that leaching tests be performed to determine the con­

centrations of metals which could be expected. Heavy metal 

analysis should be conducted on the coal and ash so that 

projections of long-term leaching effects of heavy metal 

concentrations can be made. As an alternate, dry fly ash 

handling and disposal systems could be used at the plant. 

Performance standards for New Sources are predicated on use 

of a recycled bottom ash sluicing system; however, a once­

through system is proposed by CP&L. No information is 

presented by CP&L to assure that the system proposed is 

equivalent in treatment efficiency to that provided by the 

Development Document. Such an assessment is necessary to 

assure that the project is viable as proposed. To assure 
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that the project is viable. CP&L should re-evaluate the 

proposed ash handling systems and provide a commitment to 

dry flyash handling and dispcsal and to a bottom ash handling 

system which recycles sluice water for ash transport. 

D. Discharge Systems 

No information is presented on the discharge systems for 

the cooling tower blowdown or ash pond discharge to the 

make-up water reservoir or on the required mixing zone 

necessary to assure conformance with North Carolina Water 

Quality Standards for heat and other pollutants. Such an 

assessment is necessary to assure that the project is viable. 

Assertion by the applicant that he will be able to meet 

applicable requirements is inadequate. 

E. Cooling System Treatments 

Effluent guidelines allow discharge of free available chlorine 

at a maximum concentration of 0.5 mg/1 and an average con­

centration of 0.2 mg/1. but do not allow discharge of total 

residual chlorine (TRC) for more than two hours per day. 

Since the applicant proposes continuous discharge of blowdown 

and since TRC can be expected to remain in the cooling tower 

system and blowdown for most> if not all. of twenty-four 

hour period following chloriration, extremely low concentrations 

of TRC will be necessary to assure that chronic conditions 
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do not exist in the vicinity of the discharge to the 

reservoir. EPA has determined that concentrations of no 

more than 0.01 mg/1 of TRC are necessary to protect warm 

water fish and fish food organisms for continuous discharges. 

In addition, since technology exists for dechlorination, it 

is anticipated that EPA will propose the effluent limitation 

for chlorine discharges from power plants as non-detectable. 

CP&L should. therefore. evaluate dechlorination systems or 

alternate biocides and such assessment and conunitment to 

such systems be provided in the FES. 

CP&L proposes addition of corrosion inhibitors to the cooling 

towers but does not indicate what compounds will be used or 

in what concentrations. CP&L further postulates that no 

detectable amount of inhibitor will be present in the blowdown. 

Since continuous discharge of blowdown is proposed, and since 

concentrations of corrosion inhibitors far exceeding detect­

able concentrations are necessary to protect against corrosion 

lDlless corrosion resistant materials are used -- in which case 

use of corrosion inhibitors would be unnecessary 

tion and details are necessary in the FEIS. 

F. Coolins Tower Rlowdown .. 

clarifica-

Cooling tower design parameters include a 78°F wet bulb 

temperature. This value is exceeded 2-1/2 percent of the 

time during the sm-..mer months and during such time blowdown 
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temperatures will exceed design values. Expected maximum 

instantaneous and maximum 24-hour average discharge ~empera­

tures should be provided in the FEIS. No basis for the 

monthly average discharge temperatures included in the DEIS 

are provided, i.e., are they estimates or based on design 

curves for cooling towers already selected for the site? 

Are they based on maximum load factor or average expected 

for the month, etc.? Cooling tower blowdown is noted as 

probably being in the range of 4 to 8 MGO (FEIS Page 1-12); 

however, the NPDES application indicates that blowdown will 

be 21.0 MGD. This increase in the blowdown and the 

necessitated increase in make-up water requirements could 

have significant impact on the aquatic organisms subject to 

entrainment and impingement. Re-evaluation of these impacts 

is, therefore, necessary. 

G· Intake Structure 

Inadequate information on the intake system is provided to 

make an assessment of whether or not the proposed intake 

structure conforms with the requirements of Section 316(b) 

of the Federal Water Polluticn Control Act, as amended. 

Location, design, construction and capacity of the cooling 

water intake structure must reflect the best technology 

available for minimizing adverse environmental impact. 

C 

C 
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Details should be provided in the Final EIS. Additionally, 

a perforated pipe intake with deep submergence away from 

potentially biologically sensitive areas of the reservoir 

should be evaluated in the FEIS since environmental impacts 

of such an intake relative to a conventional shoreline 

intake would be significantly reduced. 

Capacity and number of pumps proposed, as well as maximum 

and average expected pumping rates. should be provided in 

the FEIS and environmental impacts of such intake rates 

addressed in the FEIS. Re-evaluation of the bottom elevatic 

of the intake structure should be made relative to above 

comments related to the water balance of the reservoir. 

Intake velocity of o.s fps is stated as the design criteria; 

aowever, no indication is provided as to what reservoir 

elevation would correspond to this intake velocity or if 

maximum drawdown will result in lighter velocities. 

Miscellaneous Comments 

1. Make-up water reservoir storage capacity as a function 

of long-term drought and the associated drawdowns appear 

to have been taken from information provided by the applican 

Independent verifi~ation should be made. This is especially 

necessary in relation to the problems noted in relation to 

the water balapce for the make-up water reservoir. 
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2. Low flows of Mayo Creek provided in the DEIS are 

inconsistent. Page 2-3 indicates that the 7-day, 10-year 

low flow is 0.1 cfs. However, on Page 1-9 it is stated that 

on a one-in-ten-year frequency no flow would occur for 

60 days. 

3. On Page 1-9, it is indicated that a release of 2 cfs 

will be maintained at all times. However, elsewhere in 

the DEIS, it appears that there may be certain situations 

when less than 2 cfs will be discharged. Such conditions 

should be delineated, and the effect of such guaranteed 

releases on the reservoir drawdown pattern should be re­

assessed. 

4. A table indicating make-llP, blowdown and evaporation 

losses as a monthly average as well as the maximum values 

anticipated within each month should be provided in the FEIS 

so that evaluations of impacts on total evaporation and 

effects of blowdown and other discharges to the impoundment 

· tmder various depth conditions can be made. 

5. A basis should be provided for the assessment that 

selenium will be concentrated to no more than 0.009 ppm as 

a result of ash pond discharge of 0.03 ppm, especially 

tmder drought conditions. With stratification, drawdown 

and reservoir configuration significant portions of the 
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reservoir volume may not be available for dilution. 

Likewise, the basis of only 0.03 ppm of selenium being 

present in the ash pond effluent should be provided. 

6. There is no discussion of construction wastes and 

treatment such as concrete batch plant and washing wastes 

(high pH and TSS) and pre-operational metal cleaning wastes 

(high pH, high phosphates, etc.). Such information should 

be presented in the FEIS. 

7. Ash pond flow is noted as 20 cfs (Page 1-13). Of 

this quantity, 4 cfs is bottom ash transport and 16 cfs is 

fly ash transport water (per the NPDES application). This 

flow may exceed the flow resulting from normal inflow less 

evaporative losses (see comments on reservoir water balance). 

Such usage will result in increases in dissolved solids 

and other pollutants present in the runoff and ash pond 

effluent. Effects of such materials on the cooling tower 

concentration factor should be specifically discussed in the 

FEIS. Limiting concentrations of sulfate, chloride, TDS, 

silica and other pollutants which ~ould affect the concen­

tration factor(s) of the cooling towers should be provided 

in the FEIS. ~xpected maximum, minimum and average concen­

tration factor for average conditions and for critical 

drawdown periods should be provided in the FEIS. 
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8. Discussion of Standards of Performance for New Sources 

(effluent limitations) are inadequate. The terms "average" 

and "daily maximum" as used should be defined as 30-day 

average (average) and 24-hour average (daily maximum). All 

limitations are quantity limited (mg/1 x flow). Bottom ash 

transport water limitations are not 1.5 mg/1 and 5.0 mg/1 

as stated, but in fact are based on 30 and 100 mg/1 and a 

recirculated bottom ash system with S percent blowdown. 

Inclusion of the attached Table in the FEIS is suggested for 

clarity. 

9, No discussion is provided of proposed treatment of 

water wash metal cleaning wastes (air preheater. boiler 

fireside. etc.). These wastes are subject to the same effluent 

limitations as boiler acid cle~ing wastes. 

10. No discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds is 

permi. tted. If PCB containing equipment is to l·e present 

on site, preventative measures proposed to prevent discharge 

of PCB's should be presented in the FEIS. 

11. Air Quality 

Presentation of CP&L monitoring data appears adequate, but 

what was the means of determining prevailing winds at the .. 
Raleigh-Durham Airport on a given day? If it was a printed 

summary issued by the weather bureau. it might help to have 
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this included in the FEIS. It would also be helpful to 

know if the company has firm contracts for the low-sulfur 

coal it will need for continued compliance with S02 emission 

limits. Is this addressed in the supplement on so 2 emission 
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''Mayo Electric Generating Plant Environmental Report," 
June, 1977. 

3. ''Draft EIS or DEIS": U. s. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Wilmington, North Carolina, ''Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, Carolina Power and Light Company, Mayo 
Electric Generating Plant," May, 1978. 

4. ''Development Document": U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, "Development Document for Effluent Limitations 
Guidelines and New Source Performance Standards for the 
Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source Category," 

• October, 1974. 

5. "Final EIS or FEIS": U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Wilmington, North Carolina, "Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, Carolina Power & Light Company, Mayo Electric 
Generating Plant," to be published. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

PEP ER-78/387 

Adolph A. Hight 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 
Wilmington District 
P.O. Box 1890 
Wilmington, North Carolina 

Dear Colonel Hight: 

JUl 1 ? '978 

28402 

Thank you for your letter of April 26, 1978, transmitting copies 
of the Corps of Engineers' draft environmental statement for 
the 1~40 MW coal-fired steam electric Mayo Electric Generating 
Plant, Person County, North Carolina. 

Our comments are presented according to the format of the 
statement or by subject. 

Recreation 

We find that the draft statement adequately assesses the impacts 
of the proposed plant on recreation resources. 

Mineral Resources 

There has been no mineral production reported to the Bureau of 
Mines from Person County for several years. There are also no 
known mineral resources in the site area. 

Geology 

The draft statement refers to a major fault which enters the 
central part of the site area as one of several in the region and 
to the possible existence of other faults in the site vicinity. 
The draft statement concludes that these faults in the vicinity 
of the site do not constitute earthquake hazards or affect the 
economic feasibility of the site. This conclusion is based on 
probability calculations using historical records of earthquakes 
in this region. We believe that the final statement should 
provide additional detailed geological and structural information 
from the site to further substantiate the earthquake hazard 
calculations. 
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Ash Pond 

The draft statement does not adequately address the integrity 
of the ash pond. We recommend that a probable maximum flood 
on Crutchfield Branch that may result from intensive rainfall 
should be fully discussed in the final statement in order to 
evaluate the structural integrity of the ash-settling-pond and 
related dam. 

GroWldwater 

We believe that the groW1dwater data and assessment necessary to 
fully evaluate the potential for groundwater impacts of the coal 
storage pile, plant site, main dam, reservoir, and ash pond 
should be included in the final statement. 

Fish and Wildlife Resources 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has been involved in the planning 
stages of the proposed project since early 1977. Meetings with 
the applicant have been held separately and in conjunction with 
the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission in efforts to 
resolve two major issues - the mitigation of losses of terrestrial 
wildlife habitat that will be inundated and the potential effects 
of selenium concentrations on the prospective reservoir fishery. 
However, we believe that these issues are not adequately addressed 
in the draft statement, and mitigation measures are not identified. 

Placement of fill in Mayo Creek and development of a reservoir, 
as described in the draft statement, will result in the inundation 
and thus destruction, of over 2800 acres of wildlife habitat and 
12 miles of freeflowing stream habitat. We understand that 
present construction activity at the site has begun and includes 
logging, clearing, and other onsite activities. Although 
construction of transmission lines, clearing and logging, and 
construction of the plant ordinarily do not require Corps of 
Engineer permits, these activities would not occur in the absence 
of the prospective Corps permit to place fill material in 
Mayo Creek and Crutchfield Branch. 

Section 404 (c) of the Clean Water Act of 1977 is explicit in 
stating that unacceptable impacts to fish and wildlife are grounds 
for denying a permit to place fill in waters of the United States. 
The Corps of Engineers should clearly state in the final statement 
that the work already completed or in progress will not prejudice 
the consideration of the Section 404 permit and is done at the 
developer's risk. The fact that these activities are well underway 
gives the appearance that NEPA environmental review and Section 404 
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permitting processed a.re exercises leading to justification, 
rather than objective evaluation of the proposed action. 

We recommend that the final statement should provide an adequate 
description of the ongoing construction and a complete assessment 
of the impacts that have already occurred and will continue to 
occur during preliminary construction at the proposed site. 

The draft statement indicates that the North Carolina Wildlife 
Resources Commission and the Fish and Wildlife Service "have 
indicated that they are not satisfied with the amount of mitigatic 
lands offered by CP&L." We understand that the applicant has 
recently provided detailed mitigation plans for fish and wildlife 
resources. We recommend that in the final statement this 
discussion be brought up-to-date on the results of more current 
negotiations in this matter and any copies of appropriate 
applicant's letters of commitment to mitigation provided in the 
Appendix. 

The projected levels of selenium in the reservoir of 0.009 ppm 
after 10 years of plant operation indicated on page 1-13 of the 
draft statement should be discussed in more detail in the draft 
statement. It is unclear whether the effects of bioaccumulation 
of selenium in the reservoir were taken into account in the 
calculation of this value. Further, the hydrological conditions 
assumed in the calculation should be stated in the final statement 
These are vital considerations in projecting potential impact to 
the anticipated sport fishery in the reservoir and should be 
fully addressed in the final statement. 

The applicant's report of experience at the Belews Creek coal­
fired plant indicates a correlation between high selenium concen­
trations and a failure of fishes to reproduce in the lake. The 
Fish and Wildlife Service is concerned about the potential of a 
similar situation occurring at the proposed Mayo Creek Plant. 
These concerns have been expressed to the District Engineer and 
the applicant, and the need for a contingency plan to handle this 
potential problem has been emphasized. We understand that the 
applicant has recently proposed mitigation plans that include 
consideration of selenium accumulation. We recommend that the 
selenium mitigation plans be mandatory to assure protection 
of a reservoir fishery. 

We believe that creation of "a potential sport fishery" in the 
proposed reservoir will not compensate for the loss of both 
creek and terrestrial habitat. In order for fishery values to be 
realized, the fishery must actually be developed and maintained. 
Furthermore, we believe the substitution of a flat-water fishery 
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for terrestrial habitat is unacceptable compensation. The final 
statement should clarify mitigation measures that the applicant 
actually intends to implement. 

The draft statement indicates that an Erosion Control Plan "will. 
be filed" with the State of NoI"th Carolina. In view of the ongoing 
land disturbance, the final statement should state whether this 
document was filed with the State and when approval was obtained. 

We suggest that the woodcock (Philohela minor) should be included 
in the final statement as an important game species in the Mayo 
Creek watershed. We note in p. C-15 of the draft statement that 
the species is known to occur in the area. Although the woodcock 
may not be sought by local hunters, its migratory nature and high 
esteem in other parts of the country qualifies it as an important 
species. 

The wild turkey population has recovered dramatically in North 
Carolina over the past 10-15 years as a resul.t of wildlife manage­
ment efforts by the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 
and numerous concerned sportsmen. The fact that wild turkeys 
exist at the Mayo Creek site is significant. Further, in the 
absence of int~nsive field investigation, conclusions in the draft 
statement concerning the abundance of wild turkey are questionable 
due to the secretive nature of the bird and its intolerance of 
hwnan intrusion. Based on knowledge that the species exists in 
the area, a discussion of habitat suitability would be more meaning­
ful and should be included in the final statement. 

It should be pointed out in the final statement that all the 
mammals discussed in section 2.3.2.3.3 have an ecological impor­
tance as well as commercial and recreational importance. In 
addition, the importance of the Mayo Creek area to wildlife habitat 
should not be.m~nim~zed because of past disturbance of the original 
forest commun1t.1_es on the site and the fact that the area was 
typical of northern piedmont of North Carolina. The final state­
ment should objectively assess the project impacts on wildlife 
habitat. 

We note that thP- draft statement references minimization of impact 
through "prompt erosion control" and keeping unrevegetated dis­
turbed land to a minimum. During a site visit by Fish and Wildlife 
Service biologists on April 4, 1978, there was no indication of 
provisions being taken to limit the acreage of disturbed land or 
no indication of silt fences, brush barriers, and settling basins 
being constructed. However, extensive grading operations in the 
vicinity of the dam site and two logged areas, one along NC high­
way ~9 and anotter near SR highway 1512, were observed. We 
recommend that a more detailed description of the referenced 
erosion control provisions and their implementation should be 
included in the final statement. 
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Potential impacts to wetlands, streams and wildlife resources 
are not discussed in reference to construction of the railroad 
spur. An adequate description and evaluation of these potential 
impacts should be presented in the final statement. 

The analogy that the "many pools and slow areas now present" 
in the stream environment are similar to a lake environment is 
ecologically inaccurate and should be corrected in the final 
statement. 

Schedule 

The schedule depicted is inaccurate based on statements elsewhere 
in the draft statement that construction is currently underway. 
The discrepancies should be corrected in the final statement to 
reflect current conditions. 

Alternatives 

The conclusion that the impact on fish and wildlife resources was 
minimized by selection of the Mayo Creek site cannot be substan­
tiated based upon information contained within the draft statemen 
The final statement should fully disclose the consideration given 
environmental factors during site selection and evaluation of 
alternatives. 

It is unclear from the discussion presented in the draft statemen 
whether the alternative sites are actually suitable for developme 
of electrical generating plants. The draft statement on page 6-6 
indicates that the problems associated with the alternative sites 
are insurmountable within time constraints for providing needed 
electrical energy. NEPA guidelines require that the alternatives 
considered might be less detrimental to the environment. The fin 
statement should provide an adequate discussion of potentially 
viable alterna~e sites and a realistic assessment of each one. 

Fish and Wild-~fe Coordination 

The draft sta~ement indicates that the proposed project would 
l'equire issuance by the Corps of Engineers of a permit for the 
conduct of dredge and fill activities under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Ac~ as amended in 1977. Since the draft statement is 
intended to e·:aluate the impacts of the proposed permit action, 
we will use this opportunity to provide the Fish and Wildlife 
Service's comments, pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordinatio1 
Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et.._. seq.). 
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We do not believe that the draft statement adequately addresses 
either the mitigation of fish and wildlife losses or the potential 
impacts on fish of accwnulation of selenium in the reservoir. In 
addition, we believe that the clearing of the reservoir area out­
side of the stream channel that has proceeded may prejudice both 
the decision on permit issuance an•l efforts to resolve remaining 
environmental issues. 

Adequate plans were not presented by the applicant in the draft 
statement to mitigate the substantial losses of wildlife habitat 
and potential impacts of selenium pollution that may occur as a 
result of this project. However, based upon firm commitments by 
the applicant in a letter of June 15, 1978, (copy attached), to 
the Raleigh, North Carolina Field Office of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service with respect to mitigation lands and the potential selenium 
problem, the Fish and Wildlife Service would have no objections 
to issuance of a Section 404 permit by the Corps, provided that 
those mitigation commitments become part of the permit stipulations 
and are fully discussed in the final statement. 

Specific Comment 

Page 4-23 - It is unclear why reference is made in this section to 
the annual property tax on the Roxboro Plant, Units l through 4. 
Such reference should be clarified or deleted in the final statement. 

Page 5-7 - The initial comment on the public notice by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service Uetter to District Engineer from Mr. Bob A. 
Robinson, dated May 26, 1977) was not included in part, or in 
whole, in Appendix D. 

We hope these comments will be useful to you in the preparation 
of a final statement. 

~ce~ly, 

~~-~ 
Larry E. Meierotto 
SECRETARY 

Attachment 
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SIERRA CLUB a Joseph LcConte Chapter 
••. To ex,'4,-,, mi"1 .,,J ~e1"11, 1h,na1Um'1 Jo,-nu, wllUr-1, wilJJife tmd. wiJJn"Mll • - • 

1428 Sedwick Rd. 
Durham, NC 2771J 
2J June 19?8 

Col. Adolph Hight 
Corps ot Engineers 
wilmington District 
Box 1890 
Wilmington, NC 28402 

Dear Col. Hight, 

RE1 SAWCO??-N-0?)-006-0)11 

Please forgive the delay in responding to your request for cc:mmients on 
the Draft Environment.Ill Impact Statement for tbe Na.yo Electric Generating Plant. 
It seems that other interested parties have raised the questions that we would ask 
as shown in previous comments included in the DEIS. 

We await those answers 1n the Final EIS, Among tha questions are, 

1. Has the project sponsor established the naed for th• plantl The 
DEIS fails to clearly make th• case against the purcha.se or the adequate supply 
(as shown in the sub-region charts) fre111 other utilities. Also, CP & L has 
not discuss the increase in capacity that will. be prcvided by the Harris Huclear 
Generating plant. 

2. What are the water quality protection actions to be taken by the sponsor? 
The DEIS recognizes the air and watel_" pollution hazards or th• plant, but fails 
to detail the mitigation measures for water pollution. The statement goes to 
great length in the discussion o! the abatement ot air pollution. We expect an 
equally thorough discussion or the measures to be requ1.red in the HPDES permit 
to be 1.ncluded in th• Final EIS • 

. Thank you far your attention to these questions. Please send me a copy or 
the tin.al doc\llllent. 

.. 
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MALONE. .JOHNSON, DEJAIU,!ON & SPAULDING 
■UITC ::aoa••- MUTVAI. -YIN08 • I.OAN Aa■OCIATION ■UII.DINO 

n::a WC8T .... ,u1111 M aTIIICCT 

CIUl"IHAM, NQl"ITH c..a llQUNA 27702 

JUM 19 '97' 

... o. ■ox •• , 
C. C. MAL.CINC. .JIit. 

M. E , .J0HN■0N 

UCMAFIQUI■ C>~FIMON 
C. C. S .. AULQING, .JFI. 

OICONGE W, ■l'IOWN, Aa■OCIATC 

Col. Adolph Hight 
Corps of Engineers 
Wilmington District 
Wilmington, N. C. 

Dear Mr. Hight: 

Alll&A CCDC ••• ••:a•a•o7 

June 17, 11178 

I am writing this letter on behalf of Mr. Harvey Rogers, a 
landowner in Person County, who opposes the dam and power plant being 
proposed bv Carolina Power & Liqht Company. 

Mr. Rogers's opposition to this construction is based upon 
several considerations: 1) The ecological damage that this proposed 
facility will have upon the area; 2) the inherent danger that the 
facility and the high intensity wires could cause; 3) the interruption 
and disturbance of radio and television reception that the high in­
tensity wires could cause; and 4) the relatively low land prices being 
paid by Carolina Power & Light Company for easements and fee simple 
title to land being acquired. 

For these and other reasons. Mr. Rogers urges that the Corps 
of Engineers refuse to issue a license for Carolina Power & Light Com~ 
pany to construct their proposed dam and power plant in Person County. 

TMRjr/rb 

Very truly yours, 

MALONE, JOHNSON, DEJARMON & SPAULDING 

✓. !{J.J.--~,j. 
T. Mdodana Ringer, Jr. 
Attorney at Law 

... 
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IIAMA J . WILLIAMS , cu .. ~ 
[~ OPPIC:10 ..IUCIGI: o, P110Hn 

§uu-uJ l'oui:t of JtUti.2 
9&_ Ju.~ial ~iJ.hld 

CLERK SUPERIOR COURT 
PERSON COUNTY 

AOXIOAO, NORTH CAROLINA 

June 16, 1978 

u. s. Army Corps ot Engineers 
Post Ottice Box 1890 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28402 

Dear Sira: 

JUN 1 I 1978 

ll[HT M MONTAGUE o,111CTa11 
ADIWIHl•Ttt&.TIVI Qf',.tC& o,- THI: Coua,. 

HAl,IILTON H. HO.,aooo 
IIIIICIIHT Juoac 

I believe that one dam built by Carolina Power and Light 
Company 1n tnia small County is quite enough for tb.ia small 
area. The amoke from tb.e power stacks boils all over tne 
area and ernita smoke and cinders. The people who live near 
the plant say that tne tum.ea are moat obnoxious and eata the 
paint ott their automobiles and houaea. One doea not see a 
bird or animal moving or flying over any o~ tne area where 
the dam baa been built. 

Carolina Power ana Light 1s now going ahead to b..tild another 
dam. on Mayo Creek. I believe that tb.e enviroment will be taxed 
to the utmost to support two dam.a in on~ mall county. 
I hope that you will not allow a permit tor them to build a 
second dam. 

The majoritq ot the people in thi.a County can aee nothing 
but money, but there ~re some people who know that we need a 
balanced enviroment aa well as moneJ to» people ~olive and 
thrive. 

Thanking you, I am 

~-~1'u1J;~;ti) 
, ~~llianu 

Clerk ~!rior Court 
Person County 
Roxboro, North Carolina 27573 
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will jeopardize my dovelopment and ~ediate farm rental agreement and 
thorofore affect tho economic value of my land Bnd prospects of putting 
it to tho bost use. 

Thore are clrcndy four e~isting powar linos betwcon Roxboro City 
lind.ts o.nd my pro11orty, and I think they could uso ono of those existing 
power line right-of-ways· that would be more economical to tho consumur 
as well as the company, ~d far less unsightly. 

I sincerely hopo that you will give this letter serious consider~­
tion. 

tr••roly, ~ 

~Ro~t ~ 
(Mrs. J!dwin M. Robertson) 

~534 Hermitage Court 
Durham, North Cai,,lina 27707 
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?{orth Cnrolina Utili tics Com.'!lission 
t1ost Office cox 991 
t:.:iloigh, :-:orth Cnrolinn 27602 

Ocnr Sir: 

June 2, 1978 

I would lilcc to register en inf"om!ll complttint in regard to CPL 
1>roposc.! S00 l:V lino conncctinr. the now t-'~rson Cow,ty l'bnt with the 
existing jtoxboro 1>lant. 

I havo been approachc<l by :~. Charles A. l!enfield, senior lund 
agent for C:PL, in rci;ard to a. proposed 500 W lino c::-ossing !"lY !lroperty 
on its northorly sil!c (~•!op A) nnJ surroundln1t r.,y pTOrcrty on 11Jjoilling 
1::.nu. This is vc1-y objcctionnt,le to :1e ns tho land I own ond describe 
is 11t: WooJsdnlc in Person County and hs:: already been 11fatteJ for .:;::­
velo11t'lc~1t in the nc:ir future. T!1is lonu is dividcu uy :j.1~. l3Z2 and 
uorJcrc:d by t,1:.lrla\110 1 s C1·ock on iu westerly siJo. 'ihis property is 
n.1,riroxir.;o.toly four (,t) l :ilos north of tho !!ox!Joro City lir.:its uncl l!j 
l!lilos north of the Country Club of ~oxlJoro. 

t-!r. Jcnficlcl t.olJ l:!C thnt tho ri,ason this route wu selected was 
!Joc:luse it is tho short.est routo between tho two plants; but whon I 
oxnl!litlcd tho r,ro:poseu power Uno nt the ~:.r.. Utilities Cor.1..1ission office 
I notcJ thnt. i~ l-r.1S not the s1,ortcst rquto between the two points. ,\lso 
t!r. llco!ield .sho,~cJ r.tc the propose<l lino :;oin~: ncross r.sy pro:•crty. At 
that dr::o tl,c =np shoue"I ::i chnu!:'-' or tlcvi.ttion to about a 5 to 10 degree 
inoro northerly course ,ms sho1m on that '!lap. l!o\:cver, when crt ~ent e,u 
n copy of tl1.1t proi,osoc.l lin~ lntcr, it h:1d beon chon~cd to a strnirht 
line. 

When tho Roxboro plnnt wns built, a 230 Kl/ line W:LS built on this 
property which is ra.rnllol to the new r,ro:,osed liuos. J\.t thnt til!!o ::iy 
husbnnd oncountcrec.1 :i :rent deal of' (!ifficulty o.nd loss froill crL boc~usc 
they c.ictcn~kd their ris!lt-o!-,·my to incluJo ~nr,.:r to ueos, for "hicli 
my husband w:ss not cor.ipens~tcli. .\s :t re-sult, thoso t110 pol·:cr lines uill 
circu.i:lV\lnt or surrounJ !!IY rror,orty phydc:illy and acsthctic/\lly :.,,nd I 
c:m no lougi:r havo n view fro:.1 :my of r.iy pruperty without seeing a power 
line. 

$!nee I a1, :i wic!ow, ! al?I Jopendcnt t.!ptln this property for an iuco,,.o 
durin~ this time of~risin~ co::ts of living nnd inflation. ,,,is project 
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will jeopardize my development and ,immediate fnrm rental agreement and 
thorofore affect the econoinic value of my la.nd a.nd prospects of putting 
it to tho best use. 

Thore are 4lrca.dy four existing power Hnos botwoon Roxboro City 
Und.t.s and my property, and I think thoy could use ono of thesa existing 
power line right•of-ways tjlat would be more economical to tho conswnur 
as well as the company, and far less unsightly. 

I sincerely hope th&t you will give this letter serious considera­
tion. 

siycerely, ~ 

~Ro~t ~ 
(Mrs. r:dwin M. Robertson) 

1534 Hermitage Court 
Durham, North Car9-lina 27707 
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Mr. G. Wayne Wright 
Asst. Chief 
Regulatory Functions Branch 
US Army Engineer District, Wilmington 
P.O. Box 1890 
Wilmington, N.C. 28401 

Dear Mr. Wright, 

1534 Hermitage Ct. 
Durham, N. C. 27707 
June 6, 1978 

Please see the enclosed copy of my letter to Mrs. Catherine 
Bfshfr with regard to the proposed Transmission Corridor between 
the Roxboro Plant and the Mayo Plant of Carolina Power and Light. 

I have not as of yet been contacted by Carolina Power and 
Light, but have had to obtain my information from adjoining 
land owners. 

I feel that Carolina Power and Light has misled you and your 
staff. In that regard I draw your attention to page 2-59 of your 
proposed draft of the environmental impact of the proposed 
Mayo Electric Generating Plant. 

"historic sites in the county were described as being 
•scarce• and of 'little value' •11 

The subject House was probably built around the time of our 
Revolution for National Independence from Great Britain, a time 
that is of considerable significance to the U.S.Arm,y. 

The House is currently on the Study List for inclusion in 
the National Register of Historic Sites. It has not as of yet 
been listed in the National Register primarily because of the great 
work load that exists in the North Carolina Department of Archives 
and History. 

Please consider this letter as an objection to the proposed 
Roxboro-Mayo Transmission Corridor. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 

l!C?J: 

• 

Edwin M. Robertson, Jr. 

enclosure (l) 
cc:Mrs . Catherine Bishir 

JUN a 
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Mrs. Catherine Bishir 
Survey and Planning Division 

1534 Hermitage Ct. 
Durham, N.C. 27707 
June 6. 1978 

North Carolina Department of Archives and History 
Raleigh, N.C. 27611 

Dear Mrs. Bishir, 
This letter is prompted by our telephone conversation earlier 

this day, in regards to the House of Historical Significance located 
on Person County Road Number 1326 as shown on Person County Tax Map 
A-45, Lot Number 28 in Woodsdale Township known as the John Rogers 
House. 

Carolina Power and Light Company proposes to run a 500-KV Power 
Line adjacent to if not in fact through the house. The line will be 
a tie line from the existing Electric Generating Plant located on 
Hyco Lake known as the Roxboro Plant to the proposed Electric 
Generating Plant located on the Mayo Creek to be known as the Mayo 
Plant. 

My concerns are many, particularly in view of the fact that the 
proposed route of the 500-KV Power Line is not the shortest distance 
between the two Plants mentioned above. 

At this juncture. I feel I can best illustrate ll\Y concerns by 
quoting from the ORAFT·ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - CAROLINA 
POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY - MAYO ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT - PREPARED 
BY - U.S. ARMY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS - WILMINGTON DISTRICT - MAY 1978 
as recorded in the Federal Register May 5, 1978. 

Page 11 "Finally, the aesthetics of the area will be altered." 
Page 1-20 "Tentative plans call for the Mayo-Roxboro line to be 

constructed pn steel lattice towers utilizing 2-2515 MCM ACSR con­
ductors for each of the three phases ... 

Page 1-19 11Structure heights would range from 27m {90ft) to 48m 
(l60ft.) above ground, and span lengths would average about 330m 
(llOOft.).The right-of-way would be 54m {180ft)wide. The actual 
width to be cleared for the right-of-way would depend on economic 
considerations, electrical constraints, and minimal environmental 
impact. 11 

Page 1-3S11 S0me blasting may be required if rock is encountered 
in digging the foundations. 11 

Page 4-61 11 ••• ,there will be some visual effects due to the size 
of the 500-KV structures." 

Page 4-6211 Both -archaeological and historical sites will be given 
careful consideration in determining the location of the Mayo­
Roxboro line." 

One further note, the 11 proposed 11 Transmission Corridors were 
clearly shown on maps submHted to the N.C. Utilities Conmiss1on 1n 
excess o, one year ago. 

Maps and further data will be forwarded oon as os . • 
, 

. • Robertson,Jr. 
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SUBJECT: Carolina Power & Light Company 
Mayo Project (Proposal) 

TO: U • S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P. a. Box 1890 
Wilmington, NC 28402 

For the past year and a half to two years, I, as a layman, have undertaken to 
familiarize myself with and acquire some knowledge of the Environmental and 
Ecological problems facing mankind. 

JUN 19 

After reading various studies and evaluations including "The Limits to Growth," 
"Blueprint for Survival," "The Closing Circle," "Man in the Environment" and a 
number of magazine and nevspaper articles, there is no doubt in my mind that man, 
intentionally and unintentionally, has polluted, contaminated and poisoned our 
atmosphere, land and vaters beyond belief. It is clear that man has and is 
wasting our non-renewable resources. It is clear that man has disturbed and 
disrupted the cycles and balances of nature. While the authorities and experts 
may disagree on the extent of damages inflicted, the time remaining for corrective 
actions, how long scarce resources will last and what the solutions are, one 
thing is certain on which they all agree-we have a most serious problem. 

The foregoing paragraph states my authorities and sources and it must serve 
to establish my credibility, to whatever extent that may be, in presenting my 
objections and arguments against the proposed Carolina Power & Light Company 
Mayo Project. 

It has been said by Roderick A. Cameron of the Environmental Defense Fund 
that "Industries who profit by the rape of our environment see to it that 
legislators friendly to their attitudes are elected, and that bureaucrats of 
similar attitude are appointed". At this point, in contemplating how easily 
C.P.& L. has obtained various permits and certificates and proceeded so far 
with its work with so little information available to the public, I must 
conclude that Mr. Cameron was knowledgeable of the facts which he stated. 
Only one item, the permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to place 
fill material in the Mayo, remains as a possible protection to the rights 
and health of the citizens of Person County. 

In resuming my statements of facts which make the proposed C.P.& t. 
Company Mayo Project both undesirable and intolerable. I wish to reaffirm my 
cOIDlllents on the effect of carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere, 

The burning of coal increases the amount of carbon dioxide in the 
atmosphere where it acts as a reflector of the earth's heat-sending it 
back to earth or holding it to earth as the infrared radiation does not 
penetrate the carbon dioxide layer. Thus in time the earth will undergo 
a rise in temperature which can effect climate and thereby cause many changes. 
Specifically, I mentioned a melting of the polar ice caps with a resulting 
rise in the oceans levels wh~ch would overflow low lying land areas. What 
I have stated is not the plot for a science fiction story, it is scientific 
fact and possibility and it is the reason many scientists advocate the 
cessation of burning fossil fuels. Certainly we in Person County do not 
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wish to increase our contribution o~ carbon dioxide to the atmosphere by 100%-­
which would result when unit 114 of C.P. & L. Company on the Hyco River becomes 
operational and then had a Mayo Ul and 02 build and put into operation. 

Another product of burning sulfur containing coal is sulfur dioxide (and 
whether the coal is low or high sulfur content you get sulfur dioxide,) I 
have the impression that 1110st low sulfur coal is found in the West--not the 
East and that C.P. & L. Company states their coal will come from Kentucky and 
West Virginia. 

For the information and consideration of the uninformed, sulfur dioxide is 
a gas that attacks the cells lining the lungs' air passages, reducing their 
natural self protective action against other air pollutants such as dust and 
bringing on serious respiratory distress. 

In 1952 London was blanketed in fog/smoke/smog for four days. In the 
first 24 hours people died in unusual numbers. All total there were 4000 
more deaths than would have been expected under normal conditions. ~ deadly 
component of this smog !!!. sulfur dioxide. 

'Similar cases exist in the U. S, from New York to Los Angeles. 

Studies have shown that humans working outdoors in areas of polluted air 
have more respiratory diseases than humans working outdoors in areas of cleaner 
air. The incidence of bronchitis is high in areas of high air pollution. 

The condition that causes these smogs is called ntemperature inversion". 
Cool still air below with warm air above hold the chemical saturated B111og close 
to the ground preventing dissipation of the smog. 

Air polluted wi.th oxides of sulfur create another hazard in that rain and 
snow increase in acidity which is carried into the soil. The increased acidity 
of the soil effects plant growth but an even greater danger may exist in changes 
in the growth of soil microorganisms and in chemical interactions among soil 
constituents under these conditions. Pollutants which accumulate in the soil 
may drastically upset and modify its vital ecological balance. 

The citizens of Person County and surrounding areas will be exposed to still 
other polluting agents in the form of nitrogen oxides. Nitrogen oxides are 
produced when air becomes hot enough-as it does in high temperature power 
plants-to cause its natural nitrogen and oxygen to interact. When activated 
by sunlight, nitrogen oxides combine with organic compounds and form peroxy­
acetylnitrate (PAN) which is a visible and noxious ingredient of photochemical 
smog--an eye irritating haze. PAN eventually condenses and settles down to 
earth as a gummy precipitate. 

Nitrogen dioxide is a colored gas which turns the air a sort of whiskey brown. 
Nitrogen dioxide is highly poisonous with a long history as the cause of serious 
industrial hazards. This gas destroys the cells of the lungs, tends to enlarge 
lung blood vessels and in high concentration causes accumulation of fluid in the 
lungs which may lead to death. 

.. 
The emission of solid particles is also a factor in air pollution. Supposedly, 

electrostatic precipitatoTs remove these particles, but the efficiency of this 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 544 of 565



0 

co 

- 3 -

equipment leaves much to be desired as it appears that in actual use it falls 
short of its theoretical efficiency. Then.too, equipment must be serviced. 
It does break down and at times it is just plain cut off and not ope~ated, 

So we see that the burning of coal in our plants exposes us to many 
undesirable pollutants--smoke, soot, oxides of sulfur, oxides of nitrogen, 
various chemical combinations of these chemicals, etc. All are harmful. 
The social harm or damage is beyond measures. 

But we still have another byproduct to consider-selenium and its oxides. 
Selenium is a gray crystaline element (nonmetalic) of the sulfur family. 
It is toxic and considered poisonous. The EIS shows that this element will 
cause permanent contamination of the ash pond area; it will enter Mayo Creek 
downstream and will even get into the reservoir itself. Accumulations of this 
element will effect the safety of man and animal and have long lasting 111 
effects that may be permanent. It is thought that this element effects the 
reproductive process. For example, a lake contaminated with it would show a 
decline in fish population and less than normal growth of various species. 
So little is known about the long term effects of various pollutants such as 
this and its interactions with othersubstances that we must refrain from any 
action that would raise future hazards to man and his environment. 

The Corps of Engineers has indicated that all factors relevant to the 
C. P. & L. Company proposed will be considered, so let us briefly mention 
these things with a brief co11111ent. 

The first item listed in the Public Notice dated 5 May 1978 1s Conservation. 
Conservation is defined as "a conserving", "care and protection of natural 
resources as forests, land and water." C. P. & L. Company is clearing all 
saw timber, growing timber and pulpwood. They are taking hundreds of acres 
out of cultivation. They will completely o~ Mayo Creek and remove it from 
use for supplying drinking water, water for sanitation and some small business 
use. To top it all, the land and water will be contaminated for any use except 
their own. This is about as far from conservation as you can get. 

Second on the list is economics, which should be at or near the bottom. 
C. P. & L. Company dangles the bait of expanded tax base, more taxes 
collectable, payroll money to be spent, jobs for at least some local people 
and everyone goes wild to get on the money bandwagon--closing their eyes to 
increased public costs and to social costs that may be beyond measure. It 
is truly said that "all that glitters is- not gold". 

Third on the list "esthetics" (aesthetics) -- the study or philosophy of 
art and beauty11 • I suggest that true art and beauty are unexcelled in the 
natural state. Man can change or modify but not !.mprove. Every time man has 
tried to improve on nature he has failed--sometimes with disastrous results 
as shown by his technological contamination of the air, land and seA, 

For fourth we have "general environmental concerns"-all that surrounds us 
and all the conditions that effect us therein. So first we have our natural 
surroundings, the air, the trees, grassland, flowers, the earth, the water, thE 
wildlife, etc.-all of which will be adversely affected. Secondly, we have 
the manmade elements of our surroundings--our home, our neighborhood, our town 
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the schools, churches. businesses, h9spitals-which will change but little. 
The principal effect is bad. 

In fifth place we have "Historic Values". Whoever 111ade the decision decided 
there was nothing of historic value so whatever might have been considered of 
value to some of us has been or is being destroyed. 

Sixth place considers fish and wildlife values. Here we have a subject 
worthy of great study and thought. Already the C. P. & L. Company plants 
on Byco River have resulted in the destruction of the natural habitat of 
wildlife. The Mayo Project would destroy four or five thousand more acres of 
natUX"al habitat. C. P. & L. Company states that much wildlife will be run 
out or destroyed. Wildlife will be, just as man is, exposed to the same 
pollution of air 1 land and water. If fish and game are contaminated. then 
taken by man for food, the contamination will be passed to man. Those authorities 
concerned with this should think long and bard before giving their approval. 

In seventh place we have flood damage prevention. 
flood the low grounds at t.iJlles in its present natural 
damage is done. The greatest damage will result from 
flooding the excellent agricultural low grounds. 

The Mayo does rise and 
state, but virtually no 
the lake permanently 

Por eighth place we have "land use". Normally land in theMlyc area is 
used to raise tobacco, cornt grain and some food items. Bath small game and 
big game (deer) are hunted in the area. Should C. P. & L. Company take this 
area, some eight square miles of 1 and will be lost to agricultural use, growing 
timber and bunting. The primary use of this land will be to support c. P. & L. 
Company plants. Any other use will be strictly incidental. 

Navigation is in ninth place but needs no comment. 

In tenth place is recreation. As we have one lake available for boating, 
fishing, swimming, etc., we do not need another at .the expense of the additional 
burden on our natural resources and the loss of land from its normal uses. 

The eleventh and twelfth items are water supply and water quality which may 
best be commented en jointly. The Mayo is Person County's last, best and least 
polluted stream to serve the county in future years as a source of drinking 
water, etc. With no further contamination, the quality would be excellent. 
Once polluted with selenium, it might never be suitable for use by humans or 
animals again. The quality would be destroyed. 

In thirteenth place we consider energy needs. Even conceding a need to supply 
electricity in the future, we cannot continue to do so by polluting the air, 
land, and water here or elsewhere. The social costs to the people of this area 
are too great to inflict further injury to them above that resulting from the 
Hyco plants. We would have the most concentrated installations of electric 
plants in the country and therefrom the most concentrated and intense pollution 
problems. 

Safety is item number fourteen. As a natUX"al area, the~o presents virtually 
no safety problem. As a lake the Mayo ~ould create the threat to the safety of 
individuals from drowning- and other recreational activities. The safety factor 
must be considered as it effects all of the people and the areas for miles 
around us. The safety hazard is the pollution of air, land, water--its effects 
on humans, animals and plants. This we have already stated is undesirable and 
unacceptable. 
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Food production is .to be considered as item fifteen. Already the arable 
lands available for food production are mostly being used. Yield of these 
lands is dropping and, to sustain yield, massive doses of artificial fertilizer 
are required, which in turn results in pollution. With the problem of feeding 
an ever increasing population, we can ill afford to lose more land to power 
plants, highways and anything that takes land permanently out of use. 

Last but not least is "the needs and welfare of the people in general". 
The need of the people is an environment in which they may live in good health 
and good spirit knowing the air they breathe is pure, the water they drink is 
pure and the food they eat is pure and uncontaminated. 

To sum it all up, industry bas for years polluted and contaminated our 
surroundings. Our resources have been raped for profit and now these sins 
are coming back to all of us. Our future depends on a turn about in our ways. 
We must discontinue our actions against our natural environment. We must repair 
damage done if possible. While state and federal agencies set so called 
acceptable standards of pollution, nothing offsets the continual day by day 
accumulations of pollutants and our day by day exposure to them. 

I respectfully submit that the people of Person County chould be spared 
any further exposure to the deterioration of our environment as will be 
brought about by the C. P. & L. Company Mayo Project. 

The permit should be denied. 

Respectfully submitted, , 
('J /] ('" 

--(~ l-t.,-: -i~~ 
John W. Merritt 
Landowner 
933 Badger Circle 
Roxboro, NC 27573 
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RECORD OF PUBLIC MEETING 
REGARDING MAYO CREEK PROJECT 

HELD IN ROXBORO, NORTH CAROLINA 
6 JUNE 1978 - 7:30 P.M. 

COLONEL ADOLPH A. HIGHT (District Engineer, US Army Engineer District, 
Wilmington, North Carolina): Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. I am 
Colonel Adolph A. Hight. District Engineer, Wilmington District, Wilmington, 
North Carolina, US Army Corps of Engineers. I'd like to welcome each of 
you here tonight for this public meeting regarding the proposed project 
by Carolina Power and Light. 

First of all, is there anyone here who has not signed an attendance 
card? If not, please raise your band and we will see that you get one 
so that we can have a complete record of the meeting. These attendance 
cards serve first two purposes: One, as I mentioned to provide a vehicle 
for indicating who has shown up; also to indicate who would like to make 
oral statements, written statements and complete our record. This is a 
public record and, as you can see, it is being taped and is also being 
recorded by our stenographer. 

Assisting me tonight are several members of my staff and I'll introduce 
them to you very quickly: Mr. David Hewitt, in the rear, my Public 
Affairs Office.r; Mr. Charles Hollis, Chief of the Regulatory Functions 
Branch, also in the rear; Dr. G. Wayne Wright. Assistant Chief of the 
Regulatory Functions Branch, also in the rear; Mr. Frank Yelverton, 
District Biolgist, to my left; Mr. Allen Tyrrell, District Counsel, 
seated here to the front; Mr. Charles Blanton, Chief of my office of 
Administrative Services; and Mrs. Marilyn Knowlton, our stenographer. 

The purpose of our meeting this evening is to obtain any comments that 
you may have on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Carolina 
Power and Light Mayo Creek Project. 

In a moment, I'll call on Mr. Yelverton to explain some of the highlights 
of our permit responsibility and the process, and also to give you a 
brief overview of Carolina Power and Light's application. Then, Mr. Zimmerman 
will give a short presentation on his proposal. Afterwards, using the 
cards that you have completed, 1 111 call on those of you who have indicated 
a desire to make a comment. For the sake of time, I would appreciate it 
if you would please limit your initial statement to 10 minutes or less. 
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Record of Public Meeting 
Regarding Mayo Creek Project 

6 June 1978 

We will stay here as long as there is anything left to be said. Please 
save your questions until after the statements have been made when we 
will open the floor for questions. When you do come up to make your 
statement, please use the microphone afforded here so that we can get a 
good recording of your statement for the record. We would also like for 
you to identify yourselve before you begin your statement. If you have 
a written statement or if you are reading from a statement, we would 
appreciate a copy. This will give us a greater degree of accuracy for 
our transcription. 

The comments from this meeting will be included in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and they will play an integral part in my decision 
regarding the permit application. No decision will be made tonight. 
And additional comnents will be received by mail until the close of 
business on the 19th of June, 1978. At that time, the record of comments 
on the draft will be closed. 

Now, Mr. Yelverton will briefly describe the Corps' permit program and 
the processing of the Carolina Power and Light project. Frank. 

MR.. FRANK YELVERTON (Biologist, US Army Corps of Engineers): Thank you, 
Colonel. The Department of the Army, acting through the Corps of Engineers 
conducts a permit program in this area of the state under the authority 
of the Clean Water Act. This program became effective in the project 
area on 1 July 1977. Under this act permits are required for th~ discharge 
of dredged or fill materials in most streams and water bodies and their 
associated wetlands. The Corps of Engineers conducts for each permit 
application what has come to be called a "public interest review." 
It is through this review that a determination is made as t9 whether or 
not a particular project is in the best puDlic interest. This is the 
purpose of this meeting. No permit is granted unless its issuance is 
found to be in the best p~blic inter~st. Comments and opinions are 
solicited from all known agencies in order to develop an administrative 
record on which to base a final decision. This includes Congressional 
and Legislative comments, Federal and State comme~ts, and conments from 
agencies and individuals. Particul.a~ weight is given to comments of agencies 
and individuals with particular expertise in certain fields. For example, 

... 
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Record of Public Meeting 
Regarding Mayo Creek Project 

6 June 1978 

comments from State and Federal Wildlife agencies on a wildlife matter. 
Upon receipt of all comments, any objections are referred to the applicant 
for possible resolution. The applicant may then modify the project to 
attempt to resolve any objections. If substantial objections still 
remain and the project is not found to be in the best public interest, 
the permit is usually denied. The review procedure may take a considerabl1 
length of time when objections exist since the applicant is given every 
opportunity to resolve the objections with the objecting party. In 
cases like the proposed project, when the application has the potential 
for causing significant impacts or there is significant controversy 
surrounding the project or controversy is likely, the Corps prepares an 
Environmental Impact Statement. The applicant in this case is required 
to prepare a detailed assessment to help the Corps in preparing our 
draft. 

Now, regarding the Carolina Power and Light Company application in 
particular, Carolina Power and Light applied for the Department of the 
Army permit on 6 April 1977. This application requested permission to 
construct a main dam on Mayo Creek to create a 2800-acre reservoir for 
makeup water for a 1440 MW coal-fired steam electric generating plant. 
Other aspects of the project requiring permits are the ash disp~sal 
facilities to be constructed on Crutchfield Branch and a road relocation 
on Mayo Creek. 

The proposed project was previously advertised by four public notices. 
They were the Public Notices of 28 April 1977; 23 June 1977; 8 December 
1977; and 5 May 1978. The 28 April 1977 Public Notice announced the 
application 1 the 23 June 1977 Public Notice indicated the availability 
of an Environmental Assessment prepared by Carolina Power and Light and 
also notified additional people of the project. The 8 December 1977 
Public Notice announced our decision to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement on the project. The 5 May 1978 Public Notice announced the 
availability of our Draft Environmental Impact Statement and advertised 
the time and place of this meeting. A news release was also made avail­
able at the 5 May 1978 publication of Public Notice and also during the 
8 December 1977 Public Notice announcing our decision to go with the 
Impact Statement. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement was noted in the Federal Register 
on 5 May 1978 and the review period on the draft lasts 45 days past this 
period and will end on 19 June 1978. 1 want to emphasize that an in­
house decision has not been made on this project and will not be made 
until all the record has been closed and after the Final Impact Statement 
has been filed. 

3 
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Record of Public Meeting 
Regarding Mayo Creek Project 

6 June 1978 

Three specific issues have been raised·during the permit review. These 
are concerns by the Wildlife agencies on mitigation and also the potential 
of an element called selenium. getting into the reservoir and possibly 
damaging fish life and, three, the need for an evaluation of the groundwater 
regime near the coal storage pile, the plant site area, main dam, reservoir 
and ash pond site to determine seepage from these areas. 

First of all regarding the mitigation issue, CP&L plans to protect 
approximately 1,800 acres of land along with the 2,800-acre reservoir 
from private development and manage it in cooperation with the NC Wildlife 
Resources Commission. The land includes 1,300 acres for flood control 
around the reservoir and 500 acres for an auxiliary ash pond site if the 
site is needed. Both the Wildlife Resources Commission and the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service in previous meetings have indicated that they feel 
that additional mitigation lands are required. 

The second issues are regarding selenium. In the processing of the 
plant the ash is collected, the fly ash is collected in stacks and 
processed to the ash pond. This ash contains several toxic substances 
that can be released when dissolved in water in the ash pond. It appears 
that the only substance of noteworthy concentration in the fly ash 
effluent is selenium which may have sublethal and lethal effects on 
fish. The most noticeable sublethal effect is the accumulation of 
selenium in the reproductive organs of fish which may inhibit successful 
spawning. However, selenium levels that cause these effects are not 
exactly known. 

Also, the Division of Environmental Mauagement will require a NPDES 
(National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) Permit for the ash 
pond discharge to the main reservoir. 

Thirdly, little groundwater data at the project site is available. 
Additional studies of the groundwater regime at the project activity 
site, such as the coal storage area, the plant site, main dam, reservoir 
site and ash pond will be required before a Section 404 permit decision 
can be made. These studies are needed to determine what affect seepage 
from these sites may have on groundwater. 

CP&L has been discussing all these three specific concerns with the 
agencies that have expressed concerns regarding it. In addition to 
these three specific comments, several property owners that are within 
the Mayo project boundaries have submitted various comments about the 
project to us. These comments have been addressed in the Draft Statement. 

- ~hose of you who desire further~details on this project, we have a 
,es of Impact Statements along with some public notices that 
aw. 
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COLONEL ADOLPH A. BIGHT: Thank you, Mr. Yelverton. Now I would like to 
call on Mr. Sherwood Zimmerman from Carolina Power and Light to make a 
brief presentation. 

MR. SHERWOOD ZIMMERMAN: Col Hight, ladies and gentlemen, my name is 
Sherwood Zimmerman. I am the Manager of Licensing and Siting Section at 
CP&L. I would like to briefly summarize CP&L's assessment of the proposed 
Mayo Steam Electric Plant. This plant is being built in accordance with 
the certificate of public convenience and necessity, issued to CP&L by 
the North Carolina Utilities Commission 1n March of 1977. In response 
to energy demand forecast prepared by CP&L, an independent forecast made 
by the Utilities Commission, the Commission found that new coal-fired 
electric generation was essential in the service area of CP&L. These 
forecasts show that in the early 19BO's without additional generation, 
reserves on the CP&L system would be minus 1.8% in 1983 and minus 4.2% 
in 1985. More recent forecasts made in 1978 show reserves with the Mayo 
units in service in 1982 aod 1985 to be 20.4% and 19.2%. This complies 
with the Commission's policy on reserve generating capacity of 15 to 20% 
reserves as the minimum necessary to maintain reliable electric service 
for North Carolina citizens. The Mayo Plant site in Person County was 
chosen for numerous reasons. Two key factors supporting the site selection 
were the relative closeness to the load center and the compatibility of 
the site with respect to environmental considerations. The Mayo plant 
will consist of two coal-fired steam electric generating units, each 
unit having 720 megawatts of electric generating capability. To service 
the plant's water needs, a 2800-acre impouudment will be built on the 
Mayo Creek watershed. The dam wil.l be located approximately 2.000 feet 
south of the North Carolina/Virginia border. In addition to providing a 
dependable water source for plant needs the impoundment will provide 
flood mitigation and water base recreation to area residents as well as 
to other visitors. 

In designing the Mayo plant, CP&L has incorporated a variety of the 
latest, sophisticated and environmental control equipment to fully 
comply with all air and water regulatory requirements. Expenditures for 
environmental control equipmant at the Mayo Plant will exceed $80 million 
dollars. With regard to water quality matters, the plant will use 
mechanical draft cooling towers. The cooling towers will help to insure 
no adverse thermal effects in the i.mpoundment. The North Carolina 
Division of Environmental Management has issued a Water Quality Certificatic 
to CP&L which finds that wastewater discharges resulting from the construct: 
and operation of the plant will, in accordance with CP&L's application, 
be in compliance with all applicable regulations. The certification 
further found that an NPDES water quality permit will be issued for the 
plant and will protect the w~ter quality in Mayo Creek and in the impoundmei 
for fish and wildlife propogation. During the air quality related 
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aspects of the Mayo plant, the project has been reviewed by the US 
Environmental Protection Agency and the North Carolina Division of 
Environmental Management. Both agencies, after extensive evaluation, 
found that the control of airborne emissions proposed by CP&L would 
comply with all Federal and State air quality requirements and accordingly 
issued all necessary approvals and permits for air emissions. Roth 
units will be fitted with up to date electrostatic precipitators to 
control fly ash or particulate ~missions. Collection efficiencies of 
greater than 99.6% have been designed into the precipitators. Sulphur 
dioxide emission limits will be met by burning coal of a very low sulphur 
content, that the company has specifically earmarked for the Mayo plant. 
During 1976 and 1977 CP&L biologists conducted a comprehensive one-year 
study of the project area to accurately record the condition of the 
environment prior to construction. 

The results of our investigations have been reported in detail in our 
environmental report and have been considered by you in preparing the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for this project. Our studies lead 
us to conclude that the area will be enhanced by this project as an 
environmental and recreational resource. The plant reservoir will be 
attractive for fishing and other recreation and wildlife utilization of 
required project lands and waters will be encouraged through cooperative 
program with the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission. One area 
of the reservoir will be maintained as flooded timber to form an attractive 
habitat for waterfowl and fish. To permit the greatest use of the 
reservoir by the greatest number of people, CP&L will cooperate with the 
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission to provide public access 
for boating, fishing, bunting and other uses which are not inconsistent 
with the primary purpose of the lake, which is to cool the plant. Now 
with regard to the three issues that Mr. Yelverton raised, we have been 
under discussion with both the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 
and the US Fish and Wildlife Service. The first two issues of lands 
that are donated to the gamelands program and the selenium issue; for 
the lands issue we have reached a tentative agreement today with the 
local staff of the US Fish and Wildlife Service. We are placing 2,905 
acres into the gamelands program. This tentative agreement has been 
reached at the local staff level of the US Fish and Wildlife which is 
subject to review by their management. On the selenium issue, we have 
also reached a tentative agreement in that the NPDES will be issued by 
the North Carolina Environmental Management Commission and this NPDES 
permit will address whatever toxic substances are peniitted at that time 
so we will meet whatever requirements are necessary in the future on 
selenium and other toxic substances. On groundwater, we do have a 
groundwater investigation program i~entified and we are pursuing that 
program to supply the results that will be submitted within the next 
several weeks. In summary, the selection of the Mayo Creek site for 
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the new generating plant will create a multi-purpose impoundment pro­
viding a year-round fishery resource and multiplying the recreational 
benefits to be derived from the waters of Mayo Creek. It is estimated 
that this investment by CP&L in this project would result 1n approxi­
mately $3.5 million dollars in Annual Taxes paid to Person County based 
on the 1977 tax rate. Additionally, at its peak of construction, a work 
force of approximately 800 persons wi.11 be employed in Person County. 
Many of these workers will be recruited from the local area with estimated 
total wages paid by CP&L during Mayo Plant construction of approximately 
$64 million dollars. In addition, the Mayo facility will be a continuatio 
of CP&L's contribution to Person County as a responsible corporate 
citizen contributing to the economic, educational and recreational life 
of the community. Thank you. 

COL HIGHT: Thank you, Mr. Zimmerman. There have been sevP.ral individuals 
who have indicated a desire to speak. I would like now to call on them. 
The first is Mr. M. H. Montgomery, County Comnissioner. Sir. 

MB.. M. H. MONTGCtlERY (County Coumdssioner, Businessman, 503 Clayton 
Avenue, Roxboro, NC 27573): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am speaking on 
behalf of the Person County Commissioners in this presentation. First 
of all, I would like to say that we are interested in protecting our 
environment and certainly we share and appreciate some of the concerns 
that the people who live in this area have. But I feel that we must 
look at the situation as its exists today and be objective about the 
situation. At the present time CP&L has acquired a substantial amount 
of the land that they need for this project and in doing so this has 
brought to Person County already some economic impact. And this brings 
me to my point that I really want to speak about the economic impact 
that this project will have on Person County. Now we realize that in 
Person County we need more jobs. We need more employment opportunities 
for our people and we understand that in the next 4 to 5 years that this 
project will employ some 500 to 800 people depending upon the time that 
you look at and after the project is completed, approximately 150 people. 
All this will bring in about $1,554,000 more Personal Income for families 
in Person County. It will bring in $735,000 more Bank Deposits and 
we'll have about $750,000 more in Retail Sales per year. To give you a 
little bit of back-up information as to why we need these jobs: In our 
agricultural economy, our Agricultural Income had gotten up to $26 
million dollars in 1976. In 1977, because of weather conditions, and 
prices for agricultural products, Agricultural Income dropped to $17 
million dollars. And as we look at 1978, while we anticipate some 
improvement we don't anticipate nearly recovering to the $26 million 
dollar level. We still have a lot of unemployed people in Person County. 
The employed labor force in Person County has grown only 1,000 people in 
the past seven years. So we need these jobs and it is estimated that 
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this project will have a payroll of about $64 million dollars for people 
that are working on this project. We understand that it will have an 
estimated Tax Value of $679 million dollars to expand the Tax Base of 
this county. So, we can see that this thing can have a very beneficial 
and positive effect upon the overall economy of Person County. Now 
getting back to the point that CP&L has acquired a substantial amount of 
this land, if this project is stopped where it is, it will have a reversed 
effect on the economy in Person County. First of all, we will lose the 
jobs that have already opened up there. Second, this agricultural land 
that they have acquired has been phased out of agricultural production 
for the most part and this has an effect on our agricultural income 
because they are clearing this land, they are making preparation for 
this project, and it has been taken out of agricultural production and 
forestry production. Third, we will lose the expanding tax base for 
Person County which certainly we can use in this county. In conclusion, 
let me say: Number one, we feel that this project has gone too far for 
it to be stopped and not have an adverse effect on the economy of Person 
County. Second, we feel that this project will have a positive effect 
on the economy if it is continued, that it will expand opportunities of 
jobs in this area and provide more jobs and bring into this area more 
money and more earned income for people who have an opportunity to work. 
Number three, it will provide an expanded Tax Base that will certainly 
help the tax-paying public of this county. NlDDber four, we know that 
there is a need for more electricity and we have to think and realize 
that every year we delay this project, we increase the cost of it. We 
know that the consumer in the end will have to bear this additional 
cost. Number five, this land bas been taken out of any constructive use 
for all practical purposes at the present time. If this project is not 
continued; it is definitely being phased out of agricultural production, 
out of forestry production and they are proceeding with this work. So I 
think that this project will have a very positive effect on the economy 
of Person County and certainly we have to realize that when we look at 
man's total environment, the economy is part of it. Thank you. 

COL HIGHT: Thank you very much, sir. Our next speaker will be Mr. A. 
Tommy Bowes, also a County Commissioner. 

MR. A. TOMMY BOWES (County Commissioner, Route 3, Roxboro, NC 27573): 
He (referring to Mr. Montgomery) was spokesman for us. 

COL HIGHT: Okay, fine. 
is speaking for himself. 

Our next speaker then is Mr. John Merritt, who 
Mr. Merritt, please • 

... 
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MR. JOHN W. MERRITT (Representing self, 933 Badger Circle, Roxboro, NC 
27573): Colonel Hight, ladies and gentlemen, I am John W. Merritt. My 
brother and I own the largest tract of land being sought by CP&L for 
this project. I would like to make an introductory remark which is not 
in my notes. I think it is unfortunate that many of our citizens listen 
to the appeal of the great god, money, as their only basis for wanting 
something. It is unfortunate that some of our citizens want to create 
an industrial slum in Person County such as exists in our northern 
states. I would like you to keep that in mind but my thrust is not in 
that direction. Person County is already overburdened with pollutants 
spewed into the air from the smoke stacks of three Carolina Power and 
Light Company's coal-fired steam electric generating plants now operating 
on Hyco River in Person County with a fourth unit under construction. 
Daily, millions of cubic feet of super-heated noxious gases are discharged 
into the atmosphere we breath. It is a known fact that these gases are 
harmful to humans, animals, plants and property. A recent news article 
has stated that many deaths of humans can be blamed on such gases. It 
is a further fact that the burning of coal increases the amount of 
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. And this is a matter of worldwide 
concern, not merely local. Since carbon dioxide makes up only about 1% 
of the atmosphere, it is called a trace gas. Relatively small additions 
of the supply can have a large effect. If expanding industry should 
increase the carbon dioxide content of the air by one-third, it might 
change in the air's absorption of infra red radiation and this reradiating 
of this heat back to the earth; temperatures might increase and only a 
few more degrees could melt the polar ice caps. If that happened the 
coastal cities of the world from New York to Hong Kong could be covered 
by water. The oceans would roll over. Now this quotation is from 
Man and the Environment by Ruth Moore, published by Alfred Knock of New 
York, 1975. Many scientists are studying this problem and some are 
already advocating a cessation of burning oil fossil fuels. It is 
unfortunate that the public at large is virtually uninformed on the 
dangers of continued pollution of the atmosphere, land and seas. Those 
scientists who have made, and are making studies of our worldwide environ­
mental and ecological conditions have appealed to their governments for 
corrective measures to be taken. In the United States, the Army Corps of 
Engineers has been assigned this responsibility for overseeing such 
projects as CP&L's Mayo project and its impact on the environment and 
deciding whether the project should be permitted. As the people in 
Person County and adjacent areas are already subjected to excessive 
pollution from the existing CP&L plants, it is unreasonable to ask or 
expect them to accept the tremendous increase in pollution, which would 
result from the two units proposed for the Mayo Creek. Speaking for 
myself, persons known and unknown to me who oppose the CP&L Mayo project, 
I respectfully urge the Corps of Engineers to fulfill their responsibility 
to the people of Person County and adjacent areas, to protect the health 

... 
9 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
E-2, Sub 1219

Wells/Williams Rebuttal DEP Redirect Exhibit No. 1 
Page 557 of 565



Record of Public Meeting 
Regarding Mayo Creek Project 

6 June 1978 

of these people, to protect our wildlife and plant life and thereby 
maintain the environmental and ecological integrity of the Mayo area by 
denying CP&L a permit to dam Mayo Creek. Thank you. 

COL HIGHT: Thank you, Mr. Merr1tt. Our next speaker is Mr. J.M. 
Carter, representing CP&L. 

MR.. J.M. CARTER (CP&L, 581 Manchester, Raleigh, NC 27609): I'm 
sorry, Colonel, that (indicating marking on SAW Form 405) was supposed 
to be a "no." 

COL HIGHT: Please? 

MR. J.M. CARTER: That was supposed to be a "no." 

COL HIGHT: Oh, that was supposed to be a "no." 

MR. J.M. CARTER: I'm sorry. 

COL RIGHT: Then our next speaker is Mr. Gordon P. Alken, citizen. Is 
it Allen? 

MR. GORDON P. ALLEN (Representing self, 107 N. Main Street, Roxboro, NC 
27573): Allen, A double 1, en. My name is Gordon Allen, a citizen of 
this county. I would first like to say I do not have prepared remarks. 
I concur with the sentiment expressed by Mr. Montgomery for the Person 
County Commissioners insofar as the economic impact is concerned. 
However, I think that in a project of this nature we must look much 
£archer than our immediate county. Some years ago, the people of this 
county and the adjoining counties were kind enough to allow me to set:Ve 
for some six years in the North Carolina Senate. And these were during 
the years when we had the so-called environmental interest~, the environmental 
years-the late 60's and the early 70's. It was my good fortune to have 
served in the '71 session as the Chairman of the then Natural and 
Economic Resources Committee, the old Conservation and Development 
Committee. It was my privilege to introduce and sponsor some 26 different 
bills relating to clean air and clean water. And during the '71 session 
25 of these bills became law. One of the mattters that we dealt with 
that hadn't been touched for many years was the matter of clean water. 
Having had this opportunity to serve in the Senate and to work closely 
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with our Department of Natural and Economic Resources, I became quite 
familiar with our Clean Water Act and our Clean Air Act. And I am 
satisfied as a citizen that with the power of law that our enforcement 
agencies have they will see that the environment is properly protected. 
I would close by simply saying that this project goes far beyond the 
people of Person County. It touches the people in the whole Carolina 
Power and Light service area, which as I understand is something like 
3.5 million people and it serves part of Virginia through their transfer 
system. We had in January of this year a very, very severe ice storm in 
our county. Some of our good friends and our neighbors were without 
electric power for a full week. Our economy, our way of life depends 
upon electric power. We must find ways to use our vast coal reserves. 
We know that we are running out of natural gas reserves; we know that we 
are running out of petroleum reserves. We have a vast unused supply of 
coal in this country. I believe that it can be properly used with 
proper safeguards. I feel comfortable with the laws that we have. 
I urge the approval of this project. Thank you very much. 

COL HIGHT: Thank you, sir. Our next speaker is Mr. Doyle T. Peed, of 
Roxboro. 

MR. DOYLE T. PEED: (Representing self, Route 5, Box 32, Roxboro, NC 
27573): Col Hight, ladies and gentlemen, please forgive me if my state­
ments are a little disjointed. I don't have a prepared statement but I 
would like to make a few points that I noticed since the discussions 
have been going on tonight. I would also like to reserve the opportunity 
to file a written statement later on. In our local area, it said that 
employment will increase quite a bit for two or three years, maybe four 
or five. That is possibly true. But upon reading this Draft, 
submitted mostly by CP&L, I assume, it states that 75 people will be 
required to run the plant. Also, it also states that 83 people have 
been displaced out of their homes, approximately; I don't know that to 
be for a firm fact. So, after the period of construction, it states 75, 
and 83 people have already been displaced, so I would like you to keep 
that in mind as we are talking tonight. Also, it stated that these jobs 
were very much needed. I agree with that. Person County needs jobs 
very greatly. There is no doubt about that at all. But we need permanent 
jobs, not temporary jobs that give us a boom for awhile and then will 
let us down. Number two, I have a few questions on the way CP&L is 
going about this project. They have started clearing land. It is true. 
The County Commissioners have pointed that out. I'm in agreement with 
them; they have gone quite a ways and done a considerable amount of 
damage. But, should this have been allowed to start with? True, it 
might be too late to recant it now but some regulation probably should 
be somewhere that before this type of thing can happen, the total thing 
is decided upon thoroughly. They did have a statement from the Utilities 
Commission saying that this plant was needed. Probably so. 
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It's not within my realm to challenge the Utilities Commission. But, 
still, I think the idea should have been more thoroughly examined before 
the actual construction began. For instance, the Mayo Creek was diverted. 
lt was diverted out of its natural stream bed, without peTIDission of the 
adjoining landowners and without their consent or without any consideration 
as to their need of their riparian rights. From this, the Creek then 
later in the course of time flooded and washed out the manmade diversion. 
When it washed ~ut that manmade diversion, CP&L repaired one portion of 
it. One portion they did not. That portion again started to follow its 
nat~ral course. Recently, some more land has been sold to CP&L; the 
adjoining land to the part that was not at the immediate time repaired. 
And CP&L it appears has dredged and filled that part of the Creek. It 
is my understanding from reading this Draft that CP&L had no authority 
to dredge and fill any part of the stream bed until the pennission was 
given by the Army Corps of Engineers. I would like further clarification 
of that point to the effect that it is looked into and satisfied to the 
Army Corps of Engineers' point of view. Also, it is stated that CP&L 
has already purchased a great deal of land. That's true. They have 
purchased all the land, I would assume, nearly required for the reservoir; 
quite a bit of surrounding land. They have 500 acres and a proposed, or 
future, ash pond. That has been stated. I have no complaint with that. 
But rather than saying that they have purchased nearly all the land that 
they would have, 1 would say they have purr.hosed all the land they have 
had as far as for ash ponds and generating facilities. The lake itself 
might require a little more, but as f~~ as chc ash pond and generating 
f acilitier.;, they should have the maxi.mum ammml:. They should not be 
allowed, i.n my opinion, to r.ondemn land for future use. If th"'Y already 
have suf fic-ient 1.-md, more 1 anri shouJ d nnt be.: uow condc:•mned fur. the same 
purptJse that this can b~ used for later in 1 he event that "it is n_eeded". 
Due co so little information on thP ash pond that they have now pruposed, 
1 would say that il would be not too improba1 le that it could ht! meived 
t-d thnut gre,H di ffic-ult}' and put upon thPh tuture site, wl,.i r h tl1Cl' d..-, 
nc,w own, h:ive acces5 tu, and shc,uld have .1t this time hc111e ample opportunj ty 
to malce ,_ump I ,"te stuciics of it. As far a; the total iLlp~c t of th!.! 
1-i:oject. 1 do ,1.gree again that Peroon Count_, needs more m. ~ne', ·nd more 
tnnds. 'l'hey will gPt greater tax revenues. I will agree: ~-.;i c:h that. 
But J.. rannnt see where r-he great numl'-er of .1o1bs from the local peuple 
wtl l he fut·thr:oming. ConstrucLio11 ~nmpani~s :-o re subcontral.!Lerl J.0 rom othc!r 
locc1tions. They hdng their personnel wich rhem that h.1ve Wt•'"ken on 
p1·eviou.:i j,,Ls. l'hE:se rn11st1uctl.,n c-ompan1eE 1 y naturp like !:o hire 
personnPl that hav~ had experience in this rvpP of const111 : tiun before 
bcc,mse ch«~• 1Jo a L, teer jolt. Tl1at' :'.i iu~t. plain goon C-•lmm.,nscmse, 
hu~in~ss Sf·nse. And thPy do not lil~t- tu fi 1·r rmployees that ,dl! fol],-.w, .. 
sn I rannoL S•!e fru11.1 that how a grec.lt n1m1he:1· r, . Persc1n Cc-u r,ty ,,'.'O{Jle 

will be ~mp1oy~d. l.11 cJnsJni&, I would again 1 lke to request that r-he 
Arii1y Cc,q,i.. of Eugin~•"' rs fol low up 011 the d r<:dging ar,d fill nf the 
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stream bed and take into consideration the fact of the amount of land 
that CP&L already now owns and what they actua1ly need. I thank you. 

COL BIGHT: Thank you, Mr. Peed. Are there any late arrivals who desire 
to make a statement? If not, we will call for questions from the audience 

MR.. ZIMMERMAN: Colonel, 

COL HIGHT: Yes. 

MR.. ZIMMERMAN: We, based on some of the comments, do have a couple of 
responses we would like to make. 

COL HIGHT: Please move to the microphone. Mr. Zimmerman would like at 
this time to amplify his statement. 

MR. ZIMMERMAN: Just a couple of points of clarification. I did mention 
that we do have a permit for all of our air emissions from both EPA and 
from the State. I wanted to make clear that these permits are based on 
ambient air standards and these ambient air standards in North Carolina 
are designed to protect the health of the public. And, of course, we 
are permitted to release air emissions at less than these ambient air 
standards, in order to comply with the ambient air standards, which will 
protect the health of the public. And number two, I think Mr. Peed 
mentioned that only 75 people wi!l remain to operate the plant. Our 
generation department has informed us that, and we will be submitting 
coDB11ents to this effect, that 150 people are required to operate this 
plant at the conclusion of construction and not 75. Be also made referenc 
to us dredging and filling in Mayo Creek and again, this was not dredging 
and filling in the context of your permit, but rather a maintenance of 
an ex.isting structure, which it is our understanding, is a permitted 
activity. Thank you. 

COL RIGHT: Before I proceed with the questions, there are a number of 
individuals who indicated that they will submit written statements. I am 
going to run through these cards (SAW Form 403) very quickly, and if you 
have your statements with you now, we'll collect them. Mr. Travis Peed. 

MR. TRAVIS W. PEED: (Farmer, Route 5, Box 52, Roxboro, NC 27573): That 
will be submitted later. 

COL HIGHT: Okay. Mr. Don Stephenson. 

MR.. DON W. STEPHENSON (US Fish and Wildlife Service, Rm 468, 310 New 
Bern Avenue, Raleigh, NC 27602): That will be submitted later • 

... 
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MR. MAURICE B. ROBERTSON: (Representing self, PO Box 1076, Roxboro, NC 
27573): That will be submitted later. 

COL HIGHT: Mrs. Edwin M. Robertson. 

MRS. EDWIN M. ROBERTSON (Representing self, 1534 Hermilage Ct,, Durham, 
NC 27707): That will be submitted later. 

COL HIGHT: Mrs. G. W. Kane. 

MRS. G. W. KANE (Farmer, housewife, 825 S. William, Henderson, NC 
27536): Submitted later. 

COL HIGHT: Mrs. Mary Merritt Winstead. 

MRS. MARY MERRITT WINSTEAD (Farmer, housewife, Route 5, Box 188, Roxboro, 
NC 27573): Later. 

COL HIGHT: Mr. Don Willett. 

~ DON WILLETT: (CP&L, 3408 Lubbock Drive, Raleigh, NC 27612): That 
should have been a no. 

r.OL HIGHT: That should have been o no. Mr, Edwin M. Robertsnn, Jr. 

MF. EDWIN M. ROBER'l'SON, JR: (Realtor, property owner in Person County, 
1534 Hermitage Ct., Durham, NC. 27707): Later. 

COL HIGHT: Later. Mr. Enos Slaughter. 

?1_~ .fil!_qS SLATJGHTE~ (FarmPr, RuKbnrn, NC 275 i 3): LaLer. 

~1~.~-.:...RA~SL'!_ (Lnral atlot"ney, PO Bnx 601, Roxboro, NC 27573): 
Later. 

!::!2L_HIC.H'!_: Th,mk yuu. I wtl 1 ntM prncePd with questions frno1 the 
audien~e. YrA, sir 

HR. TlO,.'LE 1.' PEED: T ,,, ,111lrt 1 fke Io m:.ike on,'.' m.l.t.'~ statement. no 1 need .. 

r.OJ. HIGl11.': Please. woul1I you pl t!,1.-;e i:estat •' 1our name, Mr. l ' t•e:i't 
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MR. DOYLE PEED: My name is Doyle Peed. In response to Mr. Zimmerman's 
statement about the 75 people, I do not argue about how many people it 
would take to run the plant. I was just quoting the Draft that they had 
submitted to the A:rmy Corps of Engineers. I would like to make a statement 
though that this has been a difficulty in dealing with CP&L the entire 
time, as to the validity of the information that we are given. And I 
would like to go on record as stating that it makes impossible very 
businesslike and congenial dealings when the information that you are 
given cannot be depended upon as fact. Thank you. 

COL HIGHT: Any other questions? If there are no further questions, 
this meeting stands adjourned. I thank you very much for coming and 
your comments are greatly appreciated. 

The meeting adjourned at 8:20 p.m. 
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