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Exhibit C 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 
JACKSONVILLE DIVISION 


      : 
IN RE TRI-STATE WATER RIGHTS : Civil Action 
LITIGATION : File No. 3:07-MD-1-PAM 
 : 
      : 


:
____________________________________:


DECLARATION OF DONALD R. ALBRECHT


STATE OF GEORGIA  ) 
     ) 
COUNTY OF HALL   ) 


Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, Donald R. Albrecht declares as follows: 


1.


My name is Donald R. Albrecht. I am over the age of eighteen, and I am 


competent in all respects to give the testimony set forth herein. I have personal 


knowledge of the facts stated herein and know them to be true. 


2.


I am the Sales Manager of Park Marine Boating Centers, which is located on Lake 


Sidney Lanier, 9200 Lan-Mar Road, Gainesville, Georgia.  I have held this position for 


4.5 years.  I have worked on and around Lake Lanier for over 22 years in various other 


capacities.  I am also the President of the Marine Trade Association of Metropolitan 


Atlanta (“MTAMA”). 
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ACF Water Control Manual Update Comments 
(Ron Seder 11/19/08)


I am pleased to see that a new ACF Water Control Plan is being produced.  
The disastrous results of the current drought and ACF management practices 
for the past two years make the need for a new ACF water Control plan very 
apparent. 


Following is my input to the Manual Update. 


The drought consequences have been shared unfairly along the ACF.  While 
Lake Lanier has established record daily low levels every day this year, West 
Point Lake and Lake George have been virtually full almost all of that time, 
and the Apalachicola River has been running above the minimum 5000 cfs 
flow a majority of the time. 


The most important purpose of Lanier storage, Atlanta Area water supply, is 
threatened, while the normal $5.5 billion Lanier recreational economy has 
been seriously damaged by low Lanier levels. 


The critical focus of a new ACF Water Control Plan should be on having 
adequate water during the dry times of the year and during the driest 
(drought) years.  A water control plan is needed during normal years, but 
the management during normal times is much less challenging than during, 
and preparing for, the dry times. 


Because reduced ACF inflows during dry times can be the most damaging, 
the ACF system should be managed as though there is always a drought 
about to occur.  That would dictate keeping more water in the reservoirs to 
soften the negative impacts of a drought. 


The reason Lanier has set new daily record low levels every day this year, 
while the rest of the ACF has suffered much less pain, is that Lanier 
reportedly contains most of the storage on the ACF while it is fed by the 
smallest watershed (about 5% of the total ACF watershed).  Therefore, once 
Lanier levels have been drawn down it takes a lot of rain and a long time for 
them to recover.  So, for a given amount of rain, West Point and George 
levels rapidly recover while Lanier realizes modest Lake Level improvements.   


Why are the reservoirs drained so rapidly during a drought?  Because of 
power generation releases during the initial reservoir draw downs along with 
the flow and ramping requirements established for the Apalachicola River.
Although the Atlanta Area is often accused as being the culprit during dry 
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times, the Atlanta area water supply consumes less than 5% as much water 
as is required for Apalachicola River flows, even during droughts. 


Part of the current problem is that the Flint River, which produces virtually 
the same amount of water as the Chattahoochee River, has no storage to 
supplement river flows during dry times.  Therefore, uses (primarily 
agriculture irrigation) of the Flint River and associated aquifer waters (there 
reportedly is a transference of water between Flint River and associated 
aquifers) reduces the Flint River flows, requiring more water to be released 
from Chattahoochee River reservoirs to make up for the lost Flint River 
contribution the Apalachicola River flow.  So it is especially important to 
minimize the consumption of Flint River waters and associated aquifers 
during droughts. 


The Apalachicola River flows are said to be needed for power plants, 
endangered/threatened species survival/spawning, and a healthy oyster/Gulf 
fisheries industry.  We have yet to see the scientific and justified economic 
facts behind these claims, and punishing millions of people by taking their 
water because of the declaration of a few threatened/endangered species in 
the Apalachicola River is just plain wrong. 


Because we are not able to predict the occurrence or duration of a drought, 
it is important that an ACF Water Control plan concentrate on real minimum 
Apalachicola River flow requirements during dry and other times to save as 
much water as possible in the reservoirs all the time. 


Miscellaneous observations


Agriculture Irrigation requires a lot of water during dry times.  On some days 
agriculture irrigation consumption is many times greater than the Atlanta 
Area water supply consumption. 


Power generation plants consume water in addition to using flow through 
water, and have river level requirements that influence ACF management. 


Power generation at Buford Dam is much less important than using the 
water for water supplies.  There should be a Lanier water storage transfer 
from power generation to water supplies. 


Because Lanier has a relatively small watershed to replenish it, Lanier should 
be treated as though it is the storage of last resort for river flow 
augmentation. 
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In practicality Lanier does not have as much usable storage as claimed.  The 
bottom of the Lanier conversation pool has been identified as 1035’ msl, 
which is 36 feet below full pool.  Lake economic benefits are curtailed long 
before the 1035’ level would be reached.  Lanier economic benefits are 
seriously diminished when the lake falls below 1060. 


Raising the Lake Lanier full pool level above 1071’ msl appears to be a 
relatively inexpensive and safe way to provide additional reservoir water 
storage.


The minimum water quality Chattahoochee River flow at Peachtree Creek of 
750 cfs should be reduced as the quality of Atlanta Area sewer plant 
discharges is improved. 


Head requirements at Woodruff Dam should be revisited to see if something 
can be done to improve them, thereby reducing the Woodruff release 
requirements during rain events, allowing more water to be stored in the 
reservoirs. 


Ronald Seder 
6355 Barberry Hill Place 
Gainesville, GA 30506 


770-889-1088
ronseder@mindspring.com 
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APALACHICOLA RIVERKEEPER ®


December 2, 2008 


Colonel Byron Jorns 
US Army Corps of Engineers - Mobile District 
PO Box 2288 
Mobile AL 36628-0001 


RE: Scope of Apalachicola–Chattahoochee–Flint (ACF) River System Water Control Manual 
(WCM) Environmental Impact Study (EIS) 


Dear Colonel Jorns: 


The update of the ACF Water Control Manual allows the Corps to take a giant step forward in 
equitable effective basinwide watershed management.  We hope these comments will assist in 
accomplishing that. 


The Apalachicola Basin is a distinctive, highly productive and bio-diverse area of North 
America.  Within its boundaries are: 


� Highly productive farmlands and springs of Jackson and Gadsden counties. 


� Vast pine and floodplain forests of Calhoun, Liberty, Franklin and Gulf counties. 


� Coastal estuaries and Gulf waters of Franklin and Gulf counties, which team with 
commercially harvested oysters, crab, mullet, shrimp, scallops, grouper, snapper and many 
other seafood delicacies harvested by the tons.


� Harvest representing over 10% of the national oyster and 90% of the State of Florida oyster 
production comes from Apalachicola Bay.  Additionally, harvest from the River and Bay of 
shrimp, finfish, blue crab, crawfish, and eel are commercially important on a national and 
regional scale.  It should also be recognized that the contributions of the Apalachicola 
estuary to the commercial seafood harvest is significant as one of the most productive bays 
remaining on the Gulf of Mexico. 


� Regionally and nationally significant recreational activities (i.e., fishing, hunting and other 
outdoor recreation activities are part of the social, cultural and economic pursuits in the 
Apalachicola River and Bay watershed). 
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The combinations of this unique natural environmental, cultural and economically important area 
are of national, regional, and local significance.  A thorough and comprehensive assessment of 
impacts to this area from the alternative proposed actions should be accomplished in order to 
assure these functions and natural services provided within the Apalachicola Basin are sustained.


Define Lead and Cooperating Agencies with Appropriate Authority and Perspective 


The proposed update of the Corps Water Control Manuals for the ACF Basin is the focus of the 
EIS, but its actions cannot be accurately assessed in isolation of other water management 
activities in the basin.  A clear discussion and delineation of the pertinent water management 
responsibilities of federal and state agencies should be included as a part of the EIS process.


Because the proposed action is one of a number of water management functions that impact the 
ACF Basin water management, it would be prudent that alternatives be assessed in terms of the 
cumulative impacts from a basinwide perspective as part of this Environment Impact Study 
(EIS).  The Corps has indicated that it does not have authority to consider issues and/or to 
implement pertinent actions because of constraints determined by its authorized purposes.   A 
lead agency with a basinwide perspective such as the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) should be selected to be the Lead Agency and to make the final determination.  Other 
cooperating agencies include but should not be limited to U.S. Geological Service (USGS), 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) along with the Corps of Engineers. The 
National Research Council (NRC) should be employed to oversee the necessary objective 
scientific assessments. 


Define and Use an Accurate and Historically Healthy Baseline 


The baseline for the EIS must be comprehensive and complete, including actions initiated and 
undertaken since previous EIS(s) were accomplished.  This would require using pre-dam flows 
as a baseline (See ATTACHMENT 1) for comparison to the proposed alternatives.  The 
unimpaired flow data set should be calibrated to achieve a comparable representation of the pre-
dam flows in ATTACHMENT 1 to ensure that it accurately reflects what would occur under 
natural conditions.  It would also require the best possible scientific assessment of the ecological 
flow needs of the Apalachicola River and Bay to establish the flow regimes which would best 
mimic and protect the biological, physical and chemical integrity of the waterbody that were 
sustained and supported by these pre-dam flows.   


The divergence from the baseline described above has resulted in significant impacts to 
Apalachicola River and Bay.  The USGS has issued reports which established impacts that have 
and are occurring to the Apalachicola River due to the Corps’ actions and actions by the states of 
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Florida, Georgia and Alabama, some of which were undertaken under the guidance of the EPA.  
The separate and cumulative downstream impacts of all these actions must be assessed in a 
comprehensive fashion if the total impacts to downstream, and in particular the Apalachicola 
River and Bay, are to be accurately measured from baseline. 


Completely Consider All Alternatives 


Alternatives should be considered that include: 


� Maintaining the ecological flow needs of the Apalachicola River and Bay 
� Increasing storage capacity by dredging sediments captured by the Lakes; 
� Increasing storage capacity by raising the top of the Dams; 
� Increasing storage by reducing flood control and acquiring flood prone areas; 
� Increasing percentage of water returned to the river (in a clean condition); 
� Aggressive conservation measures that could reduce withdrawals and depletions from the 


river (This may be the most cost effective and environmentally sound approach); and, 
� Providing a navigation channel by using flows during a high water season. 


The Corps has the authority and responsibility to protect reservoir inflows in order to achieve 
authorized purposes.  This implies a responsibility for water use which impacts its operations.  It 
is incumbent on the Corps to acquire the most up-to-date data on withdrawals and other uses in 
the basin and to make such requests and cooperation of Florida, Georgia and Alabama to 
determine a comprehensive assessment of withdrawals and depletions in the entire basin as 
necessary information to consider a full array of alternative operations.  Once such information is 
made available and included in the analysis, a more accurate assessment should be accomplished 
to differentiate impacts due to Corps’ operations from withdrawals and ancillary water 
management and uses in the basin.  Only then can a full array of alternative operations be 
considered on an equitable basis. 


Consider Impacts to the Apalachicola River and Bay


As mentioned above, significant environmental impacts have and are occurring to Apalachicola 
River and Bay from hydrologic changes due to upstream water management.  These impacts 
must be recognized and considered as part of the EIS and all alternatives proposed.  The EIS 
should also consider an assessment of the Ecological Flow Needs of the Apalachicola River and 
Bay, which will in turn allow analysis of alternatives that will sustain the historic functions of the 
Apalachicola River and Bay.


The ecological flow assessment and alternatives should be based on and accomplished using the 
best possible objective science.  This could be best accomplished under the guidelines and 
oversight of the NRC supplemented with locally experienced ACF subject-matter-experts, as has 
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been proposed by the Florida Congressional delegation, the Atlanta Journal and Constitution, the 
Director of the GA Environmental Protection Division, Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection, The Nature Conservancy and others.  The credibility and usefulness of this National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)-required EIS would be greatly enhanced through connecting 
the results of such an independent assessment with visible outcomes in the proposed Water 
Control Manual update. At a minimum NRC should be secured to perform an “Independent 
Verification and Validation” role in review of the EIS. 


To accurately analyze and understand the impacts to natural resources, consideration of rainfall 
must be included and appropriate compensation made for climatic changes.  Our evaluation of 
the relationship indicates that the most recent droughts are no worse than the previous droughts, 
yet flows are significantly reduced, invalidating justification for lowering minimum flows 
because droughts are more severe.  Please consider such an analysis in the scope of the EIS.
Using this information in conjunction with comprehensive depletion data should allow the Corps 
to dispense with its current methodology of calculating basin inflow, which portrays an 
inaccurate representation of inflows to the basin and cumulative impacts of Corps’ operations on 
the Apalachicola system. 


We believe that to accurately reflect the source of impacts in the basin and differentiate changes 
in flows to the Apalachicola system resulting from Corps’ operations and depletions in the basin 
that a similar assessment of ecological flow needs should be accomplished for the Flint River.  
Evaluations for the Flint would also be necessary for the assessment to follow NRC 
recommendations to use a basinwide perspective when managing river systems within coastal 
areas.


Define Sustainable Limits 


Establishing water allocation (i.e., budgets) and compatible reservoir operations requires 
understanding the sustainable limits on the amount of water use within a basin.   The first step is 
to determine the ecological flow needs to establish the sustainable limits of water available from 
a river system for current and future uses.  Without such a determination of limits, increased 
water use will result in increased conflict for changes in water allocation and pit community 
against community and a final detriment to all users in the basin.  When natural drought and low 
flows occur, compounded by unlimited water withdrawals and depletions, without consideration 
of alternatives, in particular, water conservation, the impact on this diverse, productive, world-
class river and bay can be catastrophic.  Such events may include: 


� Increased potential, duration, frequency, and intensity of red tide in Apalachicola Bay and the 
near Gulf of Mexico waters, 


� Reduction and loss of wetlands, floodplain forest, wildlife habitat and bio-diversity, 
� Loss of traditional livelihoods resulting in impacts to the economic, social and cultural 


structure of the Apalachicola Basin. 
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Consideration of these and related impacts should be addressed through a comprehensive 
economic, environmental, social and cultural analysis.


Include All Socio-Economic Impacts to Ecosystem Services 


The tremendous economic benefits to water uses on the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers have 
been well documented by a number of economic reports. Much of that water use has resulted in 
economic impacts to users along the Apalachicola River and Bay, the region and the nation.
Since the continued productivity and bio-diversity of the Apalachicola River and Bay are 
historically the economic and cultural backbone of the rural riparian counties and communities 
of the Apalachicola region, and has national significance the EIS must include the socio-
economic impacts to those specific users and to ecosystem services provided by a healthy 
functioning Apalachicola ecosystem to the nation.   


Ecosystem services considered must include outdoor recreational activity such as fishing and 
swimming, water purification, flood mitigation, cycling and movement of nutrients, atmospheric 
carbon reduction, maintenance of biodiversity, protection of coastal shores, and more as 
identified in ATTACHMENT 2. The NRC has developed guidelines and recommendations for 
consideration of the economic value of ecosystem services.  Using a methodology respected by 
the NRC will ensure the most objective scientific assessment.   


Stakeholder Involvement and Process 


Serious consideration of public comments and continued involvement of stakeholders throughout 
the process is critical for any accurate and meaningful analysis.  To accomplish this a facilitated 
stakeholder process should be a necessary component of the EIS process.    


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.   


Best regards, 


Dan Tonsmeire 
Riverkeeper
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ATTACHMENT 1 


(Pre and Post Dam Flow Comparison Hydrographs) 


Flow Comparison
Apalachicola River at Chattahoochee, Florida


Pre-Dam             Post-Dam


1923-1955
33-yr period before


filling of Lanier


1975-2007
33-yr period after 


filling of West Point


Pre-Dam Flows
For Groups of Years Ranked by Average Annual Flow
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Pre-Dam  Vs  Post-Dam


Annual Rainfall Unchanged 
10% LESS annual flow 


(30% LESS Apr-Aug flow)


Pre-Dam  Vs  Post-Dam


Annual Rainfall Unchanged 
18% LESS annual flow 


(38% LESS Apr-Aug flow)
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BASELINE FLOWS
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ATTACHMENT 2 


ECOSYSTEM SERVICES 


Because ecosystem services are not generally traded in the marketplace, their full 
value is not captured in the conventional economic statistics. The market value of 
goods and services derived from ecosystems typically reflects only the human 
labor, technological and managerial inputs used for their extraction, processing, 
transportation and distribution. A consequence of this is that the underlying natural 
resources may be unsustainably exploited or improperly managed. 


What are ecosystem services? 
The natural environment provides an array of ecosystem goods and 
services that are critical to the welfare of the human population and to 
the support of life generally.  Following are some of the important 
ecosystem services that have been widely recognized (Daily, 1997) 
(see also, http://www.centurycommission.org/current_projects.asp): 


� Production of agricultural food and fiber products; 
� Forestry and fisheries production; 
� Setting for outdoor recreational activity; 
� Purification of air and water; 
� Mitigation of droughts and floods; 
� Generation and preservation of soils and renewal of their 


fertility; 
� Detoxification and decomposition of wastes; 
� Pollination of crops and natural vegetation; 
� Dispersal of seeds; 
� Cycling and movement of nutrients; 
� Control of potential agricultural pests; 
� Maintenance of biodiversity; 
� Protection of coastal shores from erosion by waves; 
� Protection from the sun’s harmful ultraviolet rays; 
� Partial stabilization of climate; 
� Moderation of weather extremes and their impacts. 
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Nature furnishes these services to human society as an outcome of 
the normal functioning of healthy ecosystems. Flows of materials, 
energy and information arise from the natural capital stocks of plants, 
animals, minerals, and atmospheric gases, which may be periodically 
accumulated or depleted by both natural cycles and human activities.  
Ecosystems have evolved over billions of years to be highly efficient 
and robust. Some of these ecosystem services provided by nature are 
critical and irreplaceable. Others may be accomplished by engineered 
human systems only at great expense. 


Reference 
http://www.centurycommission.org/current_projects.asp and go to CC UF Applied 
Sustainability, "Review of Environmental, Social, and Economic Concepts for 
Sustainable Development in Florida" edited by Dr. Stephen S. Mulkey, Chair at 
UF of People and Land Use Strategies (PLUS) Workgroup”, and to "Protecting 
Ecosystem Services in Florida" September 1, 2006 by Alan W. Hodges” 
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Acf-wcm.com Mail - State of Alabama's Comments for the ACF Scoping Meetings


 Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


State of Alabama's Comments for the ACF Scoping Meetings 
1 message 


Atkins, Brian <Brian.Atkins@adeca.alabama.gov> Fri, Nov 21, 2008 at 
3:11 PM 


To: comments@acf-wcm.com 


ToWhom It May Concern,


These comments are submitted by J. Brian Atkins, Director of the Alabama Office of Water 


Resources, on behalf of the State of Alabama.  The State of Alabama reserves the right to 


submit additional comments regarding the scoping process for the ACF Manual update.


            In 1990, the State of Alabama sued the Corps of Engineers over its operations and 


proposed operations of several federal reservoirs, including Lake Lanier, West Point Lake 


and Lake Walter F. George (Lake Eufaula) in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River 


Basin.  The operations of these federal reservoirs have a substantial and profound impact 


upon numerous interests of our citizens.  In the lawsuit over the ACF Basin, the State of 


Alabama claims that the Corps’ management of the ACF System, particularly Lake Lanier, 


has violated and continues to violate federal law and regulations.  Unless the Corps 


undertakes the revision to the Water Control Manuals in a manner that is consistent with 


federal law, including the recent decision of the United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. 


Circuit, the current effort will not help resolve the long-running controversy over the ACF 


Basin.  Instead, revised Water Control Manuals will generate additional conflict.  In light of 


the expected ruling by the court handling all of the litigation over the ACF system, Alabama 


believes that the Corps should ensure that the rulings on that litigation are taken into account 
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in the manual update process.  Indeed, the Corps should suspend the manual update process 


until the rulings are issued.


                        To satisfy the Corps’ obligations under Federal law, including the National 


Environmental Policy Act, we believe the Corps must focus on the authorized purposes of 


Lake Lanier (hydropower, navigation, and flood control) and establish a scope for the manual 


update that addresses five objectives.  First, the Corps should determine the critical yield of 


each reservoir using the most current hydrologic and climatic conditions.  Second, the Corps 


should establish the baseline or the starting point for any proposed changes to the water 


control or master manuals and the baseline should be based upon authorized project 


purposes.  Third, the Corps should use the agreed upon HEC-5 model developed during the 


Comprehensive Study and used in the negotiations of the allocation formula under the ACF 


River Basin Compact or develop a new model that is agreed upon by the Corps and the 


states.  Fourth, the Corps should assess whether any changes in the baseline conditions are 


necessary to comply with existing laws and regulations, including laws and regulations 


designed to protect the environment.  Fifth, the Corps should analyze any proposed 


modifications to the baseline and other legal requirements to develop the proposed operations 


for Lake Lanier, West Point Lake and Lake Walter F. George (Lake Eufala).  Each of these 


objectives is critical to the update process.  Moreover, the order in which these steps are 


completed is significant.  It is impossible to evaluate and assess proposed changes to the 


water control manuals unless the critical yields have been calculated and the baseline is 


established.  Refusing to undertake a complete review and assessment of each of these 


objectives will ensure that valid water control manuals will never be developed and that 


additional conflicts over the Corps’ operations of the federal reservoirs in the ACF Basin will 
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follow.


                        The first objective that must be accomplished is to update the critical yield 


analysis for Lake Lanier, West Point Lake and Lake Walter F. George (Lake Eufaula), Lake.


Without an accurate determination of the amount of water that is available to address the 


competing demands for water and water storage in the driest of conditions, it will be 


impossible for the Corps to develop water control manuals that establish operations that are 


consistent with Congressional intent and satisfy the purposes for which Congress authorized 


each project.  The critical yield analyses for the federal reservoirs in the ACF Basin have not 


been revised to reflect 2007 drought conditions.  Indeed, in the past, the Corps has failed to 


use then-existing droughts of record to calculate the critical yields; instead deciding that the 


then-existing drought of record was an outlier and could be ignored.  Failure to develop a 


critical yield analysis based upon the actual drought of record cannot be repeated.  Because 


the conditions in 2007 established a new drought of record, the State of Alabama respectfully 


requests that the Corps update its calculation of the critical yields from the federal reservoirs, 


particularly Lake Lanier, as a first step in its effort to update the water control manuals.


The determination of the critical yield should be done in an open and public process that 


includes input from stakeholders throughout the ACF Basin.  Before the critical yields are 


finalized, the Corps should conduct one or more public hearings to allow the public to 


provide input into the process, particularly any modeling or operating assumptions used to 


make such calculations.  Alabama believes that until the critical yield calculations are 


updated, any effort to update the water control manuals will be incomplete.  The critical yield 


calculations should consider the inventory of all existing pipes withdrawing water from or 


discharging treated wastewater to any of the federal reservoirs, including the elevation within 
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the reservoir of each such pipe, and the need to meet downstream minimum flow 


requirements at Peachtree Creek (750 cfs), Columbus and Phenix City (1,850 cfs) and Plant 


Farley (2,000 cfs).


                        After the critical yields of the federal reservoirs are determined, the Corps 


needs to establish the baseline conditions against which any proposed modification to the 


water control plans will be judged or assessed.  Alabama believes the Corps should use the 


1959 water control manual for Lake Lanier, the 1975 water control plan for West Point Lake, 


the 1965 water control plan for Lake Walter F. George, and the 1972 water control plan for 


Lake Seminole/Jim Woodruff to determine whether there is sufficient water available in each 


reservoir to meet the Congressionally authorized project purposes of hydroelectric power 


generation, flood control, and navigation support for the ACF System and to provide water 


storage for the specific amounts of storage currently under an existing, valid contract.  The 


State of Alabama believes that the baseline or “no action” alternative for the review of the 


water control manuals under the National Environmental Policy Act must start with the 


currently approved water control manuals for each reservoir.  Draft manuals, the use of action 


zones or other proposed operations that have never been subject to the public scrutiny 


demanded under NEPA and the Corps’ implementing regulations should not be used as a 


starting point of the Corps’ review or effort to update the manuals.  The use of draft manuals, 


action zones or other proposed operations as the baseline or “no action alternative” would 


allow the Corps to alter or modify the operations of the reservoirs and impact authorized 


project purposes in a manner that is inconsistent with Congressional intent without providing 


Congress any opportunity to review the proposed changes.  Such an approach would allow 


the Corps to circumvent its obligation to update the manuals through an open and public 


process.  Using any other scenario as the “baseline” and ignoring the existing water control 
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manuals for the federal reservoirs and the existing master manual for the ACF Basin would 


allow the Corps to avoid seeking Congressional approval for significant alterations in the 


operations of the reservoirs, to impact significantly the authorized project purposes of the 


reservoirs and to circumvent Congressional intent in establishing the project purposes for 


these reservoirs and the process for changing or altering such purposes.


The State of Alabama understands that the Corps may use 2003 as the "baseline condition" 


for the manual update.  We further understand that this date was selected based upon the date 


that the ACF River Basin Compact expired.  Under the ACF Compact, Alabama, Florida 


Georgia and the United States agreed to allow increased water withdrawals during the 


development of a water allocation formula.  In Articles VII and VIII of the ACF Compact, 


however, the parties agreed that no permanent, vested or perpetual right to water would be 


recognized, granted or acknowledged for any increased water withdrawals that occurred after 


January 3, 1992, if the compact ultimately expired.  By proposing a baseline of 2003, the 


Corps is violating an unambiguous Congressional enactment that expressly recognized the 


agreements of Alabama, Florida, Georgia and the Corps as expressed in the ACF Compact 


and the documents that led to the enactment of the ACF Compact.


The State of Alabama learned at one of the Public Scoping meetings that the Corps’ baseline 


will assume that current withdrawals will continue despite the ruling of the United States 


Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit, the pending litigation challenging such withdrawals, 


and the express language of the now-expired ACF Compact.  Such an assumption ignores a 


significant issue that the Corps must confront.  The Corps currently has no legal basis or 


authority to operate Lake Lanier for water supply if such operations significantly impact the 


authorized project purposes of navigation, hydropower or flood control or require major 
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operational change to these authorized project purposes.  By failing to consider the limited 


nature of the legal authority granted to the Corps by Congress to operate Lake Lanier, the 


Corps is wasting a tremendous amount of time and resources by using unsupported 


assumptions as the bases for proceeding with the manual update. 


                        The Corps' proposed approach curtails the environmental review mandated 


under NEPA by significantly limiting the scope of any review.  Instead of reviewing the 


environmental impacts of proposed operations based upon the currently approved manuals, 


the Corps is, in effect, ignoring the potentially significant impacts upon the environment 


associated with major operational changes occurring between the dates of the last manuals 


and 2003 for the federal reservoirs.  In ruling that the Corps overstepped its authority by 


entering the clandestine settlement agreement in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River 


Basin, the United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit admonished the Corps that it 


could not allow incremental changes over time to establish a new baseline or status quo.  Any 


attempt to use 2003 as a baseline simply ensures further legal challenges over the Corps' 


operations and proposed operations in the ACT Basin and ignores the Corps' obligations 


under NEPA and other laws, rules regulations and agreements designed to govern the manual 


update process.


                        Moreover, the baseline should also be based upon the amount of storage 


currently under existing contracts (not expired or so-called “holdover” contracts) and should 


assume that the contract amounts establish limits or caps on the amount of water that can be 


withdrawn for water supply purposes.  Specifically, the baseline should not assume that the 


current practice of allowing water withdrawals without contracts by the Atlanta Regional 


Commission or Gwinnett County will be continued in the future.  Any proposed changes in 
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operations, including increases in water supply withdrawals in amounts exceeding this 


baseline, should not be considered by the Corps in establishing the baseline or “no action”


alternative and should only be considered after the baseline conditions are established.  With 


the expiration of the ACF Compact, the “live and let provision” expired, and there can be no 


expectation that water withdrawals in excess of contract amounts would be incorporated into 


the “baseline” operations.


                        The United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit rejected the Corps’


argument that the proper baseline for considering whether a reallocation of storage to water 


supply at Lake Lanier constituted a “major operational change” requiring Congressional 


approval was not the status quo at the time of the settlement agreement.  The Court clearly 


stated that “the appropriate baseline for measuring the impact of . . . reallocation of water 


storage is zero, which was the amount allocated to storage space for water supply when [Lake 


Lanier] began operation.”  Any baseline that considers current operations to accommodate 


water supply withdrawals or storage is contrary to this legal conclusion.


                        Another aspect of the manual update process should consider the Corps’


compliance with existing environmental laws.  Since the federal reservoirs were constructed, 


Congress, Alabama, Florida and Georgia have enacted a number of laws and regulations 


designed to protect and enhance the quality of the environment, including the Clean Water 


Act and the Endangered Species Act.  In operating the federal projects in the ACF Basin, the 


Corps must avoid operations that will violate or lead to violations of water quality standards 


or will cause directly or indirectly the take of an endangered species or impacts to critical 


habitat.  As part of its effort to update the water control manuals at the federal reservoirs in 


the ACF Basin, the Corps should ensure that even under drought conditions, sufficient flow is 
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maintained below each dam, so that water quality standards and endangered species are 


protected.  Specifically, the Corps should coordinate with the Fish & Wildlife Service, the 


EPA and appropriate state agencies in Alabama and Georgia to ensure that the water control 


manuals are compliant with the Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act.


                        After the critical yield calculations, the baseline conditions, and the Corps’


compliance with existing laws are completed, then the Corps and the states should agree upon 


the computer model that will be used to evaluate the impact of any changes to the baseline 


operations.  During the Comprehensive Study and the negotiations under the ACF Compact, 


a significant amount of work was done in the development of the HEC-5 model and the 


assumptions underlying the model runs.  While Florida never agreed to use the HEC-5 model 


as the only modeling tool and continued to use the STELLA model in connection with the 


allocation formula negotiations, Alabama, Florida and Georgia and the Corps are familiar 


with the HEC-5 model.  As a result, each of their technical staffs is able to evaluate the 


results of HEC-5 model runs and to identify potential inconsistencies between the modeled 


output and anticipated results.


                        The State of Alabama understands that revisions to the Water Control Manuals 


will be evaluated using the ResSim model.  The ResSim model should only replace the HEC-


5 model after the technical staffs of the three states and the Corps agree that the ResSim 


model is a better tool to evaluate the ACF system.  It would be inappropriate and premature 


for the Corps to develop the ResSim model without input from the states on the assumptions 


underlying the model and without sufficient time for each of the states to develop the 


experience and expertise required to evaluate the results generated by the ResSim.
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Assuming the Corps uses the appropriate model or allows the states to develop the necessary 


expertise in the ResSim model, the Corps should evaluate potential modifications to the 


baseline conditions that would form the basis for the new water control manuals and master 


manual.  Any proposed modification to the baseline condition must determine whether and to 


what extent such modifications in or deviations from the approved operations prevents the 


Corps from fully satisfying the Congressional authorized project purposes of hydropower 


generation, flood control, and navigation support.  The Corps must also assess whether the 


proposed operations under the revised water control plan will be consistent with applicable 


federal laws, including, but not limited to, the Water Supply Act and the Flood Control Act.


                        This step requires an assessment of other proposed reallocations of water 


storage in the federal storage projects to water supply and potential reservoir construction 


within the ACF Basin.  The State of Georgia has developed a water supply plan that includes 


various assumptions and projections regarding the use of federal reservoirs for water supply 


purposes over the next several years.  To date, the Corps has not reviewed any of the 


potential efforts within the State of Georgia to increase the amount of water storage available 


for water supply at Lake Lanier.  Failure to consider the impact of these assumptions and 


projections upon the potential future operations of Lake Lanier would violate the Corps’


obligations to consider the cumulative impacts of known and foreseeable future actions.  The 


Corps should consider these potential reallocations of storage in the environmental impact 


statement under NEPA, but should also consider the extent to which these reallocations may 


require Congressional approval prior to implementation.


                        The State of Alabama is also concerned that some proposed reservoir projects 


under consideration in Georgia may have impact upon inflows into the federal reservoirs in 
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the ACF Basin, including inflows from the Flint River.  Whether such projects impact the 


amount of water flowing into the federal reservoirs or the demands placed upon the federal 


reservoirs by downstream interests, a detailed assessment of the environmental and 


operational impacts of such proposed projects is critical to future operations of the federal 


and non-federal projects in the ACF Basin.  Again, the review of such projects should include 


an assessment of each project individually as well as cumulative impacts with other potential 


and foreseeable projects.  In assessing the cumulative impacts associated with the operation 


of the ACF Basin, the Corps must consider the amount of water that may be lost from the 


basins through interbasin transfers and consumptive uses and should consider appropriate 


limitations on any such losses, particularly under drought conditions.


                        The State of Alabama also believes that the Corps’ updated manuals should 


establish some degree of certainty in drought conditions.  The Corps’ water control manuals 


should recognize that releases from conservation storage at Lake Lanier for protection of 


downstream flows and water quality are necessary and expected and that impacts to 


recreation and recreation facilities are temporary but unavoidable during dry conditions.


Under no circumstances should the Corps base the critical yield analysis of the reservoirs on 


the entire conservation storage pools and then adopt an operational scheme that prevents the 


use of any portion of such storage.  The bottom of the conservation pool at Lake Lanier is set 


at 1035’ MLS and the critical yield calculation assumes that the conservation pool is 


exhausted.  Limiting releases from Lake Lanier to prevent the lake from going below an 


elevation well above 1035’ MLS establishes an artificial barrier that was never authorized or 


approved by Congress.


                        As the Corps is keenly aware, the State of Alabama has a significant interest in 
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the operations of the federal reservoirs in the ACF Basin.  The Corps’ operation of these 


reservoirs has a direct and substantial impact on the quantity and quality of water flowing 


into Alabama.  Any effort to update the water control manuals and the master manual should 


proceed in a logical and stepwise manner and should start with a calculation of the critical 


yield from each reservoir.  Without determining how much water is available from each 


reservoir during critical times, it is impossible to evaluate potential modifications in the 


operations of these reservoirs and to determine whether such operations are authorized by 


law.  The Corps has a significant responsibility in protecting water quality and the 


environment downstream of its projects.  A detailed review of the operations and proposed 


operations under existing environmental rules and regulations needs to be a significant part of 


this exercise.  Finally, the Corps’ operations should not protect uses of the water stored in 


these reservoirs that have not been authorized by Congress.  In choosing between releases 


and retention, the Corps must consider the authorized purposes of the reservoir and not make 


its decision based upon what it believes to be politically feasible.


                        The Secretary of the Army assured Alabama’s congressional delegation that 


the update of the ACF water control plan would involve a complete, top-to-bottom, “clean


slate” review of the ACF system.  Alabama expects that the Secretary’s assurance will be 


fulfilled, and the issues raised in this letter must be fully addressed in order for the assurance 


to be met.


 


Respectfully Submitted,


J. Brian Atkins
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Director, Alabama Office of Water Resources


Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs


401 Adams Avenue, Suite 434


Montgomery, AL  36103-5690


Phone:  (334) 242-5499


Fax:      (334) 242-0776
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Acf-wcm.com Mail - lake levels


 Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


lake levels 
1 message 


NGGsigns@aol.com <NGGsigns@aol.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2008 at 
9:02 AM 


To: Comments@acf-wcm.com 


I believe that the minimum lake level should be full pool. Never should it go below that if we 
actually can control it. It makes no sense to me that we would ever let out more water than is 
coming in. 
 
Buddy Manning
Buford, Georgia
 
 
 


One site has it all. Your email accounts, your social networks, and the things you love. Try the new 
AOL.com today!
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 Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


ACF Stakeholder Comments 
1 message 


Chadwick Taylor <cct@phonl.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2008 at 5:56 
PM


To: Comments@acf-wcm.com 
Cc: "C. Chadwick Taylor" <cct@phonl.com>, Dave McLain <dmclain850@aol.com>, Carole Rutland 
<crutland@knology.net>, Andrew Jubal Smith <smithlaw@mindspring.com>, Dan Tonsmeire 
<dan@apalachicolariverkeeper.org> 


Col. Byron Jorns, Mobile District Commander, USACE, Mobile, AL 36628-0


Dear Col. Jorns:
    By this email and according to your instructions I submit these comments for the record on the 
Environmental Impact Assessment of  the Proposed Update to the ACF Water 
Control Manual. Please by return email indicate you have received this in a timely 
manner.
    First, I want to endorse and I support the comments submitted by both the Apalachicola 
Riparian County Stakeholder Coalition and the Apalachicola Riverkeeper, as if they are my own 
and were attached herewith. As a faithful servant of both organizations and others such as 
RiverWay South, I believe their submissions to this process to be better than anything I can write 
on my own.
    Having said that, and in watching daily, and to paraphrase David C. Korten in his book, we are 
in The Great Turning, From Empire to Earth Community, and the United States is in deep trouble. 
At present we seem destined to try to solve our troubles by the very same means by which we 
arrived in this fix. The lessons learned but not acted upon are encompassed in the referenced 
comments above from these two distinguished organizations and General Schroedel has taken to 
saying it himself, "the ACF system is already over-allocated". 
    Since being raised on the St Johns River I have watched the decline of that system 
from bulkeds, dredging, over-allocation and saltwater intrusion to where the cypress trees that line 
the banks are now dead and dying and the river turns green in the summer. If left unchecked 
we seem destined to the same fate here on the Apalachicola River and Bay for many of the same 
reasons and more. We are up against what I will call, the ecological imperative, and denial is not 
another river in Egypt. Actions proposed and already implemented by the USACE sanctioned by 
the USFWS, the State of Georgia and others simply will destroy the Apalachicola River and Bay in 
time, a death by a thousand slashes. But such a fate is entirely unnecessary as I like to remind us, 
we can forgive our ancestors for they knew not what they were doing but in our time we know 
exactly what we are doing and our children's children and theirs' are least likely to forgive us. As 
the lead player in this game the USACE can do the right thing and avoid the judgment of our 
descendents. I am not confident that you can for I understand you can lead the horse to water but 
you can't make him drink. At that you have the necessary information before you in the above 
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comments and we will work with you to the best possible outcome. Simply put we must establish 
and protect the ecological and historical flow regime first and the rest is up for debate.
    I commend for your further consideration, The Dominant Animal, Human Evolution and the 
Environment by Paul Ehrlich, that describes well where we have come from, the challenges we 
face, and most importantly acknowledges limits most will find an inconvenient truth. In the 
Apalachicola River and Bay and the ACF Basin we find an opportunity and a challenge to lead our 
nation. I have enjoyed our collaboration together and am hopeful for a successful outcome that 
protects the Apalachicola River and Bay Basin and the communities within. For if we do that, we 
will succeed in protecting the entire ACF basin. I trust you will do your best and I remain ready and 
willing to provide further assistance. Please don't hesitate to call. Sincerely yours, Chad Taylor
 
C. Chadwick Taylor 
CCT & Associates, Inc. 
P. O. Box 315, 4209 Buckland Trail 
Greenwood, Florida 32443 
850/526-0176, cct@phonl.com 
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 Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Keep it flowing, PLEASE 
1 message 


carolineW <ctylerw@fairpoint.net> Wed, Nov 19, 2008 
at 6:53 PM 


To: Comments@acf-wcm.com 


Firstly, I want to say that I am not outraged that Atlanta has been growing on water taken from Lake 
Lanier "illegaly".  That kind of emotion is counterproductive.  I understand all the economic benefits 
from that growth.  Secondly, I am hoping that the Corp will make new rules that will keep the water 
flowing downstream so that this magnificent spot on the planet will survive and thrive for the world 
to experience for future generations.  This kind of living museum is disappearing.  Additionally, this 
estuary sustains no small economy, from the local seafood workers to the restaurants in NYC.  You 
know the right thing to do.  Please take the higher road.  It doesn't have to be viewed 
as Atlanta versus Apalachicola; it is a choice between mortar and bricks or a productive paradise that 
can't be replaced once it is destroyed.  Thank you for taking this into serious  consideration.
 
Caroline Weiler
Apalachicola, FL
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 Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


18 feet and dropping.. 
1 message 


Darryl Lanier <dlanier@dtiglobal.com> Thu, Nov 20, 2008 at 
10:05 AM 


To: Comments@acf-wcm.com 


Folks,


 For what it is worth, if the level of Apalachicola bay dropped the same amount as Lake Lanier (18
+/- feet) there wouldn’t be any water left in the bay at all!.. Agreed, we need to conserve water in 
Atlanta and I’m doing my part, but we also need to moderate the amount of our precious resource 
that is allowed to run into the Gulf of Mexico. Once it has left Lake Lanier there is no getting it 
back.. Perhaps trying to prevent salt water from coming into Apalachicola bay is like trying to stop 
a hurricane. It is just destined by forces of nature.


 


I love Apalachicola and Apalachicola bay but I think that there may not be enough rain in the North 
Georgia watershed to keep the lower river and bay from getting saltier even if Atlantans stop 
showering, washing cars and watering their yards..


 


Darryl Lanier


Regional Management Services Consultant


Document Technologies


Suite 850


Two Ravinia Drive


Atlanta, GA 30346


dlanier@dtiglobal.com


404-218-0077 cell
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404-873-2202 Ext 401 office


770-998-5993 residence
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 Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Comments on ACF Water Control Manual Update (Nov. 21, 
2008) 
1 message 


Denesia_Cheek@nps.gov <Denesia_Cheek@nps.gov> Fri, Nov 21, 2008 at 10:00 AM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com 
Cc: Denesia_Cheek@nps.gov 


 
November 21, 2008 
 
 
 
District Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer District, Mobile 
Post Office Box 2288 
Mobile, Alabama 36628-0001 
 
RE: Scoping Comments addressing the Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River Basin 
       Water Control Manual Update 
 
In response to the September 11, 2008,  Water Control Manual Update Process 
and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)  Interagency Scoping Meeting, 
the National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the Corps of Engineers ACF 
Water Control Manual Update.  The Master Water Control Manual for the ACF 
Basin was last completed in 1958 and it did not include Water Control 
Manuals for the West Point, Walter F. George, and George W. Andrews 
projects.  In addition, NPS understands that the updates to the Water 
Control Manuals are typically integrated with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) public involvement process. 
 
The current request expands on previous request to manage water and balance 
the lakes in the ACF system during times of drought, navigation, 
hydropower, recreation, water supply, water quality and other project 
purposes.  The NPS has express concerns in regards to any decision to 
reduce  flows at Peacthree Creek less than 750cfs as a meaningful threshold 
for preserving water quality and biological health in the river. 
Historical research indicates that 750cfs provides a better support for 
recreation and resources than would lower flows. 
 
As a federal land management agency responsible for managing a significant 
percentage of the Chattahoochee River, NPS continues to recommend an 
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instantaneous flow of 750cfs at Peachtree Creek under drought conditions 
needed to protect resources  (fish, wildlife, and recreation) within the 
Chattahoochee park  unit.   In addition, as a land management agency we are 
responsible for the following congressional authorizations:  Water Supply 
Act of 1958, Endangered Species Act of 1973, and Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1958. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments at this time and hope that 
you will take them into consideration.  We will continue to be engaged in 
the process and appreciate opportunities to further collaborate.  Should 
you have additional questions and/or comments, you can contact Denesia W. 
Cheek, NPS Southeast Regional Hydrologist at (404 ) 562-3113 ext. 510 or 
denesia_cheek@nps.gov. 
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 Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Lake Lanier 
1 message 


D-Jay Petro <djaypetro@charter.net> Fri, Nov 21, 2008 at 2:56 PM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com 


Please help save our lake. Our business depends on lake traffic. This is a part of our income.


Thanks,


D-Jay Petroleum
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(no subject) 
1 message 


Gwen Criswell <criswell@bellsouth.net> Fri, Nov 21, 2008 at 
11:59 AM 


To: Comments@acf-wcm.com 


My family’s livelihood relies heavily upon Lake Lanier for 
our source of revenue.  My husband is in the marine 
business directly on the lake and I am a realtor.  We have 
watched our incomes decrease significantly due to the 
water levels.  The lake provides not only a source of 
income to those families in the boating industry, but it also 
affects the property values as well.  I am a native of Florida 
and understand the reasons why water is allowed to be 
carried to Florida.  I have scalloped and fished Florida all 
over all my life.  Florida has had its share of drought 
conditions as well.  However, a lake should never be 
allowed to reach the drastic low levels that Lake Lanier has 
experienced.  It saddens me to see the lake in its current 
condition.  My hope is that we can reach a reconciliation to 
this situation in the very near future.


 


Gwen L. Criswell,~Realtor~


Keller Williams Realty ~Atlanta Partners


678.898.4008 (cell)
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Acf-wcm.com Mail - (no subject)


678.482.7464 (home)


678.482-7465 (fax)


email address: criswell@bellsouth.net ~ Gwencriswell@KW.com


The finest compliment I can ever receive is a referral from my friends and clients.
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Miller, Jamie


From: vherr@aol.com
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2008 2:05 PM
To: Miller, Jamie; Davie, Steven; bostonbret@aol.com
Subject: Fwd: EIS Submittal from LaGrange (Scoping or EIS resource?)


Page 1 of 3


12/2/2008


This is the note I was referencing from Joe Maltese.
Recommend a quick check with Brian to ensure our assumptions line up on this. 
We have multiple comments from LaGrange Mayor, Chamber and area businesses in 
the system.
Believe these are at the right level and the additional data is probably overkill. 


Thanks


Vern Herr 
Group Solutions 
770.757.9828


-----Original Message----- 
From: Joe Maltese <jmaltese@lagrange-ga.org> 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com; Taylor, Peter F SAM <Peter.F.Taylor@usace.army.mil>; Zettle, Brian 
A SAM <Brian.A.Zettle@usace.army.mil>; Me <vherr@aol.com> 
Sent: Wed, 19 Nov 2008 5:55 am 
Subject: EIS Submittal from LaGrange (Scoping or EIS resource?) 


Good morning:


I needed to follow up on a volume of documents that was commissioned for development by 
the greater LaGrange/Troup County/ east Alabama community relative to West Point Lake. I 
am not sure if this falls within the realm of scoping (it may) or in offering environmental 
research and material for the Corps use in EIS and Operational decision making activity.  In 
case it is viewed as a scoping document rather than an EIS support resource and must be 
submitted by a deadline I wanted to get this in the Scoping hopper.


Our community has provided the Corps with the Economic Study completed last year relative 
to West Point Lake. The second component of that massive community undertaking was the 
development of an Environmental Study that:


1. Assessed and identified a wide range of environmental issues surrounding environmental 
concerns at West Point Lake


2. Compiled a wide range of existing data and studies related to the lake that have been "on 
the shelf" and already completed by various entities throughout the history of West Point Lake


3. Set forth action plans studies and analysis and projects of environmental concern at the 
West Point project.
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Many of the concerns that evolved from  that environmental element of local study of the West 
Point project, have been submitted into the scoping process by various agencies and entities 
in the west GA east AL area. However the background behind those issues and much more is 
available and we wish to make sure you have all that data in your hands for resource as you 
move forward with the EIS process. Our hopes are that this information can become a useful 
resource for the Corps and other agencies involved with the process as you complete the EIS 
for the WCM's on the ACF.


The study pointed to many issues that need attention, some of which we have already begun 
to address but have implications that may take years of study to fully understand . For 
example, one project that you are familiar with is an in depth/ long term study of water quality 
at the West point project. As you know that activity began early this past summer and our goal 
is to continue that effort for at least a 10 year period to capture what happens to WQ at the 
lake through various climatic conditions and cycles, and to more clearly develop a profile and 
understand what happens to Water Quality in the lake over long periods of time.


The documentation pulled together thus far is quite massive, and when printed out can easily 
eat up about 2 feet of bookshelf.  The question and offering here is how best to submit and 
make this documentation and reports available. Printing it seems unreasonable and I can offer 
it to you in digital format. I suspect at this time the total volume size may be about 2-3 gigs or 
more with GIS data.(I assume you have the base ESRI GIS programs to work with the 
GIS\Data)


The City of LaGrange does have an FTP site we could utilize to place the data and information 
and for a period of time to allow the Corps and any other entity transfer the files that have been 
compiled thus far. The other opportunity is that I prepare a set of disks and send all currently 
available files for your use.


As noted earlier this is somewhat of a "living" or ongoing project to monitor, collect and submit 
information to appropriate entities for use in decision making on the West Point project. You 
will see that some data is GIS based and is consistently being added to and modified, as in the 
current case of water quality monitoring. I have been submitting WQ data about twice each 
month to Mike Eubanks of your office. This data is also linked to a GIS system that is 
constantly being updated utilizing newly gathered information. How we share and offer that 
info  to assure the coordination and storage of accurate records going forward is important.


We want this information in your hands as a resource for the longer term EIS process, and 
also for any scoping needs you may have.


Please let me know what format and how you'd like to receive this information and I will 
transmit it to you promptly.


Thanks


Joe Maltese


Joe Maltese
Assistant to the City Manager for Special Projects
P.O. Box 430
City of LaGrange
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LaGrange, GA 30241
cell 706-302-4087
fax 706-883-2020
jmaltese@lagrange-ga.org


IMPORTANT: The contents of this email and any attachments are confidential. They are intended for the named 
recipient(s) only. 
If you have received this email in error, please notify the system manager or the sender immediately and do not 
disclose the contents to anyone or make copies thereof. 
*** eSafe scanned this email for viruses, vandals, and malicious content. ***
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Acf-wcm.com Mail - PLEASE HELP US TO FILL LAKE LANIER WITH WATER


 Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


PLEASE HELP US TO FILL LAKE LANIER WITH WATER 
1 message 


Sunny K. Park <parkk@aol.com> Sun, Nov 23, 2008 at 1:26 
AM


To: comments@acf-wcm.com 


WE ARE DESPERATELY NEED YOUR HELP WITH PERMANENT SOLUTION. PLEASE HELP! 
 
Best regards, Sunny Park
 


Traveling over the river or through the woods this holiday season? Get the MapQuest Toolbar. 
Directions, Traffic, Gas Prices & More! 


file:///Z|/AtlantaShare/Personal%20Work%20Folders/Katie/emails/a%20add%20to%20Portal/Sunny%20Park.htm [12/2/2008 6:09:49 PM]
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 Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Lake Lanier Level 
1 message 


Vicky Ginn <vginn@charter.net> Fri, Nov 21, 2008 at 
9:11 AM 


To: Comments@acf-wcm.com 


To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Regarding the current level of Lake Lanier, we are concerned about the impact that this drastically 
and historically low level is having on the lake for several reasons: 
 
Businesses that rely on recreational dollars are suffering due to decreased activity on the lake. 
Restaurants, marinas, lodging providers, fishing professionals and others that cater to the lake 
visitor are facing an increased strain on their livelihood already impacted due to the fragile 
economy. 
 
Such low lake levels involve safety issues.  Landforms are much closer to the surface of the water 
yet can still remain unseen by motorists until too late or dangerously late.  Due to the decreased 
water level, swimmers have less shallow water before deep dropoffs, and inexperienced 
swimmers can find themselves in life threatening situations. 
 
We are in favor of the following measures to increase the level of water in Lake Lanier: 
 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full 
pool no later than June 1. 
 
Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species 
in the Apalachicola River. 
 
Management prompts must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times 
of drought. 
 
Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, 
thereby adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
We respectfully request that these measures be seriously considered and implemented. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David and Vicky Ginn 
 


file:///Z|/AtlantaShare/Personal%20Work%20Folders/Katie/emails/a%20add%20to%20Portal/Vicky%20Ginn.htm [12/2/2008 6:10:02 PM]
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Acf-wcm.com Mail - ACF Water Control Plan


 Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


ACF Water Control Plan 
1 message 


Wilton Rooks <wrooks@omnemail.com> Tue, Nov 18, 2008 
at 10:26 AM 


To: comments@acf-wcm.com 


I want to urge the Corps of Engineers to establish a water control plan that will incorporate the 
following:


 


1.  Result in increased storage in the reservoirs when water is available rather than release so 
much of it into the Gulf of Mexico. I believe there are operating rules that will achieve this as 
well as meet the minimum required flow into Apalachicola River. The new ResSim modeling 
software should be used to maximum advantage to develop these new operating rules. The 
rules developed under the HEC-5 model are inadequate to do the job that is required. Other 
modeling software such as OASIS have developed these rules for the ACF. They should either 
be accepted or rejected for sound reasons rather than ignored. 


2.  The water control plan should be flexible enough to adapt to changing conditions. 
3.  The water control plan should establish a procedure to determine on a scientific basis the 


minimum required discharge from Woodruff Dam. The reported basis for the 5,000 cfs has 
varied so much that it is unclear what the actual number should be based on a scientific study. 
Perhaps the endangered species would actually be better at lower flows. 


4.  The water control plan should not stop at the Woodruff Dam for control purposes. If the oysters 
and endangered species are to become a basis for operational decision making then factors in 
the Apalachicola River and Bay that effect those elements should be included in the control 
mechanism. Require Florida to block Sikes Cut and to remove the straightening that has 
occurred in the Apalachicola River that was done for barge traffic convenience. 


5.  Require all water users on all three rivers to document their water consumptive uses and to 
establish plans to reduce their consumption. This goes beyond conservation. It includes fixing 
leaks and making investments in better industrial uses of water including power plant cooling 
technologies.  I realize this might be outside the purview of the water control plan, but the 
Corps can use its influence to get the states to require this documentation and plan. This 
would include returning all water taken out of the rivers back to the same river rather than 
exporting water needed in the ACF to the Atlantic Ocean as is done now. 


6.  The Corps should request appropriations to remove the constraints imposed by the Woodruff 
Dam that result in water being removed from the reservoirs. During droughts this removal is 
very costly to all of the reservoir water users. 


7.  Fully commit to adding two additional feet to the full pool of Lake Lanier when water is 
available to do so. This is a small investment with a tremendous value. I am sure the 
necessary appropriations can be found to achieve this. 
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In summary it is recognized that during droughts everyone will suffer from lack of water, but the basis 
for the water control plan should be to look ahead to the future consequences of the operational rules 
that are established. Lake Lanier for example will be lower this year because of the discharges last 
year than it was last year. Unless the water control plan adopts the view that all of the reservoirs must 
recover prior to June, the reservoirs will lose their ability to provide water when and as it is needed. 
Lake Lanier will continue to achieve lower lows each year unless its replenishment is seen as a 
targeted goal.


 


Thank you


 


Wilton Rooks


Lake Lanier Resident


678 200 8070
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November 17, 2008 


To: Col. Byron Jorns 


 Mobile District Commander 


 USACE 


 Mobile, AL 36628-0001 


Subject:  Stakeholder Comment on Environmental Impact Assessment of 
Proposed Update to ACF Water Control Manual 


We want to take this opportunity as provided for under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to address some of the concerns we have with 
the proposed action of updating the Water Control Manuals that will govern the 
operation of water management of the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint 
Rivers.


First of all, the process: 


The Corps has responsibility to consider carefully the impact of the proposed 
action, the update of the master Water Control Plans (WCP) on the 
Congressionally approved project uses.  We would assert you also have under 
NEPA the responsibility to consider carefully the broader impact on the social 
and economic fabric of the communities throughout the ACF Basin, and indeed 
on the survival, health and productivity of the waters that comprise this eco-
system.  If the waters of that eco-system are depleted below the minimum 
required to sustain that system, all users lose.  The on-going EIS assessment 
must have, and be seen to have, a direct input into the shape and content of the 
WCM.  A flowchart or some other form of audit trace should be constructed to 
demonstrate the influence of the stakeholder concerns on the WCM.  A fair and 
equitable distribution of and public access to these waters must be an explicit 
aim of the proposed WCP.  Therefore the scope of your EIS/WCP assessment 


0070


should have a historically and scientifically-verifiable baseline for impact 
comparison.   We understand the Commander of the Corps’ South Atlantic 
Division will meet with the National Research Council soon; he should discuss 
with them the NRC’s active involvement in the WCM/EIS process.  The credibility 
of the process would be greatly enhanced. 


Secondly, the workproduct, the Water Control Manuals themselves: 


It would be simpler and quicker for the Corps to accept the current Revised 
Interim Operations Plan (RIOP) with minor modifications as the updated Water 
Control Manual.  After all, the RIOP has gone through a”Biological Opinion” 
review by the US Fish and Wildlife Service already.  However, the RIOP and the 
Biological Opinion were limited to consider the impact of the reduced 
downstream flows on four (4) endangered species – 3 mussels and the Gulf 
Sturgeon.  A “biological opinion” so constrained did not consider the impact of 
the drastically reduced flows on the health and productivity of the coastal 
fisheries and the NOAA-approved Coastal Zone Management plans, nor on the 
proper natural functioning of the floodplain, and the health and productivity of the 
downstream eco-system itself.  Options like incorporating enforceable demand 
management and reduced consumption, must be incorporated in the Corps’ 
existing and proposed contracts with upstream water users to ensure sustainable 
freshwater flows.  These are critical missing components in the current RIOP.  On 
a basin of interstate waters, such as the ACF, these water contracts between the 
Corps and the variety of users of water stored in Federal reservoirs must 
incorporate safeguards for downstream users of these interstate waters, and not 
be limited to upstream needs alone. 


Finally, the Water Management structure for the ACF: 


The management objective for the interstate waters of the ACF Basin should be 
the identification, construction and enforcement of a water budget that 
recognizes and balances the competing needs of all riparian users.  No such 
record of in-stream flow requirements for the ACF as a sustainable resource now 
exists.  Fundamental inequities now exist in the water management structures 
and laws of the riparian states, and States’ rights in managing the waters of their 
states is, and can remain, the governing management structure for waters that 
rise and fall in a single state.  But the management of the surface waters of the 
interstate ACF basin must be managed by joint agreement.  Over 18 years of 
negotiation, mediation, and litigation have failed to achieve that objective.  That 
failure will persist so long as an objective, scientifically valid assessment of the 
in-stream flow requirements of all users has not been completed and 
institutionalized.  The Corps’ updated WCM can be a critical tool in achieving the 
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interstate water management objective.  An updated WCM that is not grounded in 
the firm foundation of objective scientific water needs assessment sustains an 
unacceptable status quo and exposes the Corps to attack from multiple, 
competing users, including the Congress.   An investment in empowering and 
funding such an assessment of in-stream flows for the ACF as part of the 
WCM/EIS process is highly recommended. 


0070 Comment ID: 0071 
Author Name: Steven J. Herrington
Organization: The Nature Conservancy 


21 November 2008 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  Mobile District 
107 Saint Francis Street, Suite 1403 
Mobile, AL 36602-9986 
 
Re: Comments for EIS for the ACF River Basin Water Control Manual Update 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
The Nature Conservancy appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Water Control Manual Update for the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint 
(ACF) River Basin. The challenges presented by several years of drought underscore the necessity 
to update the manual to balance the long-term economic and environmental needs in this important 
watershed.  The Conservancy is a recognized global leader in environmental flow science for 
managed rivers and has extensive experience working collaboratively with the Corps and other 
water managers on revising reservoir operations. We respectfully offer the following 
recommendations as well as our expertise to assist the Corps � efforts to define comprehensive, 
science-based environmental flow requirements as the agency develops the EIS and updates the 
water control manual: 
 
Develop a scientific consensus of environmental flow needs of the ACF 
The goal of this EIS is to determine the environmental impacts of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) operations in the ACF River Basin.  Although there has been a tremendous amount of 
publically available ecological data collected over the past several decades in the system, there is 
still not a scientific consensus on the physical and biological effects of operations in the ACF River 
Basin, particularly in the Apalachicola River and Bay.  Because this constitutes the foundation of the 
EIS, the lack of such a consensus on the environmental flow needs of the system can severely 
undermine the quality and utility of the EIS and thus the Water Control Manual for the basin.              
 
Reaching consensus on environmental flow requirements is a complex process.  It involves 
scientists and engineers from many disciplines using existing data to define the basic flow regime 
required to support the native fauna and functions of the river ecosystem.  The Conservancy has 
developed this process through work with many partners in important river systems in the U.S. and 
elsewhere in the world.  We have worked with the USACE for nearly ten years through the 
Sustainable Rivers Program, a partnership to find new ways of conserving and protecting 
freshwater habitats while meeting human needs for water.  As of 2008, this program has helped 
improve management of eight river basins involving 36 USACE river projects across the country. 
Further, the process has been used in several Federal Energy Regulatory Commission dam re-
licensing projects which resulted in ecologically improved river flows while maintaining the viability 
of dams for electric power generation and other uses.  This process has also been adopted by other 
agencies, such as the National Park Service in South Carolina, to apply to their own water 
management issues. 
 
The Savannah River is an example of how we facilitate scientific consensus to approach water 
management problems.  Under contract with the Savannah District of the USACE, we facilitated a 
meeting of over 50 leading scientists from the Georgia and South Carolina state agencies, federal 
agencies, academic institutions, and other non-governmental organizations to develop 
environmental flow recommendations for the Lower Savannah River ecosystem.  The outcome of 
the workshop was a report authored by the participants that conveyed the flow recommendations to 
the District in terms of flow releases from Thurmond Dam.  The Conservancy and partners continue 
to work with the USACE to incorporate the environmental flow recommendations into their water 
control plans and improve the ecological health of the river downstream.  We offer our expertise in 
facilitating science-based environmental flow consensus for the foundation needed to develop a 
meaningful EIS and Water Control Manual for the ACF River Basin.    
 
Continuation of fish passage operations at Jim Woodruff Lock and Dam 
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In 2004, the USACE began collaborating with the Conservancy, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
the U.S. Geological Survey co-op at Clemson University, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission, the Georgia Department of Natural Resources, and several other partners to 
determine the viability of adjusting the operation of the lock at Jim Woodruff Lock and Dam for 
improving upstream movement of migratory fish species in the ACF River Basin.  Several years of 
scientific study clearly demonstrated that running the lock at times when migratory fishes, such as 
the Alabama shad and Gulf strain of striped bass, were moving upstream substantially improved 
their ability to pass through the lock upstream to over 150 miles of additional riverine habitat for 
reproduction and other important biological needs.  In 2008, The USACE agreed to continue to 
operate the lock (which does not release any more or less water downstream) to support fish 
passage.  Because this action is critical in the population recovery of migratory fish species, as well 
as the ecology of the system, the Conservancy strongly supports the continuation of fish passage 
operations at Jim Woodruff Lock and Dam in the ACF River Basin.  In addition, we recommend 
consideration of similar fish passage operations at other USACE operated facilities throughout the 
basin.  Potential impacts on migratory fishes related to USACE operations should be considered in 
the upcoming EIS. 
 
The Conservancy has long provided objective, scientific expertise for water management in the 
ACF River Basin.  We have had staff dedicated to working on river issues in the basin for nearly a 
decade, and our knowledge of the tri-state water issues, expertise in international water planning, 
and pioneering process for helping define environmental flow needs make the Conservancy 
uniquely qualified to assist in the development of the EIS and the Water Control Manual for the 
basin.  Please visit us at www.nature.org/freshwater or feel free to contact me for more information.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Steven J. Herrington, Ph.D. 
Director of Freshwater Projects 
The Nature Conservancy, Florida Chapter 
10394 NW Longleaf Drive 
Bristol, FL  32321 
(850) 643-2756 
(850) 643-2011 
sherrington@tnc.org 
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 United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
1978 Island Ford Parkway 


Atlanta, Georgia 30350-3400 


  


IN REPLY REFER TO: 


November 4, 2008 


District Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer District, Mobile 
Post Office Box 2288 
Mobile, Alabama 36628-0001 


Dear Sir: 


In response to the October 10, 2008 news release from the US Army Corps of Engineers Mobile 
District, the National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the request submitted by the Georgia 
Environmental Protection Division (GA-EPD) to preserve storage in Lake Lanier by temporarily 
reducing the instantaneous minimum flow of the Chattahoochee River at Peachtree Creek from 
750 cfs to 650 cfs beginning November 1, 2008 and continuing through April 30, 2009. 


The current request expands on a previous GA-EPD request made in February of 2008 to reduce 
flows in March and April, which was later amended to include May. The NPS expressed some 
concerns with this initial request in a memorandum dated February 28, 2008 and has since 
voiced other concerns in monthly ACF conference calls. Although we are pleased to note that 
many of these concerns have been addressed in the current GA-EPD request, we would like to 
clarify our position on a few remaining issues. 


First, we feel that any decision to reduce the minimum flow should be accompanied by an effort 
to accurately gauge the instantaneous flow at Peachtree Creek. Although the current EPD request 
downplays the significance of 750 cfs as a meaningful threshold for preserving water quality and 
biological health in the river, past research and experience indicates that it provides better 
support for recreation and resources than would lower flows. We understand that there are 
geographic and logistical barriers to establishing a more accurate measure of instantaneous flows 
at Peachtree Creek; however, we would like to see all options explored and will offer our 
assistance in resolving the issue. 


Second, although a reduction in flows through the colder winter months is less likely to diminish 
water quality or pose a threat to aquatic life, we are concerned that the current request covers a 
period extending through April of 2009. By that time of year, potential temperature increases and 
reductions in dissolved oxygen could threaten components of the fishery. In their request letter, 
GA-EPD states their willingness to coordinate closely with the Wildlife Resources Division of 
the Georgia Department of Resources on an adaptive management strategy to protect the fishery 
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in warmer months, and we would like to ensure that this occurs. 


Finally, during the period of lower flows this past spring, a number of recreational paddlers 
contacted us regarding the emergence of aquatic weeds in the backwater of Bull Sluice Lake. In 
particular, rowing clubs were having difficulty with their oars dragging through the weeds. We 
suspect that the accelerated growth of weeds in Bull Sluice is related to increased exposure to 
sunlight due to lower water levels related to reduced flows. Although this should not be a 
problem through the winter months, it could recur as an issue in the spring and provides another 
reason to ensure that flows are accurately measured and adaptive management is pursued. 


We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments at this time and hope that you will take them 
into consideration. We will continue to be engaged in the process and appreciate opportunities to 
further collaborate. Should you have additional questions or comments, you can contact Rick 
Slade, Chief of Science and Resource Management at 678-538-1321 or at rick_slade@nps.gov. 


Sincerely,


Daniel R. Brown
Superintendent
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Chattahoochee Headwaters Aquatic Biodiversity 
Assessment and Conservation Project 


A project of the Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper 


Final Report 


Project Number 2002-0078-000 


Project Manager: 


 Darcie Boden, Director of Headwaters Conservation, UCR 


Funding Provided For The Project By:  


National Fish and Wildlife Foundation 
 Compton Foundation 


 Turner Foundation 


In Cooperation With:


University of Georgia’s Institute of Ecology 
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The Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper’s (UCR) Headwaters Aquatic Biodiversity 
Assessment and Conservation Project began in February 2002. 


Project Background 


Despite the growing body of knowledge about aquatic biodiversity and abundance in 
many southeastern rivers, a comprehensive understanding of aquatic diversity in the 
Chattahoochee has been non-existent. One of the main reasons for this deficiency stems 
from a largely qualitative perception that the Chattahoochee historically supports fewer 
species than the “richer” adjacent river systems, such as the Etowah and Conasauga 
drainages. As a result, little effort has been focused on this basin and consequently, 
knowledge of the occurrence and distribution of aquatic fauna in this watershed has been 
severely lacking. 


Scientists from the Georgia Department of Natural Resources have stressed the need for a 
basic aquatic inventory in the Headwaters, but due to rotating assessment schedules, 
budget concerns and other resource constraints, this has not been made a priority by the 
Department. Scientists from the University of Georgia and the U.S. Geological Survey 
have also stressed the need for a baseline assessment after discovering the rare Halloween 
darter in the watershed. They have also postulated that one to two additional undescribed 
species of darters may be extant in the Chattahoochee Headwaters.   


As a result of unprecedented growth, the Upper Chattahoochee River system is under 
extreme pressure from sprawl development, water supply reservoir proliferation, 
increased water withdrawal, wastewater discharge increases and other threats as metro 
Atlanta continues to creep northward. The headwaters area of the Chattahoochee above 
Lake Lanier is just beginning to see the detrimental affects of habitat modification, 
introduction of wild species and urbanization. It is critical, therefore, to establish and 
understand the existence and distribution of native aquatic fauna now before these 
animals are further imperiled or even eliminated from the basin.  


In addition, many governmental and non-governmental entities have initiated a number of 
conservation programs aimed at protecting and restoring native aquatic communities, 
especially in the southeastern United States which is widely known for being a “hotspot” 
of aquatic diversity.  A variety of funding sources are available for protecting species and 
habitats these “hot spots” or critical areas; however, historically there hasn’t been enough 
scientific data collected to even substantiate the existence or vulnerability of aquatic 
species in the Chattahoochee basin; much less designate critical areas or implement 
conservation strategies.  As the amount of land development in Georgia continues to 
increase on a daily basis it is imperative to take immediate steps to document the current 
status of our aquatic resources, as well as the need for any protection or restoration efforts 
necessary to sustain the health of existing populations. Furthermore, without action, we 
may forever lose the opportunity to acquire funding for any necessary on-the-ground 
protection and habitat restoration efforts that may be needed in the Upper Chattahoochee 
basin.
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The aforementioned issues provided the impetus for the Upper Chattahoochee 
Headwaters Biodiversity Project, which will serve as an essential building block in laying 
the foundation for future aquatic studies and implementation of conservation strategies.


Project Objectives 


Objectives of the Chattahoochee Headwaters Aquatic Biodiversity Assessment and 
Conservation Project (CHABAC) included: 


1) Establish historical distributions of native fishes and crayfishes in the Upper 
Chattahoochee River watershed. 


2) Assess current distributions and abundance of native fishes and crayfishes throughout 
the Upper Chattahoochee River watershed.


3) Develop and recommend strategic conservation actions to conserve, protect and 
restore native fish and crayfish populations and their associated habitats. 


4)   Disseminate findings widely for use by scientists, resources managers,    
      nongovernmental organizations, and local government decision makers for use in  
      specific management actions. 


From the project’s inception, UCR worked closely with Dr. Bud Freeman from the 
University of Georgia’s Institute of Ecology.  Dr Freeman, who has worked extensively 
on fisheries issues throughout the Southeastern United States, provided project oversight 
and field technicians to collect and analyze relevant data at UGA.  


The portion of the Chattahoochee River Basin chosen for these analyses included all 
streams draining into the Chattahoochee River at and above Lake Sidney Lanier. To meet 
the first objective, 190 historical collection records were combined into one database.
This compendium of records was compiled from collections at the Georgia Museum of 
Natural History, Cornell, Tulane, University of Alabama, Florida Museum of Natural 
History, and field notes from various collectors. The records were then geo-spatially 
cataloged to create a total of 104 distinct collection sites.


A review of the historical records and mapped data coverage helped to pinpoint gaps in 
fish distribution data for the watershed.  Only 24 of 104 sites had collections made at 
them since 1990 and two sub-watersheds, Wahoo Creek and Hazel Creek, had never been 
sampled at all. In addition, several of the sampled watersheds had only been sampled at a 
single location at a single point in time. Finding these large gaps in the historical data set 
only served to reinforce the need to conduct sampling efforts across the entire Upper 
Chattahoochee watershed to document how rapid land use changes are affecting the 
native fish populations and their distributions.


A GIS database (housed at UGA) was created from the available data, the historical 
collections of native fish and crayfish species were reviewed and a targeted sampling 
plan was developed and implemented to enhance the currently known distributions of  ten 
fish species of interest in the basin. Included in the Appendix to this Report is a summary 
of the historical collections known from the Upper Chattahoochee River Basin, a 
description of the fish species selected for this project, and historical distribution maps 
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for each species. The effort to examine crayfish data was less extensive than the 
examination of fish data due to the fact that there is such a limited amount of crayfish 
data available.


The second phase of the project included site selection, sampling and data analysis. Ten 
species were chosen for the study based on whether they are native or rare to the 
Chattahoochee or Upper Chattahoochee basin, and have limited distribution or are listed 
species. Originally, a list of 23 possible sampling sites was formulated, however, due to 
various factors such as lack of access and extremely high water levels, the actual number 
of sites surveyed for the study was 11—concentrated in Lumpkin and White Counties. 
Species of stream-dwelling crayfish were collected at each of the 11 sites along with the 
fish samples.  Since burrowing species of crayfish rarely (if ever) enter the stream, they 
have to be sampled using a different method and therefore were not included during these 
surveys.


Sampling efforts began late in 2002, but were hindered by excessive rainfall and high 
water levels throughout the first half of 2003. The final collections of fish and crayfish 
were made in early August 2003. Unfortunately, the main stem site on the Chestatee was 
never sampled as anticipated because water levels remained too high throughout the 
entire study period. 


Sampling Results 


Many of the tributaries above Lake Lanier support reproducing populations of rainbow, 
brown and brook trout, as well as several species of fishes and crayfishes that are limited 
in distribution and sensitive to habitat degradation. While sampling for this project, UGA 
scientists discovered two rare fishes (Coosa Shiner and the Tennessee Shiner) previously 
thought to be extirpated from the Chattahoochee Basin.  In addition, the first collections 
of the coastal chub and Coosa shiner were made in Chickamauga Creek, representing the 
easternmost records of these species found in the basin to date. The highscale shiner was 
collected for the first time in Sautee Creek and the previously known Halloween darter 
was collected at a new site.  These findings are very encouraging and reinforce the 
importance of additional studies to continue to expand our limited base of knowledge.  


All the newly collected fish and crayfish data was added into the GIS database and 
combined to document the newly established fish distributions. It was then analyzed 
along with land use information to generate a prioritization scheme for the subwatersheds 
in the basin. The prioritization activity, conducted by UGA associates in support of 
project objective number three, is considered in a separate document that follows the 
report on current and historical distributions. The prioritization methodology was based 
on an approach used in the adjacent Etowah basin which has subsequently been accepted 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and serves as a guide when designating locations 
for stream mitigation projects (Freeman and Wenger 2000).   
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Conservation Strategies 


Decreases in fish populations in the Southeast result from habitat loss and degraded 
environmental conditions. The principal causes of freshwater fish imperilment here as 
well as other areas of the United States are dams and channelization of large rivers, 
mining, urbanization, agriculture, deforestation, erosion, pollution, introduced species, 
and the cumulative effects of all these factors (Moyle and Leidy 1992; Warren and Burr 
1994). Cumulative effects of physical habitat modifications have caused widespread 
fragmentation and isolation of many fish populations, while sedimentation resulting from 
poor land-use, construction and development patterns have eliminated the habitat 
required by many of the bottom-dwelling species.  


As the north Georgia region continues to grow at an ever increasing rate, so will the 
threats faced by aquatic species and ecosystems.  Drought and an increasing demand for 
water is a major concern of those advocating for instream flows necessary to ensure the 
continued ecological integrity of Georgia’s headwater streams and rivers. Impacts from 
increased impervious surfaces, loss of riparian stream cover, hydrologic modifications 
and stormwater runoff are also contributing to the decline of our aquatic species. 
Although not a current problem, the introduction of non-native (or invasive) species such 
as hydrilla and zebra mussels, can also have a devastating effect on native aquatic 
species. One of the ways that crayfish are commonly introduced into new 
watersheds is through fishermen's bait buckets:  non-native species of crayfish purchased 
at a bait shop may be released at the end of a day of fishing, resulting in an introduction. 


Conservation of southeastern fishes will require significant changes in land management 
and socioeconomic factors (Moyle and Leidy 1992; Warren and Burr 1994) to stem 
future losses of biodiversity. The first step required is to promote resource stewardship by 
improving public education on the value and status of native aquatic organisms. For 
resource managers and policy makers, increased efforts must be made to proactively 
manage entire watersheds and ecosystems; establish networks of aquatic preserves; 
restore degraded habitats; establish long-term research, inventory, and monitoring 
programs on fishes; and adopt improved environmental ethics concerning aquatic 
ecosystems (Warren and Burr 1994). 


A cooperative community-level conservation effort is needed, one that involves all public 
and private sectors within the region. All stakeholders in this group must work together to 
develop a strategy that outlines and prioritizes the conservation actions needed in these 
priority watersheds.  A group working in the Coosa River Basin in northwest Georgia has 
formulated a similar strategy in support of their mission statement:  “. . . advance 
conservation and recovery of southeastern imperiled fishes and their aquatic ecosystems 
for the benefit of current and future generations through scientific based research, 
management, communication, education and cooperation” (Bibb 2003). 


The fourth and final objective of the project was to disseminate findings  to scientists, 
resource managers, nongovernmental organizations, and local government decision-
makers for use in specific management actions.  Copies of this final report have been 
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distributed to local governments as well as to two active watershed groups and four local 
colleges. 


UCR has submitted a request to present the results of this study at the 2005 Georgia 
Water Resources Conference to be held on April 25-27, 2005 at the University of 
Georgia.  Upon acceptance by the conference planning committee as a session topic, a 2-
4 page report and abstract will be submitted for inclusion in the official conference 
proceedings and an 15-20 minute oral presentation will be developed using Microsoft 
PowerPoint and/or other suitable media. 


The project has been publicized through RiverChat, UCR’s quarterly newsletter and 
 through our website at www.chattahoochee.org. This report is being used by one of the 
local watershed groups as a source of data for a watershed assessment currently being 
conducted in the Soque River watershed. A new chapter of Trout Unlimited has recently 
received a grant to enhance fish habitat on Cane Creek in Lumpkin County. Both of these 
watersheds were identified as priority areas in this study.


A copy of the project can be obtained on a CD that includes data and maps: Contact 
Darcie Boden at Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper 770-531-1064 or by email 
dboden@ucriverkeeper.org. The actual GIS database is housed at UGA. For more 
information contact Dr. Bud Freeman at the UGA Institute of Ecology at 706-542-6032 
or by email at bud@ttrout.ecology.uga.edu. 


Conclusions


During this project, data was collected at 11 locations throughout the Upper 
Chattahoochee Watershed to provide additional data on aquatic species diversity. The 
data collection focused primarily on a set of ten target fish species that were historically 
found, or expected to be found within the watershed. The discovery of two rare fishes 
(Coosa shiner and the Tennessee shiner) previously thought to be extirpated from the 
Chattahoochee Basin reinforces the need for obtaining more comprehensive data 
throughout the watershed.  Additionally, the Halloween darter, which is considered to be 
one of the two most imperiled fish (the other being the Bluestripe shiner) in the 
Chattahoochee, was collected for the first time in White County’s Sautee Creek. It should 
be noted that these shiners were found in the most pristine streams in the watershed and 
were consistently absent from Headwater streams degraded by habitat alterations and 
poor development practices, highlighting the connection between high quality waters and 
aquatic biodiversity.  To verify this assumption, future sampling efforts should be 
conducted to compare several of the relatively forested, undisturbed subwatersheds with 
some of those that are more pressured by urban development and anthropogenic sources 
of disturbance. 
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Future Actions 


The aquatic species that live in the headwaters of the Chattahoochee River face an 
uncertain future as the north Georgia region continues to grow. Although this project has 
successfully served to increase our limited knowledge of the aquatic biodiversity in the 
watershed, it seems to have raised more questions than answers. Future studies are 
needed to continue to fill in the large gaps in fish distribution data, a necessary precursor 
for formulating a more targeted and effective conservation strategy.  At a minimum, the 
watersheds containing the rare target species should be resurveyed to identify any 
historical trends in the species’ status.


Since Lake Lanier divides the upper basin into two watersheds and acts as an effective 
barrier to the movement of many of the lotic (stream and river) species between the two, 
the eastern (Chattahoochee, Sautee and Soque Rivers) and western (Chestatee and 
Tesnatee) watersheds of the upper basin should be considered as separate management 
areas, with distinct populations of fishes and crayfishes. Therefore, additional data should 
be collected on the mainstem of the Chattahoochee, Soque and the Chestatee to provide 
pertinent information for the two systems. 


Genetic research is also suggested to determine whether or not the species collected are 
actually new distinct species or whether they are one and the same with the populations 
becoming isolated as the result of human activities. 
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Introduction  
 
 The Chattahoochee Headwaters Aquatic Biodiversity Assessment and Conservation 
Project involved a review of historical collections of native fish and crayfish species as well 
as additional sampling that would enhance the current known distributions.  In the July 2002 
report, we provided a summary of the historical collections known from the Upper 
Chattahoochee River Basin, described ten fish species of interest selected for this project 
and provided distribution maps for each species (Appendix A).  The targeted species include 
the river chub (Nocomis micropogon), coastal chub (Hybopsis sp. cf. H. winchelli), bluestripe 
shiner (Cyprinella callitaenia), highscale shiner (Notropis hypsilepis), Tennessee shiner 
(Notropis leuciodus), longnose shiner (Notropis longirostris), Coosa shiner (Notropis 
xaenocephalus), shoal bass (Micropterus cataractae), Halloween darter (Percina sp. cf. P. 
palmaris) and blackbanded darter (Percina nigrofasciata).  These fishes were selected 
because they are either: listed as threatened by Georgia, have a limited distribution, are 
endemic to the basin, or are rare in the Chattahoochee basin or the Upper Chattahoochee 
basin.  Herein, we provide the results of eleven fish and crayfish surveys conducted in the 
Upper Chattahoochee watershed, with particular interest in the target species for this 
project.  


One of the original target species, the river chub (Nocomis micropogon), was 
selected as a species of interest because we thought it to be occurring sympatrically in the 
basin with the bluehead chub (Nocomis leptocephalus).  Along with tubercle pattern, the 
shape of the intestine is a character used to differentiate the bluehead chub from the river 
chub in current literature, including the Freshwater Fishes of Virginia (Jenkins and 
Burkhead, 1994).  During the course of this research, we collected several specimens that 
had the tubercle pattern of a bluehead chub, but the coiled gut typical of the river chub.  The 
discovery of seemingly incongruous characters prompted a literature review which revealed 
that the subspecies of the bluehead chub that occurs in the Chattahoochee River system, 
Nocomis leptocephalus interocularis, can have either a coiled or straight intestine, but does 
not differ in tubercle pattern or other physical characteristics from Nocomis leptocephalus 
(Lachner and Wiley, 1971).  The intestine is not a distinctive character in this subspecies 
(Lachner and Wiley, 1971).  Tubercle pattern is the best character for differentiating 
between the river chub and the bluehead chub.  Thus, our selection of the river chub as a 
target species for this project was based on incomplete information since we were using an 
unreliable character to identify it.  The river chub is unlikely to inhabit the area of our study.  
It is interesting, however, that the bluehead chub takes two distinct forms, and this raises the 
question of whether or not the two forms should be considered distinct species.  Future 
taxonomic work with Nocomis in the Chattahoochee system would be valuable.  
 
Site selection 
 


We began site selection by using GIS to choose sub-watersheds that had historical 
records of the fish species of interest (see Appendix) or that lacked any records, but were 
near watersheds that harbored species of interest.  Because our goal was to assess the 
distribution of rare, endemic, or state listed animals, we selected locations that were not in 
or downstream of urban areas.  For ease of access, all sites were located at or near road 
crossings.   
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After selecting 23 possible sample locations that spanned the Upper Chattahoochee 
watershed, we conducted reconnaissance at each site and eliminated ten sites because we 
were denied or could not obtain landowner permission to access the property, or because 
the site was heavily affected by ongoing farming practices.  Two other prospective sites, the 
Chattahoochee River between State Route (SR) 255 and SR 115 and the Chestatee River 
at SR 60, south of Dahlonega, were not sampled due to an unusually wet spring and 
summer which maintained high water levels at those sites.  We conducted fish and crayfish 
surveys at 11 sites (Table 1, Figure 1).   


Although watershed sizes ranged from 5 - 87 km2, (Table 1), land use patterns within 
the study watersheds did not greatly differ among sites.  Urban land cover accounted for 
less than 5% of land cover types in each of the collection point watersheds.  Forested land 
cover types accounted for more than 50% of the land cover types in each of the collection 
point watersheds.  The second most common land use was classified as pasture.  


 
 
Methods 


 
Fish surveys were conducted using a Smith Root Model 12B POW backpack 


electrofisher, dip nets (1/8” mesh) and an 8’x 6’ seine (1/8” mesh).  Sampling methods were 
based on the protocols of the Georgia Department of Natural Resources (DNR) (GDNR 
2000), which specify quantitative electrofishing of a reach length 35 times the mean stream 
width, with a minimum reach length of 100m.  This length is sufficient to include multiple 
repetitions of available habitat types, ensuring a high probability that all species present in 
the stream will be collected. Our method varied from DNR sampling protocols by using a 
single backpack shocker and employing seine-hauling and kick-seining, which increases 
sampling effectiveness, especially for benthic species.  All surveys were conducted in an 
upstream direction.  The survey of Little Mud Creek was conducted in November 2002.  All 
other sampling was conducted between May - July 2003.   


Two surveys conducted did not meet the requirements of the protocol described 
above.  The survey on the Chestatee River (MMH 03-06) was 20 times, rather than 35 
times, the mean stream width due to an omission of 150 consecutive meters which were too 
high and fast to hold a seine in.  Additionally, two thirds of the survey conducted on 
Chickamauga Creek (JCS 03-08) was conducted without the use of a backpack electrofisher 
due to the failure of our main and back-up electrofishing wands. 


We preserved collected fishes in 10% formalin and returned them to the University of 
Georgia (UGA) for subsequent verification of identification and for measurement.  Though 
none were encountered, it is our policy to measure and release all state and federally listed 
fishes.  We also release stocked trout.  Some abundant fish species were identified, counted 
and released after a voucher sample was preserved.  Tables 3-13 show the total number of 
each fish species collected at each site.  Table 14 provides a summary of the fish species of 
interest collected at the survey sites.  Fish samples will be accessioned into the Georgia 
Museum of Natural History (GMNH) ichthyology collection at UGA.   


During the course of the fish survey, we collected crayfishes with the seine using the 
same survey techniques.  Most specimens were preserved in 70% ethanol, however, some 
were preserved in 10% formalin.  Where crayfishes were present, we preserved at least one 
voucher specimen.  As male forms are more clearly described in dichotomous keys, they 
were commonly retained, while females were released.  The crayfishes were returned to the 
lab and identified to species.  We provide the number of individuals preserved in the results 
section of this report; however, these numbers do not provide an indication of species 
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abundance at a site.  A summary of the crayfish species present at each site is provided in 
Table 15. Crayfish samples will be accessioned into the GMNH at UGA.    


We recorded physical habitat characteristics at each site, including minimum and 
maximum stream width, maximum water depth and stream bed sediment composition.  We 
measured turbidity with a Hach® model 2100P turbidimeter or with a Hydrolab® Datasonde 
4a.  Specific conductivity, pH, water temperature and dissolved oxygen were measured with 
the Hydrolab (Table 3). 
 
Results 
 
MMH 02-73.  Little Mud Creek at CR 939, Mud Creek Road. 
 Little Mud Creek was first sampled at Mud Creek Road in 1990.  Our survey was 
conducted on November 8, 2002.  The watershed size upstream of our sample site was 
48.8km2 (18.8 square miles).  The stream width ranged from 4 -11m, with an average width 
of 7.5m.  Survey reach length was 252m.  Maximum water depth was greater than 1.2m.  
Both stream banks were forested throughout the surveyed reach.  Stream bed sediments 
were primarily sand and silt, with a few small gravel and cobble riffles.  A total of 12 species 
of fishes were collected.  The most common species was the yellowfin shiner (Notropis 
lutipinnis), followed by the bluehead chub (Nocomis leptocephalus), Alabama hogsucker 
(Hypentelium etowanum) and blackbanded darter (Percina nigrofasciata) (Table 3).  The 
blackbanded darter (n=69) was the only fish species of interest collected at this site, though 
the 1990 record indicates that the bluestripe shiner (Cyprinella callitaenia) and longnose 
shiner (Notropis longirostris) were collected there.  Crayfishes were not abundant at this site; 
the only crayfish species collected was Procambarus speculifer (n=1).  
  
JCS 03-04.  Frogtown Creek at CR 153, Edwards Parkway. 
 Frogtown Creek is located east of the headwaters of the Chestatee River.  It is a 
tributary to the Chestatee River; the confluence of the two streams lies approximately 1.6 air 
kilometers (1 air mile) south of our sample site.  Although the headwaters of the Chestatee 
had been sampled previously, the May 21, 2003 collection represents the first known 
collection made in Frogtown Creek.  The watershed area upstream of our sample site was 
14.9km2 (5.7 square miles).  Stream width ranged from 4 - 10m, with an average width of 
8.4m.  Survey reach length was 294m.  Maximum stream depth was approximately one 
meter.  Stream bed sediments consisted mostly of bedrock, with some boulders, cobble, 
gravel and sand.  Both stream banks were forested throughout the surveyed reach.  A total 
of four fish species were collected (Table 4).  The most abundant fish species was the 
bandfin shiner (Luxilus zonistius).  No fish species of interest were collected at this site.  
Cambarus bartonii was the only crayfish species collected (n=6). 
 
JCS 03-06.  Unnamed tributary to the Chestatee River at CR 48, Roy Grindle Road. 
 This unnamed tributary to the Chestatee River had not been sampled for fishes until 
our survey on May 28, 2003.  The watershed area upstream of our sample site was 7.7km2 


(3.0 square miles).  The stream width ranged from 3.5 - 9m, with an average width of 5.5m.  
Survey reach length was 192.5m. Both stream banks were fringe wooded throughout the 
sampled reach.  Stream bed sediments were mostly sand, with bedrock, cobble and gravel.  
A long sandy reach divided the riffle areas, the upstream of which contained a bedrock 
cascade.  The maximum stream depth was approximately 0.75m.  Nine fish species were 
collected (Table 5).  The bluehead chub and the bandfin shiner were the most abundant 
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species.  The blackbanded darter (n=5) was the only fish species of interest collected at this 
site.  One species of crayfish, Cambarus bartonii (n=3), was collected. 
 
JCS 03-07.  Tesnatee Creek at CR 299, Cabin Creek Road. 
 Tesnatee Creek had last been sampled in 1963, approximately 2.4 air kilometers 
(1.5 air miles) downstream of our May 30, 2003 survey site.  The watershed area at our 
study site was 19.8km2 (7.6 square miles).  The stream width ranged from 6 – 7.5m, with an 
average width of 6.2m.  The survey reach length was 217m.  Within the surveyed reach, the 
river left bank was forested and the river right bank was fringe wooded.  Stream bed 
sediments consisted mostly of sand and silt, with some gravel.  The maximum stream depth 
was approximately one meter.  A total of eight species of fishes were collected (Table 6).  
The most abundant species was the bandfin shiner.  The blackbanded darter (n=61) was the 
only fish species of interest collected at this site.  Three species of crayfishes were 
collected.  These were Procambarus speculifer (n=1), Cambarus bartonii (n=2) and 
Cambarus latimanus (n=1). 
 
JCS 03-08.  Chickamauga Creek off of CR 103, 0.2 river miles upstream of Nester Branch. 
 Chickamauga Creek had been sampled at several locations prior to our survey on 
June 5, 2003.  The most recent collection was conducted in 1958.  Our survey site had not 
previously been sampled.  At our sample location, the watershed area was 30km2 (11.6 
square miles).  The stream width ranged from 6.5 – 10m, with an average stream width of 
8.7m.  Survey reach length was 305m.  Due to problems with our equipment, we were only 
able to use the backpack shocker for approximately 1/3 of the survey reach.  We extensively 
used seine-hauling and kick-seining techniques to achieve a thorough sample at this site.  
The maximum stream depth was greater than 1.5m.  The river left bank was fringe wooded 
or forested and the river right bank was cleared or fringe wooded within the surveyed reach.  
Stream bed sediments consisted of cobble, boulder and sand, with some gravel.  The 
downstream half of the reach contained large cobble riffles and sandy runs.  The upstream 
most 25m of the reach was sandy and homogeneous; not many fishes were collected in this 
area.  A total of 13 species of fishes were collected, including one individual clear chub 
(Hybopsis sp. cf. H. winchelli), one individual Coosa shiner (Notropis xaenocephalus) and 
65 blackbanded darters, all species of interest for this project (Table 7).  The most abundant 
species were the yellowfin shiner and the bandfin shiner.  Crayfish species collect at 
Chickamauga Creek include Procambarus speculifer (n=3) and Cambarus bartonii (n=1).  
 
JCS 03-09.  Yahoola Creek at CR99, Walnut Valley Drive. 
 The study site on Yahoola Creek had been previously sampled in 1958.  The 2003 
survey took place on June 10.  The watershed area at the sample site was 34.1km2 (13.2 
square miles).  Stream width ranged from 5.5 - 7.5m, with an average stream width of 6.7m.  
The survey reach length totaled 235m.  Bed sediments consisted of bedrock, cobble, gravel, 
sand and silt.  Maximum stream depth was approximately 1.2m.  The stream banks within 
the surveyed reach were cleared or fringe wooded on river left and fringe wooded or 
forested on river right.  Upstream of CR 99, the land was used as a horse pasture.  We 
collected eight species of fishes, the most common of which was the bandfin shiner (Table 
8).  None of the fish species of interest were collected at this site.  One crayfish species, 
Cambarus bartonii (n=5), was collected.   
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JCS 03-10.  Jenny Creek at CR 124, Jenny’s Cove Road. 
 Jenny Creek, a tributary of Town Creek, which flows into the Tesnatee River, had not 
been sampled prior to the June 10, 2003 survey.  The watershed area upstream of our 
survey reach was 12.5km2 (4.8 square miles).  Stream width ranged from 5 - 6m, with an 
average stream width of 5.3m.  The survey reach length totaled 185m.  Within the surveyed 
reach, both stream banks were forested.  A small beaver dam was encountered within the 
downstream most 50m the reach.  Bed sediments consisted mainly of sand, silt, gravel and 
some mud, cobble and boulder.  The upstream most 30m of the reach was sandy and 
homogenous.  The maximum stream depth was approximately one meter.  Eleven fish 
species were collected.  The most abundant species were the yellowfin shiner and the 
bluehead chub (Table 9).  The only species of interest collected was the blackbanded darter 
(n=16).  Procambarus speculifer (n=1) was the only crayfish species collected at this site.   
 
MMH 03-05.  Sautee Creek at CR 101, Lynch Mountain Road. 
 Known collections in Sautee Creek occurred as early as 1957 and as recently as 
1996, however the previous two sample locations were located upstream of the confluence 
of Chickamauga Creek.  On June 23, 2003, we surveyed Sautee Creek approximately 
0.9km (0.6 miles) upstream of its confluence with the Chattahoochee River.  At our survey 
location the watershed area was 87.4km2 (33.8 square miles).  Stream width ranged from 9 - 
12m, with an average width of 10m.  Survey reach length was 350m.  The stream banks on 
river left were forested, while on the right they were fringe wooded or forested.  Stream bed 
sediments consisted of large boulder, cobble, gravel and sand, with some bedrock and clay.  
The runs contained large boulders and bedrock.  The riffles tended to have smaller cobble 
and gravel at the upstream end of the survey reach and large cobble in the downstream 
portion.  On the day of our survey the stream was high from rain the previous week, making 
it difficult to effectively hold the seine in the most swiftly flowing water.  Maximum stream 
depth with the reach was approximately 1.2m.  Seventeen species of fishes were collected 
(Table 10).  The most abundant species was the yellowfin shiner.  Three species of interest 
were collected, including the highscale shiner (Notropis hypsilepis, n=1), the blackbanded 
darter (n=90), and the Halloween darter (Percina sp. cf. P. palmaris, n=4).  Procambarus 
speculifer (n=1) was the only crayfish species collected at this site.   
 
MMH 03-06.  Chestatee River at the intersection of SR 129 and SR 60, Turners Corner. 


The Chestatee River had been sampled at our survey site as recently as 1996.  
Several species of interest had been collected at this site in the past (fish surveys date back 
to 1947).  The watershed area at our survey location was 82.7km2 (31.9 square miles).  
Stream width ranged from 11 - 26m, with an average width of 17m.  This average stream 
width provided for a survey reach length of 500m, however, due to high water levels we had 
to omit approximately 150m of a deep, swift run in the middle of the surveyed reach.  Both 
stream banks were fringe wooded throughout the reach.  An RV campground was located 
on the river right bank and SR 60 paralleled the left bank for most the surveyed reach.  
Stream bed sediments included bedrock, boulder, cobble and sand, with some gravel and 
silt.  The survey ended at a bedrock outcrop that fell approximately 20 feet.  Maximum 
stream depth was greater than 1.2m.  Thirteen species of fishes were collected (Table 11).  
The most abundant species were the Tennessee shiner (Notropis leuciodus) and the 
bandfin shiner.  The Tennessee shiner (n=347), the Coosa shiner (Notropis xaenocephalus, 
n=5) and the Halloween darter (n=1) were the species of interest collected at this site.  One 
species of crayfish, Cambarus bartonii (n=6), was collected. 
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JCS 03-23.  Jarrard Creek at CR 83, Yahoola Road. 
Jarrard Creek was previously sampled in 1954 near its headwaters.  At that time, a 


single Coosa shiner was collected.  We returned to the stream on July 28, 2003.  Our survey 
was conducted close to the mouth of the stream.  At our survey site the watershed area was 
5.2km2 (2.0 square miles).  The stream width ranged from 2.5 - 5m, with an average width of 
3.3m.  The survey reach length was 115m.  Maximum stream depth was 0.7m.  On the day 
of our survey the stream appeared fairly clear, however, the previous week we were unable 
to sample the stream due to high water and very high turbidity.  The downstream most 30m 
of our reach was fringe wooded, with a large family garden on the left bank.  The stream 
banks were forested throughout the remainder of the surveyed reach.  Stream bed 
sediments consisted primarily of sand, with cobble, gravel and some bedrock.  The stream 
was fairly high gradient and thick rhododendron (Rhododendron sp.) crossed the stream in 
several places.  Fishes were not common Jarrard Creek.  Only four fish species were 
collected (Table 12).  The bluefin stoneroller (Campostoma pauciradii) was the most 
abundant.  None of the fish species of interest were collected.  One species of crayfish, 
Cambarus bartonii (n=1), was collected. 
 
JCS 03-24.  Town Creek at CR 130, Paradise Valley Road. 


 Town Creek had not been surveyed for fishes prior to our July 28, 2003 
survey.  The watershed area at our survey location was 8.3km2 (3.2 square miles).  Stream 
width ranged from 6 - 15m, with an average width of 8.7m.  Survey reach length was 305m.  
Maximum stream depth within the surveyed reach was approximately 1.2m.  The portion of 
stream that we surveyed was in an RV community.  Both stream banks were fringe wooded 
or cleared, though the community enforced a minimum stream buffer width of 20ft.  Stream 
bed sediments consisted of sand and silt, with cobble, bedrock, and gravel.  Town Creek is 
stocked with trout at Paradise Valley Road.  We collected seven species of fishes (Table 
13).  The bandfin shiner and a sculpin species (Cottus sp. cf. C. carolinae) was the most 
abundant fish species collected.  No fish species of interest were collected.  Two species of 
crayfishes, Cambarus bartonii (n=4) and Cambarus howardi (n=1), were collected. 
 
Discussion  


 
Ten fish species of interest were selected as target species for the project (Appendix 


A).  The river chub was later omitted.  Three of the remaining species were not collected 
during any of the eleven surveys of 2002-2003.  These were the bluestripe shiner, longnose 
shiner and shoal bass (Micropterus cataractae).  Six species of interest were collected 
during the surveys (Table 15).  The coastal chub (n=1) and highscale shiner (n=1) were 
found at only one collection site.  The collection of the coastal chub from Chickamauga 
Creek represents the first collection in that watershed and is currently our eastern most 
record of that species in the basin (Figure 2).  We also made the first known collection of the 
highscale shiner from Sautee Creek (Figure 3).  The Tennessee shiner (n=347) was only 
found at the Chestatee River, where it was previously known.  Although this animal was 
abundant at the site, its distribution may be localized and warrants further investigation.   


The Coosa shiner was collected from the Chestatee River (n=5) and from 
Chickamauga Creek (n=1).  Despite six previous sample locations upstream of the 2003 
sample site, the collection of the Coosa shiner from Chickamauga Creek represents the first 
collection in that watershed (Figure 4).  This record is currently our eastern most record of 
the Coosa shiner the Upper Chattahoochee basin.   
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The blackbanded darter was collected at 8 survey sites and capture abundance 
ranged from 4 - 91 individuals.  It was most abundant at Sautee Creek (n=91), Little Mud 
Creek (n=69), Chickamauga Creek (n=65) and Tesnatee Creek (n=61).  Six new collection 
localities for the blackbanded darter were added following the 2002-2003 sampling (Figure 
5). 


The Halloween darter was collected from Sautee Creek (n=4) and the Chestatee 
River (n=1).  The Halloween dater was previously known from Sautee Creek, but this was 
the first collection from the 2003 site (Figure 6). 


None of the fish species of interest were collected at three of the survey sites, 
including Frogtown Creek, Yahoola Creek and Jarrard Creek.  There were no historical 
records from Frogtown Creek.  The Frogtown Creek watershed was primarily forested, but 
the high gradient and abundant bedrock substrate likely contributed to low species richness.  
Jarrard Creek was sampled near its headwaters in 1954.  At that time one individual Coosa 
shiner and 29 blackbanded darters were collected.  In 2003, we were not allowed access to 
the site sampled in 1954, and found low numbers of fairly ubiquitous and tolerant species of 
fishes at the site we surveyed near the mouth of Jarrard Creek.  Yahoola Creek had been 
sampled at our survey location in 1958 and approximately 0.6 river km (0.4 river miles) 
downstream of that site in 1990.  None of the fish species of interest were collected during 
either of those surveys.   


The largescale stoneroller (Campostoma oligolepis) is not historically known from the 
ACF Basin, though Burr and Cashner collected individuals they identified as Campostoma 
pauciradii x C. oligolepis hybrids from the Chestatee River (1983).  They did not find any 
hybrids outside of the Chestatee River system within the upper Chattahoochee.  We 
identified 23 hybrid stonerollers (C. pauciradii x C. oligolepis) from the Chestatee River and 
29 from an unnamed tributary to the Chestatee.  These individuals have broadly overlapping 
characters, but were more like the largescale stoneroller in number of gill rakers on the first 
arch.  More work is needed to determine if these individuals represent intergrades between 
C. pauciradii and C. oligolepis or are actually hybrids between extant populations of both 
species. 
 We identified one flat bullhead (Ameiurus platycephalus) from Jenny Creek, using 
characters as defined by Yerger and Relyea (1968).  The know distribution of this species 
does not include any Gulf Coast drainages, thus it is not historically known to occur in the 
Chattahoochee.  However, flat bullheads have been collected from the middle 
Chattahoochee to upstream of Lake Lanier (Georgia Museum of Natural History).  Because 
of the widespread distribution of flat bullheads in the Chattahoochee, it seems unlikely that 
they have been introduced.  There is a need for taxonomic work on this animal, as it may be 
a new cryptic species, easily confused with the snail bullhead (Ameiurus brunneus).   
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Table 2.  Water quality parameters measured for each site before the survey was conducted. 


Field number Specific 
conductivity (μs) 


Dissolved 
oxygen (mg/l) pH Turbidity 


(NTU) 
Water 


temperature (C) 
MMH 02-73 45 11.8 7.1 7.7 9.0 
JCS 03-04 11 9.9 7.2 1.7 13.9 
JCS 03-06 29 9.6 6.5 5.1 16.6 
JCS 03-07 30 9.0 6.3 7.3 15.2 
JCS 03-08 17 10.7 6.4 7.4 15.6 
JCS 03-09 25 9.5 6.3 0.0 16.2 
JCS 03-10 26 7.8 6.4 0.0 22.2 
MMH 03-05 27 9.1 7.8 6.1 17.5 
MMH 03-06 12 10.4 7.8 3.3 15.8 
JCS 03-23 21 8.3 6.6 3.8 22.9 
JCS 03-24 14 8.9 6.6 7.5 19.5 


 
 
Table 3.  Fishes collected from Little Mud Creek (MMH 02-73). 


Scientific name Common Name Preserved Released Total 
Ichthyomyzon gagei Southern brook lamprey 2  2 
Campostoma pauciradii bluefin stoneroller 25  25 
Semotilus atromaculatus creek chub 7  7 
Nocomis leptocephalus bluehead chub 343  343 
Notropis lutipinnis yellowfin shiner 1282  1282 
Hypentelium etowanum Alabama hog sucker 82  82 
Scartomyzon rupiscartes striped jumprock 4  4 
Ameiurus brunneus snail bullhead 4  4 
Cottus sp. cf. C. carolinae sculpin sp. 21  21 
Lepomis auritus redbreast sunfish 6  6 
Lepomis macrochirus bluegill 2  2 
Percina nigrofasciata blackbanded darter 69  69 


 
 
Table 4.  Fishes collected from Frogtown Creek (JCS 03-04). 


Scientific name Common Name Preserved Released Total 
Campostoma pauciradii bluefin stoneroller 4  4 
Nocomis micropogon river chub 43  43 
Luxilus zonistius bandfin shiner 241  241 
Oncorhynchus mykiss rainbow trout  10 10 


 


0075


206







 


12 


 
Table 5.  Fishes collected from an unnamed tributary to the Chestatee River (JCS 03-06). 


Scientific name Common Name Preserved Released Total 
Campostoma pauciradii x. C. 
oligolepis stoneroller hybrid 29  29 


Campostoma pauciradii bluefin stoneroller 8  8 
Semotilus atromaculatus creek chub 8  8 
Nocomis leptocephalus bluehead chub 211  211 
Luxilus zonistius bandfin shiner 195  195 
Hypentelium etowanum Alabama hog sucker 6 36 42 
Oncorhynchus mykiss rainbow trout  1 1 
Lepomis macrochirus bluegill 5 8 13 
Percina nigrofasciata blackbanded darter 5  5 


 
 
Table 6.  Fishes collected from Tesnatee Creek (JCS 03-07). 


Scientific name Common Name Preserved Released Total 
Campostoma pauciradii bluefin stoneroller 1  1 
Semotilus atromaculatus creek chub 1  1 
Nocomis leptocephalus bluehead chub 19  19 
Luxilus zonistius bandfin shiner 48  48 
Scartomyzon lachneri greater jumprock 4  4 
Lepomis cyanellus green sunfish 14  14 
Lepomis macrochirus bluegill 5  5 
Percina nigrofasciata blackbanded darter 61  61 


 
 
Table 7.  Fishes collected from Chickamauga Creek (JCS 03-08). 


Scientific name Common Name Preserved Released Total 
Campostoma pauciradii bluefin stoneroller 24  24 
Semotilus atromaculatus creek chub 1  1 
Nocomis leptocephalus bluehead chub 45  45 
Hybopsis sp cf. H. winchelli coastal chub 1  1 
Luxilus zonistius bandfin shiner 134  134 
Notropis lutipinnis yellowfin shiner 167  167 
Notropis xaenocephalus Coosa shiner 1  1 
Hypentelium etowanum Alabama hog sucker 13 2 15 
Ameiurus brunneus snail bullhead 2  2 
Cottus sp. cf. C. carolinae sculpin sp. 28  28 
Micropterus salmoides largemouth bass 1  1 
Lepomis macrochirus bluegill 9  9 
Percina nigrofasciata blackbanded darter 65  65 
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Table 8.  Fishes collected from Yahoola Creek (JCS 03-09). 


Scientific name Common Name Preserved Released Total 
Campostoma pauciradii bluefin stoneroller 8  8 
Nocomis leptocephalus bluehead chub 10 1 11 
Luxilus zonistius bandfin shiner 116 63 179 
Ameiurus brunneus snail bullhead 14  14 
Oncorhynchus mykiss rainbow trout 1 5 6 
Ambloplites ariommus shadow bass 11  11 
Lepomis auritus redbreast sunfish 7 3 10 
Lepomis macrochirus bluegill 8  8 


 
 
Table 9.  Fishes collected from Jenny Creek (JCS 03-10). 


Scientific name Common Name Preserved Released Total 
Campostoma pauciradii bluefin stoneroller 1  1 
Semotilus atromaculatus creek chub 15  15 
Nocomis leptocephalus bluehead chub 117  117 
Luxilus zonistius bandfin shiner 36  36 
Notropis lutipinnis yellowfin shiner 320  320 
Scartomyzon lachneri greater jumprock 4  4 
Ameiurus platycephalus flat bullhead 1  1 
Micropterus salmoides largemouth bass 3  3 
Lepomis auritus redbreast sunfish 1  1 
Lepomis macrochirus bluegill 5  5 
Percina nigrofasciata blackbanded darter 16  16 
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Table 10.  Fishes collected from the Sautee River (MMH 03-05). 


Scientific name Common Name Preserved Released Total 
Ichthyomyzon sp. lamprey sp. 4  4 
Campostoma pauciradii bluefin stoneroller 19  19 
Nocomis leptocephalus bluehead chub 31  31 
Luxilus zonistius bandfin shiner 65  65 
Notropis hudsonius spottail shiner 3  3 
Notropis hypsilepis highscale shiner 1  1 
Notropis lutipinnis yellowfin shiner 203  203 
Ericymba buccata silverjaw minnow 4  4 
Hypentelium etowanum Alabama hogsucker 20 1 21 
Scartomyzon lachneri greater jumprock 1  1 
Moxostoma sp. cf. M.   
poecilurum Apalachicola redhorse 1  1 


Ameiurus brunneus snail bullhead 17  17 
Oncorhynchus mykiss rainbow trout  2 2 
Cottus sp. cf. C. carolinae sculpin sp. 20  20 
Micropterus coosae redeye bass 3  3 
Percina nigrofasciata blackbanded darter 91  91 
Percina sp. cf. P. palmaris 
(crypta) Halloween darter 4  4 


 
 
Table 11.  Fishes collected from the Chestatee River (MMH 03-06). 


Scientific name Common Name Preserved Released Total 
Campostoma pauciradii x C. 
oligolepis stoneroller hybrid 23  23 


Campostoma pauciradii bluefin stoneroller 7  7 
Nocomis leptocephalus bluehead chub 74  74 
Luxilus zonistius bandfin shiner 181 6 187 
Notropis leuciodus Tennessee shiner 347  347 
Notropis xaenocephalus Coosa shiner 5  5 
Hypentelium etowanum Alabama hog sucker 18 3 21 
Ameiurus brunneus snail bullhead 1  1 
Oncorhynchus mykiss rainbow trout 2  2 
Micropterus coosae redeye bass 3  3 
Lepomis macrochirus bluegill 2  2 
Percina nigrofasciata blackbanded darter 37  37 
Percina sp. cf. P. palmaris 
(crypta) Halloween darter 1  1 
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Table 12.  Fishes collected from Jarrard Creek (JCS 03-23). 


Scientific name Common Name Preserved Released Total 
Campostoma pauciradii bluefin stoneroller 20  20 
Luxilus zonistius bandfin shiner 12  12 
Lepomis auritus redbreast sunfish 7  7 
Lepomis macrochirus bluegill 1  1 


 
 
Table 13.  Fishes collected from Town Creek (JCS 03-24). 


Scientific name Common Name Preserved Released Total 
Campostoma pauciradii Bluefin stoneroller 11  11 
Nocomis leptocephalus bluehead chub 40  40 
Luxilus zonistius bandfin shiner 335  335 
Oncorhynchus mykiss rainbow trout  8 8 
Cottus sp. cf. C. carolinae sculpin sp. 102 91 193 
Lepomis macrochirus bluegill 1  1 
Percina nigrofasciata blackbanded darter 4  4 
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Table 15.  Summary of crayfish species present at each site.  C = collected, blank spaces = not 
collected. 


Field 
number Stream name Cambarus 


bartonii 
Cambarus 
howardi 


Cambarus 
latimanus 


Procambarus 
speculifer 


MMH 02-73 Little Mud Creek    C 
JCS 03-04 Frogtown Creek C    


JCS 03-06 Unnamed tributary to the 
Chestatee River C    


JCS 03-07 Tesnatee Creek C  C C 
JCS 03-08 Chickamauga Creek C   C 
JCS 03-09 Yahoola Creek C    
JCS 03-10 Jenny Creek    C 
MMH 03-05 Sautee Creek    C 
MMH 03-06 Chestatee River C    
JCS 03-23 Jarrard Creek C    
JCS 03-24 Town Creek C C   
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Appendix A. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Collection database and distributions of selected native fishes in the Upper 
Chattahoochee River Basin. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Prepared for: 
Kristen Costley 


Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper 
 


for the 
 Chattahoochee Headwaters Aquatic Biodiversity Assessment and Conservation Project 


 
 
 
 
 


Prepared by: 
Carrie A. Straight 
Byron J. Freeman 


 
30 July 2002 


0075
Upper Chattahoochee River Basin Fish species, July 2002 


25 


 
Introduction and Methods 


Overall, 190 historical collections were combined into this database most ranging 
in collection dates from 1929 to 1998.  Although, one collection was dated 1876 and 
numerous collections did not list collection dates.  Most collections in the database were 
made from 1957-1959 to correspond with the 1962 Fisheries Survey of Georgia.  The 
collections gathered for this database contain records from collections from the Georgia 
Museum of Natural History, Cornell, Tulane, University of Alabama, Florida Museum of 
Natural History, and field notes from various collectors.  This database includes 
information we requested at or before the time of this report and should not be considered 
inclusive of all possible records.  After compiling the database, we conducted different 
quality control measures.  One measure included checking the fish species list for species 
not found in the Upper Chattahoochee Basin and checking the listed locality of the 
collections.  These collection localities were either corrected or the collection eliminated 
from the database.  We geo-spatially cataloged the final 190 collections in the database to 
create 104 distinct collection sites (Table 1; Figure 1).  Within the drainage, the lowest 
collection site was located at an elevation of 326 meters and the highest site occurred at 
773 meters in elevation.  The collection site with the smallest drainage area was on a 
tributary to the Soquee River that drained less than 15 hectares.  The site with the largest 
drainage area was on Lake Sidney Lanier at Buford Dam, which drained the whole of the 
study extent of 268,412 hectares. 


The portion of the Chattahoochee River Basin chosen for these analyses was all 
streams draining into the Chattahoochee River at and above Lake Sidney Lanier.  This 
area includes streams in Forsyth, Gwinnett, Habersham Hall, White, and Lumpkin 
Counties, Georgia.  This portion of the watershed includes part of the Chattahoochee 
River and all of the Chestatee River and the Soquee River systems. 
 
Species chosen 
The species chosen for this study included ten species listed in Table 2 for easy reference.  
These species were chosen because they were either: a listed species with the State of 
Georgia, have limited distribution, are endemic to the basin, or are rare in the 
Chattahoochee basin or the Upper Chattahoochee basin. 


River chub (Nocomis micropogon) is a member of the Cyprinidae family (carps 
and minnows).  This species is also known to occur in the Coosa, Savannah and 
Tennessee drainages in Georgia.  It frequents rivers and a variety of stream sizes with 
high flow levels (Mettee et al. 1996; Etnier and Starnes 1993).  It inhabits waters with 
gravel to boulder substrates (Mettee et al. 1996).    


Coastal chub (Hybopsis sp. cf. H. winchelli) is an undescribed species currently 
grouped with the clear chub (Hybopsis winchelli) in the family Cyprinidae.  According to 
descriptions the form of clear chub in the Apalachicola River drainage is probably a 
distinctly separate species with differences in “shape of snout, position of mouth, head 
length, and especially in size and position of nuptial tubercles” (Lee et al. 1980: 195).  
This species occurs in mainstems, large tributaries, and slightly smaller streams.  In 
smaller streams it is found in pools over a gravel, sand, and/or silt substrate and in larger 
streams/rivers populations occur over sand and/or gravel shoals (Mettee et al. 1996).   
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Bluestripe shiners (Cyprinella callitaenia) are a State listed Threatened species, 
and are listed as a Species of Concern Federally.  This species is a cyprinid endemic to 
the Apalachicola River drainage, being found in the mainstems of the Chattahoochee as 
well as the Flint, Apalachicola, and other large tributaries.  This species is vulnerable to 
degradation of its habitat (riffles and runs with gravel or sand bed sediments) through 
stream impoundment and/or sedimentation (GDNR 1999).   


Highscale shiners (Notropis hypsilepis), a member of the family Cyprinidae, are 
also listed as Threatened in the state, as a Species of Concern Federally.  The range of 
this species occurs mostly in the Apalachicola River drainage with a few individuals 
being known from a tributary to the Tallulah River.  The habitat used by highscale 
shiners includes pools and runs in tributaries to the mainstem, which can also be 
impacted by impoundment and sedimentation, as well as contamination of streams 
(GDNR 1999).   


Tennessee shiners (Notropis leuciodus) occur throughout most of the state of 
Tennessee and are found in the Savannah and Tennessee River drainages in Georgia.  
They inhabit pools and runs with gravel to boulder-type substrates.  It occurs in a wide 
variety of sized rivers, but is rarely found in reservoirs (Etnier and Starnes 1993).  


Longnose shiner (Notropis longirostris) occurs in the Upper Coosa, ACF, and 
Altamaha River drainages in Georgia, although it is absent from most of the middle and 
lower Coosa basin.  This species occurs often in waters over a sand substrate in slower 
moving waters (Lee et al. 1980).   


Coosa shiner (Notropis xaenocephalus) is a species native to the Coosa and 
Tallapoosa river system and was listed as a probable introduced species into the Upper 
Chattahoochee River System (Lee et al. 1980).  This species inhabits cool waters of 
streams with gravel to bedrock substrates (Mettee et al. 1996).   


Shoal bass (Micropterus cataractae), of the Centrarchidae family, is a newly 
(1999) described species of bass that was formerly grouped with redeye bass 
(Micropterus coosae).  This species is native to the Apalachicola drainage, but has been 
stocked by the Georgia Department of Game and Fish in the Ocmulgee River (Altamaha 
River drainage).  This species is found in association with shoals in large rivers.  The 
creation of large reservoirs has likely reduced the range of this species on the 
Chattahoochee River, as well as throughout its range (Williams and Burgess 1999).  
Although this species is not listed with the state of Georgia, it is listed federally as a 
Species of Concern.   


Halloween darter (Percina sp. cf. P. palmaris) is an undescribed species of 
darter currently grouped with members of the subgenus Ericosma.  The Halloween darter 
is not state listed but is listed as a Species of Special Concern by the USFWS.  The 
Halloween darter has been long confused with the more common blackbanded darter 
(Percina nigrofasciata) and there is a distinct possibility of misidentification by untrained 
or inexperienced observers.  Both of these fish species are members of the family 
Percidae.  Also in the nigrofasciata complex is another possible species, referred to by 
some ichthyologists as “coppertop”.  Blackbanded darters have a wide distribution 
occurring through large parts of the Gulf and Atlantic coast drainages.  It occurs 
throughout the state of Georgia and in a variable list of habitat types as long as they 
contain some form of current.  In contrast, the Halloween darter is endemic to the 
Chattahoochee and Flint river systems.  Several characteristics distinguish this species 
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from the blackbanded darter, some of which include having “usually 7 closely spaced 
rectangular dorsal saddles, broad subocular bar, and an orange submarginal band in the 
first dorsal fin of nuptial males and females” (Freeman et al. 2002: 3).  Halloween darters 
occur in shallow riffle and runs in medium- to large-sized streams with swiftly flowing 
water.  Their habitat association also includes gravel, cobble or bedrock substrate and 
commonly with riverweed (Podostemum certophyllum) (Freeman et al. 2002). 
 
Results and Discussion 


River chubs (Figure 2) occurred at only two collection sites.  One site on Jasus Creek 
drains 490 hectares of area and is a tributary of the Chattahoochee in the Blue Ridge 
physiographic province.  This site is near the origin of the Chattahoochee at 585 meters in 
elevation.  The other site is on Cane Creek, a tributary to the Chestatee River in the Piedmont 
physiographic province.  The second site drains a larger area of 2935 hectares.  This second site is 
on a larger stream and at an elevation of 368 meters. 


Coastal chubs (Figure 3) only occurred at three collection sites.  One site on Cane Creek 
drained 5625 hectares and occurred at 360 meters in elevation.  One site on Yahoola Creek 
drained 8124 hectares and occurred at 371 meters in elevation.  The last site drained 12337 
hectares of area into the Chattahoochee River at 426 meters in elevation.  All three sites are 
located in the Piedmont physiographic province. 


Bluestripe shiners (Figure 4) range was restricted not being found in points where the 
drainage area was smaller than 4355 hectares.  This result is not surprising given its known 
preference for mainstems and large tributaries.  Its distribution included larger drainage areas up 
to 97172 hectares.  The elevation of the seven sites where this species was found ranged from 326 
to 414 meters in elevation.  All seven collection sites where this species occurred in the Upper 
Chattahoochee basin were in the Piedmont physiographic province. 


Highscale shiners (Figure 5) occurred at 6 collection points ranging in drainage 
area from 3533 hectares to 49201 hectares and from 343 to 409 meters in elevation.  All 
six locations are in the Piedmont physiographic province. 


Tennessee shiners  (Figure 6) had a very limited range, being only found at three 
collection points ranging from 384 hectares of drainage area to 8277 hectares and ranging 
in elevation from 449 to 480 meters.  One collection point is in Boggs Creek, a tributary 
to the Chestatee River, and two are in the Chestatee River.  The Boggs Creek site is in the 
Blue Ridge physiographic region and one Chestatee collection site is also in the Blue 
Ridge and the other is in the Piedmont. 


Longnose shiners  (Figure 7) occurred at six different collection sites.  Three of 
the sites are located on the Chestatee River and one is on Cane Creek, a tributary to the 
Chestatee.  One site is on Little Mud Creek and the last site is on the West Fork of the 
Little River.  These sites drain areas ranging from 4743 to 49201 hectares and occur at 
elevations ranging from 337 to 360 m.  All six site are located in the Piedmont 
physiographic province. 


Coosa shiners  (Figure 8) occurred at four collection sites, two on the Chestatee 
River, one on Jarrad Creek (a tributary to Yahoola Creek, which is a tributary to the 
Chestatee), and the last site is on the Tesnatee Creek, which is also a tributary to the 
Chestatee River.  The sites ranged in drainage area from 207 to 10480 hectares and in 
elevation from 441 to 507 m.  The Tesnatee Creek site was located in the Piedmont 
physiographic province, and the other 3 sites were in the Blue Ridge physiographic 
province. 
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Shoal bass (Figure 9) occurred at four different sites, all in the Chestatee River 
system, two sites on the Chestatee, and one on Cane Creek and the other on Dicks Creek, 
both tributaries to the Chestatee River.  These fish occurred only in larger drainage area 
sites ranging from 2380 to 40196 hectares.  The elevation at these sites ranged from 341 
to 488 m.  The Dicks Creek site is located in the Blue Ridge physiographic province and 
the remaining three sites are all located within the Piedmont physiographic province. 


Halloween darters (Figure 10) occurred at 8 different collection sites in a variety 
of sized drainages (ranging from 384 to 40196 hectares).  The collection points ranged 
from 342 to 463 meters in elevation.  Seven of the collection sites occurred in the 
Piedmont and the remaining site occurred in the Blue Ridge physiographic province.  
Freeman et al. (2002) list the only functional population of this species in the 
Chattahoochee Basin is in the area above Lake Sidney Lanier, because the remainder of 
the Chattahoochee is affected by impoundments and other anthropogenic changes to the 
hydrology.  The population of Halloween darters above Lake Sidney Lanier “is 
threatened by increasing development of mountain areas of second homes including large 
golf-course communities, and a water park adjacent to the Chattahoochee in Helen GA” 
(Freeman et al. 2002: 5). 


Blackbanded darters (Figure 11) occurred at 73 collection points.  These collection 
drainages ranged from 14 to 97172 hectares in size and from 326 to 573 meters in elevation.  
These collection points were split between Piedmont and Blue Ridge physiographic provinces. 
 
Gaps in collection coverage 
 As mentioned in the introduction, the data for these fish distributions is based 
primarily on historical records, with only 24 of the 104 sites having collections made at 
them since 1990 (Figure 12).  As is seen by this map, these sites are spatially grouped and 
some subwatersheds in the Upper Chattahoochee have not been sampled since 1990.  
Two subwatersheds, containing Wahoo Creek and Hazel Creek, have never been sampled 
according to our data (Figure 13).  Additional subwatersheds that have not been sampled 
since 1990 include Yellow Creek, Lower Chestatee, Lower Tesnatee, Upper Tesnatee, 
Town Creek, Dukes Creek, Low Gap, Raper, Beaverdam, Soquee, Flat, and East Fork 
Little River.  Some of these watersheds were only sampled at a single location one time.  
This information overlayed with the landuse in the Upper Chattahoochee Basin (Figure 
14) warrants a need for thorough sampling throughout the drainage to attempt to assess 
how the rapid land use changes since the 1950’s and 60’s have altered the distribution of 
the less common species chosen as target species for this report.   
 Minimally, the watersheds containing the rare target species should be resurveyed 
to determine each species’ status at historical locations.  Additionally, the mainstem of 
the Chattahoochee, Soquee, and Chestatee should be sampled to obtain baseline 
information for these major systems in the Upper Chattahoochee Basin.  A comparison of 
relatively forested subwatersheds (i.e. Cane, Yahoola, Dicks, Town, Dukes, Low Gap, 
Smith, Upper Sautee, Raper Creek, and Shoal Creek) and subwatersheds that are more 
pressured by urban development and anthropogenic sources of disturbance (i.e. Hazel, 
Mud, Beaverdam, Upper Tesnatee, East Fork Little River, and Mossy Creek) might 
provide needed insight into conservation of fishes in the basin. 
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Table 1.  cont. 
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Table 1.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


Locality 
E


asting 
N


orthing 
C


ounty 
N


o. of 
collections


First 
collection 


Last 
collection 


684 
C


ane C
reek 


C
ane C


reek at C
o. R


te. 75 (O
ak 


G
rove R


d.; Jay B
ird R


d.), 0.6 m
i. 


W
S


W
 of junct. of S


t. R
te. 60, 


about 1.5 air m
iles N


W
 of 


D
alhonega, G


A
 city center. 


774881.50772
3826844.38994 


Lum
pkin 


5 
10/20/1958


1/22/1992 


685 
W


ard C
reek 


W
ard's C


reek , trib. of Y
ahoola 


C
reek , 1.3 air m


iles N
E


 of 
D


ahlonega, G
A


 city center. 


778155.64537
3827008.30714 


Lum
pkin 


1 
3/26/1951


3/26/1951 


686 
C


hattahoochee 
R


iver 
C


hattahoochee R
., 200 yds. 


above w
here the S


oque enters 
N


W
 C


ornelia; approxim
ately 4.4 


air m
iles W


SW
 of D


em
orest, G


A
 


city center. 


810378.56334
3828189.33062 


H
abersham


 
1 


6/4/1951 
6/4/1951 


689 
S


oque R
iver 


S
oque R


iver at S
tate R


oute 105, 
ca 5.5 air m


i N
W


 of C
ornelia, G


A
 


city center. 


812792.24724
3830952.01876 


H
abersham


 
2 


4/18/1967
4/18/1967 


690 
C


hattahoochee 
R


iver 
C


hattahoochee R
iver G


a H
W


Y 
115 to S


R
 1759 (H


abersham
C


R
 


389), 5.15 air m
iles W


N
W


 of 
D


em
orest, G


A
 city center. 


808745.41386
3831107.41554 


W
hite 


1 
6/28/1985


6/28/1985 


692 
Y


ellow
bank C


reek Y
ellow


bank C
reek, Trib. of 


S
oque R


., 2.7 m
i. E


 of 
C


hatahoochee R
. on R


t. 115; 
3.9 air m


iles N
W


 of D
em


orest, 
G


A
 city center. 


811130.94465
3832531.68199 


H
abersham


 
1 


4/1/1950 
4/1/1950 


693 
U


nnam
ed S


tream
 


S
m


all trib. of C
hesatee R


iver, 6 
air m


iles N
E


 D
ahlonega, G


A
 city 


center. 


783009.24545
3831874.89092 


Lum
pkin 


1 
5/8/1954 


5/8/1954 


694 
Y


ellow
bank C


reek Y
ellow


bank C
reek , trib. to 


S
oque R


., H
w


y. 115 bridge, 4.3 
air m


iles W
SW


 of C
larksville, G


A
 


city center. 


811947.87128
3833268.57103 


H
abersham


 
1 


5/14/1969
5/14/1969 
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Table 1.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


Locality 
E


asting 
N


orthing 
C


ounty 
N


o. of 
collections


First 
collection 


Last 
collection 


695 
Trib of Tesnatee 


C
reek 


Trib of Tesnatee C
reek on S


tate 
R


oute 129, 1 air m
ile N


W
 of 


C
leveland, G


A
 city center. 


795961.91221
3834440.49545 


W
hite 


1 
4/3/1949 


4/3/1949 


696 
Y


aholla C
reek 


Y
aholla C


reek at C
R


 99 (M
anley 


R
d.) - dow


nstream
 of bridge; 5.6 


air m
iles N


 of D
ahlonega, G


A
 


city center. 


776248.50586
3834339.10337 


Lum
pkin 


1 
11/10/1990


11/10/1990


697 
Tesnatee C


reek 
Tesnatee C


reek, trib. to 
C


hattahoochee R
iver at S


tate 
R


oute 129, 1.4 air m
iles N


W
 of 


C
leveland, G


A
 city center. 


795477.30532
3834794.23205 


W
hite 


4 
11/13/1931


4/14/1963 


698 
S


oquee R
iver, 


tributary 
Trib of S


oquee R
iver on S


t R
te 


115, 1.5 air m
iles W


 of 
C


larkesville, G
A


 city center. 


815344.10736
3835451.38161 


H
abersham


 
1 


7/16/1961
7/16/1961 


699 
C


hestatee R
iver, 


tributary 
Trib. of C


hestatee R
iver off of 


C
ounty R


oad 357, 7.5 air m
iles 


N
E


 D
ahlonega, G


A
 city center. 


784264.68458
3834447.25089 


Lum
pkin 


1 
5/8/1954 


5/8/1954 


700 
S


utton M
ill C


reek 
S


utton M
ill C


reek, trib. of S
oque 


R
. on S


tate R
oute 115, 0.4 air 


m
iles W


 of S
oque R


iver and 1.5 
air m


iles W
 of C


larksville, G
A


 
city center. 


817264.48376
3835700.91168 


H
abersham


 
1 


4/1/1950 
4/1/1950 


701 
Y


ahoola C
reek 


Y
ahoola C


reek at bridge behind 
Y


ahoola C
hurch (C


R
 99, M


anley 
R


d.), 5.8 air m
iles N


 of 
D


ahlonega, G
A


 city center. 


775898.78012
3834577.86085 


Lum
pkin 


1 
10/21/1958


10/21/1958


702 
U


nnam
ed trib. to 


S
oquee R


iver 
U


nnam
ed tributary to the S


oque 
R


iver on S
tate R


oute 17, 0.3 m
i 


N
. of C


larkesville, G
A


 city 
center. 


819044.62874
3836164.96659 


H
abersham


 
1 


4/22/1967
4/22/1967 
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Table 1.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


Locality 
E


asting 
N


orthing 
C


ounty 
N


o. of 
collections


First 
collection 


Last 
collection 


703 
C


hestatee R
iver 


C
hestatee R


iver at Frogtow
n 


R
oad (C


ounty R
oad 134); 8 air 


m
iles N


N
E


 of D
ahlonega, G


A
 


city center. 


784317.76202
3835301.83481 


Lum
pkin 


2 
4/25/1954


11/16/1996


704 
D


eep C
reek 


D
eep C


reek  at C
R


 207 (Lovett 
B


oyd W
oods R


d); 1.6 air m
iles 


W
N


W
 of H


ollyw
ood, G


A
 city 


center. 


823059.60846
3840254.89667 


H
abersham


 
3 


11/3/1993
10/24/1994


705 
C


hestatee R
iver 


C
hestatee R


iver at Turner's 
C


orner (Jct. 19 and 129); 9.2 air 
m


iles N
W


 of C
leveland, G


A
 city 


center. 


783962.59475
3840040.71341 


Lum
pkin 


4 
4/10/1947


11/16/1996


706 
D


ukes C
reek 


D
ukes C


reek, Trib. to 
C


hattahoochee R
iver at S


tate 
R


oute 75, 1.0 air m
ile S


W
 of 


N
acoochee, G


A
 city center. 


801108.47249
3841591.16715 


W
hite 


4 
8/26/1954


8/16/1962 


707 
B


oggs C
reek 


B
oggs C


reek, Forest R
d. 443 at 


U
S


 H
W


Y
 19/129; 9.7 air m


iles 
N


W
 of C


leveland, G
A


 city 
center. 


783861.99444
3841464.05540 


Lum
pkin 


2 
8/27/1954


11/10/1990


708 
D


icks C
reek 


D
icks C


reek along Forest 
S


ervice R
oad 34-2, 0.5 road 


m
iles N


W
 of Forest S


ervice 
R


oad 144-1 (W
aters C


reek 
R


oad); 10.75 air m
iles N


N
E


 
D


ahlonega, G
A


 city center. 


780009.70831
3842425.79818 


Lum
pkin 


3 
10/17/1940


11/14/1996


709 
C


hattahoochee 
R


iver 
C


hattahoochee R
iver at S


tate 
R


oute 17-75 at N
acoochee, G


A
.


801388.38649
3843278.38921 


W
hite 


3 
4/24/1954


4/23/1958 


710 
D


icks C
reek 


D
ick's C


reek 0.8 m
i. above 


confluence of W
ater's C


reek; 
10.9 air m


iles N
N


E
 of 


D
ahlonega, G


A
 city center. 


779779.10220
3842606.24930 


Lum
pkin 


1 
10/9/1958


10/9/1958 
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Table 1.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


Locality 
E


asting 
N


orthing 
C


ounty 
N


o. of 
collections


First 
collection 


Last 
collection 


713 
D


icks C
reek 


D
icks C


reek trib. to C
hestatee 


R
iver, ca. 1.5 airm


i. above 
m


outh; 11.4 air m
iles N


N
E


 of 
D


ahlonega, G
A


 city center. 


779216.05419
3843537.20300 


Lum
pkin 


1 
11/15/1968


11/15/1968


714 
B


ean C
reek 


B
ean C


reek near S
tate R


oute 
255; 8.9 air m


iles N
E


 of 
C


leveland, G
A


 city center. 


805232.26813
3844691.94402 


W
hite 


1 
8/13/1957


8/13/1957 


715 
U


nnam
ed S


tream
 


S
m


all unnam
ed stream


 on S
tate 


R
oute 75; 0.5 m


i. N
 of H


elen, 
G


A
 city center. 


798592.53959
3845286.60942 


W
hite 


1 
8/13/1948


8/13/1948 


716 
B


ean C
reek 


B
ean C


reek at B
ean C


reek 
B


aptist C
hurch R


oad (C
ounty 


R
oad 106); 8.9 air m


iles N
E


 of 
C


leveland, G
A


 city center. 


803627.02348
3845696.65512 


W
hite 


1 
8/13/1957


8/13/1957 


717 
S


m
ith C


reek 
Trib of [2] C


hattahoochee R
iver, 


at R
obertstow


n, G
A


 (plotted on 
S


m
ith C


reek). 


798613.17184
3845575.91923 


W
hite 


1 
11/8/1956


11/8/1956 


718 
C


hattahoochee 
R


iver 
C


hattahoochee R
iver, 


headw
aters at S


tate R
oute 105; 


1.1 air m
iles N


W
 of H


elen, G
A


 
city center. 


798054.04043
3845902.48457 


W
hite 


2 
8/13/1948


8/13/1948 


719 
C


hattahoochee 
R


iver 
C


hattahoochee R
iver at 


Alternate S
tate R


oute 75 bridge,  
0.5 m


i. N
 R


obertstow
n, G


A
 city 


center. 


798039.80321
3846033.21065 


W
hite 


1 
4/24/1954


4/24/1954 


720 
Trib. to 


C
hickam


auga 
C


reek 


Trib. of C
hickam


auga C
reek just 


above proposed S
C


S
 dam


; 4.1 
air m


iles E
N


E of H
elen, G


A city 
center. 


805684.19742
3846978.52714 


W
hite 


1 
8/14/1957


8/14/1957 


721 
B


lood M
ountain 


C
reek 


B
lood M


ountain C
reek 3.7 m


i. by 
road from


 jct. of D
ick's &


 W
ater's 


C
reeks; 13.4 air m


iles N
W


 of 
C


leveland, G
A


 city center. 


779144.33814
3845249.09588 


Lum
pkin 


1 
10/9/1958


10/9/1958 
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Table 1.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


Locality 
E


asting 
N


orthing 
C


ounty 
N


o. of 
collections


First 
collection 


Last 
collection 


722 
S


m
ith C


reek 
S


m
ith C


reek just below
 U


nicoi 
Lake; 1.6 air m


iles N
N


E
 of 


H
elen, G


A
 city center. 


799760.14015
3847285.30693 


W
hite 


1 
8/21/1959


8/21/1959 


723 
C


hickam
auga 


C
reek 


C
hickam


auga C
reek 1 m


i. above 
S


tate R
oute 255; 4.5 air m


iles 
N


E
 of H


elen, G
A


 city center. 


806318.91495
3847061.03772 


W
hite 


1 
10/22/1958


10/22/1958


724 
S


poilcane C
reek 


S
poilcane C


reek at jct. w
ith 


C
hattahoochee R


iver at S
tate 


R
oute 75; 6.6 m


iles S
 of Tow


ns-
W


hite C
o. line; 2.1 air m


iles N
W


 
of H


elen, G
A


 city center. 


797457.12819
3847421.76776 


W
hite 


1 
8/16/1962


8/16/1962 


725 
S


oque R
iver 


S
oque R


iver at W
att's M


ill on 
S


tate R
oute 197; 9 air m


iles N
 of 


C
larksville, G


A
 city center. 


812684.15614
3848292.78642 


H
abersham


 
4 


4/3/1949 
10/9/1979 


726 
C


hattahoochee 
R


iver 
C


hattahoochee R
iver at M


gm
t. 


A
rea B


oundary; 2.9 air m
iles N


W
 


of H
elen, G


A
 city center. 


796269.74084
3848423.00884 


W
hite 


2 
8/21/1959


8/21/1959 


727 
S


oque R
iver 


S
oque R


iver, 3/4 m
i. upstream


 
from


 W
atts' M


ill; 9.5 air m
iles 


N
W


 of C
larkesville, G


A
 city 


center. 


811539.70479
3849258.07480 


H
abersham


 
1 


10/21/1958
10/21/1958


728 
C


hattahoochee 
R


iver 
C


hattahoochee R
iver 3.6 air 


m
iles N


W
 of H


elen, G
A


 city 
center. 


795467.05684
3849069.50968 


W
hite 


1 
10/21/1940


10/21/1940


729 
S


poilcane C
reek 


S
poilcane C


reek 3/4 m
i. above 


its m
outh; 3 air m


iles N
N


W
 of 


H
elen, G


A
 city center. 


797527.07696
3849177.93684 


W
hite 


1 
10/8/1958


10/8/1958 


730 
S


poilcane C
reek 


S
poilcane C


reek 1 m
i. upstream


 
from


 C
hattahooshee M


gm
t. A


rea 
B


oundary; 3.5 air m
iles N


N
W


 of 
H


elen, G
A


 city center. 


797523.36277
3850132.41588 


W
hite 


1 
10/8/1958


10/8/1958 
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Table 1.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


Locality 
E


asting 
N


orthing 
C


ounty 
N


o. of 
collections


First 
collection 


Last 
collection 


731 
R


ight Fork S
oque 


R
iver 


S
oque R


iver, R
ight Fork at Fred 


W
ilson R


d. (C
ounty R


oad 250); 
10.2 air m


iles W
S


W
 of Tiger, G


A
 


city center. 


811131.40148
3855315.75192 


H
abersham


 
2 


9/30/1958
5/6/1980 


741 
D


icks C
reek 


D
icks C


reek, dow
nstream


 
W


aters C
reek confluence at 


W
aters C


reek C
am


pground, 
9.95 air m


iles N
N


E
 D


ahlonega, 
G


A
 city center. 


782456.23551
3840121.76740 


Lum
pkin 


1 
11/14/1996


11/14/1996


742 
C


hestatee R
iver 


C
hestatee R


iver at C
ounty R


oad 
41 (C


opper M
ine R


oad) 5.5 air 
m


iles E
 of D


ahlonega, G
A


 city 
center 


785662.91049
3826839.02775 


Lum
pkin 


1 
11/13/1996


11/13/1996


743 
S


oquee R
iver 


S
oquee R


iver at S
tate R


oute 
197; approxim


ately 4.3 air m
iles 


N
N


W
 C


larkesville, G
A


 city 
center. 


817710.03678
3842934.95829 


H
abersham


 
1 


10/20/1996
10/20/1996


744 
C


hestatee R
iver 


C
hestatee R


iver upstream
 of 


C
ounty R


oad 190 (G
arnett 


B
ridge R


oad), approxim
ately 6.0 


air m
iles N


E
 of D


ahlonega, G
A


 
city center 


785427.26869
3830738.16967 


Lum
pkin 


1 
11/13/1996


11/13/1996


745 
S


autee C
reek 


S
autee C


reek, at A
lternate S


tate 
R


oute 255; approxim
ately 6 air 


m
iles E


N
E


 of H
elen, G


A
 city 


center. 


809044.08776
3845620.34432 


H
abersham


 
3 


10/22/1958
9/14/1996 


792 
S


oquee R
iver 


S
oquee R


iver, near C
him


ney 
M


tn. Farm
 (C


ounty R
oad 325); 


approxim
ately 8.0 air m


iles N
E


 
of H


elen, G
A


 city center. 


809147.76450
3853337.30346 


H
abersham


 
1 


9/30/1958
9/30/1958 


793 
G


oshen B
ranch 


G
oshen B


ranch off of C
ounty 


R
oad 248 (G


oshen R
d.); 8.3 air 


m
iles N


E
 of H


elen, G
A


 city 
center. 


809613.38714
3853486.97529 


H
abersham


 
1 


10/13/1958
10/13/1958
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Table 1.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


Locality 
E


asting 
N


orthing 
C


ounty 
N


o. of 
collections


First 
collection 


Last 
collection 


800 
Fourm


ile C
reek 


Fourm
ile C


reek, 1.4 m
iles up 


from
 S


tate R
oute 369 bridge, 


approxim
ately 2 air m


iles S
W


 of 
C


hestatee, G
A


 city center. 


775121.82140
3795883.16964 


Forsyth 
1 


6/19/1990
6/19/1990 


801 Lake S
idney Lanier Lake S


idney Lanier, Fourm
ile 


C
reek A


rm
; approxim


ately 7 air 
m


iles E
N


E
 of C


um
m


ing, G
A


 city 
center. 


775031.71484
3792708.80605 


Forsyth 
1 


6/23/1962
6/23/1962 


803 
Trib. of S


oque 
R


iver 
Trib. of S


oque R
., 3 air m


iles N
E


 
of C


larkesville, G
A


 city center. 
819379.06277


3840561.59352 
H


abersham
 


1 
4/9/1947 


4/9/1947 


813 
S


oque R
iver 


B
ranch of S


oque R
iver, S


tate 
R


oute 17, 7 air m
iles N


W
 of 


C
larksville, G


A
 city center. 


814247.50394
3846215.76480 


H
abersham


 
1 


10/5/1967
10/5/1967 


814 
S


outh B
ranch M


ud 
C


reek 
S


outh B
ranch B


ig M
ud C


reek off 
of C


R
 42 (Jess Ivey R


d.), 2.9 air 
m


iles N
W


 of C
ornelia, G


A
 city 


center. 


814637.70250
3826186.87509 


H
abersham


 
1 


5/24/1951
5/24/1951 


816 
S


autee C
reek 


S
autee C


reek at site of S
C


S
 


dam
; 8.1 air m


iles N
W


 of 
C


larkesville city center. 


810130.70497
3845815.12259 


H
abersham


 
1 


8/14/1957
8/14/1957 


817 
C


hickam
auga 


C
reek 


C
hickam


auga C
reek above site 


of S
C


S
 dam


; 5.75 air m
iles N


E
 


of H
elen, G


A
 city center. 


806934.84697
3850155.62112 


W
hite 


1 
8/14/1957


8/14/1957 


818 
C


hickam
auga 


C
reek 


C
hickam


auga C
reek just below


 
site of S


C
S


 dam
; 5.5 air m


iles 
N


E
 of H


elen, G
A


 city center. 


806764.79598
3849791.04551 


W
hite 


1 
8/14/1957


8/14/1957 


819 
R


aper C
reek 


R
aper C


reek at W
ikle S


tore, G
A


; 
11.2 air m


iles N
W


 of 
C


larkesville, G
A


 city center. 


812109.23721
3852518.03404 


H
abersham


 
1 


10/13/1958
10/13/1958
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Table 1.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


Locality 
E


asting 
N


orthing 
C


ounty 
N


o. of 
collections


First 
collection 


Last 
collection 


820 
R


aper C
reek 


R
aper C


reek at C
R


 418; 10.3 air 
m


iles N
W


 of C
larkesville, G


A
 city 


center. 


812799.82266
3851324.94741 


H
abersham


 
1 


10/13/1958
10/13/1958


822 
C


hattahoochee 
R


iver 
C


hattahoochee R
iver ca. 1 m


ile 
dow


nstream
 (S


outh) of S
tate 


R
oute 115 bridge crossing; 7.5 


air m
iles E


S
E


 C
leveland, G


A
 city 


center. 


809279.49846
3829941.00449 


H
abersham


/
W


hite 
4 


10/24/1963
8/28/1998 


823 
U


nnam
ed trib. to 


Little M
ud C


reek 
U


nnam
ed trib. to Little M


ud 
C


reek on U
S


 23 / S
R


 365; 2.9 
m


i. S
W


 of C
ornelia, G


A
 city 


center. 


814469.59754
3822601.92066 


H
abersham


 
1 


6/8/1952 
6/8/1952 


824 
Lake S


ydney 
Lanier 


Lake S
ydney Lanier near 


Flow
ery B


ranch (plotted 
approxim


ately 3.4 air m
iles 


W
N


W
 of Flow


ery B
ranch, G


A
 


city center). 


778031.05142
3788367.53369 


H
all 


1 
7/9/1958 


7/9/1958 


825 
Trib. to trib. to trib. 
of Y


ellow
 C


reek 
Trib. to trib. to trib. of Y


ellow
 


C
reek on R


t. 249; 12.6 air m
iles 


N
N


W
 of G


ainesville, G
A


 city 
center. 


780105.08153
3815836.42177 


Lum
pkin 


1 
3/26/1951


3/26/1951 


826 
Jarrard C


reek 
Jarrard C


reek at S
tone P


ile G
ap 


R
oad (C


R
 84); 6.6 air m


iles N
N


E
 


of D
ahlonega, G


A
 city center. 


778110.82042
3835894.48341 


Lum
pkin 


3 
5/8/1954 


9/11/1954 


827 
C


hestatee R
iver 


C
hestatee R


iver near Tate 
B


ridge (C
R


 134); 8.5 air m
iles 


W
N


W
 of C


leveland, G
A


 city 
center. 


783710.14346
3836609.65163 


Lum
pkin 


1 
4/24/1958


4/24/1958 


828 
C


hestatee R
iver 


C
hestatee R


iver at R
oy G


rindle 
R


d. (C
R


 49); approxim
ately 7 air 


m
iles E


 of D
ahlonega, G


A
 city 


center. 


787149.01343
3828950.59594 


Lum
pkin 


1 
5/15/1958


5/15/1958 
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Table 1.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


Locality 
E


asting 
N


orthing 
C


ounty 
N


o. of 
collections


First 
collection 


Last 
collection 


829 
C


hattahoochee 
R


iver 
C


hattahoochee R
iver at Bellton 


B
ridge (C


R
 943); 4 m


i upstream
 


from
 G


a H
w


y 52 bridge (S
tation 


#2); approxim
ately 3.8 air m


iles 
N


N
W


 Lula, G
A


 city center. 


805407.40104
3816768.84243 


H
all 


1 
6/18/1958


6/18/1958 


830 
C


ane C
reek 


C
ane C


reek; 1.6 air m
iles W


S
W


 
of D


ahlonega, G
A


 city center. 
774633.68402


3823535.56851 
Lum


pkin 
1 


4/10/1947
4/10/1947 


833 
C


ane C
reek 


C
ane C


reek at bridge on H
idden 


A
cres R


oad; (plotted 
approxim


ately 3 air m
iles N


W
 of 


D
ahlonega, G


A
 city center). 


773816.22341
3829108.84356 


Lum
pkin 


1 
10/20/1958


10/20/1958


834 
C


hestatee R
iver 


C
hestatee R


iver at m
outh of 


unnam
ed creek; approx. 9 air 


m
iles N


W
 of D


ahlonega, G
A


 city 
center. 


784097.91292
3839562.64003 


Lum
pkin 


1 
8/26/1939


8/26/1939 


835 
C


lay C
reek 


C
lay C


reek, at C
o. R


te. 81 (C
lay 


C
reek Falls R


d.), 0.9 m
i. N


W
 of 


junct. of S
t. R


te. 9, 2.5 air m
iles 


W
N


W
 of D


alhonega, G
A


 city 
center. 


772905.49689
3826048.89283 


Lum
pkin 


1 
1/22/1992


1/22/1992 


836 
W


aters C
reek 


W
aters C


reek, trib. to  D
icks C


r., 
trib. to C


hestatee R
.,  6.1 airm


i 
S


W
 of W


hite - U
nion county line, 


Forest S
ervice R


oad 144-1; 11.6 
air m


iles N
W


 of C
leveland, G


A
 


city center. 


780211.90482
3841422.34945 


Lum
pkin 


1 
11/15/1968


11/15/1968


837 
Y


ahoola C
reek 


Y
ahoola C


reek at U
S


 H
w


y.19/ 
G


A
 H


w
y 9/ G


A
 H


w
y 60; 2.4 air 


m
iles N


N
W


 of D
ahlonega, G


A
 


city center. 


776018.81739
3828898.21690 


Lum
pkin 


2 
6/21/1965


4/16/1966 


0075


U
pper C


hattahoochee R
iver B


asin Fish species, July 2002 


41 


Table 1.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


Locality 
E


asting 
N


orthing 
C


ounty 
N


o. of 
collections


First 
collection 


Last 
collection 


838 
Tesnatee C


reek 
Tesnatee C


reek off of C
ounty 


R
oad 46 (S


labton R
d.); 6.25 air 


m
iles S


W
 of C


leveland, G
A


 city 
center. 


787758.02487
3829013.24200 


W
hite 


1 
12/13/1979


12/13/1979


839 
S


m
ith C


reek 
S


m
ith C


reek ca. 200 yards 
above higher falls of A


nna R
uby 


Falls, 2 m
iles north of U


nicoi 
S


tate P
ark; approxim


ately 4.7 air 
m


iles N
N


E
 of H


elen, G
a city 


center. 


801007.93316
3852162.21650 


W
hite 


1 
10/6/1968


10/6/1968 


840 
B


lue C
reek 


B
lue C


reek (plotted at S
tate 


H
ighw


ay 255; approxim
ately 3 


air m
iles E


 of C
leveland city 


center) 


801618.57377
3833652.47350 


W
hite 


1 
9/25/1959


9/25/1959 


841 
C


hattahoochee 
R


iver 
C


hattahoochee R
iver at N


ora 
M


ills; 1.4 air m
iles S


E
 H


elen, G
A


 
city center. 


801295.82558
3843627.25557 


W
hite 


3 
6/26/1950


5/17/1994 


842 
C


hattahoochee 
R


iver 
C


hattahoochee R
iver at G


a. 
H


w
y. 75, 1.70 air m


iles S
SE


 the 
center of H


elen, G
A


 city center. 


801265.81165
3842805.51887 


W
hite 


1 
5/17/1994


5/17/1994 


843 
Jasus C


reek 
Jasus C


reek (plotted at FS road 
52; C


hattahoochee R
iver R


d.; 
4.95 air m


iles N
W


 of H
elen, G


A
 


city center). 


794563.28568
3851032.93655 


W
hite 


1 
10/6/1958


10/6/1958 


844 
Low


 G
ap C


reek 
Low


 G
ap C


reek (plotted at FS
 


52; C
hattahoochee R


iver R
d.; 


4.5 air m
iles N


W
 of H


elen, G
A


 
city center). 


794535.55877
3850137.93958 


W
hite 


1 
10/7/1958


10/7/1958 


845 
M


cC
lure C


reek 
M


cC
lure C


reek 0.25 m
iles 


upstream
 from


 S
ky Lake R


d (C
R


 
103) bridge; 5.1 air m


iles N
E


 of 
H


elen, G
A


 city center. 


805820.74777
3849829.67871 


W
hite 


1 
10/22/1958


10/22/1958
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Table 1.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


Locality 
E


asting 
N


orthing 
C


ounty 
N


o. of 
collections


First 
collection 


Last 
collection 


846 
M


cC
lure C


reek 
M


cC
lure C


reek at S
tate H


ighw
ay 


356; 5.3 air m
iles N


E
 of H


elen, 
G


A
 city center. 


805733.25496
3850491.85849 


W
hite 


1 
9/25/1959


9/25/1959 
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Table 2.  List of fish species chosen for distribution study. 


Scientific name Common name 
Federal* 


status 
State* 
status 


Nocomis micropogon river chub NL NL 


Hybopsis sp. cf. H. winchelli coastal chub NL NL 


Cyprinella callitaenia bluestripe shiner SOC T 


Notropis hypsilepis highscale shiner SOC T 


Notropis leuciodus Tennessee shiner NL NL 


Notropis longirostris longnose shiner NL NL 


Notropis xaenocephalus Coosa shiner NL NL 


Micropterus cataractae shoal bass SOC NL 


Percina sp. cf. P. palmaris Halloween darter SOC NL 


Percina nigrofasciata blackbanded darter NL NL 
* E = endangered; T= threatened; SOC = species of concern; NL= not listed. 
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Table 3.  Total num
bers of selected fish species at collection sites in the U


pper C
hattahoochee R


iver B
asin. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


D
rainage 
A


rea 
river 
chub


coastal 
chub 


bluestripe 
shiner 


highscale 
shiner 


Tennessee 
shiner 


longnose 
shiner 


C
oosa 


shiner
shoal 
bass 


H
allow


een 
darter 


blackbanded 
darter 


9 
Tesnatee R


iver 
2128.0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


304 
Turner C


reek 
2233.0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
64 


662 
Lake S


idney Lanier 
268412.2 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


664 
Lake S


idney Lanier 
2398.3 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


665 
Lake S


idney Lanier 
518.3 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


667 
Lake S


idney Lanier 
4883.2 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


668 
W


est Fork Little R
iver 


4743.0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


142 
0 


0 
0 


148 
669 


H
agen C


reek 
1229.7 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


670 
C


hestatee R
iver 


61965.8 
0 


0 
4 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


5 
671 


E
ast Fork of the Little 


R
iver 


2086.8 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 


672 
Little M


ud C
reek 


4935.9 
0 


0 
5 


0 
0 


3 
0 


0 
0 


4 
673 


C
hestatee R


iver 
40196.4 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
4 


0 
2 


1 
68 


674 
C


hestatee R
iver 


49201.9 
0 


0 
0 


9 
0 


4 
0 


0 
0 


22 
675 


M
ossy C


reek 
7170.0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
78 


677 
C


hestatee R
iver 


39101.4 
0 


0 
3 


4 
0 


5 
0 


0 
0 


12 
678 


C
ane C


reek 
5625.9 


0 
4 


0 
1 


0 
1 


0 
0 


0 
81 


679 
C


hestatee R
iver 


39060.1 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
680 


Y
ahoola C


reek 
8124.3 


0 
12 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
85 


681 
M


ossy C
reek 


4355.4 
0 


0 
1 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


15 
682 


W
hite C


reek 
2147.7 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
24 


683 
S


hoals C
reek 


1553..3 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
684 


C
ane C


reek 
2935.1 


7 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
16 


685 
W


ard C
reek 


1615.9 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


11 
686 


C
hattahoochee R


iver 
40284.7 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
29 


689 
S


oque R
iver 


40273.9 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
690 


C
hattahoochee R


iver 
39209.0 


0 
0 


0 
7 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
10 


692 
Y


ellow
bank C


reek 
194.1 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 
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Table 3.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


D
rainage 
A


rea 
river 
chub


coastal 
chub 


bluestripe 
shiner 


highscale 
shiner 


Tennessee 
shiner 


longnose 
shiner 


C
oosa 


shiner
shoal 
bass 


H
allow


een 
darter 


blackbanded 
darter 


693 
U


nnam
ed S


tream
 


282.0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


4 
694 


Y
ellow


bank C
reek 


860.0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
695 


Trib of Tesnatee C
reek 


134.0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
696 


Y
ahoola C


reek 
3435.4 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


697 
Tesnatee C


reek 
2269.9 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


6 
0 


0 
57 


698 
S


oquee R
iver, tributary 


14.9 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


8 
699 


C
hestatee R


iver, 
tributary 


15.9 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


12 


700 
S


utton M
ill C


reek 
3533.5 


0 
0 


0 
6 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
7 


701 
Y


ahoola C
reek 


3409.6 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
702 


U
nnam


ed trib. to 
S


oquee R
iver 


235.3 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


12 


703 
C


hestatee R
iver 


384.0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
1 


0 
0 


0 
13 


47 
704 


D
eep C


reek 
4197.6 


0 
0 


0 
1 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
83 


705 
C


hestatee R
iver 


8277.8 
0 


0 
0 


0 
1 


0 
10 


0 
3 


85 
706 


D
ukes C


reek 
5094.3 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
16 


707 
B


oggs C
reek 


1996.7 
0 


0 
0 


0 
24 


0 
0 


0 
0 


15 
708 


D
icks C


reek 
2260.4 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


709 
C


hattahoochee R
iver 


12347.2 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


6 
710 


D
icks C


reek 
1969.2 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


713 
D


icks C
reek 


1691.6 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


2 
714 


B
ean C


reek 
867.6 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
4 


715 
U


nnam
ed S


tream
 


370.4 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


4 
716 


B
ean C


reek 
462.1 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


717 
S


m
ith C


reek 
2608.4 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


718 
C


hattahoochee R
iver 


8377.2 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


2 
719 


C
hattahoochee R


iver 
8280.0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
35 


720 
Trib. to C


hickam
auga 


C
reek 


716.5 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


6 
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Table 3.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


D
rainage 
A


rea 
river 
chub


coastal 
chub 


bluestripe 
shiner 


highscale 
shiner 


Tennessee 
shiner 


longnose 
shiner 


C
oosa 


shiner
shoal 
bass 


H
allow


een 
darter 


blackbanded 
darter 


721 
B


lood M
ountain C


reek 
374.8 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


722 
S


m
ith C


reek 
2222.4 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
4 


723 
C


hickam
auga C


reek 
3521.9 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
4 


724 
S


poilcane C
reek 


2109.9 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


7 
725 


S
oque R


iver 
5655.7 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
70 


726 
C


hattahoochee R
iver 


5177.3 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


4 
727 


S
oque R


iver 
5381.9 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
3 


728 
C


hattahoochee R
iver 


4906.1 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


5 
729 


S
poilcane C


reek 
1902.3 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
13 


730 
S


poilcane C
reek 


1811.3 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


2 
731 


R
ight Fork S


oque R
iver 


1705.9 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


5 
741 


D
icks C


reek 
4200.1 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
1 


0 
29 


742 
C


hestatee R
iver 


35589.8 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
131 


21 
743 


S
oquee R


iver 
13419.2 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
34 


744 
C


hestatee R
iver 


14641.3 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


1 
29 


20 
745 


S
autee C


reek 
2063.2 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


6 
18 


792 
S


oquee R
iver 


1598.9 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


12 
793 


G
oshen B


ranch 
202.0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
10 


800 
Fourm


ile C
reek 


1117.2 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
801 


Lake S
idney Lanier 


2360.8 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
803 


Trib. of S
oque R


iver 
175.2 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
1 


813 
S


oque R
iver 


8795.1 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
814 


S
outh B


ranch M
ud 


C
reek 


674.9 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


5 


816 
S


autee C
reek 


674.5 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


10 
817 


C
hickam


auga C
reek 


703.7 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


4 
818 


C
hickam


auga C
reek 


847.7 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


2 
819 


R
aper C


reek 
865.3 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
15 
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Table 3.  cont. 


S
ite 


W
aterbody 


D
rainage 
A


rea 
river 
chub


coastal 
chub 


bluestripe 
shiner 


highscale 
shiner 


Tennessee 
shiner 


longnose 
shiner 


C
oosa 


shiner
shoal 
bass 


H
allow


een 
darter 


blackbanded 
darter 


820 
R


aper C
reek 


958.7 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


10 
822 


C
hattahoochee R


iver 
39871.0 


0 
0 


22 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


1 
190 


823 
U


nnam
ed trib. to Little 


M
ud C


reek 
62.1 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


824 
Lake S


ydney Lanier 
2356.7 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


825 
Trib. to trib. to trib. of 


Y
ellow


 C
reek 


65.4 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


3 


826 
Jarrard C


reek 
207.5 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


1 
0 


0 
24 


827 
C


hestatee R
iver 


10480.6 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
8 


0 
0 


4 
828 


C
hestatee R


iver 
16203.4 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
0 


0 
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 Introduction 
 


The Upper Chattahoochee River Basin above Lake Lanier supports several species of 


fishes and crayfishes that are limited in distribution and sensitive to habitat degradation.  


Although none of these species are currently considered endangered, we believe that 


unchecked urbanization, poor agricultural practices and other human activities threaten the 


long-term survival of these organisms.  In contrast, a program of land preservation, growth 


management and other proactive approaches can ensure the persistence of healthy populations 


of these sensitive species.  These efforts should be targeted at priority watersheds where they 


can have the greatest effect at the most reasonable cost.  The purpose of this study is to identify 


those priority watersheds.  


 


This is the final component of a three-part project.  We previously reported on the results 


of the other components, which involved (1) a review of historic collection records of target fish 


and crayfish species, and (2) a series of field surveys for fishes and crayfishes to increase our 


understanding of the distribution of these species.   


 


Note: In this report, the terms “Upper Chattahoochee Basin” and “Upper Chattahoochee” refer 


to the portion of the Chattahoochee basin that drains to Lake Lanier. 


 


 


Priority Aquatic Species 


 
At the outset of this project, we identified ten fish species of interest in the Upper 


Chattahochee (Table 1).  With the exception of the blackbanded darter, these were selected 


because they were endemic to the system, have some federal or state status as imperiled 


species, or are greatly restricted in range.  Evaluation of museum specimens revealed that one 


of these species, the river chub (Nocomis micropogon) was erroneously identified in historic 


collections.  We now believe that this species does not and never has occurred in the Upper 


Chattahoochee, and have therefore removed it from the list of species of interest.  The 


blackbanded darter (Percina nigrofasciata) was included solely because of possible historic 


misidentification with the closely related Halloween darter (see below).  It is not considered a 


species of interest in and of itself. The remaining eight species are priorities for management 


and protection in the Upper Chattahoochee: the Halloween darter (Percina sp. cf. P. palmaris), 
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the bluestripe shiner (Cyprinella callitaenia), the shoal bass (Micropterus cataractae) the Coosa 


shiner (Notropis xaenocephalus), the Tennessee shiner (Notropis leuciodus), the longnose 


shiner (Notropis longirostrus), the highscale shiner (Notropis hypsilepis) and the coastal chub 


(Hybopsis sp. cf. H. Winchelli).  In addition, one species of crayfish, Cambarus howardii, is 


endemic to the Upper Chattahoochee and is also considered a priority. 


The Halloween darter and the bluestripe shiner are considered federal species of 


concern, designations that are merited considering their limited distributions and apparent 


declines in population from historic levels.  We consider these two species to be the most 


imperiled aquatic organisms in the basin.  The shoal bass is also listed as a species of concern 


because it is endemic to the Chattahoochee system, although it is abundant across its native 


range and has been introduced elsewhere.  Both the Coosa shiner and the Tennessee shiner 


populations are disjunct from the general distributions of those species.  This could be a result 


of bait-bucket introductions, or a product of stream capture, or it could represent a decline in 


range (“stream capture” is when a stream shifts from one basin to another as a result of a 


geologic event that changes topography).  If either of the latter two explanations prove true, then 


it is possible that the Coosa shiner and Tennessee shiner populations represent genetically 


distinct forms.  The highscale shiner is limited to the Appalachicola River Basin, except for a 


small population in the upper Savannah, and has only been found in low abundances. The 


longnose shiner and the coastal chub also have limited ranges and may be sensitive to 


disturbance.  In previous reports, we provided a summary of known historic collections of these 


species and the results of new collections made in 2003.  The distributions of these eight fish 


species and one crayfish species form the basis of the prioritization scheme presented in this 


report.  


 


 


Threats to Aquatic Species in the Upper Chattahoochee 
 


Urbanization 


 The Upper Chattahoochee region of North Georgia is growing rapidly.  Every county in 


which the Upper Chattahoochee basin occurs has sustained a population growth from 1990 to 


2000 exceeding the state average of 26.4% and the federal average of 13.1% (Table 2; U.S. 


Census Bureau 2003).  This trend is expected to continue.  Currently, the land area covered by 


urban uses is small: based on 1998 classified satellite imagery only 4.1% of the total is in strictly 


urban uses.  However, the amount of urban and suburban land is expected to increase, with 
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corresponding decreases in forest cover (Table 3; NARSAL 2001).  This is likely to emerge as a 


significant threat to fish and crayfish species.  Effects of urbanization on streams include: 


� Erosion and sedimentation from construction sites 


� Increased turbidity 


� Alteration of flows due to stormwater runoff 


� Increased water temperature from stormwater runoff 


� Chemical pollutants 


� Excess nutrients 


Each of these can have detrimental impacts on sensitive fish and crayfish species. 


 


Fragmentation: Impoundments and Road Crossings 


Populations of aquatic organisms that are fragmented are more vulnerable to extinction.  


Isolation can lead to genetic conditions that may reduce fitness, and barriers may prevent 


recolonization if a subpopulation is extirpated.  The two most common barriers are 


impoundments (reservoirs) and road crossings.  Impoundments range from farm ponds and 


amenity lakes to drinking water reservoirs and flood-control dams.  The number of reservoirs in 


the Upper Chattahoochee Basin is unknown, but undoubtedly is in the hundreds.  The largest, 


of course, is Lake Lanier, which divided the upper basin into western and eastern watersheds, 


with the Chestatee and Tesnatee River systems in the west and the Chattahoochee, Sautee, 


and Soque Rivers in the east (Figure 1).  For many lotic (stream and river) species, the lentic 


waters of Lake Lanier are severely hostile environments that constitute a nearly complete 


barrier to movement.  Therefore, the eastern and western watersheds of the Upper 


Chattahoochee River Basin must be considered separate management areas, with distinct 


populations of fishes and crayfishes.   


Road crossings vary in the degree to which they block movement of aquatic species.  


Perched pipe culverts may completely block upstream movement for fishes (although some 


crayfish may cross them), while freespan bridges generally do not pose a barrier.  Box culverts 


are usually intermediate in their effects.  Road crossings are ubiquitous, even in forested 


landscapes (for logging roads), but naturally increase in density with urbanization.  


 


Agriculture & Forestry 


 Approximately 13.6% of the Upper Chattahoochee Basin is in agricultural uses, of which 


pasture is the dominant form in terms of land area (Table 3, NARSAL 2001).  Poultry production 


is the dominant agricultural practice in terms of farm income (Boatright and Bechtel 2002), and a 
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significant amount of the pasture land may be used for spreading poultry litter.  Row cropping is 


relatively rare (Boatright and Bechtel 2002).  Some agricultural practices can lead to 


eutrophication, sedimentation where cattle access streams, pollution from agrichemicals and 


animal pharmaceuticals and other deleterious effects.  


The majority of the basin (63.1%) is in forest cover.  Much of this is the Chattahoochee 


National Forest, but much is in private ownership as well.  Forestry generally has lower, shorter-


term impacts to streams than urban uses and agriculture, although poor logging practices can 


cause considerable erosion and sedimentation.  According to Frank Green of the Georgia 


Forestry Commission, the most frequent violations of Best Management Practices are for those 


involving Streamside Management Zones (personal communication).   


 


 


Prioritization methods 
 
 Prioritization was performed at the scale of 12-digit HUCs (Hydrologic Unit Codes), the 


finest-scale watersheds delineated by the USGS (Figure 1).  The proposed prioritization scheme 


takes into consideration the distribution of target species, land cover and road crossings.  It 


gives highest priority to watersheds that support target species, are well-forested and have few 


road crossings.  Table 4 summarizes the prioritization scheme.  The methodology was based on 


an approach we used to prioritize watersheds in the Etowah Basin, now used as a guide for 


stream mitigation by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Freeman and Wenger 2000). 


 Watersheds that support the Halloween darter and the bluestripe shiner are given high 


priority, since we consider these to be the two most imperiled species in the Upper 


Chatahoochee.  Watersheds that support other target species are scored according to the 


number of other species present.  Figure 2 shows the relative scores for watersheds based on 


the presence of target species.  Watersheds upstream of those supporting target species are 


also weighted highly, because they provide connections for the populations and because 


protecting these will protect habitat downstream. 


 Because forested landscapes generally support healthier streams than agricultural and 


urban ones, we scored watersheds according to proportion forest cover.  Because urban uses 


are the most detrimental (per unit area), we also scored watersheds in inverse proportion to the 


density of roads, which we used as a surrogate for impervious cover and therefore urbanization.  


We also scored watersheds based on the density of road crossings.  Figure 3 shows the relative 


scoring for watersheds based on these three factors. 
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A factor we considered, but rejected, was the proportion of land currently under 


protection for some type of conservation purpose.  It can be argued that preservation efforts 


should target watersheds with existing protected areas to build onto and enhance the benefit of 


these preserves; on the other hand, it can be argued that unprotected high quality areas should 


be priorities because they are at greatest risk of land conversion.  Both arguments have merit.  


In addition, it is worth noting that although large areas of the Upper Chattahoochee are in 


government ownership, mostly in the form of National Forest lands, this does not necessarily 


equate to protection.  We have decided that the most prudent course is not to consider the 


conservation status of lands in this prioritization scheme.  In this approach, all watersheds with 


populations of imperiled species and low amounts of urbanization are priorities.  Unprotected 


areas within these watersheds warrant preservation, and lands with some form of conservation 


status warrant permanent protection. 


 We also considered water quality and stream impairment.  We examined the 303d list of 


waters that do not meet their designated uses, considering whether to use this as a factor in 


stream prioritization.  We rejected this for two reasons.  First, there is not a consistent scientific 


method for surveying and identifying impaired streams.  Thus, while it is likely that all listed 


streams are truly impaired, it is unknown whether most unlisted streams are impaired or not.  


Second, the number and length of impaired streams is very small compared to the total stream 


length in any watershed.  Impairment of 1.0% of streams in a watershed rather than 0.5% of 


streams is probably not a strong indicator of the overall health of the aquatic system.   


 


 


Results 
 


 The highest scoring watersheds can be grouped geographically into three areas:  


� The Chestatee system in the west (HUCs 501, 502, 601), along with the neighboring 


Cane Creek watershed (HUC 603). 


� The Soquee River (HUCs 201, 202). 


� The Chattahoochee mainstem headwaters (HUCs 102 and 106, as well as 101, 102, 


103, 105) 


 Of secondary priority are Mossy Creek (HUC 302), Mud Creek (HUC 303), Flat Creek 


(HUC 304), Little River (HUC 402 and 403) and the remainder of the Chestatee system (HUCs 


602, 604 and 701).  The other watersheds are considered medium-low and low priority.
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Table 1. Priority species for conservation in the Upper Chattahoochee Basin. 


 
Common Name Species 
River Chub Nocomis micropogon 
Blackbanded Darter Percina nigrofasciata 
Halloween Darter Percina sp. cf. P. Palmaris 
Bluestripe Shiner Cyprinella callitaenia 
Shoal Bass Micropterus cataractae 
Coosa Shiner Notropis xaenocephalus 
Tennessee Shiner Notropis leucoidus 
Longnose Shiner Notropis longirostrus 
Highscale Shiner Notropis hypsilepis 
Coastal Chub Hybopsis sp. cf. H. winchelli 
Chattahoochee Crayfish Cambarus howardii 


 
 
 
Table 2.  Population growth from 1990-2000 in the six main counties of the Upper  
Chattahoochee River basin (U.S. Census Bureau 2003). 
 
 Population Growth: % change 
County 1990 2000 4/1/2000-


7/1/2001 
1990-2000 


Dawson 9,429 15,999 7.4 69.7 
Forsyth 44,083 98,407 12.1 123.2 
Habersham 27,621 35,902 3.5 30.0 
Hall 95,428 139,277 4.6 45.9 
Lumpkin 14,573 21,016 4.0 44.2 
White 13,006 19,944 6.2 53.3 
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Table 3.  18-class land cover classification (NARSAL 2001) of the Upper 
Chattahoochee basin above and draining to Lake Sydney-Lanier.   


Land cover classification % of the basin Acres  (hectares) 


Beaches/Dunes/Mud 0.1 564.2  (228.3) 
Open water 6.1 40,192.1  (16,265.2) 


Transportation 7.3 48,445.2  (19,605.1) 


Utility swaths 0.3 1,698.4  (687.3) 


Urban types: 4.1 26,792.3  (10,842.5) 


     Low intensity urban 3.2 21,108.6  (8,542.3) 


     High intensity urban 0.9 5,683.7  (2,300.1) 


Clearcut/Sparse 5.3 35,030.5  (14,176.3) 


Quarries/Strip mines 0.0 279.3  (113.0) 


Rock outcrop 0.0 284.2  (115.0) 


Forest types: 63.1 418,309.1  (169,283.7) 


     Deciduous forest 39.0 258,735.7  (104,706.6) 


     Evergreen forest 12.2 80,891.9  (32,735.8) 


     Mixed forest 11.9 78,681.5  (31,841.3) 


Golf courses 0.1 946.7  (383.1) 


Pasture 13.0 86,153.3  (34,865.0) 


Row crop 0.6 3,997.5  (1,617.7) 


Forested wetland 0.1 570.2  (230.8) 


 Total area 663,261  (268,412) 
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Table 4.  Prioritization baseline scoring using data extracted from GIS coverages.  Watersheds 
with a cumulative score of <10 rate “Low”, 10-13 rate “Medium Low”, 14-18 rate “Medium High”, 
and scores at 19 or above rate “High”. 
 


   


Category Description Scoring 


High-priority fishes 
Watersheds that support known 
populations of Halloween darters or 
bluestripe shiners. 


3 points for each species  


Other target species Watersheds that support known 
populations of other target species. 1 point for each species 


  1 pt 3 pts 5 pts 


Proportion Forested Proportion of the watershed forested 
as of 1998 (NARSAL 2001). � 40% 41-74% � 75% 


Road Crossings 
Density of road crossings (based on 
1998 1:24,000 DOT roads and 1998 
1:24,000 USGS hydroline streams). 


>8 5-8 <5 


Road Density 


Density of roads in each watershed 
(surrogate for amount of impervious 
surface; based on 1998 1:24,000 
DOT roads). 


� 2.0 1.6-1.9 � 1.5 


Connectivity for 
Imperiled 
Fish/Crayfish 


Distance (counted in the number of 
watersheds) downstream to nearest 
watershed with an imperiled species 
or a species of concern. 


� 3 2 � 1 
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Water Conservation Implementation Plan 
Stakeholder Meeting  


August 4, 2008 
Capitol Education Center


NOTES, QUESTIONS & ANSWERS 


Welcome and Purpose of Meeting – Alice Miller Keyes, Georgia EPD


Thanks to the volunteers who have participated in the sector teams thus far. We are 
making great progress toward developing a draft Water Conservation Implementation 
Plan (WCIP.) The working drafts of the sector-specific information are evolving, as is the 
process for working with stakeholders to develop a draft WCIP for public comment.


The purpose of the meeting today is to provide a forum for stakeholders to engage with 
EPD Director Carol Couch to discuss three issues that have risen to the top of the list of 
concerns and interest:


- WCIP and its relationship to the SWP 
- WCIP and how it can inform the Regional Water Planning efforts (as described in 


the SWP) 
- WCIP and how it can inform future water withdrawal permitting decisions.  


Introductory Comments - Carol A. Couch, Georgia EPD (see Power Point 
Presentation attached)


Water conservation, and how it is described in the State-wide Water Management Plan 
(SWP) is not viewed as independent of overall water management strategies. Water 
conservation must be woven into long-term planning decisions regarding future 
demands and supplies of water.   


Overall purpose of the WCIP 


The end result of all the goals, benchmarks, practices and actions described in this plan 
is to reduce water waste, water loss, and where necessary, water use in an effort to 
help sustain Georgia’s water resources. 


Proposed structure of WCIP


As the document continues to form, a structure has arisen that we are presenting to you 
today for the first time. You all have been working in your sector teams on the Main 
Body of the WCIP. This will contain introductory information regarding water 
conservation and Sector-Specific Chapters outlining goals, benchmarks, and practices 
for each sector. Additionally we plan to include a Technical Appendix for Practices that 
will include, but may not be limited to: 1) detail descriptions of practices, 2) applicability 
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(i.e. who should consider that practice), 3) suggested steps to implement  4) potential 
water savings, 5) cost of implementing, and 6) ways to demonstrate implementation of 
practices. Much of the information we have at this level of specificity originates from 
other states. For a technical appendix to be helpful, we intend to use the information 
from other states, and provide additional information that is Georgia-specific.


WCIP & State-wide Water Management Plan


Section 8 of SWP: Demand Management Practices describes water conservation and 
the components of the WCIP. DNR and stakeholders are to develop WCIP and it is to 
be subject to public notice, review, and comment.  


The SWP calls for the WCIP to include: Water conservation goals, benchmarks, best 
management guidelines (A Menu of Options), state resources (implementation actions),
funding mechanisms, and guidance on flexibility in implementation.  


Goals are defined as sector-specific and provide a long-term outcome that water 
users within that particular sector can achieve. Benchmarks are defined as 
quantifiable metrics (or measures) of efficiency to help water users within a 
sector and others recognize progress toward a long-term goal.  (If data are 
needed to set metrics, benchmarks may be time-oriented activities to collect and 
evaluate data to determine if, and what, the metric may be.) The guidance for 
best management refers to a menu of options for water conservation practices. 
Practices are defined as activities that can be implemented by water users and/or 
water or electric providers to reach benchmarks and goal(s). Lastly, state 
resources refer to the Implementation actions defined as activities to be 
performed by an agency, association, organization or other group to support 
water users and/or water or electric providers implementing the recommended 
best practices.


Regarding benchmarks, we may not have the information available to be quantitative.
We recognize that we have data shortcomings that will need to be improved. In such 
cases we will not be driving towards “the number.”  An alternative is to look at ranges to 
decide what is an efficient use of water. 


Regarding funding mechanisms, we recognize much of the water conservation activities 
and goals identified in the working drafts will require investments from tax payers on the 
local government level However, there are existing investments at all levels of 
government, and EPD and other state agencies will examine how these existing 
resources can be more efficiently applied. 


WCIP, Regional Planning & Water Withdrawal Permitting


Permit decisions will have to be done in the context of individual permit holders and 
applicants in 2 primary ways:
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1) Within the structure of the SWP (page 21), two choices are offered for water 
withdrawal permit holders (who will be renewing permits or expanding permit): 
Applicants have the opportunity to show they are improving their water efficiency 
or they are implementing appropriate practices to improve their efficiency. Permit 
holders will identify which the appropriate practices.


2) Once the regional water development and conservation plans are adopted in 
2011, individual permits will be evaluated on a permit-by-permit basis.


Regional Water Councils have no role in decision making on permitting.  Permitting 
decisions remain as the authority of the EPD Director.  Furthermore, until the state goes 
through a proper rule-making process and rules are adopted by the DNR Board, there 
will be no decisions based on the SWP.  The WCIP will inform the rule-making process, 
but the WCIP will not be developed as a rule.  


Question & Answer Session �


PROCESS of DEVELOPING WCIP


Q: Since the strawman material came out, have there been updated drafts sent out for 
review?


A: Yes, the strawman material distributed in May 2008, was the beginning of the 
discussion about long-term water conservation in Georgia.  Since then, each 
sector team (agricultural irrigation, industrial and commercial, golf, public supply, 
state agencies, landscape and electric generation) has been developing “working 
drafts”.   


To make sure you have the most up-to-date information, contact the team leader 
for the sector in which you are interested and make sure he/she has your name 
and contact information. 


Q: When is the public comment period for this and how will the edits be handled?  Will 
the team leaders be responsible for making edits? 


A: The draft WCIP will be available for the first round of public comment around 
the 2nd week in September.  EPD is driving for plan adoption by late January or 
early February.


The process has been designed to gather sector-specific information from 
stakeholders within the major water use sectors.  Drafts of sector-specific 
information are due to EPD by August 13th so that a technical writer can pull it all 
together. After the public comment period, team leaders will filter the comments 
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and, when necessary, take some comments/questions back to the sector teams 
for deliberation.


Q: Is there an opportunity to work with and share information between sectors? 


A: There are a lot of areas where overlap exists between the sectors. The team 
leaders have discussed this issue and recognize the need to better coordinate 
these issues.  Suggestions on how to pull overlapping issues together are 
welcome. EPD will look for ways to facilitate exchange. 


If you are interested in getting working drafts from other sectors or in providing 
information to other sectors, please contact the appropriate team leader. 


Q: Many team members would appreciate more time to work on the sector-specific 
pieces and would appreciate the chance to review the introductory chapter(s) of the 
WCIP.


A: EPD and the team leaders will consider this. However, the limiting factor is 
that the regional water planning councils will be in place by the end of the year 
and the sooner they have access to the WCIP as a resource, the more informed 
their decisions will be.


We will develop ways for you to review introductory information. 


EDUCATION and MESSAGING


Q: Education is a big part of the implementation process, especially during the next 2-3 
years before regional plans are completed. How will Georgia citizens and regional water 
council members be educated about all of these issues?  


A: Education is an important piece of implementing the SWP (and WCIP) and we 
have an ongoing dialogue about how to achieve that. An effort to align 
educational efforts among state agencies has already begun and will continue to 
grow over the next 2 to 3 years.


Q: It is important that WCIP tone and message be right.  So far, many of the various 
messages from the sector-specific teams have been conflicting and we would like to 
see it broader focus on promoting Georgia and water efficiency in Georgia.  We should 
not send the message, through this plan or others, that Georgia is not “open for 
business” or that we are rationing water. 


A:  If there are mixed messages being sent, we will work to fix that.
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Q: Within business sectors, the message is being sent, “Don’t grow in Georgia because 
water is not available.”  How can we support the development of the WCIP, the 
aggressive conservation actions within it, and still encourage growth in the state?  


A: The conversation about don’t locate in Georgia goes well beyond the WCIP. I 
have been working with our economic leaders on how to frame drought/water 
concerns and respond to the perception of limited resources. In the face of 
regional competitiveness for economic development, we have to get the 
message out that we are open for business AND we are planning for a future 
where water resources are sustainable and secure. 


REGULATORY PROCESS / PERMITTING 


Q: How will the state evaluate prior water conservation effort/results against the water 
conservation efforts in the WCIP? Will permit applicants get credit for efforts they have 
already made?  (Example, I am a water provider with a large industrial customer base 
and we have already invested in significant water conservation efforts with them, how 
can I get credit for that?)


A: Permit decisions will need to be based on information appropriate to your 
situation. If you are a water provider with a customer base primarily industrial, 
when making permitting decisions, EPD will consider at information, data or 
statistics related to your industrial water conservation efforts, as appropriate. So, 
“credit” for existing measures can be factored into permitting decisions. 


The SWP was written to provide choices for water withdrawal permit holders and 
applicants. Applicants can either demonstrate compliance with water efficiency 
standards (in the WCIP these could be goals or benchmarks) or demonstrate 
implementation of water conservation practices. In the example provided here, 
the applicant could demonstrate they have achieved a particular level of 
efficiency (through prior conservation efforts with their industrial customers) 
rather than demonstrate implementation of additional conservation practices that 
may not provide significant benefits. 


GOALS and BENCHMARKS


Q: How should we set goals for our sectors? Are the goals intended to be aspirational?


A: It depends. We are not conserving just to be conserving.  Rather we are 
conserving because greater efficiency has been shown to be necessary to 
sustain water resources, long term. Goals are aspriational as they are broad 
enough for all water users within a sector to consider (regardless of where they 
are in their conservation efforts.)
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The degree to which water use efficiency and conservation are incorporated into 
long-term resource management plans will depend on regional water 
management decisions. How aggressively and how quickly water users progress 
toward those goals, should, in large part, depend on water resource conditions, 
cost-effectiveness of the effort and other factors.  


Q: Many stakeholders involved are concerned that if there is a specific numeric 
benchmark/standard put in the WCIP it will become a mandatory statewide target (i.e. a 
one-size-fits-all approach).  How do we resolve the conflict of needing to provide 
specific standards, but still allowing and encouraging flexibility? 


A: There does not seem to be a conflict. EPD conducted some work to help 
better understand water used by customers of water utilities. With the 
cooperation of 8 diverse utilities, we evaluated water customer bills in small 
utilities and large utilities throughout the state. We found that the number of 
overall water use (defined as total water used divided by the population served) 
varies across the state.


We know that one-size-does-not-fit-all and there are numerous factors 
influencing potential water conservation standards (such as age of system, 
customer base, number of connections, etc.).  EPD is looking to the sector teams 
to provide input to help us frame the process for determining which numeric 
benchmarks/standards could be incorporated into planning efforts in the future.


Q: The description today describes that a permit applicant may EITHER demonstrate 
progress toward water conservation goals (or efficiency standards) OR demonstrate the 
implementation of water conservation practices. This represents what many 
stakeholders have been asking for.  Why has such emphasis been put on numeric 
benchmarks in the sector team meetings?


A: The effort to develop numeric benchmarks or water efficiency standards is 
intended to provide information on the two permit options described in the SWP. 
Any water efficiency standards or numeric benchmarks should be based on the 
best research and information available. However, if the consensus of a sector 
team is that a numeric benchmark is too restrictive or unrealistic at this time, then 
we should look for alternatives to demonstrate water use efficiency.  


One alternative may be to outline time-oriented activities to either develop a 
numeric benchmark. Another alternative may be to use best available information 
for establishing a range of standards for water efficiency and a process for 
determining where the water user falls within that range. 


Q: The information being shared today is positive. However, there is a disconnect 
between what is said today and what is being said within the sector groups – particularly 
regarding benchmarks and metrics of water efficiency. (Example: using a measurable 
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metric of residential per capita water use as a benchmark for the public water 
providers.)


A: If there is a disconnect in what is being said today and the work being done 
within the sector teams, we will work to fix it.


COORDINATING WCIP with other PLANS and RULES


Q: How will this plan be integrated in the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning 
District (MNGWPD) update efforts? 


A: The MNGWPD is taking a look at water conservation in their long-term 
demand forecasts. We are working on the MNGWPD staff to coordinate the 
planning efforts. The MNGWPD Board recently adopted a new timeline and the 
updates to their plans are not due until March 2009.


Q: How will the outdoor water use rules fit into the WCIP or will they remain separate? 


A: In compliance with House Bill 1281, the state is required to update the outdoor 
water use rules (Section 391-3-30 ). That rule-making process will take place 
consistent with statutory requirements. The WCIP may help inform that rule-
making, but will not be oriented for developing new rules. 


Q: When is the state going to look at drought management plan?  It seems that a lot of 
the same people will be providing input on that, so why the disconnect? 


A: The WCIP should be a resource to help water users in Georgia become more 
resilient to drought conditions. The drought management plan should outline and 
describe short-term actions to deal with drought. The same players are involved 
in both.


There are two areas of drought management that have been adopted by the 
state: 1) the 2003 Drought Management Plan and 2) the rules related to drought 
management and outdoor water use. The plan was conducted first and then the 
rules were developed and adopted.


We are still considering how and when the drought management plan will be 
revised. HB 1281 mandates that DNR revise the rules related to drought 
response by June 2009. In that time, we may not have the resources to revise 
both the rules (as now required by statute) and the drought management plan 
(adopted by the DNR Board as a policy statement).  The Drought Management 
Plan addresses topics of drought declaration, agency coordination and other 
topics that go well beyond just the specific restrictions that are the subject of rule 
making. Ideally, both the plan and the rules will be updated in a coordinated 
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manner. The HB 1281 mandate, in the face of budget and resource constraints, 
places real unintended consequences on the quality of what we can accomplish. 


OTHER ISSUES  


Q: In the SWP various water conservation practices are described.  Specifically, one 
practice talks about requiring gray water as a method to dispose wastewater. Do you 
think it is a good idea to tie sewage disposal strategies into the WCIP? 


A: Using reclaimed water or graywater as a substitute for a higher quality water is 
not appropriate for every place and is not required for every place.  Using 
reclaimed water may be most appropriate in the areas that have the most 
restraints for water.  Specific analysis must be conducted before making that 
determination; and should be evaluated as part of your long-term infrastructure 
and supply plan. 


Q: There is concern that, with water becoming more valuable, EPD or possibly the 
Public Service Commission (PSC) will begin to regulate how much water utilities should 
charge for water and water services. As new pieces of legislation emerge, possibly 
related to this, EPD will need to be more sensitive to the local utilities.


A: Importing water laws and regulations from other states and setting rates 
structure at the legislative level is not the answer to our challenges in Georgia.. 
Consideration of water rate regulation in Georgia. If it is eve considered, is 
premature for a variety of reasons too numerous to discuss today. EPD does not 
endorse this concept. 


The WCIP and the SWP address conservation-oriented rates, but there are a 
variety of conservation-oriented rates and methods of implementation from which 
water utilities can choose. The WCIP will not dictate how utilities should deal with 
revenue issues. 


Q: Do you see the WCIP as a means of making the connection with water and energy? 


A: We are not ignoring water demands and accounting for future energy 
demands on water, but we cannot make a full connection in the WCIP. We have 
an available set of technology at the moment, and utilities have been adapting as 
the drought has unfolded.


The WCIP does address electric generation, however there are some limitations 
on what we know and what we are able to do at this point.


Q: We have heard you say a permittee does not have to do each thing outlined in the 
SWP or the WCIP. However, within the WCIP, there are several activities that are 
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counter to the activities we are doing to comply with water quality standards and 
mandatory control and management activities. How do we resolve this conflict?


A: The WCIP is not addressing water quality standards. However, the SWP does 
integrate water quantity and water quality management in a comprehensive 
fashion. This integration will be further realized in the implementation of the 
regional water management planning. 


Next Steps:


Sector teams will continue to meet, if necessary, to finalize their draft information.  The 
drafts will be compiled and sent to the technical writer on contract with EPD to pull 
together the comprehensive Draft WCIP. Teams should have their drafts to EPD by   
August 13th.


EPD staff will take the questions and comments shared today and compile them into 
notes, questions and answers. In a few days we will distribute the presentation and 
notes to the attendees.
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From: Deatre Denion [ddenion@dca.state.ga.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2008 9:32 AM 
To: generalmanager@etowahwater.org; jbarbour@garealtor.com; sarah_barlow@savannahga.gov; 
glen_behrend@dnr.state.ga.us; Sally Bethea; isaac@sog.unc.edu; jason@gefa.ga.gov; robert@abr.org; 
jclayton@hazenandsawyer.com; ecrussel@cityofdouglas.com; jokidd@rocktenn.com; 
charlesdavis@accessatc.net; mdavis@atlantaregional.com; Deatre Denion; gadewitt@hotmail.com; 
jdozier@gawp.org; tedwards@accg.org; dfranz@brwncald.com; sfuller@gainesville.org; 
jjgask@charter.net; tgehl@gmanet.com; dgriffin@ccwageorgia.com; kharriso@uga.edu; Laura Hartt; 
khatcher@garealtor.com; chobby@bainbridgecity.com.; jhoffner@americanrivers.org; bihubb@alltel.
net; ajabbar@valdostacity.com; bjarrett@milledgevillega.us; njohnson@geosyntec.com; 
cjonaitis@youneedresults.com; bkeller@cityofgriffin.com; alice_keyes@dnr.state.ga.us; 
kkirkpatrick@macoc.com; dkubala@earthlink.net; CLLAMBERT@co.dekalb.ga.us; 
mlangston@atlantaga.gov; cleballe@gaconservancy.org; katherine.lewis@jjg.com; 
jmaldonado@columbiacountyga.gov; mmcmichael@atlantaga.gov; dougmiell@gmail.com; tonja.
mincey@hcwsa.com; Kathy.Nguyen@cobbcounty.org; jo@councilforqualitygrowth.org; 
jpatterson@cwwga.org; dphillips@columbiacountyga.gov; gpihera@ccwa1.com; 
courtneyreich@ecologicalplanning.net; tonyr@maconwater.org; lross@romega.us; 
krowles@h2opolicycenter.org; jrussell@atlantaga.gov; stevesadler@postproperties.com; brian.
skeens@ch2m.com; bsleeth@hbag.org; kathy.stege@stantec.com; haydon@fiveashstanley.com; frank.
stephens@gwinnettcounty.com; pstevens@atlantaregional.com; btant@cwwga.org; tthigpen@coweta.ga.
us; alex@tomasandassociates.com; cogordon4@alltel.net; sudvardy@gaconservancy.org; 
bwagoner@gawp.org; laura_walker@savannahga.gov; malta@mindspring.com; 
mwyzalek@maconwater.org
Cc: Randy Hartmann; carol_couch@dnr.state.ga.us 
Subject: WCIP Meeting on Aug 4 


I wanted to remark on the discussion that was held at the WCIP meeting on Aug. 4.  It seems 
that there has been some confusion to the directive I was given as a team leader.  EPD staff had 
made it clear to me that a numerical goal was required for the plan to be accepted.  The
information that was covered in the meeting was completely new to me and there for 
clarification from Dr. Couch is needed on how she wishes this sector group to proceed.  Until 
such clarification is given in writing, we will proceed with no numbers in the draft document.


Deatre N. Denion
Program Coordinator - WaterFirst
Office of Environmental Management
Department of Community Affairs
60 Executive Park, South, N.E.
Atlanta, GA  30329-2231
912-704-4136 (phone) 
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Comment ID: 0081 
Author Name: Bill Shilling
Organization:  


Please use more up to date science to maintain this lake.  Try to stay out of the political issues, and 
focus on what sound science can provide as guidelines for this lake.


0081 Comment ID: 0082 
Author Name: Vince Foody
Organization:  


As a resident of Troup County, we rely on West Point Lake for clean drinking water, recreation, and 
Business generated from tourism.  The Lake must be managed for consistent full pool (633 to 635) 
and the cleanliness and quality of the water must be maintained.  When the lake levels were so 
mismanaged a year ago, it was very dangerous to use the lake as tree stumps and other hazards 
made navigating the lake very risky and dangerous.  
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Comment ID: 0083 
Author Name: Steven Voige
Organization:  


I feel water releases should be lowered until lake levels are at full pool.  When less rain falls during 
a given time period the river levels below the lakes would have been naturally at lower levels also.  
 
I feel water s/b released according to the percentage of average rainfall for the region. Period.  
Consider first the needs of the residents, commercial users and wildlife, then recreation, local 
property values and of course all other aspect.  Lake levels should be managed more precisely.  
Only lowering pool levels when tropical storms or flooding weather front are predicted. 
 
Additional water sheds should be developed to keep up with population growth! 
 
Why were release levels not curtailed during times of drought previously?   
 


0083 Comment ID: 0084 
Author Name: Ronnie Segree
Organization:  


Problem not enough fresh water from the Apalachicola river into the   Apalachicola Bay. 
 
Solution- Close Bob Sikes cut distrubting the fresh water east and west in the bay keep what fresh 
that you have in the bay longer. 
 
Problem - Old fill( Bird Sanctuary) sets East of the new St. George IsLand bridge. to much nitrogen 
run off into the bay. the birds have the Little St. George Island and St. Vencent Island to nest on. 
average 1 Sea Gull eating one pound of shrimp in one day x 1000 when you dont have shrimp your 
not gonna have Red Fish or Speckel Trout or other game fish 
 
Solutions- either take out this man made bird Sanctuary or cut channels where the current can fowl 
how it used to flow.  
 
East rived flows from the Apalachicola River. this is what is know as the log jam. escacvate and 
clean out these areas. when they was plent of water these places was cleaned out by the high rises 
of the River, now they need our help. un-stop the glogged up stream and allow more water to flow 
down to the bay.
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Comment ID: 0085 
Author Name: Charles Chapman
Organization:  


As a representative appointed by the County Manager of Gadsden County, hydropower is a 
significant concern.  Our residents in the municipality of Chattahoochee are reliant upon 
hydropower for their basic utilities.  In addition, in an era of energy diversification, the inadequate 
levels of flow coming to Jim Woodruff Dam provide adverse conditions for generating alternative 
energy sources.  Overall, an increase in flows would help to provide clean and affordable energy to 
our residents.


0085 Comment ID: 0086 
Author Name: Charles Chapman
Organization:  


Gadsden County Florida borders the Apalachicola River and its wester basin.  The flood controls 
and multitude of wildlife and environmental treasures of the basin and the river are non-comparable 
any where else in the State of Florida.  The recent operational modes during the drought"" 
conditions have led to many traditionally wet areas to become dry and boggy.  Many of our 
residents have commented on the lack of water in traditional fishing areas along the river as well as 
trouble with navigating their personal watercraft along the river and its corresponding estuaries."
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Comment ID: 0087 
Author Name: Charles Chapman
Organization:  


Bottom line is we need more flow.  The river is down and the bay is affected.  The study you 
propose should solidify this with scientific fact.  With low flows we have less hydropower and less 
water to counter balance the salinity of the upstream river near Chattahoochee.  Point in case, bull 
sharks were recently seen and documented near the Jim Woodruff Dam.  Understanding this is not 
uncommon for bull sharks in the genetic makeup, however, this is discussion worthy.


0087 Comment ID: 0088 
Author Name: Charles Chapman
Organization:  


More so than simple dollars and cents, the lifestyle and the historical heritage of our natural Florida 
area is at risk.  We are not arguing people versus mussels.  We are discussing metropolitan 
residents on Atlanta versus rural communities who have historically been founded in the industry 
the Apalachicola River provides a foundation for. 
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Comment ID: 0089 
Author Name: Charles Chapman
Organization:  


Georgia should not be bailed out of their lack in effectively planning water management.  If Lake 
Lanier is the only resource from which the Metro-Atlanta area can draw from, then certainly they 
need to embark on more research endeavors.  Proper water management controls and alternative 
water resources are surely available (i.e. offshore drilling debate)  Florida needs water too, and 
Georgia should look at their own ability to tap into the ground water sources, or better control their 
waste water.  Poor Planning on Georgia's part should not penalize Floridians.


0089 Comment ID: 0090 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


Please maintain historical flow levels to Apalachicola Bay
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Comment ID: 0091 
Author Name: alan pierce 
Organization:  


I very concerned that the Apalachicola Bay ecosystem is not being considered when it comes to 
developing the Water Control Manual.  The Bay is the most pristine and productive body of water in 
the southeastern US.  Everybody benefits from the shrimp,,oysters, blue crabs,etc thata come out 
of the Bay.  Please include the Bay in the Environmental Impact Statement.


0091


MR. LAWRENCE DURDEN: I am a property owner in Walter F. George, 
and all I want -- my comments would be we just want our fair share of
Alabama -- for Alabama to get their fair share of the water without others 
taking it all and putting us in a dangerous situation. If it's one drought, then 
let it affect everybody.
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Comment ID: 0093 
Author Name: Marilyn Blackwell
Organization:  


 I have deep concerns on the following issue which is not being addressed or suggested in any of 
the options to comment on. 
There exist a disconnect on the issue of "maintaining" a healthy eco system in the Apalachicola 
River System as to maintain suggest that this system exist in a healthy state. 
This system has been degraded severely for sixty plus years as a result of the COE maintenance 
practices. During this time, little care has been afforded to the health of this system. The river, 
creeks, sloughs, the off river mud flats, lakes and ponds have been impacted by dredged spoil. 
Prior to the early 1970s, spoil was placed in the flood plain where erosion during flood season 
smothered plant life and elevated the ground level.  
After the early 1970s, spoil was placed on the banks of the river, within banks and in open water. 
There now exist 135 within bank disposal sites, 26 dike fields and three open water sites. These 
practices have resulted in major oposite bank erosion, eroding not only spoil from below the water 
line but also causing banks above the water line to fall in which added to the overload of sediment 
in the system. 
The flood plain has undergone alarming changes as a result of these practices. Fish and other 
marine life no longer have access to the flood plain water bodies to spawn and forage. Native plants 
and wildlife has been adversly effected. 
Within bank ddredged spoil sites and dike fields produce the same effect in that both channel water 
to a desired section of the river bed. The size of the within bank disposal sites, visual at low water is 
only a small portion of the existing portion below the water level. These structures displace a large 
amount of water in the river, cause oposite bank erosion and help to blanket the flood plain, creeks 
and sloughs. Many of the within bank disposal sites have been located adjoining or just upstream 
from the mouths of sloughs and creeks. 
The Apalachicola River System is very unhealthy. Past restoration projects have been failures. All 
were stated to need future maintenance in plans that were developed for them. A number of these 
restoration projects resulted in further degradation to the system. The Battle Bend project cost two 
million was a good example of this. 
I would appreciate the consideration of water in the amount that would allow the Apalachicola River 
System to heal. There are clear signs that this process is begining. Although healing would involve 
years, once healed there would be no need for maintenance. 
To maintain a healthy system, there first must be a healthy system to maintain. This system needs 
only waterlife blood and time.
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Comment ID: 0601 
Author Name: James Inglis
Organization: none 


I urge the Corps to do the following: 
1. During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 
01 
2. Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola river 
3. Managment triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought 
4. Please raise the full pool from 1071 ft. above sea level to 1073 ft., thereby adding an addtional 26 
billion gallons of water to the lake 
Thank you, 
 
James Inglis


0601 Comment ID: 0602 
Author Name: Mack Butler
Organization:  


I am concerned for the low lake level at Lake Lanier. The low level has a negative impact on safety 
on the lake, the economy and home values around the lake, and water usage in the community. 
 
I request that the US Army Corps of Enigineers consider and adopt the following for action; 
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Mack D. Butler 
mack_butler@msn.com 
 
PS Your form would not allow me to input my e-mail address. It reported that my address is not 
valid, which, I assure you, is not the case. 
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Comment ID: 0603 
Author Name: Wm T Schwendler Jr
Organization: part-time resident, boater 


1.Research needs to be done on the endangered wildlife. Lake Lanier is down almost 19' from full 
pool, yet we have fresh water mussels in abundance on "my" beach all the way to the water. The 
largest mussels appeared when the lake was down 7-12 feet, some nearly the size of my fist. It 
seems to me we don't know how endangered certain mussel species are until we have done some 
field research about their viability at various points in the water column. The lower river and the area 
bays near the Gulf can't more more than a couple feet, so maybe the endangered species do 
populate down to the lowest levels. 
2.Communications and accurate data. In late February I was in the Corps office next to Lake Walter 
F George on Navy league business.  Looking out the window I could see 1 foot diameter oak tree 
apparently growing out of the water no more than 100' from the building.  Oaks will die if they have 
consistently wet feet, so my guess is that Lake George was at least 3-4' above full pool. When we 
left Atlanta that morning the AJC had reported that Lake George was 1-2' below full pool. My guess 
is that Lake George was 4-6' higher than reported in the newspaper.  I don't know where the data 
came from that was in the newspaper, but clearly there was a disconnect.  Either your data 
collection system is faulty, or not timely by weeks, or someone is misrepresenting the truth. 
3. 2.continued. I come out of the aerospace industry where engineering and math models are 
commonplace. However, we learned that models are not perfect. Using models to predict flows and 
levels is beneficial in anticipating corrective actions, but data should be based on reality.  Report the 
levels based on actual levels at bridges, or as some wags have said, put a post in the water with 
water levels marked on it. Reliance on models got you in trouble once before; let's not do so again. 
4. I understand 2-3 dams were once proposed for the Flint River, but were vetoed by then President 
Jimmy Carter. Is this true? Would the dams have helped alleviate today's challenges? 
     


0603 Comment ID: 0604 
Author Name: FRED ROBBE
Organization:  


As both a resident of Sandy Springs, GA and owner of lake property on Lake Lanier I am doubly 
impacted by the management of Lake Lanier, both for recreation and also drinking and watering 
lawns,shrubbery, car washing, etc. 
 
My desire is that the Lake have a consistently high water level, but I know that is impossible.  
However, it only makes sense to me to be at full level in the summer when it gets the most use. 
 
Lake Lanier's priority should not be protecting mussels and endangered species in the 
Appalachicola River.  Lake Lanier businesses and recreation have sufferedf greatly in  order to save 
mussels.  Lake Lanier has fresh water clams that should be protected also. 
 
When there are droughts,  water should be released only minimally.   
 
The proposal to increase the full pool to 1073 makes a lot of sense and would be just like adding a 
new reservoir for almost free. 
 
I would also like to see sime way to share some of the Tennessee River, which seems to be 
overflowing all the time, even when we are having droughts. 
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Comment ID: 0605 
Author Name: Rick Smathers
Organization:  


The level of West Point Lake must be managed within 2-3 feet of full (635 feet).  Water quality, 
reacreation and "quality of life" in areas adjacent to the lake are dependent on an adequate lake 
level.  The relationship between lake level and local commerce has been documented.  The 
economic impact of low water levels can hurt local economies.
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Lake Lanier Water Program
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Marvin Fisher <mfisher970@comcast.net> Sun, Nov 9, 2008 at 6:23 PM 
To: comments@acf-wcm.com  


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District 
107 Saint Francis Street, Suite 1403 
Mobile, AL 36602-9986 


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the Apalachicola River; 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 26 billion 
gallons of water to the lake. 


Marvin L. Fisher 
9790 Kings Road 
Gainesville, Ga 30506  


Page 1 of 1Acf-wcm.com Mail - Lake Lanier Water Program


12/15/2008mhtml:file://Z:\0610 Marvin Fisher.mht
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Comment ID: 0611 
Author Name: Bob Kaufman
Organization: Harbour Point Dock Chairman 


 - During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 
1; 
- Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
- Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
- Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake


0611 Comment ID: 0612 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
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Comment ID: 0613 
Author Name: David Herndon
Organization:  


Effective water management of Lake Lanier is critically important to the water consumption needs of 
Atlanta and cities further downstream.  Similarly, water management policy must take into account 
the environmental impacts of restricting or increasing the flow of water in the Chattahoochee basin.   
 
With these priorities given, my concern is that due consideration be given to the economic impact of 
recreational boating on Lake Lanier.  Boat sales, marina operations, marine supply stores, 
hospitality and entertainment businesses, boat repair and maintenance businesses, and many 
others are all suffering because of the record low water levels in the lake.  As these businesses 
struggle, so do the local governments that depend on them as a major part of their tax base.  I've 
seen several varying estimates of the total economic impact, all of which are in the hundreds of 
millions of dollars.  


0613 Comment ID: 0614 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


The Corps should do everything in its power to get Lake Lanier back to full pool!  It should not allow 
any further releases until that is accomplished!
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Comment ID: 0615 
Author Name: Judy Humphreys
Organization:  


The corps of engineers has totally ruined Lake Lanier, put people out of work, damaged property, 
closed businesses, depressed property values!  I beg you to let the Lake up to full pool by June 1 
and during drought do not drain LL for animals in Fla.  I cannot believe you believe they are more 
important than people!  After all this time you are taking to redo the manuals our Lake is practically 
non-existent to owners.  Please consider the citizens who live and own here and do something to 
improve the Lake level to full pool or above. 
Judy Humphreys


0615 Comment ID: 0616 
Author Name: Craig Grier
Organization:  


Raising Lanier's levels to 1073 from the current 1071.  This allows billions of gallons for the needs 
down stream. 
 
Put controls in place when in times of droughts the water release is slowed to prevent the issues we 
have had for the last two years. 
 
Please stop draining all water except that what is needed for life support.
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Comment ID: 0617 
Author Name: Robert Skrypek
Organization: Lake Lanier area resident 


As a Lake Lanier area resident I requested the US Corps of Eng. consider the following ref the 
Master Manual Control Manual Updates: 
allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool prior to June 1 
raise Lake Lanier full pool level to 1073' to maintain additional water capacity 
create  guide lines to protect Lake Lanier from excessive draw downs during periods of drought 
let Florida provide the necessary water from there sources for the mussels


0617 Comment ID: 0618 
Author Name: Barry Smith
Organization:  


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
As a tax paying citizen the negative economic impact combined with the drinking water needs to the 
Atlanta Metro Area need to be protected. A drought should impact all facets of the water 
management system. Over the past two years, the most severe impact is on the Lake Lanier Water 
Levels while the river and lakes downstream did not see near the lake level declines. 
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Comment ID: 0619 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


You have destroyed the lake. How does such inept management happen and how is it allowed to 
continue? the maximum flow from this body of water should be 1.5 or 2 times the inflow for dyas at 
a time, not 20-50 times the inflow for months at a time. So many businesses and lifestyles have 
been erased because of the mismanagement of this lake, not to mention the seriously compromised 
reserve capacity for an entire cities water needs. Please find someone who can manage this area 
effectively.
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0622


Water Flow & Apalachicola Ba
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


jan adkins <janetinfla@hotmail.com> Mon, Nov 10, 2008 at 5:19 PM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


Since l999, i have lived at 32 Avenue D, two blocks from 
the Apalachicola River.....i rehabilitated the historic 
building, have  leased to tenants who love this location 
on a vital corner and i live up above "the store". Walking 
by the Water Street river park almost daily, and observing 
the volumes of locals and tourists that are drawn to the 
River bank view, i never cease to be amazed at what 
the River means.... 


The Apalachicola River is an absolute necessary artery 
to this part of the Gulf of Mexico. Decreased water flow 
would undoubtedly devastate our contiguous communities 
here for miles around....i genuinely hope that all parties 
can come to the table to share.....if everyone gives a  
little??!!.............. 


Thank you for allowing concerned community members 
to share their feelings...... 


Jan Thomas 
Apalachicola, FL  
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Apalachicola River Basin
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


George Coon <georgecoon@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 10, 2008 at 4:14 PM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  
Cc: lawartist@hotmail.com  


RE: Environmental Impact Statement for the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River Basin Water Control 
Manual Update. 


Sirs/Mesdames; 


As a recent transplant resident to Apalachicola, I have concerns over the future of my new town and the River 
which sustains its commerce.  I am aware that the river is the livelihood of numerable Oystermen and others 
who fish and generally rely on the river.  Additionally, I am aware of the fragile nature of environmental 
systems generally, and how humans, however well intentioned, can negatively impact ecosystems they are 
partially in control of.   


The River needs to be returned to the fresh water flows it had, before human intervention.


I am frankly amazed that this isn't a Federal requirement already, that rivers should not be used by one state 
(Georgia) to the determent of a down-river state (Florida).  


Please consider my comments seriously. 


Yours truly, 


George Coon, BArch, ARB, LEED AP
George Coon, Inc. 
160 5th Street 
Apalachicola, Florida 32320 
(850) 227-6898 cell 
(850) 303-2776 office 
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Lake Lanier levels
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


coopma2 <coopma2@bellsouth.net> Mon, Nov 10, 2008 at 3:09 PM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


I would like to see Lanier at 1070 or 1071 as often as possible.
The erosion from the rain hitting the mud when the lake is 17 feet down is incredible.  
It is prematurely filling in the lake with mud.


Also, the navigation when the lake is so low is very difficult and dangerous.


We have many business and employees that depend on the lake.


The Corp also needs more floating docks at the ramps that are in the water.  Forsyth 
County does a good job with their floating dock at Charleston Park and when the lake 
goes down they still make sure it is floating and usable.   


Mike Cooper
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Lake Lanier Water Program
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Carl Swigart <cswigart@msn.com> Mon, Nov 10, 2008 at 12:55 PM 
To: comments@acf-wcm.com  


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District 
107 Saint Francis Street, Suite 1403 
Mobile, AL 36602-9986 


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full  
pool no later than June 1 and be drawn down in smaller increments after 
September depending on rain forecasts for winter/spring and watch for the 
drought cycles which usually come in 6 year cycles in Georgia. 


-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered
species in the Apalachicola River.  


-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during
times of drought. 


-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft,  
thereby adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


Regards


Carl & Rae-Lynne Swigart 
Lake Lanier residents for 17 years. 
3705 T.W. Henderson Rd. 
Cumming, Ga. 30041 
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(no subject)
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Chad Hargett <johnscreekvet@earthlink.net> Mon, Nov 10, 2008 at 8:40 AM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


We are residents at lake lanier across from war hill park 
the level of the lake has gotten so low that it is becoming dangerous to boat or even swim 
we bought our property with hopes of creating lifelong memories at lake lanier with our family but i am afraid 
that if something is not donet o preserve the lake lake lanier may cease to exist 
we chose our lot due to it being on big water but even the area near war hill park is dangerous and the 
shoreline is sad 
i would like to see the following accomlpished 


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than 
June 1  
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River   
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought  
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an 
additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake.


sincerely
chad hargett
6945 lakeside place gainesville ga 30506
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ACF WCM Suggestions & Recommendations
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Art McGovern <artimus@bellsouth.net> Mon, Nov 10, 2008 at 8:10 AM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


E-Mailed the below to the Corp at Comments@acf-wcm.com


You should do the same and pass this on to everyone that you 
know. Comments need to be received by 11-20-08 to be considered.


Subject: Lake Lanier Survey


The ACF Water Control Manual Update should consider and 
address the following issues for Lake Lanier:


1. During the rainy season the Corp should allow Lake Lanier to 
reach full pool no later than June 1st


2. Raise the full pool level to 1,073 feet thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to Lake Lanier


3. Management “triggers” should be in place for Lake Lanier’s 
withdrawals regarding: 


a. drought conditions
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b. water quality requirements  


c. water supply requirements


4. The ACF Water Control Manual should address and recognize 
the following issues for Lake Lanier:


a. Drought conditions


b. Lake Lanier’s small basin area


c. Requirements for downstream water quality


d. Requirements for downstream water supply


Art McGovern


770-531-0985


Gainesville, Ga. 30506
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Comment ID: 0629 
Author Name: Brantley Burns
Organization:  


1. I am in favor of raising the full pool to 1073.  This makes very good sense in view of the vast 
amount of increased storage this gives for little or no cost. 
 
2.Water from Lake Lanier should not be used to protects mussels and other endangered species.  If 
the lake were not here, the flow in the Appalachicola river would have been far lower.  How did 
those species survive before the lake was built? 
 
3.Better management methods than those that are now being used MUST be in place during 
periods of drought. 
 
4.During the rainy season,the corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 


0629 Comment ID: 0630 
Author Name: Art McGovern
Organization:  


Subject: Lake Lanier Survey 
 
The ACF Water Control Manual Update should consider and address the following issues for Lake 
Lanier: 
 
1. During the rainy season the Corp should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 
1st 
 
2. Raise the full pool level to 1,073 feet thereby adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to 
Lake Lanier 
 
3. Management triggers�  should be in place for Lake Laniers withdrawals regarding:  
a. drought conditions 
b. water quality requirements   
c. water supply requirements 
 
4. The ACF Water Control Manual should address and recognize the following issues for Lake 
Lanier: 
a. Drought conditions 
b. Lake Lanier�s small basin area 
c. Requirements for downstream water quality 
d. Requirements for downstream water supply 
 
Art McGovern 
770-531-0985 
Gainesville, Ga. 30506 
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Comment ID: 0631 
Author Name: Dixon Sewell
Organization:  


Current drought conditions require the Corps to substantially reduce the flow of water from Lake 
Lanier for safety, health & economic reasons.


0631 Comment ID: 0632 
Author Name: Tony
Organization:  


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
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Comment ID: 0633 
Author Name: David Vogelpohl
Organization:  


Thank you for considering my opinions.  During the rainy season the lake should be allowed to 
reach full pool no later than June 1st. 
   During times of drought there must be a procedure in place to decrease the outflow to be no more 
than measured inflow.  If there was no dam, this is the amount of water that would normally flow 
downstream. 
   Water should not be released specifically to support endangered species.  These species have 
shown remarkable signs of adaptation before the lake was in place and should be able to do so 
now.  Let nature take its course. 
   We need to seriously consider raising full pool to 1073 or greater.  This will allow for additional 
storage which when combined with lower releases during drought periods will keep the lake fuller. 
    The last two years of low water levels have been very disappointing and dangerous from a safety 
and economic aspect.
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Comment ID: 0644 
Author Name: Tammy Cannon
Organization:  


I am concerned about the house boats up the river in Apalachicola pouring raw sewage into the 
river that flows directly into the bay where the oysters that are so valuable to our economy are 
harvested.  These house boats run on generators and are parked on Government property.  They 
are not attached to any land mass other than being tied to docks and their raw sewage dumps 
directly into the river.  The houseboats stay in the same area all year lone and as far as I know, they 
are not monitored for their sewage polution.  The houseboat population is growing and I have 
growing concerns about this issue and would like to have this addressed and stopped before the 
polution is too great to fix.


0644


564







Comment ID: 0645 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


This bay--the Last Great Bay--is extremely vital not only to thousands of people that live in this area, 
but vitally important to tbe most active estuarine foodweb in North America. Everything must be 
done to protect its future.  
On Atlanta's water shortage, drastic measures need to be made for infrastructure in this overgrown 
metropolitan area immediately. It is the biggest development disaster in this country.


0645 Comment ID: 0646 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


I would like to know that all the issues concerning the regulating/controlling the flow of water out of 
Lake Lanier has been rectified. 
Since this lake provides so much water to Atlanta and the surrounding areas, I would like to know 
that we will have water to live by and water to sustain the various industries whose livelyhood 
depends on it.
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Comment ID: 0647 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


I would like to know that all the issues concerning the regulating/controlling the flow of water out of 
Lake Lanier has been rectified. 
Since this lake provides so much water to Atlanta and the surrounding areas, I would like to know 
that we will have water to live by and water to sustain the various industries whose livelyhood 
depends on it.


0647 Comment ID: 0648 
Author Name: Trey
Organization: Wakeboarder 


Please let Lanier reach full pool again!  When it rains, stop letting the water out! I have been 
wakeboarding on Lanier for many years, and I can't tell you how dangerous it has become...  
Especially driving the boat near dusk.  I've witness many boats damaging props, trailers, and hull, 
due to the low water level. Every other lake in GA recovered except Lanier.  Nobody cares about 
the mussels...  Stop letting the water out, when it rains.  Thanks! 
 
           -During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full 
            pool no later than June 1; 
           -Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered 
            species in the Apalachicola River;  
           -Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during 
            times of drought; 
           -Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, 
            thereby adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake.
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Comment ID: 0649 
Author Name: Trey
Organization: Wakeboarder 


Stop letting the water out of Lanier!!! 
 
           -During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full 
            pool no later than June 1; 
           -Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered 
            species in the Apalachicola River;  
           -Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during 
            times of drought; 
           -Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, 
            thereby adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake.


0649 Comment ID: 0650 
Author Name: Scott Vandewiele
Organization:  


Please prioritize LAKE Lanier when making decisions about Water Control. 
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Comment ID: 0651 
Author Name: Bert Sykes
Organization:  


I cross the Chattahoochee on a daily basis and am amazed at the level the river maintains when we 
are in drought conditions.  Recently, the river levels appear to be higher than just a month ago. 
 
 
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


0651 Comment ID: 0652 
Author Name: Teddy Russell
Organization: Russell LAndscpae Group, Inc 


The people if the metropolitan Atlanta region depend upon the U.S.Army Corps of Engineers' 
management of Lake Lanier for most of our region's drinking water.  We have no alternative source 
of water supply, so careful management of this precious resource is critical.
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Comment ID: 0653 
Author Name: Bruce Margol
Organization:  


Lake Lanier's full pool should be raised  
from 1071 to 1073 adding additional useable water to the lake. 
The corps should allow Lanier to reach full pool no later than june 1st 
Lake Lanier should not be drown down fro mussels or other endangered species in the apalachicola 
river. 
Triggers must be put in place by management during drought times to limit withdrawls.  
The recent situation has brought to light the lack of timely management of our resources.  


0653 Comment ID: 0654 
Author Name: Linda Raffield
Organization: FCSWA Secretary 


As the Secretary of the Franklin County Seafood Workers Association nothing is more important to 
me with the ACF Issue than seeing that the Apalachicola Bay and our industry recieve the adequate 
water needed for us to maintain the industry that has been the backbone of Apalachicola for 
generations.  This is not just a job, it is a culture, heritage and lifestyle like no other, and the 
Apalachicola Bay should be among one of the worlds greatest treasures. 
The problem as we see it from this end is that this problem did not happen over night, and it is not 
just because of the drought.  If it were there would be less oposition to the recommended water 
levels and flow cutbacks.  The man made problems of uncontrolled developement which requires 
more water than is available without the least bit of concern for others in continuing developement is 
more than we should or can be expected to swallow.  We have been informed that while we are in a 
drought situation where there is limited water supply nothing has or will be done to detour further 
developement to an already over burdoned system. 
Knowing this and the lack of consideration in industries which over the years would rather pay 
heavily in fines than adhere to environmental controls regardless of the consequence. 
The added consideration of government who knowingly ignored the problem for almost thirty years 
is enough to anger the most humble. 
All that aside where do we go from here?  First there should be a limit put on what is already there, 
not allowing further developement until the situation has been either controled by Mother Nature or 
an alternative water supply plan. 
Real meetings giving communities a chance to voice an opinion, real people with real problems and 
real voices as an alternative to the "Science Fair" type meeting where there is relatively little 
interaction with people other than a few pre-impted questions. 
Considering others with just as much at stake as anyone else, seeing the faces of the people who 
work and live on or around the water.  The farmers, Bee Keepers, fishermen, oystermen and any 
number of other people who depend upon the water to make a living and have families who depend 
upon them to make a living for them.   
Last but not least to see that there are no winners in this war, all are suffering the numbers, data 
and statistics are not worth a hill of beans if you dont' put the human equation to it as well. 
Most importantly that we all work at it together, this should nott be the responsiblity of any one 
person or one agency to make the decisions for all the people this concerns and most assuridly 
everyone should have the willingness and thoughfulness to work together. 
 
Linda Raffield 
Franklin County Seafood Workers Secretary
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Comment ID: 0655 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


Given the small size of the basin area above the Buford Dam, I feel it is critical to aggressively 
manage outflows during any period when the lake is less than full.  I would like to be assured that all 
options are considered when determining the minimum required outflows during these periods and 
that high priority on conservation is given.  I have plotted the lake levels monthly over the last 40 
years and note that the impact of drought periods seems to be greater and more frequent as time 
passes.  I believe this is indicative of the need to manage outflows with conservation in mind at 
levels higher than the top of the current Zone 4.


0655


Water Operations
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Tom Stratton <tstratton@mindspring.com> Tue, Nov 11, 2008 at 6:09 PM 
To: comments@acf-wcm.com  


The Water Operations must be changed to prevent the extreme draw down of Lake Lanier. 


Lake Lanier provides jobs for many people in marinas, boat sales, recreational equipment sales, restaurants, 
and real estate. There has been a severe economic impact to the area surrounding the lake due to the 
reduced recreational opportunities. The economic value of a full lake should be considered versus the 
economic impact of releasing large amounts of water. 


Much has been made of the danger to a few mussels in Florida, but I have seen thousands of dead fresh 
water clams along the shore of Lake Lanier. A consideration of other wildlife destruction caused by the low 
water levels should be considered. What has happened to the beavers, otters, ospreys, and eagles, not to 
mention the the many species of fish that lost cover and lost spawning areas? What is the environmental 
impact of losing the habitat for these animals? 


The increased erosion along the exposed lakeshore is horrendous and is causing a huge amount of silt to be 
washed into the lake every time it rains. Many already shallow areas are going to be filled in. 


Lake Lanier has to be a valuable resource in and of itself, not just a holding tank to fill downstream lakes. 


Tom Stratton 
1664 Holly Lake Circle 
Snellville, GA 30078 
Cell Phone 770-329-7495 
Fax 770-979-2165  
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MR. SHIELDS: My name is Joe Shields. I work at 260 Dr. Frederick S. 
Humphrey Street, Apalachicola, Florida 32320. My email address is 
shieldj@doacs.state.fl.us. I'm going to leave my written comments with the court 
reporter.


0657 Comment ID: 0658 
Author Name: Paul E. Andrew
Organization:  


Ladies & Gentlemen, I think the Corp should look at 2 competing issues that I think can be 
reconciled.   The first, endangered species in the ACF Basin.   It seems those endangered species 
are harmed more by significant fluctuations in water levels more so than by "reduced flows."  
Consequently, the Corp should CAREFULLY consider the minimum amount of water needed to flow 
into the Appalachicola and the Bay and then insure any water above that minimum flow is retained.   
This would also assist populations upstream by keeping water storage capacities as high as 
practical (you should increase the storage level in Lanier also.   Further, recreation is a huge part of 
the northeast Georgia economy and high levels in Lanier would safeguard this aspect of Lanier's 
usage.  
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Comment ID: 0659 
Author Name: Daniel Itzkovitz
Organization: Tamara\\\'s Cafe 


My familys livelihood depends on the river and bay. We could not make a living here if the river flow 
was decreased even the slighest bit.


0659 Comment ID: 0660 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


The trend for reservoir levels in the Chattahoochee basin for 2008 should be explained by the 
Corps. 
 
While Lake Lanier set a new record low level on every day of 2008, the remaining reservoirs in the 
Chattahoochee basin have remained at levels at or *above* their historical averages and/or their 
normal operating levels.  Clearly there must be an explanation for this. 
 
There are several potential explanations.  Rainfall in the Lanier portion of the basin could have been 
lower than in other portions of the basin.  The net outtake (municipal water system feeds minus 
wastewater returned) from Lanier for human use could be a factor.  Seepage and evaporation loss 
could be worse on Lanier than on downstream reservoirs.  And, other factors may come into play. 
 
Specifically, each of these questions should have a clear answer. 
 
1)What is the lingering effect on the Lake Lanier pool level from the 2 foot gauge error�  that 
occurred in 2006? 
 
2)Why were some of the daily releases from Buford Dam during October and November of 2007 so 
large (e.g. between 3500 and 4000 CFS for 24hrs)? 
 
3)While in a different (but adjacent) basin, the relatively good performance of the levels of Allatoona 
and Carters lakes should also be explained. 
 
4)If net outtake for human consumption from Lanier is a statistically significant part of the problem 
with the record low lake levels on Lanier, will you provide information that illustrates this? 
 
5)Is there a minimum flow rate and water level gauge reading, at any point in the Chattahoochee 
River between Buford Dam and West Point Lake, that water from Lake Lanier is expected to always 
maintain regardless of any drought conditions? 
 
6)Is the Corps seriously considering adjusting the full pool level of Lanier to 1073?  Or 1072? 
 
The continued assumption that human consumption of water from the Lanier portion of the ACF 
basin adversely affects all users and uses of the remainder of the ACF basin continues to retard 
and interfere with objective debate and discourse on this subject, particularly with adjacent states.  
If the Corps has additional data that can shed light on the composite inflow�  number that is 
recorded daily for Lake Lanier then please bring it to light. 
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Comment ID: 0661 
Author Name: Glenn 
Organization:  


Please Fill the lake to a respectable level.  


0661 Comment ID: 0662 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


WE NEED TO SAVE THE WATER ON LAKE LANIER AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE! 
THE CORP. SHOULD SLOW THE AMOUNT OF WATER BEING SENT DOWN STREAM UNTIL 
THE LAKE GET'S BACK TO FULL POOL. 
WE UNDERSTAND THAT NO ONE CONTROLS THE AMOUNT OF RAIN WE RECEIVE BUT WE 
CAN LIMIT THE AMOUNT OF WATER RELEASED. 
THANK YOU, 
CEMASONJR


0662


573







Comment ID: 0663 
Author Name: J. Gordon Shuler
Organization:  


Our river and our bay deserve to be protected with adequate water flow.  We live in an area that is 
unique in all the world.  It is a beautiful, bio-diverse area, teeming with wildlife, an aquatic bounty 
and people who love it.


0663 Comment ID: 0664 
Author Name: J. Gordon Shuler
Organization:  


Please insure that the Apalachicola River and Apalachicola Bay are protected with adequate water 
flow.  Our community (Franklin County, Florida) depends on the river and bay for its livelihood and 
culture.  We live in an area that is unique in all the world, and it should be protected.  Our area is 
bio-diverse and is teeming with wildlife, aquatic bounty and people who love it.
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Comment ID: 0665 
Author Name: Jan Hageman
Organization: Resident 


IS too much consideration given to endanger species.  Some of these are not indigenous to the 
ACF and mother nature would have let them go extinct years ago.  Meanwhile, being a resident of 
Lake Lanier, I see many clams that don't make it and small fish and so-called sport fish having to 
move their homes daily as the shoreline changes from depleting water.  Why are the weaker 
species' lives more important than the stronger ones.  If you are going to muck-around with mother 
nature by putting in dams, please don't second guess her policy of survival of the strong.  Give the 
lakes of the upper ACF a chance life too.   
 


0665 Comment ID: 0666 
Author Name: Jan Hageman
Organization: Resident 


Low lake levels endangers human life.  If it was all a result of a drought would be one thing, but we 
endanger human life in order to save 3 endangers species that can not surive on their own.  Mother 
nature considers them the weak and only lets the strong survive.  Fighting mother nature is always 
a losing battle.  Please bring the lake levels up so that the aquatic life in Lake Lanier can get back to 
a life of normalcy.   
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Comment ID: 0667 
Author Name: 
Organization: lake lanier association 


HUMAN LIFE BEFORE ENDANGERED SPECIES! 
REACH FULL POOL BY APRIL 1. WITHDRAWALS COMMENCERATE WITH LAKE LEVEL FOR 
MAXIMUM CONSERVATION. 
RAISE FULL POOL TO 1073 FT.


0667 Comment ID: 0668 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


GRANT BETHEL PARK TO FORSYTH COUNTY
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Comment ID: 0669 
Author Name: Blair Anderson
Organization:  


Please give more weight to the current overall water release scheme that is currently in place.  I 
would think as most residents do, that the potential negative affects of this "new" policy of continual 
release at these low levels is completely non-sensical or in better terms, unreasonable.  The needs 
of the people and the many residents surrounding such a 'once' beautiful lake far outweigh the 
needs of fish life, mussels.  When water levels go down further aren't we endangering our own 
Lake's water life endangering the fish that live here as well as the safety and value of lake residents 
property?? ..let alone possibly cutting off water supplies to 12 million+ people? 
   
I am sure you have heard these comments before and hope that you are now not rolling your eyes 
as you read yet another letter from a taxpayer inquiring about what is going on with current policy.  
Please take these comments, feedback seriously.  The responsiblity you have at the Corps is great.  
I appreciate the great responsibility, and yes, respect it greatly.  As most people, I cannot phathom 
all the complexities that go into your management duties.  Most of us out here are not asking you to 
re-invent the wheel of how the Corps does things.  I think if you had the ear of some of us and 
wanted to more stretegically curtail responses/letters/inquiries of what the heck is going on, a 
refinement of your communication is what is in order.  Maybe you are doing everything right.  I 
wouldn't know because your(the Corps) bureaucratic communication has not hit me. Is there any 
possibility that the Corps can communicate clearly what it is currently doing, what it has been doing 
in the past, what has changed since 2006/2007 full pool lake levels?  Maybe open and straight talk 
about where you, the Corps are at, will help justify what you are doing, why you are doing it, why it 
is not a catch-22, and why/how the lake level will come back.  All Georgia Americans/taxpayers are 
reasonable and support their federal and state run agencies when things are well explained and 
appear justified.  Helping our neighbors in trouble (compassion)is a good thing but there comes a 
time when those that help (their resources) start to end and the extent of help (the reaching out and 
giving) must end.  Compassion overload has set in with the mussels and the other states that are 
screaming for Georgia's Lake Lanier water.  What about us in Georgia who plan on relying on this 
water as humans?   Haven't we helped out enough down stream from Lanier?  If it isn't enough, tell 
us why it isn't enough and we may support the continued policy.  If you can't reasonably justify what 
you are doing to the people (citizens) whom are paying for your services/offices/resources/salaries 
maybe it is time to change your policy to a policy that does reasonably justify what is happening to 
Georgia's resource.  I take seriously the word reasonably and do not feel I have enough information 
to justify to my neighbor why the lake is where it is at with water levels.   Does that seem right to the 
Corps directors?  If there is some link to a reasonably worded update on where the Corps policy is 
on water management specific to our great Lake Lanier?  I would as well as many of my neighbors 
would love to see it.  I request this as I have an interest in this as I am an adjacent landowner 
indirectly paying for the corps oversight.   
 
Nothing helps greater in understanding than communication. 
 
If someone can respond great, if not, fine... 


0669 Comment ID: 0670 
Author Name: Laurie Hageman
Organization:  


I'm concerned with the 5000cfs releases during droughts. Where did the number come from and 
why wouldn't drought conditions and dangerously low levels of the lake change this number?
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Comment ID: 0671 
Author Name: Laurie Hageman
Organization:  


Atlanta needs this water yet the Feds say Atlanta doesn't have rights to this water. If all this water 
originates from a water basin that lies completely in Georgia then why does Atlanta not have total 
rights over where this water goes?


0671 Comment ID: 0672 
Author Name: David Volpe
Organization:  


Lake Lanier is an absolute mess and disgrace, totally mismanaged beyond the lack of rain impact! 
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
The economic impact to the lake and the Atlanta area is huge.  The damage to my property is also 
sognificant. We need your help to manage this resource correctly!
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Comment ID: 0673 
Author Name: Masry Jean Volpe
Organization:  


The condition of the lake is deplorable causing economic chaos and significant property damage 
that could be avoided by proper management.  
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


0673 Comment ID: 0674 
Author Name: Michael Volpe
Organization:  


I hereby request the Corp to properly manage Lake Lanier to stop the property damage and 
negative economic impact.  We need water to survive in Atlanta and the current system is definitely 
not working. 
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
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Comment ID: 0675 
Author Name: Jennifer Volpe
Organization:  


Please change your management criteria for Lake Lanier to incorporate the following principles. 
Property damage on the lake from low levels and lack of water for Atlanta are paramount and need 
to be reversed.  
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


0675 Comment ID: 0676 
Author Name: Evelyn Volpe
Organization:  


Lake Lanier and its residents deserve better. Lake management has been poorly executed with 
resulting lack of water for Atlanta and property damage on the lake to docks, boats, businesses, etc.  
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
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Comment ID: 0677 
Author Name: Kristie Myers
Organization: Lake Lanier Resident 


These are my concerns and objectives: 
 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
kristie myers 
 


0677 Comment ID: 0678 
Author Name: Lake Lanier Land Owner
Organization:  


Our lake continues to drop lower and lower.  It amazes  me that it cannot be stopped!  What is 
going on?  Why do we have to let it out??  Does anybody use common sense? 
 
DO NOT LET ANYMORE WATER OUT OF LAKE LANIER!!  STOP the flow.    
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Comment ID: 0679 
Author Name: April M. Dalton
Organization:  


I was born in Carrabelle, Florida in 1969 and I sure have seen alot of changes occur in the 
Apalachicola Bay area in my near 40 years here. The quantity and quality of the seafood has 
suffered tremendously in the time I have been alive. The first impact of the loss of fresh water to the 
bay was seen by my father when the Bob Sikes cut was allowed by the Corps of Engineers. Why 
would they allow someone to suggest something and then give them the okay to proceed with their 
project before doing the research needed to see if there would be any impact to the natural 
resourses in that particular area is beyond me. The oystermen used to be seen on the Apalachicola 
Bay by the thousands now we are lucky if we get to see them by the hundreds. So many families in 
Franklin and surrounding counties have moved to other areas to find work that will appropriately 
sustain their family because there are no oysters left in the bay to supply the great numbers of 
people who love working in the seafood industry. Not only have the oysters been negatively 
affected, but so have the Shrimp, Crabs, and Fish. More and more citizens(like me)from here are 
finding jobs on the land away from the Apalachicola Bay because of the fact that the seafood 
industry is becoming endangered itself. You hear all the time about the endangered species list, 
well the Oystermen, Oysterwomen, Shrimpers, Crabbers, Fishermen, and Fisherwomen need to be 
added to that list because in the last 10 years the number of people holding these kinds of jobs has 
decreased by half. I would like for everyone to know that the Apalachicola Bay is highly dependent 
on the fresh water that comes flowing naturally down the Apalachicola River System and without the 
fresh water not only will the seafood die so will the seafood industry itself. We will then not only be 
dependent on foreign oil, but we will have to depend on froeign seafood too. The shrimpers have 
already been forced out because of the shrimp that is being grown on farms. What is the next step 
for the oyster industry, will we have to open ourselves up to oyster farming just to eat oysters. I do 
know one thing for a fact and that is that the seafood produced here in the Apalachicola Bay have 
the best flavor that anyone could ever get in seafood. We have here for our pleasure not only World 
Famous Apalachicola Oysters, but Island Mullet from St. Georges Island, and Apalachicola Bay 
Shrimp that will make your mouth water for more. So share the water especially if you love the taste 
of Apalachicola Seafood. I KNOW I DO LOVE THE TASTE OF SOME GOOD OLE FRIED 
APALACHICOLA OYSTERS, FISH, SHRIMP, AND CRABS.


0679 Comment ID: 0680 
Author Name: John Tierney
Organization:  


Regarding management of the Lake Lanier water level, the drought is serious and everyone 
recognizes that.  However, for future consideration to prevent the dramatic reduction in the water 
levels that, in themselves, create unnecessary economic and financial impact, we suggest the 
following: 
 
 - Please raise the "full-pool" level to 1073' from the current 1071' level.  This makes sense as it will 
provide more than 26B gallons of additional water resevoir to the entire system. 
 
 - Please mandate that full pool be achieved no later than June 1st during the rainy season such 
that summer drought patterns are proactively addressed to alleviate any negative impact. 
 
 - Please incorporate legal language in the management plan to ensure that legal maneuvering 
does not consume valuable time and resources for ploys such as saving mussels in the 
Apalachicola River at the expense of farmers and cities that require water for nondiscretionary 
needs. 
 
 - Incorporate checks and balances management triggers between local, state, and federal 
agencies to assist in proactively and more efficiently manageing future water crisis and drought 
conditions. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these points in future water management plans for Lake Lanier 
and the entire Chattahoochee water system.
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Comment ID: 0681 
Author Name: Earl Arrowood
Organization:  


Property values have plummeted. Many businesses are going out of business.Down stream lakes 
and rivers are full. Other states are enjoying our water without water restrictions. Lake Lanier 
supplies water to the City of Atlanta and it is at new lows. 
Fairness must be implemented as well as conservation for all involved.


0681 Comment ID: 0682 
Author Name: Bob Kruer
Organization:  


I am a property owner on Lake Lanier and a resident of Atlanta.  The use of the lake impacts me in 
many areas.  It has become obvious over the years that the main purpose of Lake Lanier and the 
entire watershed has changed from flood control to providing drinking water.  The new management 
plan needs to reflect this as the number one priority.  By default then water for Atlanta would be the 
highest priority.  Shipping, power generation and enviornmental issues are way behind in 
importance. 
 
How would I change the management?  First increase the storage capacity of all the lakes in place 
by raising normal pool levels and increased dredging.  Secondly, better control outflow to match use 
as drinking water and no other use until lake levels are too high.  Third and most importantly 
establish a minimum level (for example say 1060 at Lake Lanier) that triggers emergency 
measures.  Once that level is reached only discharge an amount equal to the inlow for the same 
period.  By doing this, all areas of the drainage basin would be impacted equally in times of drought. 
 
If the COE could not follow this new mandate, take control away from them. 
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Comment ID: 0683 
Author Name: Jane Shiver
Organization:  


My Family has made their living on Apalachicola Bay for generations. I now have 2 sons and other 
family members who still oyster the bay. Please do what you can to save our bay. Without the bay, 
this community cannot survive.


0683


Lake Lanier
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


M. McKeithen <m@mckeithen.net> Tue, Nov 11, 2008 at 4:46 PM 
Reply-To: m@mckeithen.net  
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach 


full pool no later than June 1; 


-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered 


species in the Apalachicola River;  


-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during 


times of drought; 


-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, 


thereby adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
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Comment ID: 0685 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


We bought a house on the lake in 1999. 
Out of the 10 years we have owned property on the lake it has only been full 2 years. It is 
outrageous that this lake has been so poorly managed in the past and present. Lets get politics out 
and start using common sense and restore this lake to where it was intended to be...full! 


0685 Comment ID: 0686 
Author Name: Lee Edwards
Organization:  


 Manage lake consistant with congressionally authorized purpose of "general recreation" which 
provides for positive economic impact. When the Corps drops the lake level below 633 msl our 
recent economic study indicates we drop to 20% potential positive economic dollars. 
 When the Corps allows the lake to drop to 620 msl, which occured last year, the water quality is 
degraded and fishing recreation declines. 


0686


585







Comment ID: 0687 
Author Name: Tim Newton
Organization:  


I understand the demands of our limited basin but don't quite understand why the output can not 
equal the input (less evaporation) regarding our water supply.  Should be simple mathematics.  If 
the lake was not in place, the lower basin would not get any more water than what is available in the 
two major river sources.  We could plan for a worse case event and drop the lake 4-6 feet for flood 
control but this should be the extent of how low this lake should be.  The economic impact to 
Georgia is also a good reason to apply common sense to our water controls as compared to the 
decision to help the mussels and prehistoric fish survive.  Move them to another location...  Who 
knows what evironmental impact the low lake level is causing. 


0687 Comment ID: 0688 
Author Name: arnold hall
Organization: none 


i have lived here all my life and i see 2 events side by side here, on one side i can see people 
becoming unemployed, property values falling, businesses failing peoples liveleyhood vanishing, 
costing citizens millons of dollars a lake fading away that will devestate the future of several 
counties that depend of this lake for drinking water. then on the other side i see some mussels that 
someone wants to keep alive and i see that some person could choose these worthless mussells 
over all the things on the other side. but lets remember, politics is deeply involved here between 3 
governers who does not care about anything but winning the grudge war and the sad part is the 
parshality i feel is being shown here is having the person that is in complete control of opening the 
gates at the dam is living and stationed in alabama. this should never be because all people feel he 
will look after his state no matter what, THIS IS WRONG, WRONG, WRONG. so alabama and 
flordia will choose worhless stinking mussells over peoples lives. so do what you will do and save 
the mussells and to hell with everything and everyone else involved
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Comment ID: 0689 
Author Name: arnold hall
Organization: none 


GOVERNOR CHARLIE CRISP, YOU AND THE WORTHLESS GOVERNOR CAN TAKE YOUR 
MUSSELLS AND SHOVE THEM ..........I THINK YOU BOTH AND HATE FILLED HALF MEN THAT 
ARE TOTALLY WORTHLESS. AND LETS NOT FORGET THE SPINELESS WIMP SONNY 
PERDUE WHO DESPERATLY NEED A BACKBONE. THE WORTHLESS GOVERNOR I 
MENTIONED AT THE TOP IS THE ALABAMA GOVERNOR, I HOPE YOUR WORTHLESS 
GRUDGE FIGHT WILL BRING YOU TONS OF SORROW IN THE FUTURE.


0689


Flynt- Apalachicola System
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


A Jim King <jking1939@comcast.net> Wed, Nov 12, 2008 at 4:16 PM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


The Flint-Apalachicola system is vital to three states. I hope it finds a place on any public works- infrastructure 
plans brought out by the new political structure in Washington. I can't think of a better way to help our 
economy than to spend a little to preserve the livelihoods impacted by this river system. This could be a new 
TVA, and just as important. 
James King 
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Lake Lanier
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


NPSHIELDS@aol.com <NPSHIELDS@aol.com> Wed, Nov 12, 2008 at 8:16 AM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


To Whom it May Concern: 
� 
It is imperative that all be done possible to restore Lake Lanier to its healthy 
level.� This lake is such a valuable asset to Atlanta, not only as a water 
supply but a great family oriented recreational facility. 
� 
So many issues appear to have been handled irresponsibly and that coupled 
with our severe drought has made for a disastrous situation.� Great lengths 
need to be taken to rectify this result, assuring the future health of the lake. 
� 
We need to work to make sure that future generations of Georgia will look 
back and know that all of this was handled correctly, safekeeping our water 
supply as well as our recreational areas. 
� 
Regards, 
Brandon Shields 
 
 
 


AOL Search: Your one stop for directions, recipes and all other Holiday needs. Search Now. 
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0691 Comment ID: 0692 
Author Name: Leonard Montgomery
Organization:  


This Bay MUST be preserved as in the past.  The water supply from up river must not be restricted 
in any way.  The loss of the oysters just can not happen.
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Comment ID: 0693 
Author Name: James & Teresa Coryell
Organization:  


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
 
Mgmt. triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 


0693 Comment ID: 0694 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


dig out sam's cutoff in east river and damm up the bob sikes cut so the freshwater that we are able 
to get can be diverted into the bay because right now the bay is not getting enough.i realize that we 
cant all get what we want when it's not there to get.our oysters are dying and what's left of the 
oysterman here is just going to be the last of a dying breed.and that is what hurts the worst. please 
help fast! 
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Comment ID: 0695 
Author Name: Willis T. Bird
Organization: Citizen 


I no longer live in Apalachicola but did during my school years. It was a fishing village then and I 
realize it has changed somewhat to a tourist attraction.  However, part of that wonderful feel is the 
remaining fishing industry which includes oystering.  The oysters from the bay there are the 
absolute best of anywhere.  Many families depend on the oysters for their livelyhood and many 
people in this area and elsewhere look for those Apalachicola oysters wherever we find seafood 
served.  I ask for them.  Do not allow this part of history to be ended with the stroke of someone's 
pen.  It is too important. People matter and this affects more people than you know.  Not only the 
fishermen and their families but those who love this seafood everywhere.  It is a public treasure that 
should not be taken away.  


0695 Comment ID: 0696 
Author Name: Stan Siprell
Organization:  


I was born and raised in Apalachicola. I have friends who oyster and friends who own oyster 
businesses. I here the importance of a good fresh water supply to our bay. I am also a hunter and 
fisherman and appreciate our beautiful area. Species have come and gone thru out this world and I 
believe in protecting them, but not to the point of terrible human sacrifice. Just think when you 
consider this that if your families next meal depended on an oyster how would you vote. 
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Comment ID: 0697 
Author Name: Beverly Bibikan-Koenig
Organization: LLA 


LAKE LANIER, BEING A MAJOR WATER SOURCE FOR ATLANTA SHOULD BE RAISED AND 
MANAGED TO A LEVEL OF 1073 FEET ONCE IT FILLS AGAIN.  THIS WILL GIVE A BUFFER TO 
CARRY US THROUGH DROUGHT CONDITIONS GOING FORWARD.  THE WATER CONTROL 
UPDATES YOU ARE PLANNING SHOULD INCLUDE NEW MANAGEMENT AT THIS LEVEL. 
 
THANKS FOR YOUR ATTENTION TO THIS MATTER.


0697 Comment ID: 0698 
Author Name: Ann Langley
Organization:  


Hi, 
We absolutely need to readjust the amount of water that we release to ALA and FL.  They do not 
need this large amount of water.  My understanding is that this amount was determined pretty much 
arbitrarily but when we had plenty of water.  It needs to be readjusted based on true need.  The 
leaders involved from that state need to understand that.   The lost the Georgians are experiencing 
are massive.  Both in property values, recreation and local economy.  We are or at least were in 
danger of running out of water!  In Atlanta!   This is ludicrous when we have access to this large 
body of water but send it down to states that are not in need.  The fact that this has not be resolved 
is totally irresponsible on the part of all involved parties. 
 
As an individual that lives on the lake, I'm particularly affected.   I still have water but barely.  I take 
a boat ride and there are tree tops to navigate!   The lake is being ruined as we stand by helpless!  
It is so frustrating! 
 
I will say one thing about this site, I'm expressing my views but can not tell at all if this is what you 
want comments on in particular..  Is there a proposol that I should be reviewing to agree or disagree 
with?  Please let me know so I can review that throughly.
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Lake Lanier
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


joelaramsey <joelaramsey@bellsouth.net> Fri, Nov 14, 2008 at 9:23 AM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


Dear Sir, 


I am going to be very blunt and honest with you.  We have lived here for 4 years, 2 of which our boat dock is 
sitting on the dirt.  We also have a home in Florida - believe me they have plenty of water.  Please update the 
50-year water manual that Jackie Joseph has been trying to update for years.  Let's deal with the hear and 
now, not arcaic and ridiculous burearacy.  I am paying high taxes on water property, but no water.  I am 
paying taxes on a boat I cannot use.  At some point, I am going to have to stop paying taxes.  Please 
expedite your solution. 
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Apalachicola River
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


R.Wayne Thomas <rwtconst@fairpoint.net> Thu, Nov 13, 2008 at 2:53 PM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


I wanted to write and deliver my comments regarding the water issues surrounding the Apalachicola River. I 
live in Eastpoint, FL and the Apalachicola River is a very big part of our life down here on the coast. Seafood 
is the major industry in the area and employs a vast number of people in the area. Seafood is also very 
important to the tourists who visit the area and provide us income. During the last year, since the water flow 
has been reduced so drastically in the Apalachicola River we have seen a number of adverse effects. Salt 
water predators have moved into our bay, since it is so much more salty with the reduced fresh water 
flow, and are devouring the oysters. I have heard that we now have sharks all of the way up the river to the 
dam. This was unheard of before. Tupelo honey grows in the swamps up river and the trees are dying now 
because they do not have enough fresh water to survive. Our whole way of life down here is being destroyed. 
We are facing the death of the most productive bay on the east coast. I feel that we need an increased water 
flow to negate these effects, if possible. Hopefully, our bay will recover somewhat if this is done. I ask that you 
rethink your decision as to the Apalachicola River and give us the water that we need to survive. 
Mary Ann Durrer 
199 N Bayshore Dr 
Eastpoint, FL 32328 
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Comment ID: 0106 
Author Name: ELMON L. GARNER
Organization:  


As City Manager of Chattahoochee, Florida, I desire that the congressionally authorized purposes 
be enforced and that adequate water is supplied to operate the turbines at all times.  I was a City 
Manager in the Atlanta area in the early 80's and the Atlanta Regional Commission had a 
plan,supported by then Senator Zell Miller, later Governor and Senator, to install dams in the Young 
Harris area that would have provided adequate water for the metro Atlanta area, and would have 
prevented the current crises we are now facing. Also, water for recreation is necessary for the 
economy in our area and dredging should be authorized, regardless of how states feel, so that boat 
traffic and commerce can be allowed to utilize the river basins for transportation.  This is especially 
necessary since the railroad companies are not willing to work with shippers in that they have a 
monopoly for transport operations.  I know water is essential for the population to drink, but 
adequate thought and restrictions as to new construction should be strictly enforced.Thank you for 
the opportunity to comment and I will send more at a later date.Elmon Lee Garner, City Manager, 
Chattahoochee, Floridacitymgr@fairpoint.net
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Comment ID: 0107 
Author Name: Ken Weathers
Organization:  


The drought of 2007 demonstrated the problems created by low lake levels from a  fisheries 
management perspective.  Anglers were not able to use many of the boat ramps, many boat motors 
were damaged on exposed stumps, and many areas that anglers were used to fishing were not 
accessible.  These problems lead to fewer anglers on the water, and this also had a negative 
impact on the Eufaula economy.  I urge the Corp to always consider the impact  on fisheries and 
recreation in water allocation decisions.  Lake Eufaula has been held at full pool this spring and 
summer, and we have excellent recruitment of largemouth bass and the best sunfish fishery we 
have ever had at Eufaula.  This has lead to a great year of fishing, and a strong economic year for 
the Eufaula area.  I understand how the the lake levels are dependent on rainfall, but still when 
decisions on water have to be made, keep in mind how important recreational fishing is for all of the 
lakes in this basin.Thank you,Ken Weathers
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Scoping Meeting 


Gainesville, Georgia 
October 29, 2008 


VERBAL COMMENTS


William McCalley 
3532 Mill Road 
Gainesville, GA 30504 


� Local Resident 
� Water Supply 


1.  Lake Lanier should not be drawn down below a 1,066 water level except in an 
extreme drought, and then only for drinking water.   
2.  One third of the state of Georgia population gets drinking water from Lake Lanier.  
This is more vital than mussels or industrial water needs.   
3.  Raise the lake level to 1,073 feet.
4.  Allow a tax credit on federal taxes to property owners on the lake if they install 
shoreline rip rap for erosion control.
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THE WEST POINT LAKE ADVISORY COUNCIL HAS IDENTIFIED SIX 
CRITICAL ISSUES THREATENING THE SUSTAINABILITY OF WEST POINT 
LAKE.


� Maintain minimum lake level of 633 to 635 msl 
� Maximize positive economic impact 
� Return to managing the lake consistent with congressionally authorized purposes 
� Restore and maintain recreational facilities  
� Ensure recreational access for low-income and minority families 
� Maintain water quality 


SPECIFICS ON THE SIX CRITICAL ISSUES: 


1. Maintain minimum lake level of 633 to 635 msl.     
 West Point Lake has historically been maintained at very low levels during 
summer months due to very aggressive yet flawed operating plans developed by the 
Corps that allows the lake to be pulled down to meet demands throughout other areas of 
the ACF river basin.  When lake levels fall below 633 msl, recreational use of the lake is 
compromised and the public's ability and desire to use the lake diminishes.  The Corps 
must find a new approach to managing water levels to ensure year-round minimum levels 
of 633 to 635 msl.   
 Action zones are the rules that empower the Corp's use of West Point Lake's 
waters to address other needs throughout the Basin under dry conditions.  West Point 
Lake's action zones, as they are outlined in the current Water Control Manual for the 
ACF, are extremely severe as compared to other lakes.  This wide-ranging regulation 
allows the Corps to satisfy other parts of the basin by pulling water from the lake 
throughout the summer, severely impacting the use of the lake for recreational purposes.
Local stakeholders must implore the Corps to radically limit the action zones on West 
Point Lake to ensure that the lake remains a desirable and enjoyable destination for 
general recreation.


2. Maximize positive economic impact.
 West Point Lake was promised to the committee by Congress as a recreational 
resource.  That promise and the associated economic opportunities have not been 
fulfilled.  And recent economic study revealed that the lake has fulfilled less than 20% of 
its economic potential, and has denied use and economic opportunity to the regions 
surrounding the lake in Alabama and Georgia due to it's consistently low levels.  West 
Point lake must maintain an elevation of 6333 msl or higher to assure that economic 
damage does not result from Corps operations and allow for lower lake levels, and to 
assure economic potential is fulfilled as promised to the citizens of East Alabama and 
West Georgia.


3. Return to managing the lake consistent with congressionally authorized 
purposes.


 West Point Lake was the first lake in the United States authorized by Congress 
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with a specifically designated authorized purpose of "general recreation."  Historically, 
the lake has been maintained at very low levels between late summer and late spring of 
the following year to provide for flood storage.  The reserved volume for storage has 
rarely, if ever, been needed during the life of the lake. Reducing the volume of storage 
reserved for flood control and using other methods to mitigate flooding, while 
maintaining a minimum lake elevation of 633 msl, would allow for flood control while 
insuring West Point Lake is managed in a manner consistent with congressionally 
authorized purposes.


4. Restore and maintain recreational facilities. 
 The Corps of Engineers has consistently faced reduced funding for recreational 
facilities for the West Point project.  Federal recreational facilities surrounding the 
project are often closed because of lack of funding.  Facilities are justified for closing due 
to lack of use and lack of funding.  The Corps must recognize that use has fallen off 
because of historic and consistent lake levels at the project maintained by the Corps.  
Facilities must be reopened and restored for use by the public and lake levels must be 
maintained above 633 msl so the lake remains desirable for use and attractive to the 
public as a viable recreational facility.


5. Ensure recreational access for low-income and minority families.
 Many lower-income and minority families in West Georgia and East Alabama 
rely on and utilize the shoreline and surface waters of West Point Lake to fulfil the 
recreational needs and provide food for sustenance.  When the lake elevation is lowered 
below 633 msl, the ability to use West Point Lake to fulfil this is essential social function 
is compromised.  The Corps must address the recreational needs of low-income and 
minority individuals by maintaining and sustaining an elevation of 633 msl or higher 
year-round to provide usable, safe lake with accessible surface waters in shoreline 
recreational facilities.   


6. Water quality 
 West Point Lake was established for sport fishing and wildlife development.  The 
quality of its water must also meet recreational use standards.  As the source of water for 
a large population base in West Georgia, it is essential that water quality in the reservoir 
be maintained to higher standards than are currently set by Georgia Environmental 
Protection Division, and that the lake at all times must comply with the federal Clean 
Water Act.  Operations should be adjusted by the Corps to ensure adequate inflow of 
water and lake elevations to dilute nutrient loading into the lake contributed from 
upstream metropolitan area influences.  


WHAT'S NEXT? 
Thank you for attending the Scoping Meeting.  If you didn't get the chance to share your 
thoughts, it's not too late for your input.  Please take advantage of the opportunity to raise 
your voice and express your concerns about these or other issues by visiting www.acf-
wcm.com.  Comments will be collected through November 21, 2008.  You can also log 
on to www.westpointlake635.com to learn more about the efforts of the WPLAC.  
Together, we form a powerful voice united behind the cause to secure optimal 
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sustainability of West Point Lake, for now and forever.  


0113


CECIL HAY
2030 Countyline Road 
Hogansville, Georgia 30230 


� Local Resident 
� Water Quality


 I'm Cecil Hay, 2030 Countyline Road, Hogansville, GA 30230.  My concern is 
that landfill is built in a valley, and there's no way -- I hear that they were going to try to 
channel the creek around it.  They can't do it.  There's no way they can do it.  Because the 
landfill is all right there together, and there's branches in there they ain't even mentioned.  
Now, I've been there forty-six years.  I know.  And when they come and tell us that it's 
not going to pollute, they're wrong.  Because it's going to be 300-something foot high.  
Well, the water just from 300 foot high running off is going to bring enough pollution in 
there.  And then, it's my understanding, that they want to bring radioactive material in 
there and dump it.
 Now, listen to this close, ma'am:  They went before the commissioners in 
Meriwether County.  I was there.  And they got permission to dig two holes, 25 acres 
deep -- or 25 acres and 26 foot deep.  Now, right there is going to be below the waterline, 
because the waterline there ain't but 4 or 5 foot, and they dig it 26 feet deep.  And I asked 
this question, ma'am, I said, "How are you going to fill this hole up?" and they said, 
"We're going to fill it up by the dirt around it."  What's the need of digging a hole when 
they can get the dirt around it and won't have to dig a hole?  “Won’t be in mud.”  
Common sense will tell you they're going to be in mud.  And then this is -- there's two of 
them, now.  It’ll be 50 acres, 26 foot deep.
 It's my belief, and I've heard people give me information, that they're going to try 
to slip in radioactive material in, because Oakridge, Tennessee is trying to find a place to 
put theirs.  There was a landfill built in Oakridge were there was a reporter that went out 
there at two o'clock in the morning and caught them carrying in radioactive material in 
there.  And they had to shut it down.
 And these people, this here, this is the first landfill they ever built.  They have no 
experience.  And they're going to have 1,100 holes in it to start with.  And this is where 
water is regenerated at.  Now, how can they channel around that, move that creek around, 
when it's in a valley and regenerated and all underneath there is water?  And there's no 
way to do it.  And the federal government is coming around putting on television how 
precious fresh water is.
 Now, they want to come in here and let this landfill come in.  And this is one of 
the main things, whoever will listen to this or reads this here:  Now, they're going to 
dump that trash there on us.  It's going to pollute the Hogansville reservoir, it's going to 
pollute the creeks going down, it's also going to pollute the West Point Lake.  And that 
trash is going to lay there from now on.  It will never be moved no more.  So after 
something lays there, just look how many germs that will produce.  And there's no way to 
control it.
 Let me use this diagram and then I'll hush.  I'm trying to think of the chemical that 
they embalm you with.  See, there ain't nothing that’ll kill it.  You just have to rinse it 
out.  All right, and then, when this groundwater gets polluted underground, there's no 
way to clean it up.  And this all falls to one thing, is for them few men to make a dollar.  
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It's all for a dollar.  If it wasn't for a dollar it wouldn't be there.   
 Now, the tag [sic] commissioner over there told me -- no, it was the lady over the 
taxes.  She told me, says, “Mr. Hay,” says, “we got plenty of places in Meriwether 
County instead of bringing it right there and putting it on that water like they're wanting 
to do.”
 So, you see, the only reason they want it right there and fighting so hard is that 
interstate.  They're bringing it right in there, see; jump in, jump off, jump in, jump off.   
 And I hope the Corps of Engineers will consider this and consider how much 
damage it's going to do in the future to all these young kids that's coming up that we're -- 
we're supposed to preserve a life for them, but we'll be destroying it here.  And that's 
about all I got to say.  But if anybody wants to contact me, I've been there forty-six years.  
I'll be glad to talk with them.   
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JEANNINE HONICKER 
704 Camelia Drive 
LaGrange, Georgia 30240 


� Local Resident 
� Water Quality 


 I'm very concerned about our drinking water.  We live in Nashville -- no, in 
LaGrange, Georgia, which is about ten miles from the exit that the Turkey Run Landfill 
will be located on.  That landfill is located right on the banks of Blue Creek, which runs 
into Yellow Jacket Creek which runs into West Point Lake, which is the source of our 
drinking water.
 I have a copy of a report by Fred -- G. Fred Lee that was made in September 2005 
that has this graft that I've had blown up.  (Reading) "A very small portion, I would say 
maybe 5 percent of the possible pollutants from the landfill, will be monitored for, which 
means that about 95 percent will not be monitored for.  If you don't look, you don't find.  
These are neglected, ignored, omitted, and overlooked.  And all of these are toxic.”   
 “How much is our water supply worth?  It's going to affect the health of our 
children and our grandchildren.  And if this is derived, the pollutants will be released 
primarily from stormwater runoff from that landfill.  The EPD has already given 
Greenbow, who is the operators and owners of the proposed landfill, a permit, but they 
said that it must be operated in such a way that it will protect the public health and take 
care of all these hazards continuously.  The design, the siting, the operation, the closure, 
and the anticipated post closure care, monitoring and maintenance is proposed or 
inadequate."  This is from another report by Fred Lee.
 We are asking our elected officials to do everything that they can to stop it.  But 
as the Corps of Engineers has jurisdiction over the lake, we ask the Corps of Engineers to 
do everything that you can to stop this.  Because once the poisons are there, it will be 
impossible to get them out.  There's better ways to handle garbage than putting it in a 
landfill.  There's a new system called geoplasma (phonetic) that uses an arc to vaporize 
the pollutants.  So we think that this is an unneeded, terrible thing that they're fixing to do 
to our water.  And we, the citizens of LaGrange, beseech you and beseech the Court to 
look into it and to do all in your power to stop it.
 We have a resolution opposing the proposed Turkey Run Landfill that says, 
(reading) "Whereas the proposed Turkey Run landfill to be located 1,000 feet from 
Hogansville city limits just off I-85, Exit 28, on Blue Creek watershed, a tributary of 
Yellow Jacket Creek which flows into West Point Lake and will cover 300 acres 300 feet 
high; whereas stormwater runoff from the proposed Turkey Run Landfill will 
contaminate surface water that will drain into West Point Lake and contaminate drinking 
water of LaGrange and other downstream water supplies; whereas groundwater will 
become contaminated when the liner eventually leaks, contaminating wells of residents 
who depend on well water; whereas there is no provision for installing methane gas 
capture for the first five years of operation.  Toxic fumes will cause air pollution and foul 
odors; whereas 300 truckloads of unmonitored garbage to be dumped at the rate of 2,500 
to 3,000 tons per day from 3 a.m. until 7 p.m. weekdays and from 7 a.m. until 3 p.m. on 
Saturday will cause higher maintenance cost on streets and roads, depression of local 
property values, depression of business operations, increased traffic congestion and risk 
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of accidents, and decline of tourism; whereas monitoring standards are inadequate to 
protect the thousands of toxins that will be released from Turkey Run Landfill from its 
initial operation and virtually forever thereafter, not bound by the years of the permit.  
Now, therefore, be it resolved.”
 And I have all of these, and I'll tell you.  (Reading) “Groups hereby goes on 
record as strongly opposing the proposed Turkey Run Landfill.  We urge our elected 
public officials to do everything within their power to fulfill their duty to protect the 
health, safety, and well-being of their constituents by preventing the development and 
operation of the proposed Turkey Run Landfill.”  And this has been signed by numerous 
organizations, including River Keepers, which is a group that has 5,000 or more 
members, to a smaller group as the Newcomers Bridge Group that has 8 members.  So 
we've asked all size groups to sign it:  The Georgia chapter of the Sierra Club executive 
committee signed it.  The Environmental Community Action ECO-Action signed it.
Let's see.  I can't read that one.  The Georgia State Conference of NAACP; the LaGrange 
Newcomers Club as a whole, in addition to just their bridge club; the Greenboro Garden 
Club; the Lighthouse Church in Hogansville; the Sierra Club group, LaGrange group; 
First Coweta Bank; Taste of Lemon restaurant; The LaGrange Foot Clinic; Shaffer & 
Shaffer [sic], GYN-OB clinic; Mountville community; Big Springs committee; Troup 
County Sheriff's Office; West Georgia Oral Surgery; the Church of God in Hogansville; 
Big Springs, Mountville United Methodist Church.  These are just some of the groups 
that have said "No, we don't want it."  And they said, (reading) "Now, therefore, be it 
resolved that this group hereby goes on record as strongly opposing the proposed Turkey 
Run Landfill.  We urge our elected public officials to do everything within their power to 
fulfill their duty to protect the health, safety, and well-being of their constituents by 
prevailing -- by preventing the development and operation of the proposed Turkey Run 
Landfill.”   
 Thank you. 
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TOMMY MIKE 
4006 White Oak Lane 
LaGrange, Georgia 30240 


� Local Resident 
� West Point Lake and Dam 
� Recreation


 My name is Tommy Mike.  I actually graduated from Auburn in 1973 with a 
degree in fisheries biology.  And I worked with the DNR for a couple of years as they 
were backing up West Point Lake and did some of the pre-impoundment studies that 
were on the lake.  And I moved back to LaGrange the second they backed-up the dam 
and started filling the lake in the summer of 1975 and ended up as a fishing guide on 
West Point Lake in 1975.  And it made a wonderful living for many years on West Point 
Lake.  Currently living on West Point Lake since 1988.  So having given that little bit of 
history, I guess I wanted to make a comment that I think might help with the new 
regulations that are going to be set forth by the Corps of Engineers.
 In the past, I know we've been operating on antiquated regs, or outdated regs for 
sure.  So I did want to make a comment from a biologist's point of view, from a 
recreational fisherman's point of view, and from a person who lives on the lake, and from 
a person who's lived in LaGrange my whole life, and that is to say, in the past the regs 
called for West Point Lake to be full May the 15th.  With the new regulations coming on 
board, I would hope to see regulations that would set forth higher lake levels in the spring 
much sooner than May 15th, mainly because the lake was built with flood control as a 
primary objective, but, also, it was one of the first lakes ever built with recreation as a 
primary objective.   
 And from a fisheries perspective, West Point Lake has been one of the best bass 
fishing and sport fishing lakes in general throughout the United States.  And one of the 
things that we can do to insure that continues is to maintain a higher lake level much 
earlier than May 15th.  May 15th is when West Point was supposed to be full, and I think 
it needs to be backed up to, say, March.  And I know that that will not endanger us having 
a flood, because we've already had a 100-year flood, and the lake only came up three or 
four or five feet.  So the lake can take care of a 100-year flood type situation.
 So by keeping the lake level higher earlier in the spring, late winter, early, early 
spring, you will ensure a much higher survival rate of the sport fish in the lake which will 
increase the fish population, and the people who come and fish the lake will have a much 
greater benefit.  We've already seen that happen in 2008 with the higher lake level.  The 
survival rate of the spawned sport fish will be much greater, probably 50 or 100 times 
greater than it normally is when the lake is down in the spring and early summer.  So if 
we could encourage the lake level to be up in the spring for a longer period of time, that 
would benefit the health in the fishery.
 As far as the lake being down in the wintertime, in the dead of winter, it is not 
detrimental from a fisheries perspective.  It won't hurt the fishery if the lake does have to 
go down the month of January or February or December -- December, January, or 
February.  It would not be the end of the world if the lake did have to go down at that 
time.  But what I'm encouraging is higher lake levels earlier than May 15th, which is 
what the older regs call for.
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 Another idea that has been brought forth would be having mooring balls on the 
lake.  I talked to friend, Joey Maltese, and I think that would be an excellent addition to 
the lake, is actually to have balls around the lake that could be tied up with -- fishermen 
could tie up and fish from those balls without having to anchor, and, also, other boats 
could tie up with the mooring balls.  So I think that would be a benefit to West Point 
Lake.
 But all in all, I think the last year has been a fabulous year as far as lake levels, 
and it just proves that if we do get the rain we can keep the lake up.  And so I look 
forward to new regs that really focus on current issues and things that we need to do to 
not worry about antiquated regulations like barge traffic downstream, etc.  
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CLAUDETTE BOLLES 
921 S. Willowcrest Way 
LaGrange, Georgia 30240 


� Local Resident 
� Water Supply 
� Water Quality 
� Recreation


 I’m Claudette Bolles.  I live on the lake.  I view the lake all day long from every 
room in my house, and it’s a wonderful asset to my old age and my retirement.  I have 
watched the lake level fluctuate.  Sometimes it's embarrassing.  I have relatives that call 
from all over the United States and make jokes about do I have water in my lake.  "Will 
we come and ride in your boat or sit in the boat in the mud?"  And so it's kind of a laugh, 
what's going on with the lake, which is embarrassing to me.  
  I have watched the recreational, the boats, the fishermen, with no place to go.  I've 
watched the decline in the number of people.  They're right outside my window, so I 
wake up and I look out, and if the water's good I see a fisherman waving at me.  That's 
not been the case.  This summer has been very good, however.  So I would like the 
lake level to be maintained at a level where we can have our recreation, which is the 
purpose the lake was developed for to begin with.
 I'd also like to have the recreational areas restored for the lower-income and 
minority families.  Some of them depend on it for their food and sustenance, and some of 
them depend on it for recreation and just shoreline activities.  And also to maintain the 
water quality.  But the main thing in my mind is just if you maintain the level of water, it 
will cure a lot of these problems.   
 Thank you. 
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EVELYN ZARATE 
1961 Blue Creek Road 
Hogansville, Georgia 30230


� Local Resident 
� Water Quality 


 Hello.  My name is Evelyn Zarate.  I live at 1961 Blue Creek Road in Hogansville 
one and half miles from the proposed Turkey Run Landfill site.  My issue with this 
landfill is, I am not seeing the state EPD doing enough to protect our well water.  All of 
the people within five to ten miles out there are only on well water.  We don't have any 
kind of system that comes out into that area.  It makes no sense to me to have to pay for 
water that has to be treated when my water is very pristine at this point.
 I also have a business which I run a product of corn tortillas in a 300-mile radius.  
It's not only going to affect my home and my neighbor's home, it's going to affect the 
people who I call my customers, the people who are very close to us as well.
 I have six children, one of them which has severe hemophilia.  Any kind of toxin 
such as Aspirin, which is conveniently throwed away inside the landfills, one drop and it 
will hurt my son.  I’ve been out there in that area for over thirty years, and I see no reason 
why a company that’s coming from out of state should be allowed to come in within 200 
feet of the Blue Creek water and be allowed to put in such a large project.
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DORIAN ROFFE-HAMMOND 
434 Marietta Street, #203 
Atlanta, Georgia 30313 


� Local Resident 
� Water Quality 


 My name is Dorian Roffe-Hammond.  I’m an environmental hydrologist.  I live in 
the Atlanta area, downtown Atlanta.  And my understanding is that the Turkey Creek 
Landfill has been proposed for the LaGrange area, and it's a regional landfill.  Now, I’m 
prompted -- my thought is that in about 2005, when this original idea came about in this 
area, in 2005 a similar proposal was made in Atlanta and in an area downtown called 
Marietta Parkway, and it’s a corridor leading down through an area near CNN and the 
Dome and also the Aquarium.  And the Aquarium had not been ready yet, but through 
this area they were going to bring about 3 to 400 truckloads of garbage and trash from 
Atlanta to a transfer area that was a couple miles away in an impoverished area near the 
county jail.  And after about six months, this proposal was voted down by a lot of 
neighborhood groups, MPU groups.  And I'm wondering if this coincides.  It's about the 
same time that this idea of a transfer site -- to bring the garbage to a transfer site and haul 
it away by your freight train. And if the freight trains were actually going to be taken 
down to this Turkey Creek Landfill, I wonder if that's the same -- I’m thinking probably 
it’s an interesting coincidence.  
 And so that proposal was voted down in Atlanta because of all the tremendous 
amount of truck traffic through downtown Atlanta.  And I think it's a very poor idea to 
put a regional landfill so close to an area of LaGrange and Hogansville and West Point 
that is going to be growing hugely in the next few years, and just how closely in those 
few years the landfill will become close to a proximity to downtown and the people who 
live in LaGrange.
 I think it's a poor idea, and I’m sympathetic to the people that live around the 
landfill, the proposed landfill.  Just keep in mind that typically landfill liners last maybe 
ten to twelve years before they began to disintegrate and begin leaking into the water 
table and eventually into West Point Lake.  A lot of the garbage is -- a lot of the contents 
of the garbage is unknown.  The contents will be mixing -- the chemicals and the liquids 
will be mixing, and who knows what sort of combinations of chemicals that will create 
that will eventually leach into the water table and the like in the drinking water system. 
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Comment ID: 0120 
Author Name: Karen Cox-Dennis
Organization:  


The environment is the economy, the economy is the environment!  The life-blood and health of the 
Apalachicola River and Bay effect an increible food chain that doesn't end with people and their way 
of life.  Amerrica's seaffood availablity shouldn't be squandered to suburban and urban 
development.  The integrity of the end of this entire system must be maintained in order for the 
wholistic system to be productive and its end flow to the Apalachicola Bay pure in order for the 
entire estuarine eco system to survive, let alone hang on by the threads its dangling from now.  We 
have the great fortune of a Presidential Candidate promising to follow through and oversee the 
scientific studies that are  long overdue and guide a productive plan.  Let's end the red tape that the 
US ARmy Corps of Engineers seems to be so encumbered by and restore the health of our 
systems with the most efficent and productive means possible.  


0120 Comment ID: 0121 
Author Name: Jack Struble
Organization:  


As a resident of Troup County and a property owner on West Point Lake,I wouldlike to give you a 
few thoughtson th rewriting of the manuals for th operation of the lake and the basin in general.First 
keeping the lake at a level of 633-635msl will store enough water in case of a real emergency in 
florida in relation to envirormental concerns. Kepping the lake at this level can be accomplished 
without any concern for flooding if the gauges are monitored and the upstream flow is also 
monitored.Second water quality can bemaintained easier if the lake is at a higher leval and constant 
flow is passed through the impoundment. The water this past summer has been the cleanest in 
recent years.Third many people depend on th lake for their livelihood including the marinas bait 
shops motels and restaurants.Thus the economic impact from a low lake level can be 
devastating.Lastly I as many other reidents have a financial stke in the lake levels as our property 
values would be directly affectedd by low lake levels. Please concider what is fair for all the citizens 
along the basin when rewriting the manuals for the future. Thank you
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Comment ID: 0122 
Author Name: Berny D. Ilgner
Organization:  


Maintaining minimum flows in the Apalachicola River into the bay is critical to the oyster ecosystem. 
Will the study determine what minimum flows are necessary to ensure that the salinity of the St. 
George Sound is not too high for maintaining a vibrant ecology in the bay?


0122 Comment ID: 0123 
Author Name: Berny D. Ilgner
Organization:  


One of the primary demands on the water resources in the ACF system is water supply to the 
Atlanta metro area. Will the study examine water supply options for Atlanta other than drawing 
water from the ACF system?
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Comment ID: 0124 
Author Name: Berny D. Ilgner
Organization:  


Reduced flow in the Apalachicola River will damage the oyster fishery in the Bay and would have 
adverse economic impacts to the local Apalachicola area. These impacts could result in irreversible 
consequences such as forcing fishermen out of business. Will the study examine the irreversible 
adverse economic impacts of the loss of the oyster fishery due to low river flows?


0124 Comment ID: 0125 
Author Name: Berny D. Ilgner
Organization:  


Will the study examine the loss of cultural heritage of the Apalachicola oystermen if river flows are 
too low to maintain the fishery at adequate levels to make it economic for oyster harvest to 
continue?
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Comment ID: 0126 
Author Name: Mark and Charlene Powell
Organization:  


We are following the Corps of Engineers plan closely since we are located on the Walter F. George 
Reservoir. We are aware of the drought/water usage situation of the Atlanta area but also feel they 
have been negligent in continuing to build and increase their population without making any 
provisions for their future need for water. This is a responsibility of the community to plan for the 
future and not think it will just take care of itself. We appreciate the Corp taking in consideration the 
severe economic impact it will have on communities located below Lake Lanier that depend on the 
Chattahochee River. This is not about mussels. This is about livelihoods and survival for 
communities hundreds of miles down river. We love the Chattahochee and do everything we can to 
take care and protect it. I wish everyone had its best interest at heart. We have a resource that 
should not be taken for granted. 


0126 Comment ID: 0127 
Author Name: Ronald Ready
Organization:  


Lrt enough water through to provide fresh water balance down river & in Appalatchacola Bay
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Comment ID: 0128 
Author Name: R.S.Windham
Organization:  


Would like to see map of this area; therefore, see where new lake would be?? 
Thanks, 
R.S.Windham


0128 Comment ID: 0129 
Author Name: Kyle W. Crawford
Organization:  


I am concerned about the baseline that is used for West Point Lake compared to other lakes in the 
basin.  I understand that West Point lake fills faster than some of the other lakes, but in drought 
conditions our baseline for management puts our lake at a distinct disadvantage to other lakes that 
have closer baseline measurements.
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Comment ID: 0130 
Author Name: Ted Beason
Organization:  


I take issue with the fact that we operate under a baseline with wider tolerances than other lakes in 
our basin.  I would like to see a more reasonable way of identifying baseline numbers for all lakes in 
the basin so that West Point Lake is treated in a fair and equitable way.


0130 Comment ID: 0131 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


It is imperative that the water level in Weseset Point Lake be kept at a high level, year round. The 
lake is an enormous economic resource for surrounding communities, and that positive aspect is 
lost when the water level becomes too low, as has happened in the past few years.When near full 
pool, the lake is attractive and generates a level of tourism and recreation that is highly beneficial. 
ThanksBob Yates
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Comment ID: 0132 
Author Name: DANIEL PRICE
Organization:  


PLEASE MANAGE THE LAKE AT THE 633 TO 635MSL.  THIS LEVEL IS CRITICAL TO THE 
AESTHETIC, RECREATIONAL AND ECONOMIC WELL BEING OF THE LOCAL AND AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMY.   PLEASE ENHANCE THE LEASED PARK SPACE FACILITIES IN 
PARTNERSHIP WITH THE COUNTY.  PYNE ROAD EQUESTRIAN PARK IS A PERFECT 
EXAMPLE OF UNREALIZED POTENTIAL FOR BOTH RECREATIONAL AND ECONOMIC 
IMPACT.SINCE I LIVE ON THE UPPER END OF A COVE ON THE LAKE I SEE FIRST HAND 
THE DEVASTATING EFFECTS OF ERROSION AND UNINTENED SOIL DEPOSITION INTO THE 
LAKE WHEN LEVELS ARE ALLOWED TO FALL BELOW 633 MSL.  PLEASE CONSIDER 
MINIMIZING THIS THROUGH A MORE CONSISTENT MINIMAL LEVEL ACTION LEVEL.


0132 Comment ID: 0133 
Author Name: Randy Nix
Organization:  


West Point Lake is critical to the economy of Troup County.  Local studies prove that a full-pool lake 
is essential for many local businesses.I am the State Rep. for House District 69 and represent most 
of the lake area.  While there are huge interest to the north and to the south of us, this lake needs to 
be managed as it was initially intended-with recreation as a primary concern.  I feel that we will fare 
well if an unbiased study is done of the basin and a common sense management plan is put in 
place.While water quantity is important, water quality is essential.  Interest above and below us 
must be required to invest in state of the art systems so that West Point is neither the dumping 
ground for pollution or the source for unnecessary flows to dilute pollution down south (Columbus).  
I encourage the Corps to invest in the appropriate studies to develop a plan that will serve the basin 
for many years and will be fair to all concerned.
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Comment ID: 0134 
Author Name: Randy Nix
Organization:  


A fair and balanced plan needs to be developed for the basin without political pressures.


0134 Comment ID: 0135 
Author Name: Diane
Organization:  


This lake must maintain a minimum lake level of 633-635MSL.  
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Comment ID: 0136 
Author Name: Phil Coulton
Organization:  


Maintain a minimum lake level of 633-635 MSL. Recreation as been reduced over years to the point 
owning and operating boats fishing equipment lake property as become more of a liability than a 
pleasure.Local businesses are being threatened in an unprecedented way, urgent legislation is 
need now. 


0136 Comment ID: 0137 
Author Name: Billy
Organization:  


This lake has much more potential than has  ever been realized.  I would like to see the corp 
become more interested in the recreational side and help us to promote this tremendous asset that 
we have for this community.  What happened last year was ridiculous and can be avoided with a 
comprehensive plan that would not use West Point Lake as the workhorse for the Chattahoochee 
River Basin.  Thank you.
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Comment ID: 0138 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


It is ridiculous to have such a beautiful lake and not be able to enjoy it.  The summer of 2007 was a 
disaster that doesn't need to happen again.  How can an area grow and attract people if one of the 
major attractions is not usable because of outdated operational procedures?  These issues need to 
be addressed and soon!


0138 Comment ID: 0139 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


Very concerned about the amount of litter and debris not only in the lake but in the surrounding area 
brought about by people traveling to and from the lake.  Needs to be thought given to how to 
manage this problem at the level of preventon, not correction.  Last summer when the lake was low 
I walked several miles of shoreline and was appalled on the tremendous amount of trash from old 
batteries, to tires, and general litter.  Need appropriate education, laws and enforcement to prevent 
this from occurring. The six critical areas should be ammended to include this issue.  Would state it 
as: Minimize lake and surrounding area trash and debris.
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Comment ID: 0140 
Author Name: Ian Ramsay   
Organization:  


I agree with the six major issues on the blue handout.  my most important issue is a constant lake 
level between 633 and 635 MSL.


0140 Comment ID: 0141 
Author Name: Kent Bennett
Organization:  


Very interesting new software for modeling.  The gentleman at the watercontrol booth explained 
how it is uses historical data to help with management plan.
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Comment ID: 0142 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


I would like to see more testing (water quality) of water on Chattahoochee - between West Point 
Dam and Lake Harding. Would love to see more effort made to preserve and protect shoreline 
along this section of the Chattahoochee. Take whatever measures necessary to prevent/minimize 
development.


0142 Comment ID: 0143 
Author Name: Kent Bennett
Organization:  


I enjoy the lake.  I like the water levels to decline in the winter to 630 levels for fishing.  I used the 
low levels this past year to add a boat slip onto my dock.  Mr. Michael Eyer at the corp office was 
very helpful in giving me pointers and making sure I stayed within the design requirements.  He is a 
wonderful asset for the corp.  LaGrange is a great place to live because of the lake and the Corp of 
Engineers committment to this area.  I would like to understand why and when parks are closed.  
Are they scheduled to be closed in advance?  I arrived at the Wehadkee park last month and 
discovered it was closed.  Is that permanent?  I would have loved to give input on the decision 
making for that park.
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Comment ID: 0144 
Author Name: Patrick Bowie Sr.
Organization:  


Need to maintain water level for the quality of water to be maintained. Also lake recreation brings in 
$'s to Troup County.


0144 Comment ID: 0145 
Author Name: Patrick Bowie Sr.
Organization:  


As a resident living on the lake, low water levels erodes the banks of the lake and causes damage 
to the shoreline.
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Comment ID: 0146 
Author Name: Bob Kustermann
Organization:  


Will are Lake ever be let down again to the drastic level during the drought.  Lake Harding remained 
at full pool the entire time.  The Florida problems with their fish and mussels need to be addressed 
in other ways with all the water they have there.


0146 Comment ID: 0147 
Author Name: Kent Bennett
Organization:  


Great demonstration on the lake levels with the plastic water containers explaining the relationship 
between dranage area and lake size.  This should be shown on TV so many more can understand.
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Comment ID: 0148 
Author Name: sondra bowie
Organization:  


when the lake level was extremely low, chemicals had to be added for safe water consumption. i 
don't like the taste nor the idea of these chemicals.please maintain adequate level for safe water 
consumption.


0148 Comment ID: 0149 
Author Name: murchison
Organization:  


The lake is an important part of the area and many people enjoy this region.The impact on the 
region is so important and must be saved.
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Comment ID: 0150 
Author Name: james murchison
Organization:  


west point lake should not be singled out to be the largest contributer to the maintenance of the 
whole system. this could be done much more efficiently.


0150 Comment ID: 0151 
Author Name: sondra bowie
Organization:  


water supply became a great concern as we watched the lake level drop. please manage to supply 
adequate water for this community.
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Comment ID: 0152 
Author Name: Bob Kustermann
Organization:  


Apalachicola Bay is large enough and should not be dependent on water from Georgia for their 
fisheries industry.


0152 Comment ID: 0153 
Author Name: Debra Nix
Organization:  


As a resident of a West Point Lake Neighborhood, I think the lake is one of the most important 
assets to LaGrange and Troup County.  It is vital to the community for the lake to be maintained at a 
predictable, usable level for the sake of the local economy and the local ecosystems both in and 
around the area.  It is a shame to consider the species in the lower basin in FL as more important 
than the species of wildlife in the upper river basin and in West Pt. Lake.  I have seen years where 
the bass and bream are spawning and the water level is dropped by the Corps which devastates 
the new hatchlings in the lake.  It is cruel and ridiculous for the Corps to be that irresponsible.  Also, 
we moved to LaGrange because the area was advertised as a city in close proximity to one of the 
premier lakes in Georgia!  It is beautiful when the water level is stable and the docks are floating but 
it is a disaster area when the water level is dropped with no regard for the local area and the water 
is sent to who knows where in order to appease the political special interests in FL.  This community 
deserves better than that.  The lake is beautiful this year and it is only fair for all of the 
Chattahoochee residents, both human and wildlife, to be able to count on it everyday to be usable 
and stable!  We have wonderful public parks that benefit the poor and rich alike.  How can anyone 
question the importance of these parks?  Thank you for listening!
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Comment ID: 0154 
Author Name: sondra bowie
Organization:  


we are watching huge chunks of shoreline drop into the lake as water levels drop too low. 
fortunately we are in a deep water section of the lake so still have water for our dock. we are the 
only one in our neighborhood with a dock in the water at low pool; however, with the shoreline 
falling drastically, we must constantly manage the gangplank as the ground under it is disappearing.


0154 Comment ID: 0155 
Author Name: Don Russell
Organization:  


The economic impact of West Point Lake is of utmost importance to the LaGrange community. Lake 
levels have been proven to impact the local economy. Therefore, the Master Water Control Manual 
Update is most important to those ends.
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Comment ID: 0156 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


PLEASE MAINTAIN MIN. LAKE LEVEL AT FULL POOL OF BETWEEN 633-635.


0156 Comment ID: 0157 
Author Name: Bob Thome
Organization:  


I am a recreational sailor and keep my boat in a slip at Southern Harbor Marina. It is very important 
to me that the lake level be maintained within a few feet of full pool. Any lower and I can not use the 
ramp to pull my boat to work on it or take it on vacations to Florida. Also West Point Lake becomes 
dangerous when the level drops more than a few feet because of the unseen snags. 
 
I love West Point Lake and want to see it protected from drastic swings in the water level. 
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Comment ID: 0158 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


THIS MAY BE TRUE, BUT SOME KIND OF A PLAN MUST BE PUT IN PLACE TO ENSURE THE 
RECREATIONAL, AND ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE LAKE BY MANY IS NOT COMPROMISED.


0158 Comment ID: 0159 
Author Name: Janet Fox
Organization:  


The water level has been wonderful this year.  Everyone could enjoy the West Point Lake more if 
the minimum level was not less than 633.
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Comment ID: 0160 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


The generation of power is a critical aspect of West Point Dam and needs to be given full support 
politically and economically in future planning.


0160 Comment ID: 0161 
Author Name: Joy
Organization:  


West Point Lake was originally impounded for the use of recreation.  This can only be done if the 
lake is maintained at 633-635 feet above sea level year round.  Another idea that could be 
developed on West Point Lake and other lakes in the ACF system is the installation of mooring balls 
for overnight fishing or camping without damaging the lake bottom and underwater vegetation with 
anchors.  This could be another source of revenue for the Corps by leasing the areas where 
mooring balls are located to local marinas for development of this resource.  It would be another 
win-win for the Corps and local economy.  
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Comment ID: 0162 
Author Name: Mark Headrick
Organization:  


My son and I (with another partner) own a business building docks, seawalls, etc. on West Point 
Lake and other nearby areas. We typically have 6 people employeed and this is their sole livlihood. 
The water level and anything else that negatively impacts the recreational aspects of the lake 
jeopardizes our ability to make a living and support our families.Lake West Point is our life blood.As 
a Lagrange resident, I can attest the the lake is the lifeblood (or a significant part of it)for many other 
residents. The economic impact not only affects business owners like us, but there is an important 
part of our population that counts on the lake to supply some of their food. For years these people 
and their predeccessors had the Chattahoochee River to rely on. The lake then replaced the river. 
Families for years have relied on this waterway for subsistence and recreation, and it should be 
managed in a way that protects their way of life rather than steals it from them.  Many of these 
people are towards the bottom of the economic spectrum and can little afford to have this resource 
made less available to them.I've got plenty more to say, but I'm not any good at typing it on this 
computer   


0162 Comment ID: 0163 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


PLEASE GO BACK AND TOSS OUT LAWS THAT ARE OBSOLETE, SOME EVEN INJURIOUS 
TO WATER QUALITY.  i SHOULD THINK VERY FEW BUSINESS NAVIGATION WOULD BE 
NEEDED AND RECREATIONAL WOULD BE MORE THE PLAN IN 2008.
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Comment ID: 0164 
Author Name: Otto Korth
Organization:  


We've GOT to create a series of dams on the Flint River system to help control and provide water 
flows to Florida. This will take some of the pressure off the Chattahoochie River and West Point 
Lake that is carrying that burden now.


0164 Comment ID: 0165 
Author Name: Michael Bailey
Organization:  


When the lake level was down in 2007 the fishing tournaments turn out were a lot less. We had a lot 
less water recreation sports. Marinas businesses and the troup county businesses were affected 
terribly. It hurt our local economy.A lot of boat damage was done due to the low lake levels. I 
personally know the lake very well as an avid fisherman and I knocked the lower unit off of my boat. 
This also costs insurance companys a lot of money. I would like to see the winter pool level to be 
higher and the lake level at full pool during summer months.
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Comment ID: 0166 
Author Name: Terri Yarbrough
Organization:  


As a long term resident (twenty plus years) of living on the shoreline of West Point Lake, I am 
concerned about the sediment build up occurring north of Ringer access in the Grayson's Landing 
area. Although sediment build up is to be expected, the rate has been alarming during the past 
decade. Raising the winter  pool level to 633-635 would appear to ease the inability to navigate the 
north end of the lake. The quality of the waters do appear to have improved greatly over the years 
and the efforts of many groups and individuals have made a dramatic impact on the shoreline clean 
up (trash). However, of immediate concern is lake levels and sediment build up along the bottom of 
the  lake. Thank you for your time.   


0166 Comment ID: 0167 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


West Point Lake should be maintained at FULL POOL!  To see the lake as it stood last summer 
with drought conditions was horrific.  The area crossed by 219 and Mooty Bridge Roads looked like 
it did BEFORE the dam was completed.  Granted, this was an extreme and hopefully unusual set of 
conditions; but low lake levels have been a continuous source of trouble and this needs to be 
addressed in my opinion.  Low levels devastate recreation which in turn devastates economics in 
this area. And adequate supply hasn't even been mentioned yet.  How can this area maintain and 
grow with the addition of the Kia Plant and its suppliers without adequate water?
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Comment ID: 0168 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


300 PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS DOES NOT APPEAR TO BE MANY IN THE S.E.AREA TO BE 
EVEN A MINOR REASON FOR THE DAMNS.


0168 Comment ID: 0169 
Author Name: Joy
Organization:  


Funding for water quality studies needs to be increased.  This would allow for more critical areas of 
the river and lake systems to be analyzed to assure adequate flows to help dilute high levels of 
nitrogen and other pollutants that enter the river system in densely populated areas.  
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Comment ID: 0170 
Author Name: Sammy Bailey Jr.
Organization:  


As a local home owner on West Point Lake. I would like to see our lake to stay at a minimum pool of 
632. I fish local bass tournaments almost every weekend throughout the year. I would love to see 
the fish habitat to gain from a higher lake level. Speaking on the 2007 drought and draw down of the 
lake. The local economy faced a major decrease on lake visitors. The marinas suffered bigtime. Alot 
of people damaged bots and equipment due to low water. Tournament turn outs were greatly 
decreased.All in all everyone including the environment suffered. Please maitain the lake level to 
the minimum.


0170 Comment ID: 0171 
Author Name: Gary Grizzle
Organization:  


West Point Lake should be kept at a minimum lake level of 633-635 msl to ensure safety on the 
lake and greatest opportunity to enjoy the lake.  In the past few years the lake has reached 
extremely low levels which had a negative impact on my personal experience on the lake.  The 
water quality is also a major area of concern because my friends, family, and I spend a lot of time 
out on the lake.  Lake water that is not of the highest possible quality would surely diminish our time 
on the lake and our level of enjoyment while on the lake.  Both of the areas of concern have a direct 
impact on  the maximizing the positive economic impact on the areas surrounding West Point Lake.  
When the lake was low in the past, it was obvious that fewer people were out on the lake.  Keeping 
it at a certain level would help to ensure that more people would enjoy the lake and therefore be a 
part of the local economy.
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Comment ID: 0172 
Author Name: KELLY ANDERSON
Organization:  


A good dose of common sense must be applied to this issue.  Save the peolple not the mussels.


0172 Comment ID: 0173 
Author Name: Gail  A Poole
Organization:  


We need to keep the lake  to a min lake level of 633ft. Recreational facilities should be restored and 
maintained so that we all may enjoy them. Water quatlity should abe maintained and managed  with 
the consistentcy of congressional authorized purposed. We should also make sure that recreational 
access be totallu available for low incime and minority families along with visitors to our lake.
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Comment ID: 0174 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


Not only do we need to maintain water level in Lake West Point, we need to be absolutely sure that 
the water quality is superb!  Atlanta needs to clean up its act, stop the pollution, and responsibly 
address its infrastructure issues.  What good is a lake full of unclean water?Return to managing the 
lake according to Congressionally authorized purposes.


0174 Comment ID: 0175 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


West Point lake must be maintained at a minimum of 633 msl to maintain economic growth in this 
area as well as the State of Georgia. My business depends on the lake not only to supply water for 
processing but is also a major factor in attracting management talent to the area. We continuously 
lose management recruits to southwestern Atlanta and it gets worse   when the lake is not 
maintained to this minimum level. Also, we invest in ways to reduce water consumption yet water 
prices just go higher to maintain revenue for the municipalities. Consequently, we net lose our 
investment and eventually must relocate manufacturing operations to more favorable areas. 
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Comment ID: 0176 
Author Name: Janice Grizzle
Organization:  


West Point Lake should be maintained at 633 - 635 msl at all times to insure access for recreational 
purposes.  We have had several dangerous situations when boating at lower levels.  I believe that 
Congress mandated that West Point Lake would be maintained for recreational purposes and all 
policies should reflect this.  Many engineering reports have shown that is possible to do a better job 
to protect this very important resource and Congress mandates that as well.


0176 Comment ID: 0177 
Author Name: William R Stump,Jr
Organization:  


the recreational use of west pt lake is of vital importance to the overall health of the community-both 
to the citizens who enjoy it regularly as well as those who enjoy it as a recreational site whether it 
be boating or fishing.The economic impact to the Troup County area is greatly dependent on the 
vitality of the lake as it was originally intended.Surprising the level of the lake has a tremendous 
affect on the usage"" and consequently the economic effect.The difference in a level of 632 and 
635msl literally means hundreds of millions of dollars to local businesses.Equally important is the 
availability of the lake for local-who many of never leave the bank to fish."
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Comment ID: 0178 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


LAGRANGE JUST LOST A HUGE, HIGH QUALITY DEVELOPMENT(INCLUDING CONDOS, 
GOLF COURSE,  HOTEL ETC.)ON WEST POINT LAKE BECAUSE THE LAKE CANNOT BE 
GUARANTEED"" TO STAY AT FULL POOL OR EVEN DECENT POOL!!  "


0178 Comment ID: 0179 
Author Name: Janice Grizzle
Organization:  


Maximum efforts must be made to insure that an appropriate level is maintained in WEst Point Lake 
to provide drinking water.Why can't we hold the water here when we have?  
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Comment ID: 0180 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


When will Floridians be accountable for their use of water? When will they be asked to account for 
watering indiscriminately while demanding more of our water supply be released to them--and for 
freshwater mussels/clams or whatever?  If their neighbors (Georgia, etc.) are experiencing extreme 
conditions, why not ask for their support in limiting their use as well?  What is good for one, in this 
case, would  be beneficial to all involved. 


0180 Comment ID: 0181 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


WE NEED TO KEEP THESE AREAS VIABLE.
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Comment ID: 0182 
Author Name: Joel Upchurch
Organization:  


the constant fluctuations with our water levels on West Point Lake isn't good for any aspect of the 
basin if we held constant water levels it would not only have a huge economic impact on our local 
economy it would provide more water storage for the entire basin in periods of historic drought


0182 Comment ID: 0183 
Author Name: Tripp Penn
Organization:  


The significant fluctuations in the lake levels have a serious impact on recreation, local economies 
and potentially water quality.  The low levels last year made the lake nearly impossible to maneuver 
in a boat for half the summer and all of the off-season.  This made recreation and fishing 
impossible, brought many businesses in proximity to the lake to a halt, and made it very difficult to 
move houses and real estate close to the lake.  I'm sure that there are valid concerns to be 
considered downstream, but this doesn't mean that the people upstream should be punished and 
their overall quality of life should be diminished.  Please, please consider the impact on this region 
in making future lake management decisions. 
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Comment ID: 0184 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


we liveon thwe lake, near longcane park and find it beautiful and perfect for recreation when at or 
near full pool.  it was a great disappointment during th drought of 2007 to see thousands of muscles 
drying and dying in the mud flats.We are greatly concered ab out the possible contamination of 
West Point Lake water from the proposed dump to be built in Merriwether County, but with probable 
drainage into Blue Creek and thus into Lake West point.  We consider this a real peril to those wh 
receive water from LaGrange or West Point city, from this source.JOHN THOMAS WEST, MD 


0184 Comment ID: 0185 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


THE CITY OF LAGRANGE HAS MANY DEVELOPMENTS ON WEST POINT LAKE THAT DO 
NOT HAVE SEWERS.  I FEEL THIS IS A TRAVESTY.ALSO LANDFILLS MUST NOT BE 
ALLOWED TO LEECH INTO ANY OF THE LAKES WHERE PEOPLE FISH AND EAT THOSE 
FISH, OTHER LIKE TO SWIM AND ENJOY PICNICS ON THE SHORE.
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Comment ID: 0186 
Author Name: Wayne Anderson
Organization:  


The economic impact on the West Point Lake is huge.At full level,the area benefits from 
recreation,sporting,and conservation.  Without consistent and reliable level management these 
objectives disappear.thank you for your concerted effort to keep a full pool at West Point.


0186 Comment ID: 0187 
Author Name: Wayne Anderson
Organization:  


The flint river basin is a huge water resource for Southern GA.Efforts must be made to provide flood 
and water flow options for this river.
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Comment ID: 0188 
Author Name: Janet Neal
Organization:  


The lake impacts the economics for this area. We need to keep the lake level up in order to offer a 
good recreational facility.  The lake is a positive draw to attract new people and industry to the area. 
The lake needs to be maintained at a 633 to 635 MSL in order to support water quality for the 
population of West Georgia.


0188 Comment ID: 0189 
Author Name: Joel Upchurch
Organization:  


the action zones on West Point Lake should be changed to meet the rest ofthe lakes on the basin 
there isn't a logical reason that we should have such dramatic fuctutions
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Comment ID: 0190 
Author Name: Charles Prestridge
Organization:  


Thanks for your help in keeping the lake level up this year.   I know that you cannot predict weather 
patterns, but keeping the winter pool up at about 632-633 should help make sure that summer/fall 
pools are higher.   West Point is such a great lake and asset to this area.   Your work on the 
recreation areas, boat launches, picnic day use areas, is vital and appreciated.  With budget cuts 
and increased costs, thank you for making this lake a priority.   We   need to make sure the facilities 
are maintained and continue to operate.  This area is full of volunteers that can help with projects if 
needed.   I know that you may have to lower the lake level (winter-time) for maintenance, etc.   If 
you have to do this, Yellow Jacket, Horace King, etc. (deep water extended ramps), need to have 
the larger rocks removed at the end of the ramps.   Last fall it was very difficult to launch a boat, 
because the trailer would be unlevel.   One tire would be on rocks and the other would be in a hole.  
Thanks for coming to LaGrange for input on how critical the lake is to this area.   It is a beautiful 
lake and a treasure to have in this area.   We just took a boat trip down the Chattahoochee from 
Walter F. George to Seminole.   Thanks for operating the locks.   Thank you very much.


0190 Comment ID: 0191 
Author Name: Kyle W Crawford
Organization:  


Why is the rule curve for West Point Lake so dramatically different than the rule curve for any other 
lake in our basin?  Why does winter pool have to be 628 if the corp was able to avoid flooding of 
West Point, Georgia during May of 2003, when the flood of the century occurred while the lake was 
at 635.  The highest the lake got during that flood was 641 or thereabout, some 6 feet above full 
pull.  Surely there is some common ground that can be agreed upon where winter pool can be 
raised so that our lake is safely navigable during the off season months.
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Comment ID: 0192 
Author Name: Joel Upchurch
Organization:  


the West point reservoir provides a source of recreation for economically challenged families that 
have no other outlets  without sustainable water levels   which we have not had in years


0192 Comment ID: 0193 
Author Name: Maureen Struble
Organization:  


I support the comments on the blue sheet of paper.
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Comment ID: 0194 
Author Name: William Robinson
Organization:  


Control the level of West Point Lake at 633 - 635 feet.


0194 Comment ID: 0195 
Author Name: Kyle W Crawford
Organization:  


Safe recreation of West Point lake is substantially diminished at levels below full pool.  In fact, safe 
boating is virtually impossible at levels below 630.  With today's technology why is it not possible to 
manage West Point Lake in such a way that it is not the work horse"" of the basin.  Flood control 
can be achieved without lowering the lake to the point where it cannot be used by most of the dock 
owners on the lake."
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Comment ID: 0196 
Author Name: matthew walker
Organization:  


I am very concerned about several issues associated with Lake West Point; 1) water quality- as the 
population continues to increase throughout the region and existing waste treatment facilities age, it 
is putting increased pressure on the quality of the downstream stakeholders. Maintaining a 
minimum flow for water quality can be also addressed by increasing the water quality released by 
the waste water plants discharging into the river. To simply fine the municipality is not enough. More 
must be done to insure that all of the downstream stakeholders are taken care of. 2) lake levels- 
one of the original intents of the lake was to provide flood control, again as the population 
increases, the demand for water is increasing, these minimum levels need to be revisted and 
addressed. I am constantly hearing about the mussels and sturgeons down stream. I sympathize 
with him, however, in years past (prior to the dams), when the river ran dry (during drought 
conditions), I doubt seriously too many people were concerned about the wildlife. I believe that part 
of the equation should be to maintain a mass balance of whatever enters the lake is allowed to 
leave the lake. 3) Again with the population growth in the metro-Atlanta area, there is already an 
increased pressure to look for other sources of water. One of those is Lake West Point. Again, this 
will affect demand on the lake and the lake level.I appreciate the opportunity to comment.


0196 Comment ID: 0197 
Author Name: Michael Edwards
Organization:  


I have lived near West Point Lake for 15 years. I chose to live in this area because of the lake. 
Variations in lake level have had a dramatic impact to our area. West Point Lake was chartered to 
be a recreational lake and needs to be managed as such. This lake is a tremendous asset to West 
Georgia. Please consider keeping the lake level at 635 all year. 
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Comment ID: 0198 
Author Name: Joel Upchurch
Organization:  


West Point Lake was not put in place to support GA/Al power plants down stream it should be a 
crime for the lakes that are managed by the corps to be drained each year when the ga power lakes 
down stream  have full beautiful lakes all the while screaming for more water for their down stream 
plants   


0198 Comment ID: 0199 
Author Name: Johnny R Ashmore
Organization:  


I believe that we need an update version of the water control manual, one that is more appropriate 
to the challange that the area is  currently facing. I believe that this manual should be be consistant 
with current needs of the basin and the lakes and rivers it governs .  
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Comment ID: 0200 
Author Name: Kyle W Crawford
Organization:  


As a resident of Troup County for 36 years, I am keenly aware of the varied use of the lake 
depending on the level.  When people don't use the lake, businesses that tailor to them suffer 
substantially.  As a resident of the lake for the last 8 years, I have personally witnessed the limited 
use of the lake when the level is below 630.  


0200 Comment ID: 0201 
Author Name: James A. Stinson
Organization:  


Please maintain minimum lake levels of 633 msl during the winter months. The impact of the lake 
levels directly impacts recreational access for low income and minority families.  I am also 
concerned about maintaining and protecting water quality for my children and their children. 


0201


306







Comment ID: 0202 
Author Name: Johnny R Ashmore
Organization:  


I do not believe just based on my limited knowledge and the information i have discover and read 
that West point lake was originally intended to be a source of  hydro power.


0202 Comment ID: 0203 
Author Name: Beth Stinson
Organization:  


The actions that allowed the lake levels to fall so low to the point that grass was growing in the 
middle of what was once a creek channel impacted the citizens of Troup county and surrounding 
areas economically and recreationally. Maintaining the lake levels at 633 msl will protect the water 
source and create opportunities for recreational uses for minority and low income families. Having 
water in the lake attracts families from other communities and brings in revenue to local businesses. 
I support maintaining the six critical issues listed by the West Point Lake Advisory Council and 
commend them for their committment to our community.
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Comment ID: 0204 
Author Name: Lee Bedingfield
Organization:  


Decrease the winter draw down level on all reservoirs to reduce the impact of drought conditions.  
This reduction may for short periods impact flood control if we have a series of extremely heavy rain 
periods but you will not have the long lasting impact of low water conditions in which to recover. 


0204 Comment ID: 0205 
Author Name: Rocky Millenbine
Organization:  


Many people do not notice all the different dams/lakes below West Point Lake.  I personally think 
we need to think more about the individuals from all these areas and not just about the boat dock 
owners around West Point Lake.  If we did the concern would be about releasing enough water to 
supply all these areas and having enough flood storage to prevent future flooding of the areas down 
stream of West Point Lake.
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Comment ID: 0206 
Author Name: Johnny R Ashmore
Organization:  


I believe that recreation on West point and all of the lakes in the basin is an extremly important use 
of our lakes. Recreation, if the lakes are maintain at safe levels, is a key component in the 
economic stability of many of the communities in which the lakes serve. I think that drastic 
flucuation in these levels expecially those that could be prevented, negativley impact these 
communities and there economic growth. A lot of this is due to the lost of revenue from lost fishing 
tournaments and other revenue producing attractions. In many of these communities recreation at 
these local lakes is sometimes the only chance for low income families  to come together in an 
affordable manor.


0206 Comment ID: 0207 
Author Name: Lillian Ford
Organization:  


It is very important to this area to allow water levels to remain such that the lake use can continue 
year round. We must maintain water storage in the lake. I for one live on the north end of Troup 
County. We have several problems. The lake is filling in at an alarming rate. In a matter of a few 
years I won't have water under the dock. At pool full we don't have 5 feet of water. Now we have 
water plants  taking over. Never should this lake be destroyed as it was last year.   
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Comment ID: 0208 
Author Name: RON GARRETT
Organization:  


OUR BIGGEST CONCERN IS THE WATER LEVEL BECAUSE THE LAKE THERE WAS ONLY A 
SMALL CREEK ON BEECH CREEK.


0208 Comment ID: 0209 
Author Name: Lee Bedingfield
Organization:  


Metro Atlanta is vital to the states economy but they have to be in compliance  with their release 
BOD/COD levels.  Instead of maintaining a minimum flow upstream to account for wastewater 
permit violations there should be either stiffer fines or take a stronger legal approach.
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Comment ID: 0210 
Author Name: Rocky Millenbine
Organization:  


This should be top priority.  The amount that would be damaged in a flooding situation should 
outweigh the need for increased storage for recreation purposes.


0210 Comment ID: 0211 
Author Name: Kyle W Crawford
Organization:  


I John Crawford think that we I mean the lake should have more water. Like the water should 
always have the same amount of water not like lowering the water every two or three maybe even 
four mouths.I just  don't like it that much and it makes boating dangerous.
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Comment ID: 0212 
Author Name: Andy Fritchley
Organization:  


I am deeply concerned over the inflows and outflows of West Point Lake and the impact that has on 
water quality of area residents.  West Point Lake is essential for drinking water and maintaining a 
consistent water level (633 - 635) is critical for residents.We take great pride in our lake and want to 
pass it on to our children and our children's children.


0212 Comment ID: 0213 
Author Name: Donna Garrett
Organization:  


We are very concerned about how low the water was this time last year and if will ever be that low 
again. We also had dead mussels on the dry land at our house when the water was down.  There 
was only a 5-7 foot creek behind our house instead of 200 yards !!!
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Comment ID: 0214 
Author Name: Dr. George M Henry
Organization:  


I live near West Point Lake adjacent to Ringer Park. During the present drought, until a few months 
ago we saw the water level so low as to be dangerous for boaters and swimmers, inaccessible to 
docks and unattractive for other recreational uses.By balancing outflow with thankfully better inflow 
this summer, the level was kept at or near full pool since spring . However, the current policy 
permitting this one lake to carry a markedly disproportionate burden in maintaining downstream flow 
threatens the water quality, power generation, and economic viability of the entire area. This current 
policy violates the original rationale and promises made when the impoundment was developed. A 
lake level of 633-635 MSL is known to be the necessary minimum for West Point Lake. 
 
George Henry, MD


0214 Comment ID: 0215 
Author Name: Rocky Millenbine
Organization:  


The issue of socioeconomics should include the entire ACF region not just those concerned with 
West Point Lake.  Most complaints I have heard on this issue are from those only looking at local 
numbers.  These people need to have finacial amounts that are produced downstream so they can 
see that holding more water at West Point Lake would actually have an overall negative impact on 
the entire area.
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Comment ID: 0216 
Author Name: david scott
Organization:  


This project was intitially sought after by citizens of West Point, GA in an attempt to reduce the 
effects of flooding in the Chattahoochee river.  This has been accomplished by the West Point dam 
and lake.  It was most recently tested in May of 2003.  With the largest flood on record the Dam 
reduced flooding greatly.  The lake rose 10 feet to its maximum  storage level at which time all 
inflows had to be matched by the dams outflows to maintain the dam's integrity.  My main concern 
is this, if that exact situation happened again with the lake at 635' MSL rather than 630' MSL what 
will the result be below the dam.  130,000 ac.ft. of extra water will have to pass over the spillway 
gates  as compared to the 2003 flood.  Since the maximum storage level will be reached quicker in 
this hypothetical situation, all inflows will have to be matched at an earlier stage which could 
increase flood levels below the dam even more.  My main concern as a citizen with family and 
property below West Point Dam is that we continue to be protected by the project, and that our 
safety is not disregarded in an attempt to keep someone's dock afloat all winter long!


0216 Comment ID: 0217 
Author Name: Lillian Ford
Organization:  


Recreation is about the only lifeblood left in this area. So many small business in Troup County 
have suffered and failed without water.Why can't water remain in the lake year round. Water is used 
for electricy and the dam monitered if large amounts of rain fall the over flow could allow this water 
through. Allowing the water to flow through to an area the is not holding it but running on into the 
ocean makes no sense. Why were resivors never built on the Flint River?
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Comment ID: 0218 
Author Name: CHARLES
Organization:  


In my opinion the lake levels need to be maintained during peak recreational times due the 
economic effect on our lake community.  When the lake levels are not full the enjoyment of the lake 
is not at its full potential which means that citizens are not earning their full income which supports 
them for the off season as well as the on season.  We need to remember that it is not just an 
enjoyment or play issue, but it is an issue which effects the lively hood of citizens.  If our lake levels 
drop then our water supply drops.  We need water to survive! If it can be here naturally, then it 
needs to be left here.  We do not need to be paying to pump water into our community for survival 
when it can be here naturally to be filtered through the water treatment plants.  We already have to 
spend enough money treating the water due to our poor pollution effects and lifestyles that we do 
not need to spend more pumping it in.  Thirdly, our wildlife depends upon the water levels to 
survive.  We need to support their life which in turn supports our life through food sources and 
oxygen.  These  are three reasons in my opinion which support leaving our lake levels at full pool 
for the various seasons.


0218 Comment ID: 0219 
Author Name: Todd Vinson
Organization:  


The plan needs to be updated so the lake can be maintained at a full pool level for more months 
during the year.
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Comment ID: 0220 
Author Name: Rocky Millenbine
Organization:  


The issue of ensuring recreational access for low income and minority families"" that the West Point 
Lake Advisory Council is attempting to push is rediculous.  The ones that are effected are the 
wealthy not the poor!  Those that are complaining about low lake levels are the ones who are 
wealthy enough to own a house with boat dock on the lake.  Use by low income families are not 
effected by dry boat docks!  This is the rich attempting to take advantage of the issue of helping the 
poor!"


0220 Comment ID: 0221 
Author Name: Carol Todd
Organization:  


I strongly believe that the Corps should keep the lake levels at West Point Lake between 633-635 
msl.  West Point lake was congressionally authorized as a fishing and recreation lake, and I feel 
that any plans affecting the lake basins need to include this recreational purpose.  Also, many 
lowerincome ndividuals rely on West Point Lake for sustenance.Also, I believe the water quality 
needs to reflect the recreational use as well and maintain the standards as required by the federal 
Clean Water Act.  
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Comment ID: 0222 
Author Name: Lillian Ford
Organization:  


There has to be a better way to moniter the water levels of  this water way. Tenn seemed to have 
near full reserve of water  when we were near dry. Who makes decisions on draining a water way 
without using your eyes? What will fix this?


0222 Comment ID: 0223 
Author Name: Dr. George M Henry
Organization:  


A new impoundment on the upper Flynt, while attractive to some in the longterm hope of reservoir 
supply for metro Atlanta growth, forebodes severe ecological damage to the bioregion and threat to 
the balance between aquifer and surface flow in the lower Flynt. 
 
Lake West Point carries much too great a burden for managing the downstream flow toward Lake 
Seminole and Florida, as Lake Lanier suffers from the triple woes of low inflow, severe managerial 
errors in 2007, and Atlanta's unrestrained growth and inadequate water planning. The Southern 
Company lakes along the Chattahoochee should be required to participate in the maintenance of 
downstream flow also. West Point Lake cannot do it all. 
 
George Henry, MD
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Comment ID: 0224 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


I live below West Point Dam, and though I am not in the inundation zone, if the water level is kept at 
635' year round, I feel for the unfortunate families who are downstream and living in that zone.  The 
main reason the lake is dropped to begin with is to allow for Spring rains to fill the lake back up 
without worry of overflowing or having to release large amounts of water, thus flooding the homes 
and businesses downstream.  What is the importance of keeping the lake level at 635'?  It is 
important  solely for recreation, which can still be appreciated at 630' msl.  You will notice that the 
group which is really pushing this issue is the dock owners around the lake.  Now, tell me what is 
more important:  having a floating dock year round or having the safety and security of knowing that 
West  Point Lake is being managed to reduce floods which could destroy your home.Then, 
proponents of this higher lake level bring up last year's low summer level:  they want to prevent that 
from happening again.  Well, that drop was natural.  We were in a drought.  If you took the time to 
drive around and look at farm ponds and other lakes, they were down too.  And look at how much 
the wildlife benefited from that drop.  The exposed shoreline allowed plants to grow and flourish, 
which in turn provided cover and food for fish.  Also, you could see deer browsing along the 
shorelines.  Even ducks benefited from the grasses and forbs which grew along the shoreline as the 
water came back up.Over all, as a local resident to West Point Lake, I am proud to say that I can 
see the bigger picture.  I realize that there is more to West Point Lake than just docks and looking 
pretty.  As  West Point Lake is currently managed, with the fluctuating lake levels, it provides so 
many benefits to ALL of its purposes.  The lake provides homes and forage for wildlife in the lake 
and downstream, aids navigation, provides recreation to approximately 3 million people per year, 
maintains water quality, but most of all, provides safety and security for those living 
downstream.Thank you.


0224 Comment ID: 0225 
Author Name: Patrick Crews
Organization:  


West  Point Lake is a very beautiful natural lake.  I truly appreciate the fact that we do not allow 
construction near the shoreline.  When water levels are allowed to drop significantly, the beauty of 
the lake is destroyed. When you visit lakes controlled by Georgia Power, those lake's water levels 
remain constant even during droughts.As a banker, I can see the economic impact the low levels 
have on businesses owners and property owners.  The lake is a tremendous economic engine for 
this entire region.I also look at the number of folks that park and fish off the banks during the 
year,family reunions, parties, fishing events, etc that are always going on around the lake.I ask that 
the Corp consider allowing the lake to stay at 635 year round.
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Comment ID: 0226 
Author Name: Coleman Vice
Organization:  


we need the water level at 635 for the growth of the lake and area plus the access for citzens all 
around the lake is very important - water flow for clean water is very important please listen to the 
citzens of Troup County for that we can work together in having a wonderful lake for everone


0226 Comment ID: 0227 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


Keeping West Point lake at full pool throughout the recreation seasons (March through November) 
is very important.  Keeping winter(off-season) elevation at 632 would allow much better utilization of 
the lake and would increase the value  of the resource compared to lower elevations, but would still 
provide large amounts of storage for flood control.With today's technology, weather forecasting and 
flow control modeling, the entire basin should be managed to maximize lake elevations throughout 
the basin.  
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Comment ID: 0228 
Author Name: Peter Mallory
Organization:  


WEST POINT LAKEFOR ECONOMIC REASONS THE LAKE SHOULD BE MAINTAINED AT THE 
633-635 msl.MANY SMALL BUSINESSES SUFFER AT LOWER LAKE LEVELS.


0228 Comment ID: 0229 
Author Name: marjorie knipp
Organization:  


We need your consideration in keeping the water supply in Lake West Point at a full or near full 
pool.  Our quality of life in the community is affected by the lake being maintained a this level.  The 
quality of drinking water is a major concern.  This year has been a good year with the pool holding 
up so far.  With this residents have been able to use the lake recreationally.  The benefit 
economically is huge.  We have had fishing tournaments consistently throughout this season, 
keeping motels full and bringing many visitors to the area.
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Comment ID: 0230 
Author Name: Scott Harris
Organization:  


I think we need to keep the lake levels at the minimum levels, 633.  


0230 Comment ID: 0231 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


There is no reason that West Point Lake should be utilized as the workhorse"" of the basin to 
supplement all of the needs.  West Point Lake should have priority and all lakes on the basin should 
be considered in the overall flow management."
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Comment ID: 0232 
Author Name: Todd Vinson
Organization:  


A  large dam on the Flint River would help to conserve water up stream as well as maintain a good 
flow of water in times of a drought.


0232 Comment ID: 0233 
Author Name: Terry McMillian
Organization:  


West Point is critical to the economic development and positive business climate of our community. 
Tothis end, please maintain our lake level a 633-635 ms and improve our water quality. It would 
help to stop Atlanta from dumping its raw sewage into the river that feeds our West Point lake. We 
also need to restore and maintain our recreational facilities. Thank you for your consideration 
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Comment ID: 0234 
Author Name: roy spinks
Organization:  


The Corp is encouraged to maintain the lake consistent with the original congressinally authorized 
uses.A minimal operating level of 633' msl will have a great economic impact on the W Ga area as 
experienced in 2008 as a result of the stable pool.This will improve water quality and reduce 
shoreline erosion as well by stabilizing the water level.End of comments.


0234 Comment ID: 0235 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


Water quality and water supply should be at the top of the priority list when considering Lake West 
Point.
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Comment ID: 0236 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


In times of drought, priority should be given to keeping lake elevations high rather than allowing 
high river flow rates to artificially supplement the atural"" flow. Drought is a ""natural"" condition.   "


0236 Comment ID: 0237 
Author Name: Sharon Mitchell
Organization:  


As a long time resident of West Point Lake I have witnessed the socioeconomic drain on our city 
and surrounding areas due to consistently low water levels.  When our lake is kept at a minimum 
level of 633 to 635 msl our lake and other local businesses experience positive benefits.  I ask that 
you return to managing the lake consistent with its Congressionally authorized purposes.  Restore 
and maintain our recreational facilities and maintain our water quality.
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Comment ID: 0238 
Author Name: archiemitchell
Organization:  


ihave livedon west point lake forthe past 23 years.ihave onlywitnessed two ofthose 23 years were 
the waterremained clearand the lake stayed fullthroughoutthe summerseason.thank you for those 
twoprecious years as theymeanta lot to me and my family.  


0238 Comment ID: 0239 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


Thank goodness Atlanta sewer upgrades are finally underway.  Atlanta needs to do what ever it 
takes to keep their releases clean.  Sending polluted water downstream should never be tolerated 
again.  My children swim in these waters, and my family eats the fish!!!
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Comment ID: 0240 
Author Name: Jeff Todd
Organization:  


the operation of the system this summer and fall, particularly the Corps ability to store more in WPL, 
has made a great impact on our ability to see the lake fullfill the authorized purpose of recreation.  
Serious study should be given to leveling out our action zones, and raising the winter pool to 633. 
We think that flood control would not suffer as a result, and that having that extra storage in WPL 
when the flows are truly needed downstream would be very positive.We have serious questions as 
to whether the project is being operated to fullfill the project purpose of recreation, on the whole, 
and would like to see that aspect of our purposes given a higher priority in the water control plan.


0240 Comment ID: 0241 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


I like the possibility of building smaller dams on the creeks of the Flint River instead of damming the 
Flint.
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Comment ID: 0242 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


Extinction is a natural process and if a drought means that threatened or endangered species might 
become extinct, then so be it.  Put the needs of the HUMANS above the needs of the animals.


0242 Comment ID: 0243 
Author Name: Peter Houghton
Organization:  


We need a water level of around 632 ft.winter and summer to be able to use the lake year around.  
Any lower and we caanor launch our boats.
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Comment ID: 0244 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


The support of navigation on the chattahoochee is ridiculous!  During times of drought the barges 
should shut down.  That's what we have trucks for.  There are millions of people that depend on the 
storage of that water - compared to the interests of a VERY few barge owners.  Barges can run 
when we get rain.


0244 Comment ID: 0245 
Author Name: Randy Nix
Organization:  


Continuation from previous comments:It is critical that all interest be considered equally-Florida's 
cry about endangered species MUST be considered in light of all species up and down the basin, 
from spawning fish in West Point lake to PEOPLE in Atlanta.We need to remove the gamesmanship 
from the process and use real science and common sense.  I don't think any of the people up and 
down the basin want to destroy the environment, but there is a tremendous need to consider all 
stakeholders.  In extreme drought, why not let the flow of the river determine flows into Apalachicola 
Bay?  The mussels and sturgen survived many droughts before the lakes-they can do it again.  
Draining Lake Lanier as a short term fix for endangered species will possibly take years to refill, 
whereas the mussels and sturgen would have been just fine on run of the river as they were for 
thousands of years before the dams.All interests need to be considerd and evaluated fairly with no 
one allowed a trump card at everyone eles's expense.  
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Comment ID: 0246 
Author Name: Rich Gibson
Organization:  


I would like to see the Corps manage West Point Lake at levels from 633-635 msl.  This will ensure 
improved water quality and reserve so that during drought conditions in the summer, the lake will 
not be drained.  Additionally, this will allow recreational use year round and will greatly increase 
economic conditions for LaGrange and Troup County.


0246 Comment ID: 0247 
Author Name: Rich Gibson
Organization:  


By maintaining West Point Lake from 633-635 msl year round, drought conditions will not cause 
such a dramatic effect during the summer.
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Comment ID: 0248 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


We need more lake shore development.  Marinas, restaurants, entertainment venues should be 
encouraged and permitting of such facilities should be simplified.  Put the people first!


0248 Comment ID: 0249 
Author Name: Alan E Trainer
Organization:  


Please continue your efforts in maintaining a full pool in West Point Lake.  Our lake looks terrible 
when it is down.  It is evident by the large number of boats on trailers I see daily on our roads in 
LaGrange and Troup County that our lake is a tremendous contributor to our local economy. The 
city of Atlanta needs to be monitored very closely for the release of untreated wastewater into the 
ACF system.
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Comment ID: 0250 
Author Name: Rich Gibson
Organization:  


I have two children under seven (7) years old and I am concerned about water quality during 
periods of low lake levels. Last year, the West Point Lake dropped close to Dead Pool.  This creates 
less dilution and thus requires additional chemical treatment.  I am concerned about my children 
having to drink this type water.  By changing the Action Zones to levels between 633-635 msl, we 
can help to ensure better water quality.


0250 Comment ID: 0251 
Author Name: Rich Gibson
Organization:  


Low lake levels create dangerous conditions for recreation such as boating, skiing, tubing, PWC, 
etc.  There are many hidden dangers such as dead trees and stumps that become dangerously 
close to the surface at lower levels.Additionally, low levels reduce recreation and greatly decrease 
the economics of LaGrange and Troup county.
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Comment ID: 0252 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


The use of West Point Dam to control flood  should be balanced with the economic impact of low 
lake levels. This is a risk reward issue. If in fact the economic impact is not taken into account in the 
manual update the Corps is not taking into  account all the risk involved in there water control 
policy.


0252 Comment ID: 0253 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


The Corp should increase the size of docks allowed on West Point Lake. It is unfair to residents of 
West Point Lake to allow residents on Lake Lanier and other lakes to have significantly larger 
docks. I know of no reason that residents of West Point Lake should not be able to have docks as 
large as those allowed on Lake Lanier. I would greatly appreciate a change in this policy so that we 
could have docks on Lake West Point equal in size to those allowed on Lanier.
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Comment ID: 0254 
Author Name: Phil Horton
Organization:  


I appreciate being able to meet with members of the US Army Corps of Engineers on the evening of 
October 22, 2008 in LaGrange, Georgia.   I understand the Corp of Engineers must protect areas 
downstreem from West Point lake from floods.   However, I think the Water Control Manual needs 
to be revised to reduce the economic impact the lowering of West Point Lake has on the LaGrange, 
Hogansville, and West Point areas.   Rather than dropping the lake from November through March, 
why can't the lake be lowered in late December or January.   I believe records will reflect most flood 
situations have occurred from January through April.  Another month or two of normal lake levels 
could have a very positive impact on this area's economic situation.   It would also buy time to 
analyze the weather patterns to determine if the ACF River Basin is in a rainy or drought cycle each 
year.   Perhaps this would help us avoid another dangerously low lake situation like we had in 2007.


0254 Comment ID: 0255 
Author Name: Phil Horton
Organization:  


In preparing the ACF Water Control Manual Update great consideration needs to be given to 
recreational use of West Point Lake.   Over the years the recreation aspect of West Point Lake has 
resulted in a very significant economic impact to all the communities in close proximity to the lake.   
A revision of policy to not reduce West Point Lake by as much as previously mandated in the Water 
Control Manual and/or reducing the levels a month or two later in the year could have a significant 
positive economic impact on the region.  
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Comment ID: 0256 
Author Name: Phil Horton
Organization:  


An issue I've heard little about is how the continual raising and lowering of West Point Lake has 
severely eroded the shoreline of the lake.   When the lake is raised, the shoreline soil is saturated 
with water.   As long as the water level is up everything is fine.  However, when the water levels are 
dropped, the saturated soil along the shoreline collapses (erodes) due to no longer held up by the 
water pressure of the higher lake levels.  The result is that the shoreline receeds due to this erosive 
action and the collapsed soil along the shoreline washes into the lake when the water levels rise.  
This has happened in the area of our dock.   It used to be in channel that we could navigate during 
low water levels, however, there has been so much erosion over the last several years, our dock 
now essentially becomes land-locked due to the silt buildup over the years.   This erosive action 
caused by the constant raising and lowering of the lake levels needs to be given serious 
consideration when preparing an updated ACF Water Control Manual.


0256 Comment ID: 0257 
Author Name: Phil Horton
Organization:  


In 2007, our water supply from West Point Lake got dangerously low.  Consideration should be 
given to reducing the draw-down of West Point Lake in the future and/or drawing down the lake a 
month or two later in the year.   Drawing down the lake in November seems premature considering 
most of this area's heavy, flood producing rains usually occur in the months of January through 
April.
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Comment ID: 0258 
Author Name: Tim Gay
Organization:  


I agree with the recommendation to maintain lake levels at 633-635 msl. I personally use the lake 
year round for hunting and fishing. Low levels in winter months are dangerous.


0258 Comment ID: 0259 
Author Name: Randall Norred
Organization:  


West Point Lake has been misused during droughts. Even when rainfall below us is greater that 
what we receive,we are still sending water down stream. Other lakes below West Point That are not 
managed by the Corp never deviate.
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Comment ID: 0260 
Author Name: Randy Norred
Organization:  


A project on the Flint could ease the strain on the Chattahoochee.


0260 Comment ID: 0261 
Author Name: Randy Norred
Organization:  


Dropping West Point below 633 has hurt the water quality, caused erosion,effected economics,and 
many other negative effects. 
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Comment ID: 0262 
Author Name: louis j. cue
Organization:  


concerned about the water level being so low. i am a avid fisherman, fishing at least three times a 
week.  
The last three years, the fishing has declined greatly. I FISH FOR CHANNEL CAT IN PERTICKLY. 
ANY MORE YOU HAVED TO FISH ALL DAY JUST TO CATCH 5 OR 6 FISH. I MOVED DOWN 
HERE 8 YEARS AGO JUST FOR THE FISHING. I MOVED HERE FROM  LANSING, IOWA. HAD 
A BAIT SHOP FOR 28 YRS AND A GUIDE SERVICE. WORKED WITH THE DNR AS A ADVISER 
AND FISHING REPORTER. AS I SEE IT,THE FISHING IN THIS AREA OF FLOIDA HAS 
GREATLY DECLINED. SOME PEOPLE SAY THAT THE FLATHEAD FISH HAS TAKEN OVER 
THE RIVER SYSTEMS. I FISH FOR PANFISH ALOT TOO. SAME DEAL. HARD TO CATCH A 
MESS.I HAVE WATCHED THE DNR SHOCKING FOR CHANNEL CAT WITH VERY LITTLE 
SUCESS.I THINK FISHING BEDDING FISH IS A BIG MISTAKE.I DON'T DO THAT. MAY BE THE 
FLATHEADS HAVE SOMETHING TO DO WITH IT. THANK YOU KEEP ME INFORMED.


0262 Comment ID: 0263 
Author Name: Daniel H. Cox
Organization:  


Any allocation of water resources within the ACF system must be based on sound scientific analysis 
of the fresh water needs and salt water tolerances of the Apalachicola Bay.  I have lived my whole 
life within the ACF basin and can attest to the fact that the lack of fresh water in the downstream 
system has altered the biology of the flood plains and caused long term ecological damage to the 
system.  Fresh water flows at historic levels must be restored to the Apalachicola river.
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Comment ID: 0264 
Author Name: Coweta County Water Authority
Organization:  


My concern last night no one seemed interested enough to know the answer.  Is the update to the 
manual a full scale update or a band-aid approach? 
 
Thanks 
Ellis P. Cadenhead


0264 Comment ID: 0265 
Author Name: ray roesel
Organization:  


maintain water lake level of 633-635 mantain water quality                 restore and mantain 
recreational facilities
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Comment ID: 0266 
Author Name: Ralph Peery
Organization:  


Maintaining a lake level of 633-635. Maximizing positive econmic impact. Return to managing the 
lake consistant with congressionally aurthorized purposes. Restore and maintain recreational 
facilities. Ensure recreational acess for low income and minority families. Maintain water quality.


0266 Comment ID: 0267 
Author Name: doug pauley
Organization:  


i would like to see this lake maintained at 633 msl or higher year round
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Comment ID: 0268 
Author Name: doug pauley
Organization:  


i am glad to see that commercial navigation activities (incl dredging) have been suspended. i would 
like to see this activity removed as an authorized purpose


0268 Comment ID: 0269 
Author Name: doug pauley
Organization:  


i am concerned about water supply and water quality on this project
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Comment ID: 0270 
Author Name: dan forrest
Organization:  


West Point Lake needs to be held at levels at or about 635 year round to help promote year round 
activities ie Fishing, camping and water sports. 
 
We can also serve as a drinking water source for areas in the South Atlanta Metro area in order to 
take pressure off the limited resources of Lake Lanier. 
 
The economic impact has been proven both thru an indepth study as well as revenue differences 
between last year and this year with the Fishing Tournaments that were cancelled last year and 
were held this year.


0270 Comment ID: 0271 
Author Name: Carl C. Staley, Jr.
Organization:  


I attended the public meeting in Marietta.  Was impressed with the data shared and the 
demonstration.  However, no one had an answer about the amount of water going through the 
system in excess of minimums required.  Assuming that there is excess flow has consideration 
been given to piping water back to Lake Lanier?  With the time estimates to refill Lake Lanier to 
normal pool with normal rainfall being what they are someone needs to be looking for alternative 
sources of water.  It appears that the original design of Lake Lanier with its limited watershed has 
created a situation that will be a recurring concern that neeeds to be addressed.
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Comment ID: 0272 
Author Name: Marsha Woodward
Organization:  


I appreciate what the corp is doing to try and help with our lake.West point Lake Was built primarily 
for recreation for Troup County and for flood control for West POINT.We bought our land and built a 
small house just for our retirement,to be able to fish and enjoy the water to the fullest.I understand 
all about the drought we have had for the past few years but fail to understand why we have to be 
denied our water just to satisfy our neighboring states. Alabama has plenty of water running thru it, 
they acould build more reseviors and use their water for electricty and what else.Florida needs to 
understand that the natural flow from the incoming rivers is only so much, and stop bickering about 
what we have worked to store to take care of the people here in Ga. I sincerely hope that the corps 
can find a way to keep our lake at no less than 630' year round, it aould drop a little more but then 
would put all boats and people at risk that use the lake year round like the local residents, not to 
mention the business that is lost in the county. Please do what you can to help us. Thank You 
Marsha


0272 Comment ID: 0273 
Author Name: kathleen autry
Organization:  


I stay at the home of my employer for months as he travels the world as a 
biblical archaeologist.  I dog sit for him at his home on the lake.  I have seen it last year dry as a 
bone and I could walk clear across the entire lake.  All the plankton, marine life, etc. died as the 
water was let out each day to go to Florida. 
Some balance needs to be met here.  I am from Texas and volunteering at the Antiquity museum 
and it is  so hard to see fish dying because they are caught in a small pool and it just dries up on 
them and there is no place for them to go.  It is one thing for nature to control wildlife but for man to 
destroy all this life and ruin the balance of ecolocy on purpose is very hard to understand.  I hope 
you come to some understanding with the neighboring states that the water needs to be shared 
equally and not all sent downstream.  Kathleen Autry
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Comment ID: 0274 
Author Name: Michael Halicki
Organization:  


I believe that the Corps has a difficult job to do in the ACF.  There are lots of stakeholders and lots 
of competing agendas.   
 
These circumstances make it difficult to develop a plan that makes everyone happy.  That said, 
from the press reports, it appears that the Corps may be pursuing a course of action that makes no 
one happy.  It is for this reason that I submit the following comment.  
 
From my perspective, there are three needs that make sense to me regardless to one's vantage 
point within the basin.  First, there is a need to develop a solid base of facts.  Presently, facts are 
widely disputed throughout the basin.  An ACF basinwide study could provide the facts and sound 
science needed for good policymaking moving forward.   
 
Second, there is the need to study alternatives to the RIOP.  To use this waste this opportunity by 
merely documenting existing operations is a waste of taxpayer money towards an end that makes 
little sense and will cost a lot of money.  If you don't have the money to do what you should do, it 
still doesn't make it right to squander the resources you have on a process that fails to engage on 
the important issues facing the basin.  This is not the time for timidity.  This is the time for 
leadership.   Third, there is a need for a formalized stakeholder process that engages the 
stakeholders in a meaningful way to work through the goals of the basin study and the alternatives 
analysis. 
 
As an Atlanta resident, I fear that downstream interests have consistently taken precedence over 
our region's water supply needs.  This concern feels validated by the present state of Lake Lanier.  
 
--Michael Halicki 
 
PS In the spirit of full disclosure, I feel compelled to note that I work for a consulting firm that works 
with the Atlanta Regional Commission.  That said, I submit these view are my own and I submit 
them on my own behalf as a private citizen.  
 
  


0274 Comment ID: 0275 
Author Name: Becky Gibson
Organization:  


As stated in the your description of Apalachicola Bay, it is not just about oysters, but the impact the 
bay has on other inhabitants of the bay, education and recreation to the area.  However, the bay 
cannot survive without fresh water from the river,so it is imperative to release water to flow into the 
bay.  


0275


343







Comment ID: 0276 
Author Name: Michael Ellis
Organization:  


I have lived in the area for almost 9 years.  The control of the dam by the corp is extremely poor.  A 
good example is when we flooded several years ago due to holding back the water levels of the 
dam.  Since then we still see water levels in our area rise after heavy rains.  When the Corp finally 
opens up the dam we see this water disappear. 
 
The Corp needs to take a more proactive approach to the creeks that feed into the lake.  Example is 
Long Cane Creek.  This needs to be cleaned up and dredged out starting where it empties into the 
Lake going back.  This is causing low areas to flood more than it used to.  I have sent pictures of 
several areas to the Governors office in hopes of taking action against the Corp.   
 
I understand the Corp is not responsible for doing the work.  They are responsible for putting 
pressure on the local county to clean them up.  Without this pressure the counties are not going to 
spend money they don't have to.


0276 Comment ID: 0277 
Author Name: Oscar Turner
Organization:  


They need to keep this water at a Normal level. We cant even use it to enjoy a summer... it is 
ALWAYS drained before the Hottest part of summer is here. I have grand children that come to 
spend the summers, they need to be safe on this lake. The level in WestPointLake is NOT kept at a 
SAFE level. STOP worrying so much for Mussels and start worring more about humanity............I 
pay my taxes, Yall leave the water alone.
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Comment ID: 0278 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


it is imperative to the residences and businesses of our area to maintain the recreational facilities 
and to keep water quality at its best in order to best use the lake. also lake levels to be at 635 
minimum for residences and local business to survive and stay in business for tourism. thanks


0278 Comment ID: 0279 
Author Name: Betty Turner
Organization:  


If our water is not at a consistant level, this really affects the Fishing and water sports. This lake was 
built for RECREATION and Flood Control. Well Flood control sure aint a problem. cause we dont 
get to keep any of our water, Florida seems to get it all. So that leaves us at Recreation,. If you dont 
have the water, you can use it for recreation.. Our Neighborhood depends on the Lake to keep 
people here and to get the tourism.   Leave the level alone............................................


0279


345







Comment ID: 0280 
Author Name: Joshua Norred
Organization:  


Our local wildlife (Osprey) depend on the levelized water in WestPointLake. their were several Nest 
affected by the lower/fast rising Water levels than ever before, this year 2008. Our local economy 
also depends on the consistant levels to help our tourism and our own hometown folks. Florida is 
more concerned about Mussels than about the people who depend on this water for drinking (thats 
a sad thought). Wake up people.. no water means no drinking water also


0280 Comment ID: 0281 
Author Name: Lance Jones
Organization:  


I am a resident and boat owner in this area. There are three areas of concern that I have. The first 
is that of Lake Lanier (LL) as a reservoir.  
 
The lake was created as a reservoir. I understand when water levels and rain fall is at the normal 
level of letting more water out to support the riverine system. However,without sufficient inflow, the 
lake levels will obviously drop as has been demonstrated during the current drought. During these 
times, and the Corps has done a good job this year, water flow must be restricted to what comes in 
to the lake. During a drought, if 212 CFS enter the lake, let out 212 CFS. However, do not let out 
the excess that will help refill the lake. Picture how much water the river would be sending 
downstream during a drought without the lake being here. 
 
Secondly -- Economics. I realize that the Florida panhandle has their economic needs. However, it 
seems as if the LL area's economic impact has been overlooked. The amount of income generated 
by recreational activities, tourism, restaurants and the likes is staggaring. Now, if you add in the 
economic impact of all the marine related industries such as marinas, boat repair/sales, bait shops 
and the like, the numbers are very large, perhaps even dwarfing those of NW Fl. 
 
Finally, recreation. While not a major issue, I own two sailboats that I sail regularly on LL. LL is a 
center, in the SE, for sailing and sailboat racing. With the constant low lake levels now, that is 
having a severe impact upon that. Not only sailing; but, boating in general is greatly affected by the 
lack of water in the lake.
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Comment ID: 0282 
Author Name: Lesley Cox
Organization:  


Water data have been collected for the past 25 years.  I know because I have been involved in the 
demand for water for downstream users of the ACF Waterway since 1983.  I was a board member 
of the Chipola Basin Protective Group which sued and won the case for removal of the Dead Lakes 
Dam on the Chipola River in 1988 that resulted in increased water flow to the Apalachicola River.  
We need water in our river!!!  Compare pre-dam and post-dam data.  We need the pre-dam water 
regime in the Apalachicola River and Bay to sustain our important food and livelihood source.  
Minimum flows are significantly harming the river and bay ecology.  The upstream users are taking 
too much water from the system!!!  Since 1983 you have been asked to include to the fresh water 
requirements of the Apalahchicola River and Bay in your Water Control Manual.  It still hastn't been 
done!!!  The ACF file comment file must be huge by now.  How about sharing what you've been 
collecting all these years so everyone knows we've been making these demands all along.


0282 Comment ID: 0283 
Author Name: Bruce Whyte
Organization:  


The lake level in Lanier is far too low and has resulted in dangerous boating.  We have witnessed 
too many groundings as a result of both low water level and an almost total lack of adequate 
navigational aids.  There are no navigational devices that are visible at night. 
 
Surely the safety of all boaters should be the highest priority.
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Comment ID: 0284 
Author Name: James Bishop
Organization:  


I am a resident in the area. I am concerned about the water supply in Lake Lanier.This drought has 
gone on for over three years. We can only hope and pray that it will end. We may have to eventually 
rely on interbasin transfers. Due to the pending Supreme Court review of the GA/AL/FL water 
problem. No one knows what the outcome of this will be. conservaation is important in a time like 
this for sure;however, there is only so much we can conserve.
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Comment ID: 285
Author Name: Daniel Houghton
Organization:  


I would expect to see a much better job of managing the level of West point lake.  Last year the 
corp released more water than the mandate called for and the impact on the local economy was 
deverstating.  I am a houseboater and if this isn't corrected soon the lake will have no value at all 
the the local area merchants.  The low of 621.97 on December 14th 2007 was not at all what 
should have happened. Our marina had to move and extend our dock 240ft to deeped water 
because of the mismanagement of the lake level and the total disregaurd for the lake itself. I can't 
think of any reason not to change the winter pool level to 633msl and around 635 msl summer 
pool but, if that can't be done I would like someone to explain it to me.  I have enjoyed 
houseboating on the lake since 1997 and I am now ready to find another place to enjoy the water.  
Thank You  


0285 Comment ID: 0286 
Author Name: Raymond Newman
Organization:  


West Point Lake need to be maintained at minimum lever of 623-635 MSL. The lake was authorized 
by Congress for the purpose of general recreation use. It should be maintained at levers that serve 
that purpose.  
 
If maintained at the proper lever the lake would have a very positive economic impact on the area 
surrounding the lake in both Alabama and Georgia.  
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Comment ID: 0287 
Author Name: Raymond Newman
Organization:  


The West Point Lake should be maintained at the minimum level of 633-635 MSL.  
The lake was authorized by Congress for the purpose of general recreation and should be so 
maintained.  
 
Both Alabama and Georgia regions that surrounding the lake need the economic impact that could 
be provided if the lake was maintained at the proper levels.  
 
I know that there are other needs for water downstream but I feel that this lake could be better 
managed to provide for both our needs and theirs.  
 
Thanks for the opportunity to hear the comments that you gave at the meeting. I just hope that you 
will hear and act on some of the comments that we the people of this area are making. 


0287 Comment ID: 0288 
Author Name: Eugenia H. Newman
Organization:  


Please maintain the lake at the levels that will provide the recreational activities that it was 
designated for by Congress.  
 
Thanks for your interest in our input. 
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Comment ID: 0289 
Author Name: Eugene Gatwood
Organization:  


Please maintain the lake level between 633-635 feet winter pool due primarily to sediment build up.  
Also, could the lake be dredged between the docks and sandbar in the Grayson's landing area, 
either federally or private dredging?  Again, the reason being sediment buildup which makes it 
difficult if not impossible to reach the lake from my dock during winter pools of less than 630.


0289 Comment ID: 0290 
Author Name: Eugene Gatwood
Organization:  


Though the water quality of Lake West Point has improved significantly over the past decade, their 
are still a high level of impurities in the water.  I surmise that it is mainly due to water treatment 
releases from Atlanta and other cities upriver from the lake.  Please continue to monitor the water 
quality and insure that water treatment releases up river meet or exceed federal standards.
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Comment ID: 0291 
Author Name: James R Franks
Organization:  


I would like to see in the new manual a requirement that annually there be a "shoreline allocation" 
Review.  I have had a petition in to the West Point Office for 6 years and to date no "shoreling 
allocation review" has taken place.  I am told the reason is lack of funds to do the EPA study. 
J.R. Franks


0291 Comment ID: 0292 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


As a boater and a resident the water in Lake Lanier is VERY important for recreation and our supply 
of fresh drinking water.
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Comment ID: 0293 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


As a boater (sailboat) and resident, the quantitiy of water in Lake Lnier is vital for recreation and our 
supply of drinking water. PLEASE reduce the volume of discharge.


0293 Comment ID: 0294 
Author Name: Alton Nelson
Organization:  


In 1990 my wife and I purchased a home on West Point lake for our retirement years. Since buying 
the property the lake level has been less than desirable especially in the winter months. When I 
bought here it was not only for recreation but an investment as well. Considering the past water 
level history the recreational use of the lake has been marginal at best. If the lake level continues to 
be managed as it has since 1990, it will result in a poor investment for anyone owning waterfront 
property. Looking at it from an investment stand point, if the present plan is not redefined as was 
originally called for by congress it will mean a huge loss of millions of dollars in property values 
which also negatively affects the Troup County tax rolls.
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Comment ID: 0295 
Author Name: Kathy Nguyen
Organization:  


Three million residents in north Georgia rely on Lake Lanier and the Chattahoochee River as their 
sole source of drinking water. We have no alternative source of water supply, so careful 
management of this precious resource is critical. 
 
  As important, Lake Lanier is a recreational resource that generates 8 million visits per year 
resulting in an economic impact of $5.5 billion to the regional economy.  West Point Lake is also an 
important recreational resource that should be protected.   
 
�  The Corps must consider alternative operating plans to balance upstream needs with 
downstream needs before adopting a new Water Control Plan.  There is enough water in the ACF 
River Basin to meet all reasonable needs, if the reservoirs are managed properly.  
 
  The Water Control Plan should be based on facts and sound science.   
 
�  Metro Atlantas use of water in the ACF Basin is reasonable by any measure.  Currently metro 
Atlanta uses only 1 to 2% of the water in the ACF Basin as measured by the flow at the Florida line.  
The new Water Control Plan should be designed to accommodate withdrawals consistent with 
projections contained in the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District�s Water Supply 
and Conservation Plan. 
 
  Metro Atlanta is committed to aggressive water conservation.  The Metropolitan North Georgia 
Water Planning District is already far ahead of the rest of the basin in this effort.     
 


0295 Comment ID: 0296 
Author Name: Kathy Nguyen
Organization:  


More than 3 million people depend upon Lanier and Chattahoochee River for Water Supply. With 
limited possibilities for future reservoirs and further impacts on strained river basins by these 
reservoirs the management of Lanier based upon sound science including a more aggressive look 
at water supply preservaiton during historical droughts is imperative.   
 
The decisions about the management of the ACF basin should be based upon sound science.  It is 
clear before Lanier the species in Appalachicola Bay were able ot survive water level fluctuations.  
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Comment ID: 0297 
Author Name: Jackson
Organization:  


Over the last 2- 3 years particularly and even since I have been a local resident (since late 1981), 
Lake Lanier has been managed based on needs a long way from the North Georgia region. 
 
It is recognized that the catchment area for Lake Lanier is very small in relation to its volume (3x 
smaller that for instance Lake Alatoona) and any releases take an inordinately long time to recover. 
 
Recognizing that North GA has been in a severe drought for some time (as it was in 1980 - 1982 
and recently in the early 2000s) way too much water is released to the lakes downstream (which 
have mostly remained close to full) to allow any hope of recovery of Lake Lanier in any reasonable 
time. 
 
From a mass balance (Engineering) perspective, allowing only as much out as comes into the lake 
would maintain level (short of evaporation).  This is unreasonable however, allowing out 10 times 
the input (which has been done frequently in the last 3 years) is not sustainable either. 
 
From the wildlife point of view (clams in Florida etc.) if we consider that since the last Ice Age 
(15,000 years or so) the Chattahoochee watershed has probably run DRY a couple of hundred 
times, the clams have survived.  Balancing input and output flows and only releasing to match water 
usage downstream (and still require conservation) appears a more sustainable way to manage the 
resource for both water needs of North Georgia, the border areas of Georgia, Alabama and Florida, 
and recreation etc. on the Lake. 
 
As a frequent lake user (member of Lake Lanier Sailing Club and Club Officer for 26 years) it is sad 
to see so much BEACH and recreational users not able to access the lake (ramps are out of the 
water).  Personally i have been able to sail my boat about 10 times in the last 2 years.  I usually use 
the lake 3 out of 4 weekends year round. 
 
 
The economic impact to the region around Lake Lanier is also huge. 
 
I hope the new management plan will reflect some of these aspects. 
 
 


0297 Comment ID: 0298 
Author Name: Tom Bartels
Organization:  


When updating the Water Control Manual be very careful what you use as a base line.  Many 
purposes have been added since the original Congressionally authorized purposes were 
established.  Recent operations have led many "stakeholders" to believe that their purposes are 
even more important than the original ones that pay the bills.  Without hydropower as a purpose, 
none of the dams would have been built.  When the Corps adds other operations without 
considering the impact on hydropower, it destroys the economics of the system.  When the Corps 
uses its 'operational flexibility' to approve certain added purposes while "hiding behind" the same 
operational flexibility to prohibit others, it opens itself up to lots of criticism.  The Southeast Federal 
Power Customers suggest that the Corps use as a base line the last approved Water Control 
Manual--not some arbitrary year like 2004 or 1993.  Doing anything different than going back to an 
approved plan codifies the myriad Corps operational decisions through time and, almost certainly, 
harms hydropower.  As you know, the hydropower customers are willing to forego their authorized 
storage at the projects as long as there is proper compensation.  We are certainly not the most 
vocal of your stakeholders, but we try to be the most reasonable given the millions of dollars we 
have at stake in your decisions.  We are not your enemies in this process.  We are merely trying to 
receive the benefits that we have paid for in the past and continue to pay for.  We look forward to 
being an integral part of this process as it moves forward.
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Comment ID: 0299 
Author Name: Jeffery Daigrepont
Organization:  


I would like to see the Corps consider releasing less water out of Lanier on days when there is 
significant rain south of Lanier.  Even if the cut back in only for ONE day, this would help our lake 
recover.  Right now most of the lakes south of Lanier are at full pool or better. Now would be our 
best shot at pulling Lanier out of this.  
 
Last year it was mid-spring before the reductions were considered.  If we can do somthing NOW, 
(while there is less deamnd) we will have more oppertunity to get caught up.  Lanier is at the very 
top of the basin and has the least amount of watershed and needs the most help right now.  Like 
others, out economy depends on having water.  
 
The current manual does not appear to consider rivers south of Lanier that add water into the ACF 
basin.  This water should off-set what is required from Lanier. 


0299 Comment ID: 0300 
Author Name: Beverly Rayner
Organization:  


Dear Sirs: Thank you for this opportunity since I wasn't able to attend the meeting in LaGrange last 
week. 
It is my sincere prayer that you will allow the Lake to remain between 633-635 msl and return to 
managing the lake consistent with congressionally authorized purposes, ensure recreational access 
for low income and minority families, restore and maintain recreational facilities, water quality, 
maximize positive economic impact or other concerns that may impact the lake. I am a Realtor in 
LaGrange and it surely does make a difference when we have water at a decent level when we are 
showing Lake properties. I had one family that had wanted to move here and put their house boat in 
the Lake but had to wait a year to be able to do so after last years' low level. 
Thank you again for the opportunity to share my thoughts and concerns. 
Sincerely, 
Beverly Rayner 
Re/Max Results LaGrange


0300


356












Comment ID: 0301 
Author Name: Jud Davis
Organization:  


In a seemingly non-connected issue, Georgia and Tennessee have had a lengthy property line 
dispute that has lasted for hundreds of years.  Congress set the property line dividing the states at 
the 35th parallel.  A survey back in the 1800s set the line in the wrong place, effectively locating a 
sliver of Georgia into Tennessee.  This sliver includes part of the Tennessee River.   
  
A simple pipeline from the massive Tennessee River, bringing water into Georgia's drought 
strickened regions, would forever solve the water wars issues between Georgia, Florida and 
Alabama.   
  
I feel that Georgia should quit claim any disputed property to Tennessee in return for a tap into the 
Tenn River.  We could then use Interstate -75 right of way for a pipeline down to a "T"  with one leg 
going east into the Lake Lanier watershed (and the ACF River system), and a second leg continuing 
down I-75 into the Allatoona watershed.   
  
This plan effectively ends the decades old Water Wars dispute between the southern states.  Here's 
how: 
  
Tennessee wins: They have their disputed land free and clear.  The tap is a few miles from the 
Alabama line.  Tenn has enjoyed full use of the Tenn River resource by this point.  They won't miss 
a drop.  No more disputes with Georgia. 
  
Alabama wins:  They won't miss the miniscule withdrawal.  The Tenn River is huge.  They will gain 
a forever full river system along the Chattahoochee River (ACF system) along the Alabama boarder 
with Georgia.  Tons of water for their Dothan plant.  No more disputes with Georgia.   
  
Florida wins:  Florida will forever have water flows keeping their sturgeon and mussels watered.  
Florida's oyster industry can now have the water with no more drought flow reductions. No more 
disputes with Georgia.   
  
This pipeline project is tiny compared to similar projects in Alaska (oil & gas pipelines) and Los 
Angeles (drinking water aquifers).  This pipeline solves many problems amongst the states and 
provides several benefits for all of the states.   
 
From Senator Shafer - Duluth, Ga; he says that the TVA has already performed an impact study of 
the needed withdrawals.  According to the Senator, no adverse problems were identified.  A joint 
effort involving USACE and TVA working together to solve a regional water supply problem would 
be a huge win for all!   
 
An effective end to the water wars AND a reliable water source for the ACF system.  Many thanks 
for your time and efforts and your service to this great nation!  Sincerely, Jud Davis, Gainesville, Ga


0301 Comment ID: 0302 
Author Name: Chris Gray
Organization:  


With the rapid growth of NE Georgia over the pasted decade, interbasin transfers have been 
increasing dramatically.  Municipals have partnered across the divide and are putting increased 
demand on the Chattahoochee river basin by supplying water to customers which discharge outside 
of the basin's natural flow.  The level of Lake Lanier over the past several years has dropped due to 
many variables, however the most controllable variable is to restrict withdrawal that does not return 
to river and stream systems from which they have been drawn.  The battles over releases from the 
dam to downstream will only increase if these transfers are not better regulated.  Current 
regulations by the State allow for a one county distance for these basin transfers, however the 
affect may be seen many counties away as increased and decreased waterflows are altered.  
Growth in NE Georgia and other areas will continue to modify water levels within their respective 
basins, and appropriate checks and measures need to be designed to quantity the flow in the ACF.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Comment ID: 0303 
Author Name: Robert G Fuss
Organization:  


I live on Lake Lanier and I am in favor of raising the "full pool" level of the lake.  
 
I also believe that part of the problem with the low level of Lake Lanier, is poor management of 
resources. A couple of years ago, excessive water was released from Lanier, due to a faulty gauge. 
At least that was the excuse. Anyone with good eyesite, could have determined that something was 
wrong, by looking at the shoreline.


0303 Comment ID: 0304 
Author Name: Randy Norred
Organization:  


Many parks have been abandon leaving the shoreline looking run down. Land owners are not 
allowed to even have grills or tables on the shoreline these are people who would keep them up. 
Many land owners improve the shoreline and should be given more use.
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Comment ID: 0305 
Author Name: Nancy H. Green
Organization:  


I am very concerned about the quality and future lack of water in this area, particularly with the 
unrestricted growth all through this region, especially in the Atlanta area and south through Troup 
County. The Corps should tighten the restrictions on growth around existing reservoirs and any that 
are planned in the future.  It does no good to have water supplies and then have the area 
developed to the point that more and more water is required from the river.  We have limited 
resources and someone will have to come to the conclusion that everyone that wants to cannot live 
along the Chattahoochee River.  This River is stressed to the point of no return now.


0305 Comment ID: 0306 
Author Name: Jim Levesque
Organization:  


We had a very difficult summer with low water in West Point lake.  Since my interest is in fishing 
and boating, I was able to do neither since we had not water adjacent to our dock.  This is important 
to the entire area.  Thank you for what you are able to do do for us.
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Comment ID: 0307 
Author Name: Bob Zumwalt
Organization:  


 I can't imagine why you waited this long to think about updating your manual.  What have you been 
thinking about? 
 I've been attending meetings about this lake for years, and we all knew that we had a potential 
problem here. Seems like your agency has again put off doing anything about another conflicting 
situation (like Katrina). 
 The Atlanta metro area developed where it did, based on the availability of water from the 
Chattahoochee River. Can you imagine what's going to happen if this area is without water, even 
for a day?    


0307 Comment ID: 0308 
Author Name: Michael J. Mcbride
Organization:  


At your scoping meeting on 10/22 I had one main question. Why is the West Point Lake level 
dropped to 628' in the fall? 
 
Your meeting was very professional and informative and I came way with answers, some of which I 
didn't want to hear but understand. Now I have a new question. What can be done to change this 
policy? 
 
Recently my wife and I purchased property on the Chattahochee River just north of the lake. Last 
fall we were shocked at what had happened to our "waterfront property." We would never have 
purchased the property if we had understood the current policy for lake levels. 
 
Through information from the scoping meeting and from the West Point Lake Advisory Council it is 
my understanding the Corps has some discretion in what the levels should be between 641' and 
620'. Further this decision is based not only on current weather conditions but also on studies and 
data that is decades old. 
 
The Advisory Council has funded a current study recommending a 633-635' level be maintained. At 
the scoping meeting I inquired if the Corps could adopt this study and was told it did not fit the 
Corps' criteria. Further I was told if the lake levels policy is to be changed a multi million dollar three 
year government study would have to be done. 
 
Advisory Council members have advised me they are currently working on having their study fit the 
Corps' criteria. Hopefully this can be acccomplished in short order and adopted by the Corps.  
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Comment ID: 0309 
Author Name: Gary M Cash
Organization: Just a concerned American 


To whom is in charge, 
I have read your article about the meeting planned to inform the public of the plans and changes 
being reviewed to better control the water level of the lanier basin and 
other areas. True the plans from the fifties needs to be updated and changes made to help prevent 
this drought ridden problem from happening again if possible. But, those reviews and plans you say 
wont be ready to implant untill possibility 2011. 
  But what about now, can the basin keep sufficient water supply to all the people that use it now 
untill then or untll adequate amount of rainfall can slow its decline of water level. Somehow I don't 
think it can. I have sent suggestions to the governor and to the army corps of engineers and can not 
get a straight answer to my question of a quick fix solution till your reviews and implantation of your 
plans can be set in place. 
Therefore I`ll ask one more time to you and see if I can get an answer. 
  
Is it not possible to arrange a convoy of tanker trucks to travel to one of our areas of this country 
and fill those trucks with some of the flood waters which is overly excess amount and truck it back 
to the lanier basin? Thirty or forty trunks carrying 15000-18000 gals of water depending how much 
they hold would give us close to a million gallons of water that might help us make it through this 
god awful drought 
 untill your plans get applicable. Cost you say...well how about everyone that uses our basin 
contribute about 5 dollars to help.  Surely everyone who likes to water their lawns, wash their cars, 
and take a bath wouldn't mind contributing five little dollars to this plan. I should think they would. 
Lets see...5$  x at least 2,000,000  
people =$10,000,000 to pay for this operation. So what do ya say? Can I get a good straight answer 
to my question? I would really like to know if this quick fix plan is workable. Will be waiting to hear 
from you as I am unable to attend your Wednesday 
meeting due to disabilities. Respectively, Gary M. Cash...Flowery Branch 
  
Gary Cash 
gmcash@mindspring.com 


0309 Comment ID: 0310 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


How well does the Savannah river district coordinate with the Mobile district regarding water 
sources and interbasin transfers?  The State is divide in half by these offices.
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Comment ID: 0311 
Author Name: Stephen Scanlan
Organization:  


The importance on the flow of fresh water in this eco-system may not be realized until it is to late. If 
this estuary life supporting and as well a life producing is lost due to fresh water flow we all lose as 
well as our children and grandchildren. The estuary at risk was made by God and the man made 
dams interrupting its life sustaining flow cannot be allowed. I grew up in Tucker Georgia and sailed 
on lake lanier as a young man, however when I hear that Atlanta needs to maintain the lake at 
greater levels to maintain property values on and around the lake or lake lanier island resorts 
economic interests or new subdivision planned it sounds like a spoiled child not getting his or her 
way. If this is about sustaining human life due to fresh water issues that is more tolerable and 
understanding, but growing up in Tucker Georgia in the 1970's I saw fist hand how Atlanta never 
addressed its growth issues. Atlanta economically can easily win a court battle regarding this issue, 
however that will ultimately result in all of us loosing. Please do not allow the destruction of this 
great eco system by reducing the water flow to Accommodate a city that does not adequately plan 
for its population growth and its land developers.


0311


BRANT MEADOWS 
7002 Bennington Lane 
Covington, Georgia 30041


� Local Resident 
� Water Supply 


 I was talking with Mr. Andy, who's in your hydrology area, and I've been 
speaking about the mathematical equations that determine the amount of water that's 
released.  My concern is that the raw data input -- for instance, the diameter pipe size -- 
was originally measured utilizing slide rules and tape measures.  And I would like to see 
them re-measured utilizing modern technology such as GPS, global satellite positioning, 
to give us all of the raw data input all over again so the pipe diameter size, for instance, 
wouldn't be measured with a tape measure.  We would measure it with a digital tape 
measure.   
 The idea behind this is to ensure that when we release what we say were 
releasing, that we're actually releasing that amount.  And we have prior history indicating 
when we had the problem with the calibration unit that indicated a different reading.  
That's what alerted me to this problem.   
 I was told by some of the Corps of Engineers personnel on one of the tours that I 
did -- in fact, one of the last tours I did at the dam -- that were told to me off the record, 
that said that raw data is highly suspect, and that it needs to be looked at.  So when you're 
looking at your mathematical equations that Mr. Andy showed me, you really need to 
look at that raw data input.
 My other concern is that my county, Forsyth County, is looking at building a 
reservoir.  It's going to cost my county tens of millions of dollars.  First estimated cost, 
well over $70 million.  I've said that there's a reservoir that's currently not being used, and 
that is Lake Lanier.  The idea, very simply, would be that Lake Lanier would be used as a 
bank.  So if my county was putting in water that's not derived from sources that are 
already going into the lake -- for instance, via wells or groundwater or underground 
aquifers, -- that if we're able to deposit a half a million gallons of water into Lake Lanier 
that we would be able to withdraw this back to the county.  And, of course, the dispute in 
the county dealing with the county not having a withdrawal permit and only the city of 
Cumming having that, we go through a middle man.  We'd like to have the ability to 
finish our own water.  And in this case, all we're using is Lake Lanier as a temporary 
storage bank such that we can put in a half a million gallons and we can get it back out.  
 That's my word.  Thank you.   
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PETER EDWARDS 
3473 Maritime Glen 
Gainesville, Georgia 30506 
pete@onlanier.com


� Local Resident 
� Water Supply 


 My name is Peter Edwards.  I'm here as both a lake resident and also as the owner 
of LanierLuxuryHomes.com which is a real estate practice focused on Lake Lanier and 
the surrounding area.  I've lived in the area and on the lake for the last ten years now, and 
I also happen to be a systems engineer by education and practice.  And I've been an active 
member of the Lake Lanier Association for, also, the last ten years, and have looked at 
the situation with the water levels on Lake Lanier and also followed all the issues 
surrounding the Tri-State Water Wars over the last ten years.  And it occurs to me that 
tonight's forum and most of the work that's been done so far and will be done updating 
the water management manuals takes a very short-term view of what the water issues are 
in the tri-state area concerning the ACF Basin.  When one looks at the basin maps, it pops 
out very clearly that the real issue that we need to be addressing is the fact that the Flint 
River Basin is not being used as was part of the original design for the ACF River Basin 
and the projects that have been built on the basin since its inception back in the '50s.   
 When you compare the 6 percent of the total basin that Lake Lanier retains or has 
available to it, and the 53 percent that's included in the Flint River Basin, you basically 
come up with a nine-to-one ratio of potential contribution to supply all of the needs of the 
tri-state area.  And we know for a fact that the only storage facility at the end of the Flint 
River Basin is Lake Seminole, and we also know that Flint River has the ability to supply 
much more storage than Lake Lanier ever could in order to help assist the supply to all 
three states.   
 So I would suggest that the Corps, while it cannot plead to Congress to include 
new dams, works, or whatever for the Flint River Basin, that they would be abandoning 
their engineering effort if they omit the issue that part of the original design for the ACF 
Basin was to include multiple dams on the Flint River.  And that issue should be strongly 
involved and heavily documented in whatever engineering studies and updates to the 
water manuals that the Corps intends to take upon with this current effort and in the 
future.  Because that, I suggest, would be the long-term solution to this Tri-State Water 
Wars, and once and for all provide a solution that can be accommodating to all three of 
the states going down the road in the future.
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Comment ID: 0314 
Author Name: Charles S. Neely 
Organization:  
 
I believe winter pool level should exceed 628 MSL and history over the last 30 years would 
indicate that lower winter pool level could span a shorter period of time than has been the case.  
The 2008 level this fall seems far more realistic in terms of meeting all of the purposes for which 
the lake was impounded. 
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HAROLD TRIP 
6404 Lakeview Drive 
Buford, Georgia 30518


� Local Resident 
� Water Supply 


 My opinion of this gathering is it's total and complete hypocrisy, a waste the 
taxpayers' money.  This lake is totally being mismanaged for whatever alternative reason.
This gathering and bringing us out to look at what you're showing us means absolutely 
nothing.  The lake is fifty years old, and through several severe other droughts we have 
been able to maintain the water level at a point that is nothing like what we're currently 
going through.
 We had fourteen inches of rain with the storm out of Florida.  As soon as we 
picked up two and a half, three foot of water you inadvertently doubled or quadrupled the 
amount of discharge out of the lake and drug it right back down.
 This community is highly upset with regard to the management of this lake, and 
you have a pop that's right about at the boiling point.   
 That's my opinion, and you can put it off on whatever you want to, but you're 
ruining property values on this lake, you're putting people out of work, you're causing 
hundreds of thousands of dollars in damages for boat repairs.  It's a disaster.   


0315


BONNY PUTNEY 
6432 Garrett Road 
Buford, Georgia 30518


� Local Resident 
� Water Supply 


 As a Lake Lanier resident and a river user, a very heavy river user due to the fact 
that I am a paddler and I've paddled almost the whole river system, I really think that the 
biggest problem is the fact that we don't have a lot of science to back up any of the things 
that we're doing here.  And if we had more monitoring up and down the rivers so that we 
could see exactly who's using what water and how much water is needed in each area, I 
think it would be a lot easier to justify who gets the water and why they're getting the 
water.  I just fell like there should be a lot more signs, a lot more monitoring on the river 
basin so that people will feel confident in what we're doing as far as releases go.   
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KENNETH DAVIS 
2507 Katherine Circle 
Gainesville, Georgia 30506


� Local Resident 
� Water Supply 


 I want to address the Corps.  I'm wondering if it was a possibility for the Corps to 
negotiate with the states of Tennessee and Georgia to possibly purchase some of the 
water in the Nickajack Lake reservoir -- not as a gift or not as a boundary dispute -- or 
even possibly let the city of Atlanta, which uses most of the water from Lake Lanier -- 
could we not let the city of Atlanta have a bond referendum and possibly pay for a very 
large pipe to transfer water from Nickajack reservoir into Lake Lanier for use by the city 
of Atlanta and surrounding areas?
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KIM SAK 
270 E. Smoketree Terrace 
Alpharetta, Georgia 30005


� Local Resident 
� Water Supply 


 The first thing that I would like to say to the Corps is that I'd like to see them 
establish a citizens advisory group for Lake Lanier.  I think that it would give them a 
good opportunity to have some local input that wasn't a special interest group.  The next 
thing that I'd like to point out is, I'd like to see, as soon as possible, an environmental 
impact study done on the endangered species of mussels downstream to determine how 
much water they need during drought conditions to survive.  And I don't know if that's 
being done, but I think that that's critical.  And that if, in fact, they need for water, can 
water be taken from another local source instead of coming all the way from Lake Lanier.  
And I'd like to point out that I do not believe that the economy of all of North Georgia 
should be sacrificed blindly over just this one issue.
 My next question is, has anyone looked at the state-wide economic impact of the 
drought conditions in North Georgia during the last 2007, 2008?  In particular, I'm 
thinking of the bad press over Atlanta's water shortage as Lake Lanier’s levels drop, and I 
think that beyond the regional impact that this has had economically, that it really has had 
a bigger impact that we may not be looking at.   
 My next question is, does the Corps and state work together to evaluate future 
movement of water between drainage basins throughout the state of Georgia and then 
beyond our waters?  At some point I think that we'll have to move water around the state.  
And how far out are we looking at this issue?   
 You can stand on my property in Hall County and see the entire drainage basin 
for Lake Lanier.  It has to rain up near Helen to fill the lake.  And I think that the size of 
the drainage basin is a critical factor in future management of the lake level and 
downstream.  The drainage basin can't support the demands on it, and that should have 
been obvious, but if it wasn't, it has to be now, and that that is really the ruling factor in 
all of this, in my opinion.    
 And the last comment I’d like to make is, I would like to express my great 
dissatisfaction about the two-foot error in water release earlier this year, and how long it 
took the Corps to solve the problem.  I don't know if what I hear is accurate or not but I 
have been told that people were calling the Corps and trying to tell them that the lake was 
dropping and that it took them a long time to react.  And going back to the idea of a 
citizens advisory, I think that that might be helpful under those types of circumstances.   
 Thank you for your time.   
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Comment ID: 0319 
Author Name: Doug Burnd 
Organization:  
 
We have been utilizing Lake Lanier since 1957 for recreation purposes. We are aware of all the 
needs that the Chattahoochee River provides for however we also know that the total demands 
listed are more than the river can provide even in times when we have sufficent rainfall. I feel 
that a more realistic look at the downstream demands needs to be made and that more water 
needs to be allocatted for the Atlanta area as it grows. 
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WILLIAM WINSLOW 
4120 Sugar Creek Lane 
Cumming, Georgia 30041 


� Local Resident 
� Water Supply 


 I'm a boat dealer, and I want to talk about the economic impact of the lake.  A lot 
of people don't realize that it's just not always about water quality and fish and mussels.  
My business is down by half.  I buy my products from all over the country.  I have boat 
manufacturers in South Carolina, Tennessee, Minnesota, Michigan, California.  I buy my 
trailers out of South Carolina and Tennessee.
 The economic impact of this one lake is huge; personally buying $6 million less 
product at wholesale this year because I can't sell it.  And I'll be lucky if I can stay in 
business, so will everybody else that I know in the marine industry.  But a lot of people 
don't think of the economic impact that goes nationwide, that Lake Lanier affects 
nationwide.  It goes right down to the aluminum manufacturers; raw materials aluminum 
that build the pontoon boats in Michigan and Minnesota; nuts and bolts and screws and 
tire manufacturers for trailers.   
 I went to a marine trade meeting and met with the attorney for the Lake Lanier 
Association and he told me that he did not even realize how broad of an economic impact 
that this lake has nationwide in the United States.  And I want that to be known.
 I personally have had to lay off five employees; good people that would be very 
hard to replace.  And on my street, Boat Row, they call it, there's about a dozen dealers, 
and I know that most of them have let every possible person they can't do without go.  So 
there's been a lot of job loss with the boat dealers here in town.  And these are people that 
will probably go to another industry and never be able to -- will never come back into our 
industry.  And there's a lot of good people that lost their jobs.
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SAM OLENS 
100 Cherokee Street, Suite 300 
Marietta, Georgia 30090 
solens@cobbcounty.org


� Elected Official 
� Other


 My name is Sam Olens.  In addition to chairing Cobb County, I also chair the ten-
county Atlanta Regional Commission, and I vice-chair the fifteen-county Metropolitan 
North Georgia Water Planning district.  I appreciate the opportunity to make these 
comments.
 It is my request that the NRC be permitted to do a study of all basins throughout 
the three states so that science can dictate appropriate water policy, rather than politics.
To the extent additional funds are necessary, other than those proffered by the three 
states, I will tell you now that the water providers of the Atlanta region would be pleased 
to write a check to assist such an impartial scientific study, and I believe the Lake Lanier 
Association and other stakeholders in Georgia would similarly be willing to write a check 
for a full NRC study that covers not just Apalachicola but the entire basin structure of our 
three states.  And I would welcome that opportunity.   
 Thank you.   


0321  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 


Scoping Meeting 
Marietta, Georgia 
October 23, 2008 


VERBAL COMMENTS


EVA GALAMBOS 
7840 Roswell Road 
Sandy Springs, Georgia 30350


� Elected Official (Mayor of Sandy Springs) 
� Water Supply 


 As the mayor of the city of Sandy Springs, I am here to ask the Corps of Engineers to 
give greater credence and greater credibility to water supply for the Atlanta metro area than has 
currently been given.  This is a very, very fast growing area.  Sandy Springs is immediately to 
the north of the city of Atlanta, and we are going to need more water supply in order to keep up 
our economic growth.  And we feel that the purpose of Lake Lanier, from the very first day -- 
and I remember when the lake started filling up, having lived here at that time -- from the very 
first day we looked upon it primarily as our water supply.  I'm totally aware of it as a recreation 
facility, having had a boat on the lake for many years, but nothing is more important to the 
economic stability of the Atlanta metropolitan area than increased water supply so that the lake 
is not being drained during our dry periods.  So I would hope that the Corps of Engineers will 
put greater emphasis on water supply as being the primary purpose of the lake.   
 Thank you.  


STANLEY LEGAL REPORTING 
P.O. Box 1993, LaGrange, Georgia • Office: (706) 882-9517 • Cell: (706) 333-4262 • StanleyLegalReporting@yahoo.com 
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GLORIA LIVINGSTON 
1498 Oak Grove Road 
Pine Mountain, Georgia 31822


� Local Resident 
� Water Quality 


 I am a resident of Troup County, and I have family that lives in LaGrange, and I 
am also a member of the local Sierra Club.  And I have been hearing and making as much 
sense out of this as I can, and from what I've been able to learn and read and figure out 
about all this, there is a no-win situation with this landfill.  It's not a matter of if it will 
leak; it's just a matter of when it will leak.  We have too many things to be proud of in 
Troup County, and to have our lakes and our streams polluted by waste is just 
unconscionable.  I know this all happened before most of us knew it was happening, but 
if there is anything that the officials and the citizens of this county can do to help protect 
us and our children in the future, we would like to do it and be part of a solution.
 If anyone is unsure as to what might happen from this, they’ll need to also educate 
themselves and learn as much as possible.  If this does go through, we need to be diligent 
about watching and testing and making sure that the water quality in Troup County and 
the surrounding areas as protected.
 And as a citizen, I am just very, very, distressed over the lack of, I guess, our 
elected officials leading us in this fight.  Some are doing it on the backside.  But I wish 
there had been more foresight in this, that we could have done more earlier.  And I just 
am very, very distressed over what will happen in the future.  We must do everything we 
can to protect ourselves.


0323 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Scoping Meeting 


LaGrange, Georgia 
October 22, 2008 


VERBAL COMMENTS


CARL STEKELBURG 
80 Whitetail Way 
Pine Mountain, Georgia 31822 


� Local Resident 
� Water Quality 


 I'm concerned about the water quality of West Point Lake.  I'm on the Harris County 
water system which buys water.  When the water gets low in Harris County they buy it from 
Muskogee County.  So it’s running water out of West Point Lake.  And getting a lot of oil it 
right now.  A lot of times we’ll taste oil in it.   I'm concerned that we let the water level get so 
low that the oil is getting in the mixture of things.  I think we need to keep the water level up a 
little higher.


STANLEY LEGAL REPORTING 
P.O. Box 1993, LaGrange, Georgia • Office: (706) 882-9517 • Cell: (706) 333-4262 • StanleyLegalReporting@yahoo.com 
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Comment ID: 0325 
Author Name: Gerald
Organization:  


My understanding from the beginning of the crisis in 2006 was that an error was made by the Army 
Corp (because of a faulty gage) and too much water was released in very short period of time( 
histogram shows that water was release faster than any other time in the history of the lake).  In the 
past 2 years (with a vigorous drought) we have been able to retain levels above E.L. 1052, with 
much less water than full pull the lake is not empty� , this means that if we had full pool at the start 
of the drought we would have more reservoir water and we would have been able to maintain levels 
close to full pool or at the very least stay in normal operating conditions. The realization that mistake 
was made , should prompt a special case were the lake can be fill again to full pool, that along new 
revised management should maintain the lake at proper levels.


0325 Comment ID: 0326 
Author Name: Thomas Clark
Organization:  


It seems out of touch to expect Lake Lanier to provide water to the rest of the drainage basin during 
drought when its basin only constitutes 9% of the total.
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Comment ID: 0327 
Author Name: Thomas Clark
Organization:  


For millions of years the mussels and fish have survived during drought times without reservoir 
storage upstream. Why now destroy a lake to save them when they will survive without it.


0327 Comment ID: 0328 
Author Name: Thomas Clark
Organization:  


The economic impact of allowing Lake Lanier to be lowered to current levels has had a severe 
financial impact on the economy surrounding the Lake. This impact is far greater than the perceived 
impact on the Florida fishing industry.
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Comment ID: 0333 
Author Name:  
Organization:  
 
1. Full pool should be raised to 1073 ft. 
 
2. The Corps of Engineers should take a more proactive approch to private dock placement on 
Lake Lanier. The constant shoreline hording conducted mainly by older residents is appauling to 
say the least. Not to mention the enormous erosion problem such behavior produces. 
 
3. Enforce rules that protect Corps property from abuse. I have seen too many residential off-
road coures on Corps property (Lake Lanier) go unpunished. 
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Comment ID: 0339 
Author Name: mike forster 
Organization:  
 
Can you provide Atlanta with the equipment to provide real time water flow past their intake 
rather than the 24hr after the fact current situation? I know that it would seem to be their cost to 
update but there doesn't appear to be any enthusiasm on their part to provide you with timely, 
accurate flow data. 
 
Updating all measuring equipment on the ACF will allow you to release exactly what is needed 
rather than the current situation which seems to rely on computer models and non real time 
information from  inaccurate gauges. 
 
Our chief concerns are water quality and quantity.   
 
It would seem that in order to reach the optimum solution, there needs to be a "clean sheet" 
approach where all the parties (individuals, organizations, cities, counties, states & feds) sit 
down at the table and develop a new plan from scratch that takes into account all of the 
development that has happened, is planned and the various needs and wants, along with the 
realities and constraints.  Tweaking here and there between lawsuits seems a plan to fail... 
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Comment ID: 0366 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


I just came from the meeting in Gainesville.  What a mess.  It's no wonder  you folks can't get 
anything done right, if  you can't organize a meeting any better than that.  What a waste of time and 
money. 
 
That said, it's seems pretty simple, to limit the outflow to the inflow when the water level reaches a 
certain level.  I realize there are minimums to dilute the Atlanta discharge.  But with today's 
technoligy Atlanta  could do a much better job of cleaning what they release, therefore reducing the 
outflow. 


0366 Comment ID: 0367 
Author Name: David Dodson
Organization:  


Dear Sir: 
 
The debate around Lake Lanier seems to ovelooked the nearly complete loss of the lake as an 
economic engine in North GA.  The entire lake economy has been wiped out.  Further, the 
economic loss to property owners in the vicinity of the lake has not been entirely recognized.  When 
it becomes clear that the Corps and others are going to do nothing to preserve the lake, the 
economic impact on business owners, as well as the valuation impact on homeowners will be 
substantial.  Further, the municipalities are going to suffer severe tax impacts as homeowners 
contest ad valorem assessments and businesses fail to generate sufficient sales, property, income 
and ad valorem taxes to support county and local governments. 
 
It would appear that the dollars associated with the Appalachicola fishing lobby, carefully disguised 
within an environmental contest, trumps the economic interests of all of North Georgia.  It would be 
worthwhile to weigh the economic immpact to North Georgia against the economic impact in the FL 
panhandle.  Further, as rivers are drawn down and the entire lake dries up, one must also question 
the logic of preserving an oyster bed at the expense of North Georgia's largest lakes and one of its 
largest fisheries.   
 
Simply put, if you are going to lean on environmental and economic factors to validate a decision to 
favor FL, you absoutely must weigh the same factors as they relate to North Georgia.  It goes 
without saying that North Georgia has already been impacted far more negatively in both 
environmental and economic terms than a nearly complete shutdown of Lanier flow would ever 
impact FL. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Dodson
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Comment ID: 0368 
Author Name: Jimmy Wilbanks
Organization: City of Dacula, GA 


I attended your scoping meeting in Gainesville, GA. I wanted to comment on the concerns of the 
City of Dacula. We need to preserve our drinking water source for Gwinnett County. 
 
Unfortunately, we and our sister citizens from Alabama and Florida haven't faced up to the facts 
that if  
Buford Dam were not in place, each of us would only be able to use the water that falls on us and in 
the basins that serve each area. 
 
Lake Lanier's inlet basin is unusally small, and Georgia hasn't received it average annual rainfall of 
around 50 inches per year in a long while. 
 
The overriding principle that the Corps of Engineers should follow in releases from Lanier is that no 
release should be larger than than the water from the basin provides. 
 
In drought each citizen should be concerned with how a federal agency decides who gets what 
water. We in Dacula have a vital interest in this situation and have expressed this to our federal 
senators and representatives. We will continue to do so.


0368 Comment ID: 0369 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


I have a boat on Lanier, and look forward to the day when high water returns , but I do not believe 
that water levels should be kept high for the sake of ethetics and for the benefit of the lake property 
owners at the expense of endangered species down river. Water conserving measures are working 
in the Atlanta area and it is good for people to learn how to do so.
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Comment ID: 0370 
Author Name: Steve Katz
Organization:  


As a resident on Lake Lanier and also in the greater Atlanta area, I am greatly concerned about 
how the lake has been managed.  While we are clearly in some extreme weather circumstances in 
the area, it appears as though antiquated process, mistakes and politics - all controlable factors - 
have had at least as much impact. 
 
I strongly advocate a complete revision of the policies/process used to manage the water levels in 
the lake; and for proactive leadership to ensure that we are managing to those revised processes, 
and that we are being logical and making exceptions to the process as needed. 
 
The lake levels should be managed to a rational amount of fluctuation, keeping the water supply to 
Atlanta at safe levels, and allowing for the safety of the lake residents and users.


0370 Comment ID: 0371 
Author Name: Jonathon Heard
Organization: City of Cumming 


The City of Cumming and our main customer, Forsyth County, depend on Lake Sidney Lanier as 
our sole source of raw water supply. Forsyth COunty has been among the fastest growing counties 
in the nation for the past several years. Lake Lanier should be kept as full as possible so that 
citizens who live around the Lake will have an abundant supply of drinking water. Our City and 
County are continguous with this water supply and our rights to the water should be preserved. 
Human life and welfare should be protected and placed before the life of an obscure endangered 
muscle or fish. 
 
In addition: 
 
* Three million residents in north Georgia rely on Lake Lanier and the Chattahoochee 
River as their sole source of drinking water. We have no alternative source of water supply, so 
careful management of this precious resource is critical. 
* As important, Lake Lanier is a recreational resource that generates 8 million visits 
per year resulting in an economic impact of $5.5 billion to the regional economy.  West Point Lake is 
also an important recreational resource that should be protected.   
* The Corps must consider alternative operating plans to balance upstream needs with 
downstream needs before adopting a new Water Control Plan.  There is enough water in the ACF 
River Basin to meet all reasonable needs, if the reservoirs are managed properly.  
* The Water Control Plan should be based on facts and sound science.   
* Metro Atlantas use of water in the ACF Basin is reasonable by any measure.  
Currently metro Atlanta uses only 1 to 2% of the water in the ACF Basin as measured by the flow at 
the Florida line.  The new Water Control Plan should be designed to accommodate withdrawals 
consistent with projections contained in the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District�s 
Water Supply and Conservation Plan. 
* Metro Atlanta is committed to aggressive water conservation.  The Metropolitan 
North Georgia Water Planning District is already far ahead of the rest of the basin in this effort.     
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Comment ID: 0372 
Author Name: Nancy Niekro
Organization:  


Attending a meeting last night we discovered that at current time there is a 3 year project to 
determine where water will be needed in the future.  Time is of the essence, we have a problem 
now.  There is not enough water in Lake Lanier to continually releas enough to delute the sewage 
being discharged into the river by Atlanta.  This needs to be addressed immediately, 5 million 
people depend on this water for drinking.  One immediate solution would be to raise the level of the 
lake by at least 3 feet. 
 
Another problem is the release for endangered species downstream.  How did thiy survive before 
the lake existed?  They managed to survive during floods and droughts, seems that they would 
continue to survive with a little less water being released. 
 
You probably could give this project to Georgia Tech, or for that matter any high school, and they 
would come up with some logical answeres. 
 
Please, lets not let this go the way of the second peremiter we were supposed to have to alleviate 
the traffic problem that exists in Atlanta.


0372 Comment ID: 0373 
Author Name: Jonathon Heard
Organization: City of Cumming 


The current method for managing Lake Lanier is improper at best. For example, one of the City of 
Cumming's Raw Water Intake pipes was left "high and dry" last year due to the excessive drop in 
Lanier's elevation while other Lakes in the ACF enjoyed full pool status. The City has been forced to 
dredge the lake bottom and operate emergency bypass pumps to overcome the "disaster" created 
by the inefficient operation of the system. Because of this, the City of Cumming has spent millions 
of dollars from it's reserve funds to get to the water. We have dedicated ourselves to "chasing 
water" no matter how far it recedes. There has been a lack of "balance" in the operation of the 
shstem over the past 2 years. This imbalance should be recitified in the new operating plan which 
should reflect a more equitable methodology of operation. 
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Comment ID: 0374 
Author Name: Jonathon Heard
Organization: City of Cumming 


The operation of the ACF system is not equitably balance. This needs to be rectified to protect 
human life and welfare. The imbalance is swung in favor of the southern segments of the system 
(Alabama, Florida) and detrimental to the North Georgia region and Lake Sidney Lanier.


0374 Comment ID: 0375 
Author Name: Jonathon Heard
Organization: City of Cumming 


Citizens from North Georgia should be allowed to be involved in this process.
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Comment ID: 0376 
Author Name: Jonathon Heard
Organization: City of Cumming 


The Apalachicola Bay region should be scrutinized to determine what human activity has casued 
more saline intrusion into the Bay. The saline intrusion into the bay could be prevented by restoring 
the coast line to it's natural state. Dredging and shipping interests have created more avenues for 
the saline water to enter the Bay. The North Georgia region should not be required to offset the 
salinity of the Bay water by releasing more fresh water out of Lake Lanier and down the ACF 
system.


0376 Comment ID: 0377 
Author Name: Jonathon Heard
Organization: City of Cumming 


The State of Georgia owns the water in the system and should be allowed to dictate where it is 
utilized for human consumption. Human consumption should take predence over all other uses 
within the system. Water conservation methods should be analyzed for effectiveness and plans 
implemented across the entire system, not just in Atlanta and North Georgia.
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Comment ID: 0378 
Author Name: Jonathon Heard
Organization: City of Cumming 


When the new operating plan is derrived, careful consideration should be given to the plan's impact 
on human life.


0378 Comment ID: 0379 
Author Name: Jonathon Heard
Organization: City of Cumming 


The State of Georgia should be allowed to dictate the instream cfs flow requirements in this section
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Comment ID: 0380 
Author Name: Susie Gajewski
Organization: Sugar Hill City Councilwoman 


Lake Lanier was originally created as a recreational reservoir.  Since its creation more and more 
cities, counties and states have made claims to this water source. Please take a look at ways to 
reduce the release of water while informing some regions that they may need to look into their own 
reservoirs for the future.


0380 Comment ID: 0381 
Author Name: Bob Boyd
Organization: Resident/ Homeowner 


As an Atlanta-born person who enjoyed Lake Lanier from the 1960's it is an unfair travesty that the 
Corp made secret deals to manipulate the management of Lake Lanier waters. The original stated 
purpose of building Lanier was for FLOOD CONTROL,POWER GENERATION, AND 
RECREATION. After Atlanta experienced a huge building boom during the 1980's (without much 
planning or control) the local and State officials decided that Lanier needed to be used to support 
the continued unchecked development of the tri-county Atlanta area. Lanier was built by FEDERAL 
TAX MONEY and Florida and Alabama have as much right to the water from the Chattahootchie 
River as Georgia.  
 
Do the FAIR thing and manage the watersheds in a manner that is really equitable. 
 
Thanks you, Bob Boyd
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Comment ID: 0382 
Author Name: Valerie Hall
Organization:  


I would like to comment on the level of water in Lake Lanier. As a taxpayer and Lake Lanier 
homeowner, we need your support in getting the level of the lake back to full pool.  It is ridiculous 
that this lake has been drained to the point it is at. I have lived on this lake for over 30 years and 
never seen such a long running problem. I understand that it was not meant for recreation, but since 
it was meant to provide water for the residents of this area, we should absolutely not be forced to 
drain this lake to keep sturgeons and mussels alive in Florida.  HUMAN LIFE COMES FIRST!!! 
Also, the excuse of providing power to those in Florida is lame too. They have enough lakes full of 
water to support their power needs.  We need to take a stand as a state and defend our needs.  
Plese revisit your policies and procedures regarding Lake Lanier and bring water back to OUR 
natural resource.


0382 Comment ID: 0383 
Author Name: Gordon Brand
Organization:  


   
 
Additional comments from the Corps. meeting I attended yesterday in Gainesville, GA.  
 
During this current drought, it appears The US Army Corps of Engineeers Water Control Manual, 
places more importance on the water demands of users  below the Buford Dam.  
 
How else can you expain the low lake Levels of Lake Lanier compared to the other Lakes in the 
ACF Basin. 
 
Its unfair that Lake Lanier, fish, mussles, wildlife, recreation, water safety, boating and marina 
ndustry, housing values, water quality, errosion are not recognized to have the same needs as the 
down stream users. 
 
The updated Water Control Manual should be based on the entire needs of the ACF Basin. For 
future droghts, the entire basin users should share the pain equally.  
 
The updated Water Control Manuals should plan for the next drought and keep Lake Lanier as 
close to full pool as possible. 
 
Gordon Brand 
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Comment ID: 0384 
Author Name: Larry Preston
Organization:  


release water from Lanier based on water received into Lanier, during drought conditions little or no 
water should be released , if the Corp had not released so much water in the past years the metro 
Atlanta area would not be in such bad shape as it appears to be in now with its water supply.. 


0384 Comment ID: 0385 
Author Name: Kent Bennett
Organization:  


The wildlife in the Apalachicola Bay survived long before the Corp empounded the West Point Lake.  
There are reports the the river completely dried up in LaGrange within the last 100 years.  All of the 
oysters, Sturgen, etc. survived.  Why should your control plan make any special arrangements for 
this?
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Comment ID: 0386 
Author Name: ron condon
Organization:  


I'm a lake lanier resident and have been since 1989. What's become clear to me over time is that 
managing the lake level is no easy job. There are loads and loads of variables and without careful 
monitoring, maintaining the right lake level is a crap shoot. I don't have any specific comment other 
than to say that the Corp has to be a lot smarter in how it manages the lake, but you folks know 
that. There have been countless times (not recent) where water was released and wasted. In most 
cases this was only felt by residents and in lake recreation. The problem was "localized" and a 
contingent of Corp bashers was born. Recently, the lake level issue has gotten lots of publicity 
because of the drought conditions. We're at a critical point now and any unnessary water going over 
the dam is costly. It's costly in lost drinking water, it creates watering bans and real estate values 
are affected. Let's do everything we can to keep that from happening or, at least, minimize it. 
I attended a meeting last night (10/29)in Gainesville. Someone really missed in terms of estimating 
the size of the audience. As someone who spent a lot of time arranging meetings for large groups, I 
can say that your purpose, last night, couldn't possibly have been served. The meeting room and 
booths would have worked well with about thirty people. There were probably more like 125 people 
in there when I was there, pushing and shoving trying to get near one of your reps. No one was 
learning much. I, like lots of others, just gave up and went home. Before I left, I was able to peer 
over several crowds of attendees to see some very nice exhibits. You were well prepared with 
material, but I wasn't about to try to push my way through to ask questions. 
On meetings like this, you're generally better off getting too large a room than having something 
where no one can move. 
I hope my comment on the meeting prep is helpful. 
 
Regards, 
 
Ron Condon 
404 405 2706  


0386 Comment ID: 0387 
Author Name: F T Davis Jr
Organization: Atlanta Regional Commission 


The first responsibility of government at all levels with respect to any inland river is to make water 
available to support human life in the rivers' basin. 
 
It is entirely reasonable to require proper conservation of the resouces for other uses also, including 
health of other species, farming, hydro generation, navigation, and other purposes.  But it is not 
reasonable for the first priority not to be water for use by humans along the waterways, especially in 
drought conditions. 
 
I would personally support a prompt, independent study to take off the political heat and 
homecooking, so that the Corps could adopt a plan which would be in the nation's interest. 
 
All options should be on the table, from mandatory conservation to new reservoirs along all three of 
the rivers. 
 
This is a personal comment by a life-long Georgia resident concerned with the quality of life of all 
citizens, our environment, and the excess of heat over light being generated, and does not 
represent the position of ARC or of any other organization.
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Comment ID: 0388 
Author Name: Kent Bennett
Organization:  


Too much fluctuation in the lake levels. I would like to see the limits be set at 633 to 635 feet if that 
helps with the fluctuations.  Even thought that affects the Winter fishing.


0388 Comment ID: 0389 
Author Name: Kent Bennett
Organization:  


Stop closing access parks.
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Comment ID: 0390 
Author Name: Kent Bennett
Organization:  


Why not Dam the Flint to help with water distribution to Florida and flooding?


0390 Comment ID: 0391 
Author Name: Cile Gierhahn
Organization: Lakefront Homeowner 


Alabama and Florida together don't service as many counties as GA, and I suspect the GA counties 
are much larger than the AL/FL counties in terms of human beings serviced.  Yet the GA counties 
suffer when the lake is drained to dangerous levels. 
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Comment ID: 0392 
Author Name: Cile Gierhahn
Organization: Lakefront Homeowner 


I can't tell from the diagram what role the water from Lake Lanier plays in the Lake Seminoe Dam, 
releasing water to Apalachacola, so it's hard to comment!  FL seems to get a heck of a lot more rain 
than GA does, so why can't they supply their OWN water? 
 
Aren't the shellfish mentioned salt water creatures anyway?!!  As for the Research Reserve, what 
about the research and recreational needs in GA?!!! 
 
There is no equity to GA residents in this plan.  Perhaps come up with a per capita measure and 
release/retain water in Lake Lanier on that basis.  GA should not be expected to provide other 
states water for THEIR industries while ours suffer.


0392 Comment ID: 0393 
Author Name: Cile Gierhahn
Organization: Lakefront Homeowner 


So what's to comment on here??
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Comment ID: 0394 
Author Name: Robert Kopp
Organization:  


From:  Robert G. Kopp 
6661 Woodlake Drive 
Flowery Branch, GA 30542 
 
1.  Build FLEXIBILITY into the manual so that the COE can be more PRO-ACTIVE and less 
REACTIVE.  (Quit going by an old manual - change it!) 
2.  Have pre-set intervals for manual review and updates.  (Don't let the manual get so outdated 
that chaos occurs forcing change). 
3.  Consider the ECONOMIC impact.  (While business suffers and property value falls, I know of no 
such in Alabama and Florida that one directly related to the lack of water). 
4.  Store more water in Lanier - 
a)  minimize releases for downstream unless Lanier is full (once you let it go you have lost control). 
b)  Raise the Lanier level to 1073 (The pro's far outweigh any con's). 
5.  Consider HISTORY.  (Historically there have got to have been droughts equal to or worse than 
the current one.  The mussels, other marine life and wildlife survived and they can/will again.  
Before the dam and the COE, God and nature ran things and they are still here!) 
 
O/A Comment:  Management of the ACF by the COE has played directly into the hands of Alabama 
and Florida in recent years.  They have gotten adeaute/more than adequate water so why agree to 
a change?  They have and will drag out the water wars as long as possible. 
 
 
RGK 
          
 


0394 Comment ID: 0395 
Author Name: Cile Gierhahn
Organization: Lakefront Homeowner 


I can't believe anyone considers endangered species more important than humans!!  Again, let 
Florida deal with their own water funding requirements!
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Comment ID: 0396 
Author Name: Eric Techo
Organization:  


My only question should be simple to answer - why do we send more water down stream than the 
amount of water that comes into the lake?  If Lanier was gone, West Point was gone etc., what did 
the mussels do during the last great drought?  I think we need to stop worrying about other species 
and follow nature's plan.  What comes into the lakes go out of the lakes, period!


0396 Comment ID: 0397 
Author Name: Cile Gierhahn
Organization: Lakefront Homeowner 


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow LL to retain water up to full pool.  This would allow 
sharing downstream when needed without such punishment to GA. 
 
Management triggers must be in place for LL withdrawals during times of drought 
 
Raise LL full pool from 1071 ft, an unreasonable level! 
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Comment ID: 0398 
Author Name: Cile Gierhahn
Organization: Lakefront Homeowner 


GA should charge AL and FL for our water.  There is no motivation for them to conserve or find 
alternatives as long as we give it to them and we sacrifice.  I understand there were no water 
restrictions in these states while our lawns suffered.  Something's not right here!!!!


0398 Comment ID: 0399 
Author Name: Jane Browder
Organization: lake property owner 


Since Lake Lanier is fed by a very small water shed that relies on rain in the North Ga area to feed 
it.  It has become essential for the level to be raised to 1072 and maintained year round with only a 
4 to 6 foot variance.   
We can not always count on Mother Nature to provide and adjustments must be made in times of 
droughts to protect our water rights. 
 
Releases must be kept down to a minimum for water useage and wastewater management for 
Atlanta.  Atlanta must rebuild their infrastructure and become part of this solution instead of using 
Lanier as their big flush.   
 
Water needs to be maintained year round in the other basins downstream for improved 
management and downstream flow.  We must stop the winter drainage of these basins.   
All have recovered downstream from Lanier, but Lanier can't at the present time, when releases out 
measure inflow. 
 
Lanier can not survive if it is held hostage by the endangered species act.  If Lanier drys up...then 
what?  Millions of Georgians lives need to be considered over a handfull of mussels.   
Florida didn't care about those mussels in the past...just their oyster industry and this has been their 
ticket to protect that business.   
 
If Florida wants to protect their species over human needs.  Then they should develop a plan to 
pump water from their vast networks of underground water resources to help with their survival.  
Just like an aquarium would do...this could become their out door aquatic park if that is what's 
driving their problem. 
 
The economic distruction this mismanagement and drought has caused the Lanier area is more 
dramatic than what it is causing Florida or Alabama.  We have not denied those states water and 
the flows are consistant to past years.   
 
If Lanier didn't exist...then what? 
Georgians would lose a jewel that has been a great source of recreation, beauty and the water 
usage that has driven our growth as a leading city that has enriched millions of people. 
 
Lake Lanier has developed billions in income for businesses that support the lake and all it offers 
the public, that in turn helps support tax revenues for our State and Federal coffers. 
 
The new manual hopefully will make management of Laniers water level a top priority and adjust 
accordingly to weather conditions.  I would also like to see the Corps or some kind of Federal 
assistance to help lake homeowners with cove erosion, since the dramatic lows have cause coves 
to fill with silt and vegitation that homeowners docks are stranded in this mess now.   
 
 
 
   
 
 
 


0399


406












Comment ID: 0400 
Author Name: Chuck Hall
Organization: Lake Lanier Homeowners Assoc. 


I believe that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has worked long and hard to preserve the shores of 
Lake Lanier. It is terrible to see it all go down the drain so to speak by leaving the lake down at 
these environmentally unfriendly levels. The shoreline is eroding away before my very eyes and I 
am watching the lake fill up with silt by the millions of yards! The business in and around the lake 
area including the Corps revenue has been reduced by millions of dollars! This has a ripple effect 
for the entire state! I think the citizens and the Corp should work hard together to preserve this 
resource and keep it full or over full! Let's face it 1080 msl is better than 1050 msl that's a no 
brainer! We can't make it rain but we can always let it out!


0400 Comment ID: 0401 
Author Name: Chuck Hall
Organization: Lake Lanier Homeowners Assoc. 


I think while the habitat on the Apalachicola River is important the lives and quality of the water in 
the Atlanta area takes presidence over it! 
Also the habitat on Lake Lanier should carry as much weight in this matter! Keeping Lake Lanier full 
or over full is important for all of us in the basin! When the lake is gone you only get the natural flow 
and then you will have to take it to God!
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Comment ID: 0402 
Author Name: L Levi
Organization:  


Incorporate use of water conservation measures in WCM update - require upgrading and repair of 
those municipal water distribution systems that obtain water from ACF basin surface waters. 


0402 Comment ID: 0403 
Author Name: L Levi
Organization:  


Sustained minimum flows as defined by the RIOP (4750-5000 cfs at Woodruff Dam) will not sustain 
commercial seafood industry in Apalachicola Bay.   


0403


408







Comment ID: 0404 
Author Name: L Levi
Organization:  


Require future growth and developement in Atlanta to demonstrate where water supply will come 
from to support planned growth - accountability for sustaining continued growth is needed. 
 


0404 Comment ID: 0405 
Author Name: L Levi
Organization:  


Economic impacts to the Apalachicola Bay area from sustained minimum flows are severe - 
commercial seafood harvesting and tourism are the 2 primary means of income for most residents 
of the area.    How will a few hundred comments from residents of Apalachicola Bay area (approx 
10,000 population in Franklin county) compare with thousands of comments from metro Atlanta 
area??    Many folks in Apalachicola Bay area already feel that there is a bias in favor of upper 
basin needs in this water allocation issue.


0405


409







Comment ID: 0406 
Author Name: Robert Johnson
Organization:  


It is extremely important that you make every effort to maintain West Point Lake at full pool on a 
year round basis.  The economic impact of a lower lake level for even a part of the year is very 
significant. Safety of boaters is also of great concern. 
 
And of course it is our source for our drinking water so you need to make every effort to protect us 
from Atlanta.  They do not exactly have a good history in this regard. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Robert Johnson


0406 Comment ID: 0407 
Author Name: Tim Watford
Organization: The Lake Lanier Association 


I would like to see the full pool level of Lake Lanier be increased to create greater storage capacity 
in anticipation of dry/drought years.  Maybe as much as 2' or 3' feet.  This would reduce the impact 
on drawdown in future years. 
 
Tim Watford
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Comment ID: 0408 
Author Name: Tim Watford
Organization: The Lake Lanier Association 


This seems to make a great deal of sense.  I have wondered why the lake levels at West Point, 
Eufaula and Seminole have been pretty much at full pool all year, yet the releases at Lanier 
continued unabated??  Because of flow volume and greater catch basin area, I would assume 
those lakes have the ability to recover far faster than Lanier.  I also feel the endangered and 
threatened species angle is simply a way to tie the Corps' hands and force release.  While I 
appreciate the idea, there comes a time when we have to choose man over beast.  


0408 Comment ID: 0409 
Author Name: Frank Russo
Organization:  


maintain a minimum lake level of 633-635 msl 
maximize positive economic impact 
return to managing the lake consistent with congressionally authorized purposes 
restore and maintain recreational facilities 
ensure recreational access for low income and minority families 
water quality higher that current standards set by ga epd 
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Comment ID: 0410 
Author Name: Tim Watford
Organization: The Lake Lanier Association 


While there are confliting demands, it appears Lake Lanier was the only lake in the sytem that 
suffered this year.  Why can't draw downs happen on the chain of lakes downstream as well and 
truly "balance" flow.  I think consideration should be given to the amounts of rainfall all along the 
waterway and when one area gets an abundance of rain, it can afford to outflow more water, then 
restricting outflow in an area that might be experiencing dry or drought conditons.  That seems more 
fair and balanced.  There should be triggers in place to make exceptions to the rules when certain 
drought levels exist in the system.  Drought is a normal cycle that mother nature has in place for her 
own reasons.  I contend, if Lake Lanier was not there, there would be virtually no flow down stream 
during time of extreme drought (like we've been experiencing) and so when we release water during 
a drought, it becomes an artifical crutch for the eco system down stream that mother nature may 
have changed on her own.  I also believe that during the rainy season, we should hold back water 
to reach full pool as early as possible and create the reserve capacity for the oncoming dry months. 
 
Tim Watford


0410 Comment ID: 0411 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


I have grown up enjoying Lake Lanier. I now have the priveledge of living on this beautiful lake. It is 
sad to say my property value is now nothing because of the lake. I feel something has got to be 
done about this problem.I no we need for it to rain, however it use to be when we would get an inch 
of rain the lake would go up a foot now it barely moves. I pray for rain and a solution to this problem.
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Comment ID: 0412 
Author Name: Jerry Griffin
Organization: Association County Commissioners of Georgia 


The Association County Commissioners of Georgia (ACCG) appreciates this opportunity to 
comment on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers planned update of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-
Flint (ACF) River Basin�s Water Control Manual.  We commend the Corps for taking this initial step 
in updating the outdated ACF plan and sincerely hope that the plan can ultimately be revised to 
reflect current realities of population growth and water usage in Georgia, Alabama and Florida  
something the Interim Operation Plan and its revisions have failed to do.        
 
ACCG�s greatest concern is that the Corps current update effort would be aimed only at 
documenting existing operations along with identifying attendant issues and needs.  As this 
approach will do little to enhance the operations of the Corps� reservoirs in Georgia, we respectfully 
urge your consideration in updating reservoir operations, making changes to improve the balance 
among project purposes.  Such a revision is long overdue and is absolutely necessary in order that 
Georgia can successful conduct its own statewide water management planning by having more 
certainty as to the yields of the federal reservoirs in our state.   
 
Updating the plan should include new methods of forecasting runoff and modeling to ensure that the 
Corps ACF reservoirs, particularly Lake Lanier, are allowed to reach full pool no later than June 1st 
of each year and are as full as practical during drought conditions while still meeting downstream, 
legally-required flows.  While Lake Lanier has 63 percent of the storage capacity in the system, it is 
fed by only 6 percent of the ACF�s drainage basin.  Considering how much longer it takes to refill 
Lake Lanier and the detrimental impacts recent severe droughts have had on this reservoir, it 
should not be drawn down using composite storage rule curves for the entire system or to create 
artificially-high, non-science-based flows to protect mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River.  Serving as the water supply for 3 million residents in the metropolitan Atlanta 
region and generating 8 million visits per year (thus resulting in an economic impact of $5.5 billion to 
the regional economy) Lake Lanier must be more effectively managed to best serve the public 
interest.             
 
In summary, ACCG urges that any new Water Control Plan not simply tweak or replicate the Corps 
existing operations.  Instead, alternative operating plans must be developed using modern inflow 
forecasting and modeling to meet the agreed upon performance measures that will manage our 
shared water resources much more effectively both now and into the future.  This should include 
raising Lake Lanier�s full pool from 1,071 feet above sea level to 1,073 feet to enable the system to 
meet its downstream requirements in times of severe drought.  We believe that such an update is 
within the discretion of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and that the Corps has the responsibility 
to more adequately determine the highest and best use of this reservoirs storage given the current 
conditions within the basin.   
  
Thank you for your time and consideration on this most critical matter.  


0412 Comment ID: 0413 
Author Name: Perry Darsey
Organization:  


1. Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
 
2. Raise Lake Lanier's full pool to 1073. 
 
3. Management triggers must be in place for lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
4. During raining season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1.
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Comment ID: 0414 
Author Name: Pat Darsey
Organization:  


1. Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
 
2. Raise Lake Lanier's full pool to 1073. 
 
3. Management triggers must be in place for lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
4. During raining season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1.


0414 Comment ID: 0415 
Author Name: diane mcgrath
Organization:  


Franklin County, which surrounds the lower Apalachicola River Estuarine system, has a water 
management plan.  Development is tied to this plan.  We have this so that we may preserve the 
quality of the estuary and surrounding waters as well as the livelyhood of those working the bay.  
Everyone knows that the estuary is a major nursery for the Gulf of Mexico.  Put it simply: In our area 
LIFE OF ALL KINDS DEPENDS ON THE APALACHICOLA RIVER. 
Allowing Georgia to issue permits almost indiscriminately for water use and development is the 
equivalent of allowing them to use our sacrifice and moderation for their greed and gain.  During this 
summer's drought I did not see ONE LAWN THAT WAS NOT BRIGHT GREEN IN THE ATLANTA 
AREA.   
Let them live with dried up lawns and dirty cars so that the water is used for it's life giving qualities 
first and luxury last.  If they have to restrict themselves to drinking and bathing what is the harm in 
that?
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Comment ID: 0416 
Author Name: robert busser
Organization:  


  
1. Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
  
2. Raise Lake Lanier's full pool to 1073. 
  
3. Management triggers must be in place for lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
  
4. During raining season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
  
5. We were near a drinking water crisis in atlanta, at least 1 county was forced to move their intake 
valve for water, human water obviously supercedes mussels during a drought. 
 
 
 


0416 Comment ID: 0417 
Author Name: Mary Thompson
Organization: Mary Thompson Appraisals 


1. Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
  
2. Raise Lake Lanier's full pool to 1073. 
  
3. Management triggers must be in place for lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
  
4. During raining season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
  
 


0417


415







Comment ID: 0418 
Author Name: Mary Thompson
Organization: Mary Thompson Appraisals 


1. Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
  
2. Raise Lake Lanier's full pool to 1073. 
  
3. Management triggers must be in place for lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
  
4. During raining season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
  
 


0418 Comment ID: 0419 
Author Name: Jayne Olderman
Organization:  


The ACF Water Control Manual Update should consider and address the following issues for Lake 
Lanier: 
 
1. During the rainy season the Corp should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 
1st 
 
2. Raise the full pool level to 1,073 feet thereby adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to 
Lake Lanier 
 
3. Management triggers�  should be in place for Lake Laniers withdrawals regarding:  
a. drought conditions 
b. water quality   
c. water supply 
 
4. The ACF Water Contro Manual should and addrerss and recognize the following issues for Lake 
Lanier: 
a. Drought conditions 
b. Lake Lanier�s small basin area 
c. Requirements for downstream water quality 
d. Requirements for downstream water supply 
 


0419


416







Comment ID: 0420 
Author Name: Allen Gresham
Organization:  


1. Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River.   
  
2. Raise Lake Lanier's full pool to 1073. 
  
3. Management triggers must be in place for lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
  
4. During raining season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
Outflows from Lake Lanier should not exceed inflows. 


0420 Comment ID: 0421 
Author Name: Pat Darsey
Organization:  


1. Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
  
2. Raise Lake Lanier's full pool to 1073. 
  
3. Management triggers must be in place for lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
  
4. During raining season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
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Comment ID: 0422 
Author Name: Jerry Collins
Organization:  


Lake Lanier is vital for the supply of water for North-Northeast Georgia. In addition, the lake is a vital 
economic engine for a large segment of the population surrounding Lanier. 
 
I urge the "full pool" be raised 2 feet to 1073. Additionally, I believe the discharge from the dam 
should be regulated to keep the lake at a minimum of 1060. 
 
The headwaters of Lanier originate in North Georgia and I feel belongs to Georgia.I feel the amount 
of water discharged should only be for the benefit of people not mussels or other species of 
fish/fowl/clams etc.  
 
I've been utilizing Lake Lanier since 1960. My family has had lakefront property on lanier for over 40 
years. I seen many droughts come and go. 
 
With the population growth of North Georgia, Lake Lanier is a vital resource and must be expanded 
to have larger storage capacity. 
 
Thank you for allowing me to input my thoughts.  


0422 Comment ID: 0423 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


It seems to me that we need to limit the use of water consistently across the states.  I am an 
Alpharetta Resident for 14 years and recently I moved part time to Jacksonville FL.  I see so much 
water wasted watering lawns, etc.  I also have a place in Panama City Beach FL and see the same 
level of waste in play.  If FL doesn't have any watering restrictions or other controls in place, why 
are we sending GA water to FL.  This has puzzled me for several years.  Just thinking they might 
need to provide for themselves.  Thank you.
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Comment ID: 0424 
Author Name: James Klass
Organization:  


With the construction and housing up Big Creek East of McEver Rd and the new culvert installed we 
have an additional 5-8 feet of silt. Increase full pool to 1073.Manager water releases according to 
true need down stream. Allow silt removal at times of low water or every few years as is done in 
several other lakes in North GA.


0424 Comment ID: 0425 
Author Name: HUGH R. MCQUEEN
Organization:  


My comment is this - according to your pamphlet that you put out, West point Lake was designed 
for recreational purposes...not for a source of drinking water for the city of Atlanta!! So, with all due 
respect, do your jobs in respect for which the lake was intended. Not for a political tool for those 
who would use it as a political issue. To me it is a no-brainer. Keep the lake levels so that they can 
be SAFELY navigated. Thank you. 
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Comment ID: 0426 
Author Name: Danny Lowery
Organization:  


I would like to see the Army Corps of Engineers quit draining so much water out of Lake Lanier.  
When Florida got soaked with rain from hurricanes, GA got no rain and yet we released so much 
water to a flooded area.  This makes no sense to me.


0426 Comment ID: 0427 
Author Name: Mark Condon
Organization:  


Dear Ladies and Gentlemen of the Army Corps of Engineers: 
 
I would like to urge the Corps to raise the full pool level from 1071 to 1073. I understand that this 
increase in depth, while disruptive to me and many others that live on the lake, would add an 
additional 26 billion gallons of water and create an additional buffer against future droughts.  
 
Also, while I understand the need to protect wildlife and endangered species, I feel putting the 
welfare of mussels ahead of the 5 million plus residents of North Georgia is dangerous, particularly 
since no one has an understanding of how much fresh water is necessary to sustain these 
mollusks. The agency responsible for the demand should demonstrate evidence of the need before 
decisions are made to keep flows at a higher than normal rate.  
 
Lastly, please develop an emergency plan to provide for reduced releases when drought conditions 
exist. 
 
Thank you for allowing me to voice my opinion. 
 
 
Regards, 
 
Mark Condon
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Comment ID: 0428 
Author Name: Jack Oliaro
Organization: self 


I attended the open house held in Gainesville in late October.  The Corps did a good job of 
explaining how all the pieces work together and some of the requirements it operates under.  
However, what we were told seems to contradict what I witnessed last week.  The Chattahoochee 
River appeared full in Atlanta (which should assure the 750 cfs) but yet the lake was drawn down 
over 1000 cfs feet the next 2 days.   


0428 Comment ID: 0429 
Author Name: george searing
Organization:  


I am very concerned with the water levels at Lake Lanier and whether or not we will have enough 
water for drinking, cooking, etc.  I know that it has to rain in order for the lake to get higher.  Three 
points that I want to make are: 
1. When ever it does begin to rain and enough to raise the levels, please consider raising the lake 
to 1073 so we can have a buffer when there is another drought. 
2. It is rediculous to lower Lanier in order to protect whatever in the state of Florida. 
3. Include provisions to reduce to the bare minimum to outflow from Lanier during droughts. 
 
Thank you
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Comment ID: 0430 
Author Name: Kathi Wilson
Organization:  


As a resident in the LaGrange community and owner of a home on West Point lake I have seen the 
impact that lower lake levels have on the community.  I believe that if the lake levels were to be 
maintained between 633MSL and 635MSL as shown in the study completed by Basile Baumann 
Prost Cole & Associates it would not only be an economic asset to the community and the state of 
Georgia but will also be maintained as it was originally intended.


0430 Comment ID: 0431 
Author Name: Ted Wilson
Organization:  


From a lake front resident and Treasurer of Holbrook Pointe Property Owners Associations point of 
view I believe the economic impact on our community is driven by West Point Lake level remaining 
between 635MSL and 633MSL. (Based on the study by Basile Baumann Prost Cole & Associates) 
West Point lake was specifically authorized by Congress for the purpose of "general recreation".  
Allowing the lake levels to remain low creates hidden dangers for anyone using the lake for 
recreational purposes and reduces the quality of the water.
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Comment ID: 0432 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


We bought our home on Lake Lanier in 1999 and have had very few times to use the lake in 8 years 
due to water levels.  Our boat has been in storage numerous times and for one year during this last 
episode where the Corps misread the guage. Of course we are still paying property taxes for lake 
property, of which there is none. We"re sure we couldn't sell our property at this point if we had to. 
Hopefully if the FULL POOL level was raised, not so much concern about releasing water to the 
neighboring states and more interest in the people in Georgia, these issures can be resolved. 
PLEASE HELP. 


0432 Comment ID: 0433 
Author Name: 
Organization: n/a 


Lake Lanier and Georgia residents should not have stricter water restrictions than Florida and 
Alabama; quite the opposite.   
 
Mussels etc are not a reason to draw down Lake Lanier to levels which can raise the toxicity of the 
water and end up killing our fish.  Their lives, not to mention the recreational value of Lanier are 
important as well. 
 
Also, lake side values as well as boat damage etc should be figured into the costs of the lake being 
down, in addition to the lost tourism.  Those figures surely outweigh the economic value of any 
endagered animals.  If reason doesn't explain why we mustn't kill Lake Lanier, then perhaps dollar 
figures can.
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Comment ID: 0434 
Author Name: Pam
Organization:  


Please save Lake Lanier!! The Apalachicola area doesn't need our lake's water, they are doing fine 
on their own. At the end of May 2008 our family vacationed in the Apalachicola/St.George Island 
area and they had more water in the area than I've seen in the Lanier area for several years.  
How can a tiny lake like Lanier be expected to provide water to the entire Alabama/Florida area? 
We need the water in our area for business, recreation and people's every day life. Lake Lanier 
looks very depressing and desolate. Please save the Lake!! 


0434 Comment ID: 0435 
Author Name: Nolton Johnson
Organization:  


The EIS and Revised WCP are long over due for the ACF in my opinion. Alternatives should 
consider long term water supply needs of those local governments riparian to Lake 
Lanier/Chattahoochee River and existing water supply users, as well as waste assimilation needs 
downstream. Consumptive use (withdrawals minus returns)should be utilized. Also cold water 
releases for support of trout within reasonable distance downstream of Buford Dam should be 
considered. 
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0438


Comment ID: 0439 
Author Name: Dixie Speck
Organization: Solterra, Inc. 


My husband and I own a medium-sized landscaping business in the Atlanta area.  We were having 
good growth numbers until the drought hit and the water suppliers in our area felt forced to place 
complete water bans only on outside watering. This ban directly and immediately affected our 
industry and many businesses and jobs have been lost.  Following this second year of 
unreasonable restrictions on outdoor irrigation, we have been forced to continue lay-offs and are 
most likely looking at having to go out of business this winter along with high debt from trying to 
hang on and hoping for better decisions on the water restrictions to have been made in order to 
save our industry (which was worth 8 billion dollars statewide before the watering restrictions).  We 
have owned this business for 10 years and have supplied several jobs for Georgians, and now 
since our industry has been unfairly singled out, we are going down.  You say that it is your purpose 
to weigh all requirements of the water operations and find a balance.  That balance certainly needs 
to include the ability for industries depending upon outdoor water use to survive.  Not only is being 
able to water lawns and plants good for jobs and income, but it is also critical for the quality of our 
overall environment.


0439


426







0440 0441


427







0442 0443


428







0444 0445


429







0446 0447


430







0448 0449


431







(no subject)
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com>


SIDELL TILGHMAN <ehcsrop@bellsouth.net> Wed, Nov 5, 2008 at 10:58 AM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


Dear Corp of Engineers, 
I am offering the following suggestions for the ACF Manual Update- 


-If Georgia has water restrictions, why not Alabama and Florida?  You know, just to be fair. 


-Since Alabama and Florida are located on the coast, why don't they make use of desalinization to alleviate their needs 
from the ACF system? 


-If Atlanta's sewer system was finally cleaned up and therefore discharged less pollution into the Chattahoochee 
River it would  thereby reduce the required cfs flow. 


-I am for the environment but the bank climber and his associate mussel as well as the sturgeon have been in the river 
system in Florida for a long, long time- well before Lake Lanier was built and the water flow was less than it is now.  I 
am not proposing the elimination of these species or their detriment  but the concern over the cfs rate is way more than 
these animals actually need. 


-While our current lack of water is due to the drought and the amount of rain is out of our control,  the unmitigated 
growth and lack of planning for our water needs is very much in our control but has been ignored and when you ignore 
problems, they don't go away.   I have lived in Georgia since 1975 and have heard about water needs since I arrived. 
 So, why don't we dig out some of the lake while it is down and what ever happened to that fast tracking of  those 
reservoirs?  What have we got so far- the one in Griffin?  I mean with all  the legalize that will have to go on before one 
can be started, let alone the funding, we need to get going now so some can be built in the next 10, 15 or who knows 
how many years. 


-As I understand it, the proposal to increase the full pool of Lake Lanier to 1073 has to be okayed by Congress and all 
you need is  3 years(unbelievable)to put this new Manual together so  isn't that enough time for Washington to act? 


I realize that most of my suggestions require funding, but since this new Congress wants to go on a spending spree and 
the Southeast US is such a popular place to be for the citizens, then what's the problem throwing some of those billions 
that get tossed around down our way- you know, to plan for future growth.  The longer the no solution situation goes on, 
the longer it will take Lake Lanier to fill up and what are Alabama and Florida going to do when Lanier is down to the 
dead pool.  The lawsuits are going to look pretty ridiculous. 


Finally, the disagreement over water use in the ACF et, al. has been going on for nearly 19 years.  There are more 
Federal, State and local governments, a whole host of politicians along with various other entities such as EPA, EPDs, 
Fish and Wildlife et. al as well as numerous citizen groups involved in this mess than most people could name.  This 
situation has been in front of numerous judges and attorneys since the beginning and while I am sure there are alot of 
well intentioned people working on a solution, the bottom line is there hasn't been one and there won't be any time 
soon.  I hear many Politicians speak about the need for more government in our  lives as though that would bring 
solutions and I look at this one issue and think it is a prime example of why we don't need more government because 
we have plenty of it here and this water war is an unresolved cabal with no end in sight. 


Thank you for your time. 


Sincerely, 
Sidell Tilghman 
Gainesville, GA 
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Comment ID: 0451 
Author Name: jodi wacho 
Organization:  
 
I have entered written comments at one of the meetings, but would like to add some and 
emphasize others.  Why doesn't the city of Atlanta spend the money to cleanse their dirty water 
before it has to be returned to the Chattahoochee, as other counties are having to do, so that so 
much does not have to be released from Lake Lanier to cover the cleansing of the water at 
Morgan Falls.  This too would decrease the need for more release from Lanier.  This would help 
to save water in the future.  Also, please make sure the Congressional studies performed and 
released this summer re: the flow needs downstream for nuclear and power plants is looked at, 
so the flow can be decreased re: these issues.  The minimal required was 4200psi.  A minimum 
level needs to be set, so the lake is not lowered any further than 1061 if full pool is 1073.  This 
will ensure water availability for the future. 


0451


432







James Lince's comments
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


James Lince <lincej@bellsouth.net> Wed, Nov 5, 2008 at 10:21 AM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


The lake's condition is unacceptable and must be addressed. Other lakes are at or near full pool so the 
rational of the corps for actions does not pass the common sense test. 


1. Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the Apalachicola 
River.


2. Raise Lake Lanier's full pool to 1073. 


3. Management triggers must be in place for lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 


4. During raining season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 


James and Shannon Lince 
Flowery Branch bay 
Flowery Branch Georgia 
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Comment ID: 0458 
Author Name: Susan Pruitt
Organization:  


Please listen to us! 
As a full time resident of St. George Island, the barrier island bordering Apalachicola Bay, I am very 
concerned about the reduction in water flow to our bay from the Apalachicola River.  We are dying 
down here...our local economy is so dependent on this body of water!  If we let this bay die, it will 
destroy this area not to mention one the last healthy river/bay systems in this country.  Once the 
seafood in this bay is gone, it is gone.  And we will have nothing left to protect here.  This will have 
far reaching effects on this spectacular place.  We will become just another stretch of beach filled 
with multistory high rise buildings, completely obliterating the area's natural beauty.  We beg you 
not to let this happen to us.  We are not asking for more than our share of this water.  Just let the 
river flow.
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Comment ID: 0461 
Author Name: RPM
Organization: Boat Dealer 


Raise the lake level to 1073 or 1074, Fix the sewer problem in atlanta, To long for lake recovery 
after lake levels are dropped
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Comment ID: 0472 
Author Name: Mary Kirves
Organization: Lake Property Owner 


Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Applachicola River. 
 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft. above sea level to 1073 ft., thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
Many trees and stumps that show while lake is low,and are in the paths of the boat ramps  should 
be cut down and lake to be dredged  for safety reasons. Owners have cleaned the shores from 
debris and trash. 


0472


Apalachicola River
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


St George Island Promotions <nita@sgivp.com> Thu, Nov 6, 2008 at 3:50 PM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


You must certainly protect the Apalachicola  River and the bay it feeds.  Our community and will not survive. 


Thank You. 


Nita Morgan 


Marketing Administration 


www.sgivp.com


866-927-4750 


850-323-0591 
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Comment ID: 0474 
Author Name: Mandy C. Harris
Organization:  


Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1973 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake.


0474 Comment ID: 0475 
Author Name: Richard N. Harris
Organization:  


Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1973 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake.
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Comment ID: 0476 
Author Name: Heather Jones
Organization:  


Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1973 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake.


0476 Comment ID: 0477 
Author Name: Crow Hunter
Organization:  


Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1973 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake.
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Comment ID: 0478 
Author Name: Matt Johnston
Organization:  


Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1973 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake.


0478 Comment ID: 0479 
Author Name: Stephanie Nakamura
Organization:  


Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1973 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake.
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Comment ID: 0480 
Author Name: Nicholas Grillo
Organization:  


Under normal economic conditions, significant low water levels of Lake Lanier always have a 
negative impact on the economies of the surrounding cities, towns and counties. Under the current 
slumping economy the impact is very severe, and is destroying businesses and lowering property 
values.  
 
Having attended USACOE meetings I understand the demands being placed on the Corps 
throught-out the ACF system by state and federal requirements. We have been told the governing 
manual used by the Corps to manage the ACF system was written in 1958. Obviously the demands 
on the system have drastically changed in the past 50 years, and a new operating manual is 
needed.  
 
While the needs of Alabama and Florida are important, I don't believe they are hurting as much as 
those of us who depend of Lake Lanier for its designated water uses, the survial of our businesses 
and the value of our properties.  
 
I greatly appreciate the opportunity to express my views. 
 


0480 Comment ID: 0481 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


WE have lived on Lake Lanier for 16 years and our perceptiopn of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Core) has not changed; The Core: A) Turns their backs on the Quality of water, B) Turns 
their backs on siltation control, and C) Turns their backs on adequate water levels: 
a typical government agency that wastes money and accomplishes nothing! 
NOW, this Water Control Manual Update has far too many inputs (as experienced at your 
community meeting)!! This should be a simple task. You will never complete it in a timely manner 
with all the inputs you are looking at. 
YOU SHOULD ONLY ADDRESS: 1) The full pool setting of 1071 Feet - Change it to 1073 feet; just 
do it!!! 2) Provide a simple plan to release water during a 'drought' - Release significantly less water 
during a drought(this is the 4th year we are in a drought); just do it!!! & 3) People always come first. 
Stop releasing water downstream for mussels, etc. END OF MANUAL UPDATE, 
Period. 
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Comment ID: 0491 
Author Name: Terri Jondahl 
Organization:  
 
In my previously submitted comments I forgot to include that I strongly support the idea of 
increasing Lake Lanier capacity by raising full pool to 1073 feet. 
 
This provides significant additional reservoir cushion when the drought ends at a very marginal 
cost. 
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0506


Lake Lanier Management
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


traceergle@bellsouth.net <traceergle@bellsouth.net> Fri, Nov 7, 2008 at 10:50 PM 
To: comments@acf-wcm.com  


Please consider the following when making your plan to control the water in Lake Lanier. 


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 26 billion 
gallons of water to the lake. 
-- 
Trace Ergle, Managing Broker  
Lakeside Realty LLC  
327 Dahlonega St., Suite 1902A  
Cumming, GA 30040  
770-886-0898 Office  
770-296-3457 Cell  
678-807-2880 EFax 
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Manual Update
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Robert Tate <rtate@possiblenow.com> Fri, Nov 7, 2008 at 1:27 PM
To: "Comments@acf-wcm.com" <Comments@acf-wcm.com>  


To whom it may concern: 


Please consider adding the following in the Manual Update: 


           -During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full 
            pool no later than June 1; 
           -Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered 
            species in the Apalachicola River;  
           -Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during 
            times of drought; 
           -Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, 
            thereby adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


 Thank You for your consideration. 


Rob Tate 
Business Development Manager 
4375 River Green Parkway 
Duluth, GA 30096 
Direct: 770.255.1234 
Fax: 770.255.1025 
rtate@possiblenow.com


www.dncsolution.com


www.possiblenow.com


With over 500 customers, PossibleNOW is the market share leader for Do Not Call and privacy preference 
management solutions. Our clients include leading companies in the teleservices, insurance, banking, real 
estate, and direct to consumer marketing industries. The company has an impressive customer list that contains 
many Fortune 500 and national “brand name” direct marketers. 
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Lake Lanier
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


D-Jay Petro <djaypetro@charter.net> Fri, Nov 7, 2008 at 12:50 PM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


Lake Lanier is the heart and soul of Gainesville, Ga. I have lived on the lake 


since I was 4 years old except for a few years after I got married. I saved 


until I was able to finally buy a piece of property on Lanier. That was 5 years 


ago. Today my dock sits on dry land and my value is about half what it was. We 


only built there for 1 reason. LAKE LANIER. Please help us protect our 


investments and our pride and joy. 


Greg Smallwood 
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Lake Lanier Water Control Manual Update.
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Muenchen, Michael <Michael.Muenchen@ejgallo.com> Fri, Nov 7, 2008 at 12:21 PM 
To: "comments@acf-wcm.com" <comments@acf-wcm.com> 


Please consider adding the the following in the Manual Update: 


           -During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full 
            pool no later than June 1; 
           -Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered 
            species in the Apalachicola River;  
           -Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during 
            times of drought; 
           -Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, 
            thereby adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


 Thank You for your consideration. 


Michael Muenchen


E & J Gallo Winery


Trade Development


Cell - 678-575-8099


michael.muenchen@ejgallo.com
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Lake Lanier Water Control Manual Update.
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


big j <j.muenchen@comcast.net> Fri, Nov 7, 2008 at 11:29 AM 
To: comments@acf-wcm.com  


Please consider adding the the following in the Manual Update: 


           -During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full 
            pool no later than June 1; 
           -Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered 
            species in the Apalachicola River;  
           -Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during 
            times of drought; 
           -Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, 
            thereby adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


 Thank You for your consideration. 


John Muenchen 
5750 Clinchfield Trail 
Norcross, Ga  30092 


email: j.muenchen@comcast.net
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Comment ID: 0512 
Author Name: Will Daniel
Organization:  


We must do whatever possible to restore lake levels in Lake Lanier. When in a historic drought we 
need to release less water from the dam, I also support moving the full level to 1073. 
Thanks


0512 Comment ID: 0513 
Author Name: Jansen
Organization: Riverfront Therapy Inc. 


I believe the preservation of this great bay is essential to not just the economy here but it will 
inevitably influence all the visitors who come to our area for vacations. Most of the visitor are from 
Alabama and Georgia. Why can we not learn from other countries about water distribution plants. I 
was vacationing on an island called Bon Aire which is owned by the Dutch. They have NO fresh 
water source at all yet they provide for the entire island by means of a desalination plant. Huge 
mounds of salt are removed from the ocean water and provide clean fresh drinking water. Why can 
Georgia not take some land from their coast and pipe in water from the ocean and create a plant 
which can provide unlimited amounts? It can been done so perhaps government funding could to 
create an opportunity? It would create a new job market and there would be no arguing over who 
loses. Its a win win situation which could start a trend for California droughts!
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Comment ID: 0514 
Author Name: Anita Grove
Organization: Apalachicola Bay Chamber of Commerce 


The 5,000 cfs minimum flow from the Jim Woodruff Dam to the Apalachicola River is not sufficient 
to support water quality and water supply on the Apalachicola River.  To maintain the health of the 
Apalachicola River and Bay a minimum of 8,000 cfs is required.  The Apalachicola River and Bay 
have suffered greatly over the past 6 years due to limited fresh water flows on the Apalachicola 
River.  We have noted great changes in the health of the river and the bay.


0514 Comment ID: 0515 
Author Name: Anita Grove
Organization: Apalachicola Bay Chamber of Commerce 


Residents on Apalachicola Bay have noted great changes in the health of the bay since the water 
flows have dropped below 8,000 cfs.  The salinity of the bay has greatly increased. Populations of 
shrimp, flounder, blue crabs and other species has dropped dramaticaly over the past 2 years.
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Comment ID: 0516 
Author Name: Robert Hilton
Organization: Homeowner 


There is nothing left of the lake now. It will be years to partially recover from what has been 
released. Any little bit will help now. It has hurt the local economies and provided a dangerous 
situation for the boaters that are able to drop their boats in.


0516 Comment ID: 0517 
Author Name: Scott Carper
Organization:  


Please consider the following: 
 
1.  Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River.  Human life and human flourishing should always take priority over anything 
else! It is appalling to think that mussels and sturgeon would be a priority over 4.5 million people. 
 
2.  During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 
1 each year. 
 
 
3.  Better and consistant management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during 
times of drought. 
 
 
4.  Please consider raising Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby 
adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Scott Carper 
Alpharetta, GA 
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Comment ID: 0518 
Author Name: Raymond Smith
Organization:  


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 


0518 Comment ID: 0519 
Author Name: Brad Jordan
Organization:  


Why not during the rainy season, the Corps not allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool?  The corp 
should allow this to happen no later than June or July of 2009. 
 
Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River and should allow such species to adapt... and they will. 
 
Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought, such as 
raising Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
Its time to address these issues once and for all!!!!!!!!!!!! 
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Comment ID: 0520 
Author Name: Michael P Harney
Organization:  


This is a very severe situation.  We need to approach this with an "out of the box" manner. 
 
Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
There is severe property damage and home value errosion in an already difficult housing market./ 
 
Thanks,  Michael H.


0520 Comment ID: 0521 
Author Name: John ODonnell
Organization:  


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River, it should be possible to split this responsibilty between all of the lakes 
downstream from Lanier. 
  
Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
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Comment ID: 0522 
Author Name: Tim Muenchen
Organization:  


Please consider adding the the following in the Manual Update: 
  
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full 
pool no later than June 1; 
 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River; 
 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
Thank You for your consideration. 
 
Tim Muenchen 
4004 Yarrow Bluff  
Norcross, GA 30092 
(404) 432-0359 
tmuenchen@possiblenow.com 
 


0522 Comment ID: 0523 
Author Name: Jack Griffeth
Organization:  


A recent study released by the Georgia Environmental Facilities Authority called for increased water 
conservation and expansion of existing reservoirs.  While Georgia citizens are conserving and 
should continue to conserve water more than ever, Lake Lanier's capacity continues to shrink with 
every rainfall which erodes the exposed banks.  The drought effect is compounded by the continued 
release of water through Buford Dam to sustain mussels downstream.  The Lake Lanier cove I live 
on has fillied in dramatically with mud and silt during the past 2 years.  The cove and hundreds like 
it are rapidly filling which is dramatically shrinking the reservoir capacity.  I am an avid 
environmentalist who realizes this drought is severe enough to negatively impact the mussles even 
without Lake Lanier.  The negative environmental effects of the Lake being so low seems to greatly 
outweigh the benefits of releasing the water.  I hope the future mangement plan calls for Lake 
Lanier remaining at or near capacity for the better good. 
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Comment ID: 0524 
Author Name: Palmer
Organization:  


As an area resident I am very concerned with the management of Lake Lanier water resources.  We 
should manage the lake resources hoping for the best rain conditions but planning for the worst.  
With that being said, the corp should; 
 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River, it isn't reasonable for man to do what nature couldn't when it can quite likely 
endanger humans due to water shortage  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
I hope that you will consider these very practical, reasonable and cost neutral action items. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Todd Palmer


0524 Comment ID: 0525 
Author Name: walt banasik
Organization:  


1. Must allow the lake to reach full pool no later than June 1 
2. No draw down for mussels or other species in the Apalachicola river 
3. A workable drought plan--no release during drought 
4. Raise full pool to 1073 adding 26 billion gallons of water
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Comment ID: 0526 
Author Name: Sam Boggs
Organization: citizen 


Follow Lake Lanier Assn's. suggestions especially 1073 level.  Sam Boggs, citizen


0526 Comment ID: 0527 
Author Name: Terry Simpson
Organization:  


I very much enjoyed the Meeting and demonstration held in Gainesville last week. I feel that I have 
a much better understanding of the system and its management requirements. In this light I would 
still like to see the recommendations of groups such as Lake Lanier Association and 1071 Coalition 
reflected in the new management plan. Specifically, I hope the plan will include provisions for 
raising the summer pool from 1071 to 1073, elimination of releases for endangered mussels in 
Appalachicola bay, more sensitive management triggers during drought conditions and a 
commitment to allowing Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than the first of June each year. 
Thank you all for your continued hard work and attention to this difficult problem. 
-Terry Simpson
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Comment ID: 0528 
Author Name: 
Organization: Resident 


We hope that the corps will consider the following comments: 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
That Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
That management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
That the Lake Lanier full pool levels be raised from 1071 ft. above sea level to 1073 ft., thereby 
adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
Thanks you for considering these comments. 


0528 Comment ID: 0529 
Author Name: Tim Altman
Organization: Timberidge on Lanier Condominum Association 


We must maintain this water source for consumption, wild life and recreation. What is the impact of 
millions of gallons of waste added to a smaller water base? Would the waste permits be approved 
based on a water level below 1530, 1520?  
The bottom line is that a better job must be done in protecting this resource, specifically; 
1)During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 
1; 
2) Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
3) Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
4) Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
Regards, 
Tim
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Comment ID: 0530 
Author Name: Lisa H. Howell
Organization:  


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
-Come up with better siltation options to help keep silt from entering lake from construction sites. 
- Address issues with City of Cumming releasing water into Lake Lanier from their Water Treatment 
plant.  This has become a major siltation issue in the past several years and has caused our cove to 
lose over 6 feet of water (gaining 6ft of silt). (GA 400 Bridge / Bald Ridge area) 
-Consider dredging the cove at the GA 400 bridge and addressing the siltation issues that have 
arisen from the construction and water treatment plants. Their unexcused neglect to the lake and 
it's value has created an eye sore.  The City of Cumming and the County of Forsyth should want to 
make this location on the lake look better due to the fact that is the only true major Hwy./Interstate 
that shows Lake Lanier.    
 
Regards, 
Lisa Howell 
404-309-8889 
  


0530 Comment ID: 0531 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


The Corp needs to try and have lake a full pool at least by the end of May and tne lake should not 
be drawn down to send water down stream to the Appalachicola River. Also full pool should be 
changed to 1073. It is very sad what is happenig to our lake at this time. 
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Comment ID: 0532 
Author Name: Jim Geist
Organization:  


I was out of town on business on October 29th and was unable to attend the public meeting that 
was held in Gainesville.  At the last public meeting, which was a couple of years ago I tried to make 
the point that the water shed that flows into Lake Lanier was simply geographically too small to 
meet any reasonable projected water needs for the relatively huge geographical area that Lake 
Lanier is asked to support.   
 
Based on this fact alone, disregarding the current draught, the water shortage that we are currently 
experiencing that is attributed to the draught, was an inevitable occurrence that I suggested and 
continue to suggest can only be alleviated with a significant increase in the water reservoir capacity 
within the system which would allow for a significantly more sensitive release of water from Lanier 
based on a minimal lake level and lake inflow. 
 
I know that raising the full pool level of the lake from 1071 to 1073 has been put on the table.  
Admitting that I am not knowledgeable of the full consequences of this action I would suggest that 
even a high level, maybe 1075 be considered. 
 
Secondly, additional reservoirs (plural) should be created down stream.  Again I admit I have not 
done and site selection work, but at least two more reservoirs in Georgia south of Atlanta, two 
possibly three in Alabama and two in Florida would allow for the retention of rain from a much 
greater area then what is currently available.  This year is a great example of where we have 
allowed billions of gallons of water to run into the Gulf of Mexico from rain that fell south of Atlanta 
while the drought in the water shed has persisted and now that the rain south of us has seasonally 
slowed down the system looks to continue to pull down the lake at an unsustainable rate.  This is an 
avoidable situation. 
 
We need to spread the responsibility for meeting the needs of the mussels survival and the 
economic needs of the Apalachicola oysters to include these other areas.  If the drought goes away 
tomorrow and demand continue to increase without the significant increase is storage we will 
contend with this condition over and over again and at some point, when another drought occurs 
even emptying Lake Lanier will not meet the increased needs. 
 
I would personally request that at some level, above our current level, that the amount of water 
released be limited to the amount of water coming into the lake.  If the lake did not exist, that is all 
the water that would be available.  Needs in excess of this should be meet from additional storage 
capacity. 
 
I dont think that any of what I have written is new, but at the end of the day is there any other long 
term solution, other then a meaningful increase in our storage capacity?  
 
 
Thank you  
Jim Geist 


0532 Comment ID: 0533 
Author Name: Jeanne Beachler
Organization:  


We are very concerned with the water levels in Lake Lanier and propose the following: 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
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Comment ID: 0534 
Author Name: Ebby Hamby
Organization:  


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


0534 Comment ID: 0535 
Author Name: Stacy Wade
Organization: LLA 


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake.- 
-If this isn't acceptable, why don't you repair the ramps, enabling people to put boats in the water 
and enjoy the lakes for fishing, or pleasure. 
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Comment ID: 0536 
Author Name: Ellen Whitaker
Organization:  


I am a member of the Lake Lanier Association and have lived on Lake Lanier for 10 years.  When I 
was offered a job to move to Georgia from Ohio my husband got out a map of the state and said we 
will only move there if we can live on this lake and he pointed to Lake Lanier.  Based on that I 
believe:   
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River; 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake.


0536 Comment ID: 0537 
Author Name: Charles Mann
Organization:  


1-I believe a study needs to be done to determine how much impact the outdated Atlanta sewerage 
treatment system contributes to the lake level. 
2-I don't believe that one of the purposes of the lake was to support Mussels. How did the Mussels 
survive before the lake was built? I am not even convinced that they are endangered. 
3-If the full pool level is increased to 1073, it would be a tremendous amount of water in reserve to 
help with downstream requirements during droughts. 
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Comment ID: 0538 
Author Name: George N. Slappey, DDS
Organization:  


Thanks for the opportunity to input. 
Please raise Lanier's full level tto 1073! It is so overdue! This lake should reach full pool by early 
summer always. And the corps should have included in the manual guide lines to hold back 
reduction of water here during drought. The native species of wildlife in th downstream rivers should 
take a back seat to the needs of mankind!  This is a workable thing, it just cannot be accomplished 
with 50 year old guidelines......good luck and we need help badly and real soon.        Respectfully 
offered, 
George Slappey, DDS


0538 Comment ID: 0539 
Author Name: Ken Fields
Organization:  


Allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool not later than June 1. 
 
The Lake should not be drwn down for mussels or other species in the Apalachicola River as they 
are entitled to the water they were receicing prior to the Lake being built. 
 
Triggers MUST be in place for withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
Raise Laniers full pool from 1071 to 1073.  We will need the additional water.
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Comment ID: 0540 
Author Name: Charlie Nugent
Organization:  


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool 
no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in 
the Apalachicola River; 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of 
drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby 
adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


0540 Comment ID: 0541 
Author Name: Donald C Pauley
Organization:  


1. Lake Lanier should be allowed to rise to 1073 feet by June 1 each year. 
2. Water should not be released solely to support fresh water muscles or other so called 
endangered species downstream. 
3. Water should not be released to support clarity requirements of downstream users. Down stream 
users should be required to build storage facilities, better filtering facilities  or develop other sources 
to use during storm conditions that provide them adequate water that is not of sufficient clarity.  
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Comment ID: 0542 
Author Name: John E. Webb
Organization:  


I understand the need to produce hydro power but I think that it should be limited to the release of 
water which is already being released from the Buford Dam and Lake Lanier watershed.   


0542 Comment ID: 0543 
Author Name: Lee Bitzer
Organization:  


I understand that you are trying to share this water with all, how ever the rules that you are and 
have been using make no sence today. True we have been in a drought for the last several years, 
but you have done nothing!!!! 
What has to be done to wake this goverment agency up ????? Haveing to take years to rewrite a 
manual to change the way you operate after looking the other way for years is poor.  
You had to see what was happening to this area over the years buy you chose to NOT ADDRESS 
it. 
Lets cut through the RED TAPE and do the right thing NOW befor its to late. 
Thanks for letting me vent and hope you will take action. 
 
Lee Bitzer
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Comment ID: 0544 
Author Name: Raymond F. Egan
Organization:  


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
Consider additional reservoir down stream with the specific responsibility to maintain the water 
levels to support the needs of river shipping. 


0544 Comment ID: 0545 
Author Name: John E. Webb
Organization:  


The Apalachicola Bay is directly tied to the Gulf of Mexico, and Mussels can and will move their 
habitat to whatever water level is available. There is more water in Florida then there is in Georgia, 
Alabama, South Carolina and Tennessee combined.
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Comment ID: 0546 
Author Name: John E. Webb
Organization:  


Lake Sidney Lanier has suffered from the Drought for the past 5 years, the inflow of the lake should 
be tied directly to the outflow. The uses downstream eventually benefit from the release of 
water.Full benefit by all parties must start at the beginning of the basin, if the Lake Lanier project is 
allowed to remain at the bottom of the pool the people who use the lake for business and pleasure 
suffer from undue hardship. Recreational use of the lake has inspired me to work harder for the past 
thirty years in order for me to have the money to pursue my hobbies of boating and fishing. My time 
on the lake is calming, inspiring and at times spiritual. The money spent by people who use this lake 
directly benefits the people of our community, it creates jobs and adds millions of dollars to our local 
economy.


0546 Comment ID: 0547 
Author Name: John E. Webb
Organization:  


Hundreds of people in our community Gainesville, GA, have lost their jobs as a direct result of the 
lake level being so low. Thousands of potential users of the lake have stayed away because of the 
lack of access to boat ramps, and the potential dangers from objects which are barely under the 
water.
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Comment ID: 0548 
Author Name: John E. Webb
Organization:  


If you compare the average annual rainfall received by Mobile and Mobile Bay to the rainfall 
received by Gainesville, GA you would want to start pumping water North instead of demanding that 
more water be allow to flow south. 


0548 Comment ID: 0549 
Author Name: John E. Webb
Organization:  


If there were no dams on the rivers between North Georgia and the gulf of Mexico, how long would 
the mussels survive during a drought? You can't control the amount of rainfall, only Mother Nature 
can, and somehow all species adapt.
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Comment ID: 0550 
Author Name: Todd Bitzer
Organization:  


Please be advised that it is my opionion that the Corp needs to revised it's plans and operations for 
Lake Sidney Lanier.  During drought conditions (as has been the case for the past several years) 
the release program needs to be revised to limit water out flow as to protect lake water levels.  
Additionally, we should incrase the full pool level of the lake to add further protection in the event of 
future drought conditions. I would alos suggest that these measure be added asap inorder to protect 
the business and recreation activities of this region.  Low water level have a significant impact on 
the economy of this area.  


0550 Comment ID: 0551 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
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Comment ID: 0552 
Author Name: Leo and Marie Anne Van de Vall
Organization:  


 
Dear Corps of Engineers, 
 
- Please,allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1during the rainy season; 
-please, don't drawn down Lake Lanier   for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River; 
-Please, have management triggers  in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Please, raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an 
additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
 
Thank you so much. 
 
Leo and Marie Anne Van de Vall


0552 Comment ID: 0553 
Author Name: Michael W. Briggs
Organization:  


Why is water released from Lake Lanier when it is almost down 20 feet when the Levels of other 
Lakes South of Lanier(such as West Point only 5 feet down) have more water?
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Comment ID: 0554 
Author Name: John Gundlach
Organization:  


I don't understand how Alabama and Florida can honestly place a claim on Lake Lanier and the 
watershed above it.  In the whole ACF basin, Lake Lanier represents about 5% of the entire 
watershed area.  Why are they so greedy that they feel like they should have a stake in the very 
small basin that supports the largest city in the southeast?  Our economy, recreation and aquatic 
life have been seriously threatened and many thousands of Clams have died because of their greed 
to lay claim to our water.  All the lakes south of Lanier have been full the entire year.  It's time to 
respect the economy, residents and Lake Lanier's natural environment and fill the lake back up and 
let us claim the very small area of the ACF  basin that we occupy.  We don't have the luxery of a 
northern reservoir to fall back on in case our's runs dry, the southern reservoirs do and it's time to fill 
ours back up and use some of their waters if it is felt that the mussels and sturgeon need extra 
water.  I wonder what the mussels and sturgeon would have done if these reservoirs would have 
never been built??? I'm sure they would have found a way to survive like all other Gods creatures.


0554 Comment ID: 0555 
Author Name: John Gundlach
Organization:  


I feel that the waters being released from Buford Dam should be dramatically reduced during times 
of rain, since there is plenty of runoff into the Chatahoochee River.   
 
This should be a part of the water management update.  
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Comment ID: 0556 
Author Name: Guy Caldwell
Organization: PossibleNOW 


Please consider adding the following in the Manual Update: 
 
  
 
           -During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full 
            pool no later than June 1; 
           -Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered 
            species in the Apalachicola River;  
           -Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during 
            times of drought; 
           -Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, 
            thereby adding an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
  
 
 Thank You for your consideration. 


0556 Comment ID: 0557 
Author Name: Terry Donnenwirth
Organization:  


We believe that during the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no 
later than June 1.  Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River.  We were in Alabama and Florida this summer and observed that they were not 
low on water as we were.  The Chattahoochee River seems to be always almost to the overflow 
mark now.  It used to go up and down with the seasons.  When it rains, the dam should be closed to 
allow the natural rain to flow and not be wasted. 
Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
We also believe the Lanier full pool should be raised to 1073 ft. adding water to the lake.  The 
quality of the water in the lake now is terrible where we live.  I believe it could even be unhealthy for 
all. 
Please make responsible policies for Lake Lanier, considering the standard of living around the 
lake, the lack of jobs and the unhealthy environment which has been caused by the present 
policies.  Thanks. 
Terry Donnenwirth
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Comment ID: 0558 
Author Name: mike
Organization:  


manual not updated since 1958?  since then, how many lake have been created down stream??


0558 Comment ID: 0559 
Author Name: Roy Beavers
Organization:  


Gentlemen, as a concerned landowner adjacent to the lake I an deeply concerned about the 
situation at Lake Lanier.  The lake should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered 
species in the Apalachicola River.  These species should be resilient enough to endure drought 
conditions and excessive withdrawal from Lanier artificially creates a non-natural environmental 
condition for them.  During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool 
no later than June 1st. Specific management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals 
during times of drought to minimize the effect on the entire area.  I also support any efforts to raise 
Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft  I understand that the additional 
volume would be in the neighborhood of an additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake.  This 
can only help the overall effectiveness of the lake and every area downstream, expecially during 
times of a rain shortfall.  Also, areas between Lakier and the Gulf should be encouraged to 
construct additional reservoirs as outlined in the plans that date back to the 1960's.  These 
additional bodies of water could also minimize the effects of a drought on the entire region.
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Comment ID: 0560 
Author Name: 
Organization: Windsong Sailing Academy 


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought or low 
water levels; 
 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
-Permit dredging and removal of hazardous shallows/shoals in the primary thoroughfares thus 
adding additional water capacity to the lake and making the lake safer to navigation. 
 


0560 Comment ID: 0561 
Author Name: Jay Martin
Organization:  


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
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Comment ID: 0562 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
this will be a win win for everyone.  
 
Thanks for your consideration. 


0562 Comment ID: 0563 
Author Name: David Long
Organization:  


An issue that seems to never come up is the loss of life and property damage that occurs when the 
lake is at low levels.  Just read the news from this past summer on folks who walked off drop offs 
thinking the level at swim areas was smooth. 
 
Also never considered is the millions of dollars of lost property value in lake homes and businesses. 
 
Come on, unedible mussels in Florida?  What is the Federal Government doing when faced with a 
serious financial situation?  They are getting involved and helping.  Lake Lanier is a major, I repeat 
major, ecconomic impact on North Georgia. We should have the same attitude about it. 
 
David Long
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Comment ID: 0564 
Author Name: S.M. Chassner
Organization:  


My family, which lives on Lake Lanier, advocates:   
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River; Florida is swimming in water due to hurricanes. Why are we still suffering? 
 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
-Lazy Days Marina has significant erosion, since they cut many mature trees and filled in the basin.  


0564 Comment ID: 0565 
Author Name: Haywood Smith
Organization:  


As a 35-year resident on the shores of Lake Lanier, I wish to state that the primary purpose for our 
lake should be as a reservoir for drinking water and sanitation needs here and downriver.  Though I 
am well aware of the commercial impact this might have on those downriver, I ask merely for some 
common sense concerning our citizens.  
 
The lake's source originates in Georgia watershed. Let us keep what we need to provide safe 
drinking water and sanitation for our state's citizens.  Any surplus can be made avaliable to others. 
 
As far as power generation, I wouldn't mind that so much if the power weren't sold to other regions.  
Did the power company build the dam? Are they not licensed by you to generate power? I want a 
healthy lake, for my children and my grandchildren, and draining away our water supply to power 
other regions seems like preferential treatment for a private commercial enterprise. 
 
I spoke with an eminent meteorologist about the change in the weather, and he stated 
unequivocably that the current change in weather patterns is due to a solar cyclethat could last for a 
long time, a cycle that has been repeated in our planet's history at fairly regular intervals.  We have 
been due for one for some time, and this drought is part of it.  Please assess the lake's purpose 
based on human need--not wants--as we face these climate challenges. 
 
Another environmental concern: Our trees are dying from the drought.  When they fall--and they will 
if this situation continues--we will be losing a significant element of our region's capacity to clean the 
air.  If there is more water, we can use reasonable methods to keep the ecological balance in the 
natural cycle of air and water cleansing. 
 
Another concern I have is for the health of Lake Lanier.  The Corps has told us that at full pool, the 
lake is safe to use and cleans itself. Swimming did not put us at risk, and fish were safe to eat.  At 
these low levels, that is not the case.  My son and grandchildren live on the lake beside me, and I 
am concerned for their health. 
 
I have long been "green" when it comes to water conservation.  I use rain barrels and cisterns to 
irrigate my vegetables and plantings.  I haven't watered my lawn in two years. I use low-flow fixtures 
and appliances.  I'm all for good conservation of our resources, and I hope the Corps will consider 
basic human needs above commercial ones. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
Haywood Smith 
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Comment ID: 0566 
Author Name: Tom Riggle
Organization:  


Our home has been on Lake Lanier for the last 18 years. This was a beautiful lake until the last two 
years. The way is is now is just sickening. What has happened to this jewell of Georgia?   
It seems that what has happened is that people downstream have developed communities and 
projects and then said, OK, now we must have the water to support what we just built.  Well, nature 
plays the key role in this.  If nature doen't provide, then we all should be impacted the same way.  
Stop the continue release of water now and don't release any water until the lake reaches 1073.  
Then,basicly, only release the amount of water that comes in as natures provides. Allow a 
fluctuation of not more than two feet. If the level drops to 1071, no more releases beyond what 
comes in each day. That would restore the natural flow. 
The lake should not be managed to provide for the survival of endangered species.  If nature does 
not provide the water naturally, then the species in the basin should be affected naturally.  If they 
die, so be it.  That's what would have happened under the natural plan.
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Lake Lanier
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Susan Banasik <susanbanasik@bellsouth.net> Sat, Nov 8, 2008 at 5:16 AM 
To: comments@acf-wcm.com  


I am a home owner on Lake Lanier and am saddened by what it has become.  Please implement the 
following: 


- During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 
1;
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River; 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought;
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake.


Thanks
Susan Banasik


Page 1 of 1Acf-wcm.com Mail - Lake Lanier


12/15/2008mhtml:file://Z:\0595 Susan Banasik.mht


0595 Comment ID: 0596 
Author Name: Dale Smart
Organization:  


 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake.
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Comment ID: 0597 
Author Name: Kent Caldwell
Organization:  


3 years ago I purchased my retirement home on Lake Sidney Lanier because I felt it was the best 
water controlled lake in the state, was I wrong.  I'm a full time Florida resident so I have interests in 
both Florida and Georgia but for the life of me I can not figure the Corps thought process in the 
continued release of water from lake lanier even in severe drought conditions.  2 summers ago the 
corp made a mistake and release approx. 2 ft of water to much and blamed it on a faulty valve, then 
why not shut off any future releases until you have recovered from that accidental release. At this 
point the lake has no recreational value because you can't access the lake and even if you could 
the navigation is so dangerous due to tree stumps that are not marked, that your afraid to operate a 
vessel for fear of damage to the vessel and the safety of your passengers. Please, please use 
some common sense here and think twice before you just release water downstream because 
downstream is having a drought as well and "they need water too!" WELL if we are having a 
drought and they are too then we need to conserve what precious water we have in Lake Lanier 
and NOT RELEASE any. When it was raining in southern GA and not in northern GA did they 
replace any water back into the Lake? Of course not.  If you don't get a grip on the lake releases 
NOW you will continue to have a MAJOR problem.  Thank you, 
    Kent Caldwell


0597 Comment ID: 0598 
Author Name: Brian Otte
Organization:  


When Lake Lanier hits a certain lower level - say around 1061 (or 10 feet low) - then no more water 
should be released than is coming into the lake. 
 
Those snales and other wildlife in Florida were there a long time before Lake Lanier was created. 
 
I don't see a higher lake level of 1073 as being a good alternative.  The challenge to keeping Lanier 
full is its small basin - trying to make the lake bigger (or higher) could only make maintaining a 
steady lake level even more difficult. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments.
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Comment ID: 0599 
Author Name: Don Turner
Organization:  


PLEASE PLEASE PLEASE let this Lake get healthy again.  How you can continue to let water out 
after big rains when everything downstream is full pool goes beyond the bounds of common sense. 
 
I respectfully request: 
 
During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River.  I ask you if Buford Dam and other downstream dams did not exist and a 
drought occurred - what would the mussels do?   
 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
Please, you are dealing with millions of people's water here, a significant recreational asset, and a 
large Lake Lanier based economy. 
 
Respectfully submitted. 
 
Don Turner 


0599 Comment ID: 0600 
Author Name: Bill Perkins
Organization:  


The situation has become a disaster for the businesses surrounding Lake Lanier. It is time to save 
Lake lanier. if the power plants downstream need to invest in longer intake points, so be it.
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Comment ID: 0701 
Author Name: Richard P. Sandoz
Organization: Property Owner 


Dear Sirs: 
It is vitally important for the economy and property values of the area which surrounds Lake Lanier 
remain healthy.   
The best ways of keeping a healthy economy and preserving the lake as a fully functioning 
recreathional area is to keep water in the lake!  Please allow the lake to reach its fullest possible 
level in the shortest possible time; certainly before the beginning of June.  Please allow the lake to 
reach 1073 ft in elevation if weather conditions can accomodate.  Please do not release any more 
than the absolute minimum amounts of water for downstream wildlife i.e. mussels and none at all 
during times of drought. 
Thank you, 
Richard P. Sandoz  


0701 Comment ID: 0702 
Author Name: Julie Starling
Organization:  


Hello Corp, 
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
please please add more water back into our lake!  it affects everyone! 
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Comment ID: 0703 
Author Name: Allen DuPont
Organization:  


To whom it may concern: 
 
As a homeowner living on Lake Lanier, I have been extremely disappointed with the Corps' 
mismanagement of the lake in the past few years. As it currently stand, the lake is in a desperate 
situation and is expected to reach a new record low in the coming weeks. Action must be taken as 
soon as possible to revise the current Water Control Plan to prevent the lake's currently dismal 
condition from ever happening again in the future.  
 
To do so, I strongly urge you to implement the following changes to the current Water Control Plan: 
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
I sincerely hope you at the US Army Corps will make the above changes.  
 
Thank you, 
Allen DuPont


0703 Comment ID: 0704 
Author Name: Allen DuPont
Organization:  


To whom it may concern: 
 
My husband and I have lived on Lake Lanier for the past 10 years. In that time, we have enjoyed 
the Corps' management of our precious lake; However, I have been extremely disappointed with 
the Corps' mismanagement of the lake in the past few years.  
 
As it currently stands, the lake is in a desperate situation and is expected to reach a new record low 
in the coming weeks. Action must be taken as soon as possible to revise the current Water Control 
Plan to prevent the lake's currently dismal condition from ever happening again in the future.  
 
To do so, I strongly urge you to implement the following changes to the current Water Control Plan: 
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1. 
 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River. 
 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought. 
 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
I sincerely hope you at the US Army Corps will make the above changes.  
 
Thank you, 
Lisa DuPont
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Comment ID: 0705 
Author Name: Jim Purdy
Organization:  


I think the priorities for water in Lake Lanier should include recreation and the level maintained 
closer to full pool year round. Also would suggest the full level be increased to 1073.


0705 Comment ID: 0706 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
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Comment ID: 0707 
Author Name: Vicki Bentley
Organization:  


I support updating the manual to increase water holding in Lake Lanier in order to increase water 
supply.  Water supply, water quantity, and  water quality are important concerns to me and my 
family. 
 
However, I DO NOT support the idea of increasing the lake level of full pool to 1073'.  I live in  a 
lake front house, with a heavily forested strip of USACE land between my yard and the lake's edge.  
I estimate that raising the full pool level might result in the deaths of as many as 20 trees along the 
shoreline.  I do not believe that USACE will have the funding to remove any trees killed by an 
increase in the level of full pool.   Thus,  I will have to pay for tree removal, or else suffer further 
damages to my property ( I already have experience in this matter!!! )


0707 Comment ID: 0708 
Author Name: Vicki Bentley
Organization:  


I am currently President of two historical societies.  Occasionally, historical and/or acheological sites 
are brought to my attention.  I do my best to alert the proper authorities when this happens. 
 
Since a change of  staff,  I  now find that contacting someone in charge of Cultural Resources at the 
Resource Manager's Office for Buford Dam is so difficult as to be basically impossible.    
 
I wish to see the new manual provide a better  guide for  protecting  cultural resources, especially 
guidelines for staff that makes public participation in protecting these sites less difficult. 


0708


596







Comment ID: 0709 
Author Name: Richard DeWitt
Organization:  


Save Lake Lanier from the fate of Lake Meade at the Hoover Dam area. Cities down stream of Lake 
Lanier should work more on providing more of their own water needs than solely relying on lake 
water. The economy in the north Georgia near Lake Lanier should also be considered , not just the 
communities down sream. 
I repeat....Same Lake Lanier from the fate of Lake Meade !


0709 Comment ID: 0710 
Author Name: Mike Sullivan
Organization: City Council for City of Sugar Hill 


I understand that the FLINT river has little to no reservoir capacity.  In times of drought, this can 
result in an extra burden being put onto the Chattahoochee river.  There are more reservoirs 
needed, hopefully the Flint river can have reservoirs built to help the ACF river basin in times of 
drought.
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Comment ID: 0711 
Author Name: 
Organization: Self 


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


0711 Comment ID: 0712 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake.
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Comment ID: 0713 
Author Name: Bob McLeod
Organization:  


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


0713 Comment ID: 0714 
Author Name: 
Organization: Gibbs Landscape Company 


We need to study alternatives to the current operating plan.  Existing operations seem to have 
uneccessarily draines lake lanier.  The corp should not be constrained by legal arguments about its 
authority to change existing operations.  We need to study altenatives to determine the best use of 
the resrvoir.  Three million residents in north Georgia rely on lake lanier and the Chatahoochee as 
their mian drinking water source.  Lake lanier is also a resource that supplies water to business and 
industry including the landscape industry which results in 8 billion dollar economic impact to the 
state of Georgia.  We ned to study options and keep as much water in Lanier as possible.
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Comment ID: 0715 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


I have lived all my life on Lake Lanier.  The current condition of the Lake is indescribable!!!!!  I know 
that only God has control over the drought, but it is a shame and a disgrace that the mistake of 
releasing too much water was made and that too much water is still being released for muscles in 
Florida.  This is our drinking water source and a very huge recreation source to our area.  Please, 
please, please stop the nonsense and use some common sense.    


0715 Comment ID: 0716 
Author Name: John H
Organization:  


I believe we have entered a critical point in this issue of water demands of those downstream.  I 
understand that levels of the lakes below Atlanta are near full pool.  Why are we discharging so 
much still?  Lanier is 20' down now entering into December whack typically can be very wet.  Let's 
hold on to what we get and release the bare minimum...and let's visit what the bare minimum 
actually is. 
 
Thanks, 
 
John H
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Comment ID: 0717 
Author Name: Mr and Mrs John McCarthy
Organization:  


Just saying what everyone else is saying that is impacted by the lack of a current manual for Lake 
Lanier. Shoreline erosion, economic impact, water supply - the whole basin needs to be re-
manualed. The manual should be a total plan, not just for the lake. Water usage all the way to 
Apalachicola needs to be included.  
 
EPA/EPD Eco all the buzz about regulating water, building more storage and we have the ability 
here on Lanier to hold more water - a 25MM gallon lake by adding 2 ft to Lanier with minimal 
impact. 


0717 Comment ID: 0718 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


I call attention to the fact that recreation is an important resource for the lakes and cannot be 
enjoyed if the water level is dangerously or prohibitively low.
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Comment ID: 0719 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


Imperative to protect and maintain water flow into Appalachicola Bay


0719 Comment ID: 0720 
Author Name: Sid Riley
Organization: Jackson County Times 


The low levels are converting what was once lake front property on Lake Seminole into swamp front 
worthless properties.  Yet you still charge full annual fees for docks and boat houses when you can 
only get a boat to the site when the lake is flooded.  Your management (or mismanagement) has 
caused property values to drop and citizens to lose money.  Also, I appreciate the similar losses 
those people in Apalachacola are experiencing due to damage to the bay. 
 
Florida residents are paying a disporportionate cost for the water problems.
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Comment ID: 0721 
Author Name: Arthur Mazyck
Organization:  


You have all the facts relevant to the case. I would simply like to speak as a householder in the area 
of the Bay and River. Most people like me are very much concerned that decisions which will have 
bad results may be made. I urge you to listen to the concerns of the citizens of the Apalachicola 
Basin. Their concerns should take precedence over the concerns of upstream interests. 


0721 Comment ID: 0722 
Author Name: janice harris
Organization:  


my family has owned property on lake eufaula for more than 40 years.  over the years we have 
enjoyed fishing, swimming, boating and various water sports. this property on the lake has been a 
getaway/vacation for my immediate and extended family and friends.  i feel very strongly the water 
level should remain as it has in the past for the enviroment, wildlife and recreation. 
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Comment ID: 0723 
Author Name: Jim Aspinwall
Organization:  


Please change the winter pool level up 2 feet from the manual for better drought control. Floods 
only happen every 50 years or so. Send Fl. water on an as needed basis instead of directed flows 
by the manual. In other words, decrease flows when it rains in the south of the dam.


0723 Comment ID: 0724 
Author Name: D Head
Organization: boater 


  The Corps' actions have cost the boating industry Millions of dollars on Lanier.  
  Even a simple minded person like myself can see that such a small drainage basin can't be 
expected to keep the whole system up. 
   When Lanier ever gets back to full pool (1071 or 1073) implement a policy of what comes in is 
what goes out. Keep Lanier full! If there is a drought, THERE IS A DROUGHT! 
   If our area becomes the desert southeast, a full Lanier can support Atlanta's need far longer than 
a Lanier 20 feet down! 
 
I know probably nothing will change, but thanks for allowing the venting! 
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Comment ID: 0725 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
 
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 


0725 Comment ID: 0726 
Author Name: Vince Foody
Organization:  


It is very important to keep the West Point Lake Level between 633 and 635 to maintain the safety 
of boaters, the quality of water, and the economic well being of the local economy.  
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Comment ID: 0727 
Author Name: Mike Sullivan
Organization: City Council for City of Sugar Hill 


The Endangered species act needs to be updated.  It is one thing to put endangered species ahead 
of new development.  It is quite another to say that during a drought, endangered species takes 
priority over 3 million people having access to running water.  Atlanta has experience economic 
turmoil due to loss of jobs due to the 2007-08 drought.  Companies went bankrupt, people lost their 
jobs.  The Governor of Alabama said that Atlanta was making much to do about nothing.  Loss of 
basic sanitation due to lack of water is an extremely scary thought, and at what point do people 
outside of Atlanta start to care?


0727 Comment ID: 0728 
Author Name: Mike Sullivan
Organization: City Council for City of Sugar Hill 


There is a requirement of 750 cfs south of Morgan Falls Dam.  The Corp should be more willing to 
analyze the need for this requirement and to be more willing to lower that requirement if possible.
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Comment ID: 0729 
Author Name: Mike Sullivan
Organization: City Council for City of Sugar Hill 


I understand that the FLINT River has little to no reservoir capacity.  In times of drought, this can 
result in an extra burden being put onto the Chattahoochee River.  There are more reservoirs 
needed, hopefully the Flint river can have reservoirs built to help the ACF river basin in times of 
drought.


0729 Comment ID: 0730 
Author Name: Carole  Rutland
Organization: RiverWay South 


I am executive director of a non-profit organization called RiverWay South which includes counties 
in the ACF basin south of West Point and stretch to Apalachicola Bay in GA,AL, and FL. I work with 
65 separate counties. 
 
Many of these counties are defined as some of the most economically distressed in our nation. 
RiverWay South is working to help these counties develop without harming the unique cultural 
heritage and riverine environment... including the rivers' waterways. We are bringing communities 
back to the river as a focal point for sustainable economic development because we know that 
people who experience the river are far more likely to protect the river. 
 
It is extremely important for the ACF communities that water flow levels remain consistent and are 
controlled with a capacity to support river related activities at a sustainable level. We would support 
reasonable navigation which at the same time protects riverine resources and also allows boats to 
travel from Columbus to the Gulf and back again.  
 
It is important to the very existence and life of many of these communities  they be considered 
before altering flow plans. Lives of citizens  as well as the protection of natural resources need to be 
coordinated  
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Comment ID: 0731 
Author Name: Phil Sutton
Organization: Hall County Board of Commissioners 


-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an additional 
26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 


0731 Comment ID: 0732 
Author Name: linda k. hendrix
Organization:  


atlanta needs to be made to repair its' outdated sewer system. too much water from the lake is used 
to flush city of atlantas'sewer system! recreation is the least entity that has been hurt due to low 
lake levels. does anyone not know or care how many businesses have been hurt or even ruined 
because of (not only a drought)poor water/lake level management? human error in the form of a 
faulty gauge (not noticed) was only one of many things we have on record which has helped to put 
lake levels in jeopardy.thank you for the oppotunity to let us voice our comments.
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Comment ID: 0733 
Author Name: ron miller
Organization: home and boat owner 


For the 3rd year we have been unable to enjoy the lake.  Water levels have make it too dangerous 
for swimming and boating.  Like so many of our legislators dictates I can not understand how they 
can dictate minimum water releases to go down streem which do not take into consideration water 
coming into the lake.  Present legislation (like so much of other legislation) potentialy leads to 
disaster.  If present conditions continue the lake will be dry and benefitting no one.


0733 Comment ID: 0734 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


The Endangered species act needs to be updated.  It is one thing to put  
endangered species ahead of new development.  It is quite another to say  
that during a drought, endangered species takes priority over 3 million  
people having access to running water.  Atlanta has experience economic  
turmoil due to loss of jobs due to the 2007-08 drought.  Companies went  
bankrupt, people lost their jobs.  The Governor of Alabama said that  
Atlanta was making much to do about nothing.  Loss of basic sanitation  
due to lack of water is an extremely scary thought, and at what point do  
people outside of Atlanta start to care?  At the end of the day, Water  
Supply is the most basic, fundamental purpose of the Chattahoochee  
river.  Water Supply overrides transportation (navigation), recreation,  
and power.  While it does not override Flood control, it in no way  
competes with this other purpose.  Water Quality is also important.   
While drinking water is important to Atlanta, so is it to other cities  
along the river as well. 
 
On Morgan Falls: 
There is a requirement of 750 cfs south of Morgan Falls Dam.  The Corp  
should be more willing to analyze the need for this requirement and to  
lower the requirement if possible. 
 
Thanks,
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Comment ID: 0735 
Author Name: Carol Schwarz
Organization:  


Conspicously lacking in the dialogue between the 3 States is the "C" word -CONSERVATION! It 
only seems to be invoked in the Atlanta area during droughts, then dies off.  A strong public 
relations campaign encouraging CONSERVATION in all localities proximate to and effected by the 
the ACF, in addition to adding conservation criteria as a prerequisite to increase flow to an area.  
For example, if the good people in Atlanta Metro or Apalachicola are crying for more flow, 
consideration for increasing flow would not be considered until CONSERVATION standards are 
met.  This provides for public by-in and certainly education towards an evaporating limited supply of 
water.    


0735 Comment ID: 0736 
Author Name: Carol Schwarz
Organization:  


NO MORE DREDGING!  The Florida river, Apalachicola has no demand for deep water navigation.  
The detriments to the environment vastly outway the benefits. NO DREDGING.
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Comment ID: 0737 
Author Name: Carol Schwarz
Organization:  


A baseline of health of the species in the Apalachicola Bay, particularly those harvested for food 
needs to be done. The existing health and abundance of harvested seafood needs to be measured 
and correlated to the flow of fresh water from the Apalachicola River.


0737 Comment ID: 0738 
Author Name: Carol Schwarz
Organization:  


Again a measurement of the health of the species (particularly those harvested for seafood) in the 
Apalachicola Bay needs to be done. This measurement then needs to be correlated to the flow 
(amount) and quality of the water coming the Apalachicola. 
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Comment ID: 0739 
Author Name: Carol Schwarz
Organization:  


Please revisit these standards.  The seafood industry in Apalachicola, FL is suffering from lack of 
flow and high salinity.


0739 Comment ID: 0740 
Author Name: Carol Schwarz
Organization:  


Please folks!  One public hearing in Florida and the rest elsewhere.  Even though we're 
downstream, we need to have more public participation, perhaps targeting the Chattahoochee, FL 
area, or Blountstown, FL.  The concerns regarding the Apalachicola River are varied among the 
different river towns.
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Comment ID: 0741 
Author Name: Carol Schwarz
Organization:  


Both a public relations on water CONSERVATION and having specific standards as criteria for 
increased flow during droughts needs to be employed.  CONSERVATION!!! 


0741 Comment ID: 0742 
Author Name: Tim Arnold
Organization:  


There is no doubt as a Civil Engineer from Gerogia Tech that the limited watershed of the Lake 
Lanier basin is just as fragile, if not more, than any other part of the ACF basin.  Lake Lanier has 
served as a mjor water resource for Atlanta metro for many years with no push back.  Now that 
we're in drought mode, everyone is complaining about releases.  Today, the lake is a huge 
economic generator for many people.  To allow the lake the be dropped and ruin people's 
investments in business' and properties is ludicrous. 
 
The COE needs to devise a plan that can look beyond drought times and settle the ACF basin issue 
for all interested parties.  Adding elevation to the lake is probably prudent due to the future added 
water demands.   
 
The new Water Contol Manual Update must consider population and business growth for the metro-
Atlanta area as priority One. 
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Comment ID: 0743 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


The Atlanta area is experiencing an economic turmoil due to loss of jobs from the recent drought.  
The Governor of Alabama has said Atlanta is making a big deal about nothing.  Companies in our 
community have gone bankrupt and people have lost their jobs.  The idea of losing basic sanitation 
due to lack of water is a very scary thought.   
 
The endangered species act needs to be reformed.  I totally agree endangered species should be 
put ahead of new development.  However, putting endangered species above 3 million people 
having access to clean running water is ridiculous.  Water supply is the main purpose of the 
Chattahoochee River.  Water supply should override recreation, transportation and power. 
 
I am very worried over the future of my community's water supply.  I live within a few miles of the 
Chattahoochee River and Lake Lanier. I think it's crazy that myself and my neighbors are worried 
we may not have access to enough clean running water in the near future. 
 


0743 Comment ID: 0744 
Author Name: Mark Manning 
Organization:  


The Endangered species act needs to be updated.  It is one thing to put  
endangered species ahead of new development.  It is quite another to say  
that during a drought, endangered species takes priority over 3 million  
people having access to running water.  
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Comment ID: 0745 
Author Name: rob lehman
Organization:  


Wouldn't it be better to raise the full pool level a few feet to offset such water loss in times of 
drought or less than normal rain fall? Wouldn't this help with our increasing demand downstream 
and in our neighboring states? Seems like a fairly logical solution.


0745 Comment ID: 0746 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


People need to wake up and look around we are wasting our natural resources! Theirs to many 
politicians and greedy developers making decisions that will impact my kids and their kids. They are 
only looking at today and not seeing there's a tomorrow. There needs to be some type of 
community oversight with the Corp of Engineers process and planning.
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Comment ID: 0747 
Author Name: Michael Ceigler
Organization:  


In my opinion we need to manage the expectations of the recreational and commercial fishing users 
of water in the ACF basin.  More specifically, the legally required flow on the Apalachicola river 
should be proportional to the total amount of water in the storage facilities in the ACF basin.


0747 Comment ID: 0748 
Author Name: Michael Ceigler
Organization:  


Adding storage capacity on the Flint River will increase the total water storage capacity in the ACF 
basin.  It will reduce the need to empty storage facilities on the Chattahoochee River to meet the 
minimum flow requirements of the Apalachicola River.
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Comment ID: 0749 
Author Name: Charles Cataldo
Organization: Arris Group 


Please consider the huge importance of Lake Lanier when you update the Water Control Manual for 
this resource. The many citizens of North Georgia rely heavily on this valuable resource & we hope 
with great anticipation that the Water Control Manual will be updated to keep the water level in this 
lake to be no more than 10ft. below full pool. This is our main water supply & we just can't prioritize 
oyster fishing for a given geographical region over the running water needs of so many people in 
Georgia. Please consider also the fact that the southern end of the basin has received much more 
rain the past year than the northern part of the basin in N. Georgia. Thanks for taking my 
comments.


0749 Comment ID: 0750 
Author Name: RHONDA Y MITCHELL
Organization: MITCHELL MARINE, INC. 


Maintain a minimum lake level of 633 to 635 ft.  I beleive with the technology available today and 
the knowledge of employees of the Corps of Engineers that this level could safely be maintained 
without the overwhelming risk of flooding downstream.  This lake is our livelihood!!  In times of 
drought we can't afford for there not to be water in our lake.  In 2007, during the drought and the 
months leading to the drought, I feel West Point Lake was mismanaged.  We should not have been 
nearly as low as we were!!!!  This put many businesses out of business and brought many of us to 
our knees!!  Look at the economical impact study of West Point Lake.  Low water is economically 
very hard on many of the businesses around this area.  
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Comment ID: 0751 
Author Name: Charles Cataldo
Organization: Arris Group 


With the current 750cfm requirement south of the Morgan Falls Dam I sincerely hope the Corps will 
re-evaluate this requirement. It is my belief that this requirement may updated and relaxed such that 
it takes a significant load off the basin north of Morgan Falls Dam. We believe this a key component 
to the overall well being of the basin.


0751 Comment ID: 0752 
Author Name: Charles Cataldo
Organization: Arris Group 


The Flint River needs a new reservoir badly, especially for times of extended drought. A well 
designed and implemented Flint River reservoir should be a key factor in taking some load off of the 
Chattahoochee River and the entire basin.
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Comment ID: 0753 
Author Name: Allan Mitchell
Organization: Mitchell Marine, Inc. 


A minimum water level needs to be maintained!!!    
 
The lake should be kept around 633 to 635. 
 
Especially during times of drought there should be no more flowing out than there is flowing in!!  If 
the dam was not built, the mussels and sturgeon would not be getting anymore than the good Lord 
was flowing down the river anyway.


0753 Comment ID: 0754 
Author Name: Charles Cataldo
Organization: Arris Group 


Please consider the dire reliance of North Georgia on the northern part of the basin, espcially the 
valuable Lake Sidney Lanier. This lake has been depleted due to extended drought in N. Georgia 
and increasing local demand of over 3 million citizens that rely on Lake Lanier for their water supply. 
This lake is our "lifeblood" and we hope that the Corps will act fast to reform the current 
Endangered Species Act. The citizens of North Georgia need this in a most dire way not only to 
sustain life for us, but for our local economy. Thank You.
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Comment ID: 0755 
Author Name: Will Poston
Organization:  


The loss of the water in Lake Sidney Lanier has caused disasterous effects.  It is threatening the 
very survival of the people who depend on the water shed to survive in the surrounding Atlanta 
area. It has also created both financial reprocusions and safety hazzards for the people who live on 
Lake Lanier and around Lake Lanier.  
 
The original mandate of the 1950's should be amended to allow Lake Lanier to refill itself from the 
water flowing into the basin and when after reaching the full pool level again, then allow the water 
coming in to the lake to flow down stream as it would have normally without a water shed.  The 
demand for water in this area is much greater than when the lake was built in the 1950's.   
 
I believe that people are much more important than the mussels downstream. These mussels will 
survive just as they would have without letting all the water flow down stream. The mussels will 
adapt.   
 
Our very survival is threatened without the necessary water that the Atlanta area needs.  All the 
water sheds below us are full.  Why isn't this water alocated to accommodate this crisis for the 
Atlanta area? 


0755 Comment ID: 0756 
Author Name: Mildred S. Burdette
Organization:  


There is a dire threat to the quality of the water going into West Point Lake.  A massive 35-million-
cubic-yard landfill is under construction on Blue Creek, a Troup County, Georgia tributary of the 
lake.  Common sense and scientific evidence overwhelmingly agree that the leachate from the 
landfill will inevitably contaminate the water of the lake.  The toxins from the landfill are myriad and 
lethal.  It is urgent that the potential pollution from this private mega-dump be prevented at its 
source.  No monitoring will be effective in detecting or preventing poisons which will cause 
irreparable harm to people as well as the biolife.  Once the 500-mile shoreline of the lake is 
compromised, cleanup will be impossible.
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Comment ID: 0757 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


The Apalachicola estuary and bay need to be part of the ACF system. I recommend changing the 
word "basin" to "system."  Maintaining both the estuary and bay is vital for environmental, 
recreational (just like Lake Lanier), commercial (oyster, shrimp, and seafood) in both Apalachicola 
and the Gulf Coast states.


0757 Comment ID: 0758 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


Because of the information listed, maintaining the productivity of the estuary and bay is essential 
and should be part of the plan/manual. 
 
The description given about the bay should also include statements about the numbers of other salt 
water species that depend on the bay, estuary, and river as part of their life cycle (fish breeding 
grounds, etc.)  This system not only supports Gulf Coast wildlife, but the Gulf Coast sport fishing 
and commercial fishing industry as well.
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Comment ID: 0759 
Author Name: Billy R. Mayes
Organization: Dothan Utilities 


We have concerns about the equitable and optimal use of the Chattahoochee River and good 
stewardship of the water resources of the region.  We have several comments we would like to 
have considered and implemented during the update to the subject water control plan as follows: 
 
1. Fresh looks at the entire�  process to be accomplished to ensure all needs of the 
river basin are considered.  If we only look at a couple of the issues, the major issues will not be 
addressed and conflicts will continue to worsen. 
2. That what if�  analyses are conducted to determine how additional reservoirs adding 
additional storage volumes would benefit the entire river basin.  Those desiring to consume the 
existing facility volume should provide the funds to support their needs and add additional structures 
to continue to provide equitable use of the river. 
3. Existing gauging stations are updated and additional gauging stations are installed to 
determine the condition and flows of the river basin on a continuous basis.  New locations need to 
be established to ensure that good data is obtained and true conditions of the river basin can be 
determined.  These stations, at minimum, need to include rain sensors, river levels and flows, water 
temperatures and other water quality parameters. 
4. SCADA system to be installed to continuously monitor the condition of the river basin 
with real-time data from all the stations, withdrawal locations and permitted effluent locations.  
Monitoring data to be used in model to help determine daily, weekly, monthly and annual 
adjustments to the flows and levels in the river basin.  Soil moistures need to be considered in the 
model. 
5. Evaluate the need to increase reservoir volumes at Westpoint, George, Andrews and 
other locations to help meet the needs of the river basin. 
6. Water quality stations along the river should be used to alert users and others of 
potential concerns and issues (including temperature issues). 
7. Good science needs to be used to determine fish and wildlife needs. 
8. How are the agricultural demands going to be factored in the update and the model? 
9. What if�  analysis needs to be conducted on the river basin should all storage be 
depleted. 
10. Hydropower needs to continue to be one of the authorized activities. 
11. George W. Andrews Lake and dam needs to be listed for water supply purposes. 


0759 Comment ID: 0760 
Author Name: Mary Lou Dabbs
Organization:  


From the presentations I saw at the meeting held in LaGrange, it seems that the Chattahoochee 
has to pull more than its share of the water control function of the basin. It seems that there are 
missed opportunities for additional water storage on the Flint River that could relieve some 
downstream issues that seem to drain our lakes (West Point and Lanier) dry.
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Comment ID: 0761 
Author Name: Mary Lou Dabbs
Organization:  


I understand that the balancing of the lake's purposes is a complicated issue, and that weather is 
unpredictable, but an extra 7 feet of winter drawdown on West Point Lake combined with a dry 
spring causes increased 'low level' problems. If the system could be set up to be more flexible and 
subject to change based on recent weather patterns, slightly higher levels could be maintained. If 
they're not, we may not have any 'life or property' to protect within the basin, because economic 
conditions will have driven everyone away!


0761 Comment ID: 0762 
Author Name: Mary Lou Dabbs
Organization:  


Unless West Point Lake is maintained at a level of 633-635 it cannot fulfill its congressionally 
mandated purpose of "general recreation." The low lake levels have a negative economic impact on 
LaGrange and nearby towns when fishing is compromised. Fishing tournaments and sailing 
regattas cannot be held safely at the lower lake levels.  Especially in the recent downturn in 
economic conditions, these issues become even more critical, as does the ability of low income and 
minority families to supplement their food supply with fish from the lake.   
As a local resident I believe that the "recreation" focus of this lake means much more than 'just for 
fun', and an adequate supply of water is essential to the welfare of our community!
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Comment ID: 0763 
Author Name: James H. Phillips
Organization: Middle Chattahoochee Water Coalition 


November 20, 2008   
   
   
  
 
District Engineer       
 
US Army Engineer District, Mobile 
 
PO Box 2288  
 
Mobile AL 36628-0001  
 
Subject: Update of the Water Control Manuals for the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River 
Basin.  
 
The Middle Chattahoochee Water Coalition, Inc. (MCWC) is a public/private multi-state partnership.  
Our primary concerns are equitable and optimal use of the Chattahoochee River and good 
stewardship of the water resources of the region.  
 
We have several comments we would like to have considered and implemented during the update 
to the subject water control plan as follows:  
 
Fresh looks at the entire�  process to be accomplished to ensure all needs of the river basin are 
considered.  
That what if�  analyses are conducted to determine how additional reservoirs adding additional 
storage volumes would benefit the entire river basin.  
Existing gauging stations are updated and additional gauging stations are installed to determine the 
condition and flows of the river basin on a continuous basis.  New locations need to be established 
to ensure that good data is obtained and true conditions of the river basin can be determined.  
These stations, at minimum, need to include rain sensors, river levels and flows, water 
temperatures and other water quality parameters.  
SCADA system to be installed to continuously monitor the condition of the river basin with real-time 
data from all the stations, withdrawal locations and permitted effluent locations.  Monitoring data to 
be used in model to help determine daily, weekly, monthly and annual adjustments to the flows and 
levels in the river basin.  Soil moistures need to be considered in the model.  
Evaluate the need to increase reservoir volumes at West Point, George and other locations to help 
meet the needs of the river basin.  
Water quality stations along the river should be used to alert users and others of potential concerns 
and issues (including temperature issues).  
Good science needs to be used to determine fish and wildlife needs.  
How are the agricultural demands going to be factored in the update and the model?  
What if�  analysis needs to be conducted on the river basin should all storage be depleted.  
   
 
We would welcome the opportunity to work with the USACE and other stake holders in determining 
options that will serve the entire ACF basin.  
 
Sincerely,   
  
 
James H. Phillips 
 
President 
 
Middle Chattahoochee Water Coalition


0763 Comment ID: 0764 
Author Name: Fran Bonner Habeeb
Organization:  


The Corps must change their controls to ensure the lake provides the necessary means to it's 
constituents.  During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later 
than June 1.  Additionally, Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other 
endangered species in the Apalachicola River.  Also,  
management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought.  Lastly,  
 they should raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an 
additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake.
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Comment ID: 0765 
Author Name: Tom Sweet
Organization:  


 I sincerely would like to comment on the scoping process but could not find a section on your site 
where we can respond to your request for scoping comments. 
 The brick, mortar, wood, and water of the 12 ACF Federal projects are given...they are what they 
are, Federally  authorized and established.  The 8 Federal project purposes in play at individual 
projects are what they are...they have already been set by Federal legislation...no scoping input 
opportunities here either! 
 I can only comment that the manner in which your "comments" webbsite has been set up is 
indicative of the cause for failure of your water management system development and operation.  
You only allow for comments on individual Projects, individual Project Purposes, individual NEPA 
Processes, individual Environmental Resources, and Shoreline Management as an isolated factor 
in the "scoping" process.  Nowhere do you ask for or accomodate comments that are integrative or 
systemic in nature.  The Corps planners plan, the engineers design, the construction folks build, 
then the operators do what they want, with what they have.  Several times during this process, they 
all need to get together at the same time, look at the same "scope", talk to each other, and proceed 
with input from stakeholders. We don't need more failure which is inevitable from updated WCMs 
which were flawed in the first place.  We need new integrated, innovative, creative, fresh WCMs!! 


0765 Comment ID: 0766 
Author Name: Cathy Cunningham
Organization: Realtor 


I am a Realtor and property owner living on Lake Lanier for almost 6 years now and we desperately 
need your help in making this lake what it once was....Please do whatever you can to change the 
laws to protect our investments.  This has also effected my husband's occupation as he is in the 
Boating industry.  We as residents of Lake Lanier are begging for a change in the use of the water 
that is being distributed.
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Comment ID: 0767 
Author Name: Byron Galway
Organization:  


Keep water in our lake and don't send it all downstream. 
 
There are many reasons to keep water in the lake, from drinking water for Atlanta to local business 
around the lake, which gas a huge economic impact on Georgia's  local, regional and state-wide 
economic health.   
 
The Corp has al;ways been great about handling flood control, but not always so great in handling 
drought.  We need a cohesive plan to keep water in the lake during droughts.  Billions of gallons of 
Lanier water was released without any thought as to the long term implications. 
 
KEEP WATER IN OUR LAKE LANIER!


0767 Comment ID: 0768 
Author Name: Holley Powell
Organization:  


My husband and I own The Dam Store, Inc. which is a tackle and guide service store.  We 
purchased the store 2 years ago and have seen a drastic drop in revenue to the low water levels 
and lack of ramp availability.  I am also a realtor and lake home values have plummeted.  This lake 
is a wonderful resource that is being abused and something has to be done.  The drop in water 
levels has affected countless business owners and property owners.  In these difficult economic 
times, lake businesses are suffering needlessly because there is something that can be done - stop 
giving away all the water!  No bailouts here - just do what is right!
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Comment ID: 0769 
Author Name: Walter Anderson
Organization: City of Berkeley Lake 


The facts would suggest that the impact of conserving water in Lake Lanier for consumption and 
recreation does not constitute a large percentage of the water flowing into Florida from this 
watershed.  As a result, I think the Atlanta local use (both drinking water and recreation) should be 
emphasized more than the downstream issues in managing water flow through Buford Dam.


0769 Comment ID: 0770 
Author Name: Walter Anderson
Organization: City of Berkeley Lake 


Navigation is an important economic driver in this region.  Increasing flow from Lake Lanier to 
compensate for a lack of river maintenance (e.g. dredging) is a short term solution for navigation at 
the expense of other regional values (e.g. drinking water, drought management, recreation).  This 
tradeoff pits one region's needs against another region's needs as a function of lack of funding for 
the fundamental problem (lack of dredging).  I would suggest that water flows from Lake Lanier 
NOT be used to compensate for a lack of maintenance of downstream facilities.
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Comment ID: 0771 
Author Name: bruce longshore
Organization: na 


The imbalance of water release from Lake Lanier has created an incredible hardship on the 
economic viability for areas located near lake lanier. 
 
There have been numerous droughts before and the release from the lake during the past two 
years have been unprecedented during a drought. 
 
The recovery of the water basin will face significant challenges with the current release practices.  
 
In this period of economic crisis we do not want to continue to contribute to those that depend on 
their basic survival.  
 
I suggest the water released from Lanier would be dependent on the rainfall down stream and the 
release of water is slowed when rainfall exceeds the input from the water basin.  
 
 
 


0771 Comment ID: 0772 
Author Name: Lionel Graves
Organization:  


For the last decade, and possibly back to 1980 it is clear that the average annual rainfall in the Lake 
Lanier catchment area is frequently not attained. The reliance on the storage in Lake Lanier tends 
to be at its greatest when rainfall is least. Unfortunately the capacity at Lanier is a huge part of the 
ACT system, while its catchment is extremely small Obviously reliance on Lanier in the long term is 
unsustainable. Immediate consideration should be given to creating water storage along the Flint 
River, and in the long term sea water desalination for users in the lower part of the system will 
probably be required.  
Clearly this does not solve the problem in the next few years. It is currently projected that Lake 
Lanier will reach its lowest level ever within the next few days, and with no major rain events 
forecast for this Winter will begin next year in similar stressed condition. Nobody can predict what 
might happen to the Lake levels next year, but common sense would dictate that in these 
circumstances maximum conservation be employed. It is disconcerting to those of us who live by 
the Lake that we are in that maximum conservation mode while those downstream are not,( actually 
they continually demand additional supplies). Have they not heard that the well is running dry? 
With a major metropolis dependent on Lanier for its water supply there must be sufficient discharge 
to sustain human life, but otherwise dischrges should be limited to what nature provides, and what 
the system would supply under natural conditions. Lake Lanier was not created to allow farmers to 
have a constant flow of water, nor for fishermen in Florida to keep constant salinity in Appalachicola 
Bay. Before the Lake came into existence everyone survived. It is likely that current conditions will 
revert to "normal" sometime in the next year or two, but the Corp should be allowed to manage the 
reserves in the same way that the State of Georgia is at present. In other words Lake Lanier should 
not be expected to support the ever expanding demands from the lower parts of the system. 
Perhaps they should take note of the situation in the Murray-Darling Basin of Australia where 
"normal" conditions have not occurred for almost twenty years. If Lanier suffers ever a small portion 
of that situation there will be no water at all for any users below the Lake ( or no Lake as it would be 
by then). Surely it is time to use common sense, that is that Lake Lanier is not an eternal spring. 
During drought conditions discharge should be limited to the amount entering that Lake to the 
extent this is feasible. Life should be the controlling factor in discharges, not commercial interests. 
Yes everyone has the right to attempt to make a living, but surely human existence takes priority? 
Without the Lake farming and fishing survived.  
In summary, my recommendation is that the Corp of Engineers be allowed to reduce flows from 
Lake Lanier down to average inflow ( perhaps over a month time span ) during drought conditions, 
and that in these conditions the only criterion that would permit higher discharges is to sustain the 
drinking water supply down river ( and only provided all user are under maximum conservation 
rules)  
 
Lionel Graves
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Comment ID: 0773 
Author Name: Walter Anderson
Organization: City of Berkeley Lake 


This is an outdated mandate that fails to incorporate system-wide needs and requirements. Glad 
that a new manual is being produced!


0773 Comment ID: 0774 
Author Name: 
Organization: Realtor 


The level of our beautiful Lake Lanier or what was our beautiful Lake Lanier is so depressing to all 
of us. I am hoping and praying that the U S Army Corps of Engineers will take all measures 
necessary to bring our lake level back to a normal level that we can all live with today. The lake 
level has affected my business severely. I am hoping that between now and Springtime that if we do 
have the rain and the water level reaches a pool where the beauty of our lake is restored the water 
level will be consistent and we get our lives back to normal..this has affected so many businesses 
and so many people from making a living it's just awful. 
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Comment ID: 0775 
Author Name: James Cole
Organization:  


I am a homeowner and have been thoroughly digusted over the condition of the lake level here.  My 
home value has dropped tremendously because of the level although my property tax remains the 
same. We must make a change in the laws and make it quickly.  Our investments depend on it.  If 
we don't make these changes now we may never see this lake and it's value return.


0775 Comment ID: 0776 
Author Name: Gene Obermeyer
Organization:  


When the source of the water reduces you need to lessen the amount of water you send down the 
basin.
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Comment ID: 0777 
Author Name: capt guy h firor
Organization: the dam store inc 


as a homeowner and 30 year veteran of marine industry on lake lanier, i am seeing everything i 
ever worked for evaporate with every drop of water leaving lake lanier. we have a lakefront home on 
shoal creek that has been on market for almost 2 years, even with a deep water dock still in 
operation. 
just drive down friendship/holiday rd and imagine what the 2009 atlanta boat show is going to be 
like.think disaster. 
please dont kill off the industry that drives north georgia. no water means no ramps means no 
fishermen or familiy vacations. 
lake lanier is the jewel in your portfolio. please don't destroy it. 
capt guy firor 
buford, ga


0777 Comment ID: 0778 
Author Name: Philip Burton
Organization:  


While one could write a book on the dynamics of the ACF basin and the need for new rules and 
management practices I would like to briefly point out just a few of the reasons the priorities and 
current management of the ACF must change.      1. Population and current 
concentrations such as Atlanta near the ACFs headwaters with over 3.5 million people alone is a 
challenge for Lake Lanier along with its current project purposes.   
       2. Hydropower while cheap and clean power; cannot 
continue to be sold at the expense of drinking water and quality of life many have come to enjoy 
and should only be sold as a bi-product without multi-year contracts and penalty clauses in favor of 
hydropower purchasers.      3. Recreation and boating along with all its income 
chains as become a large industry for the state of Georgia, which ranks in the top 15 states both for 
recreation spending and boat registrations making it a multi-billion dollar industry and providing jobs 
for thousands in the state. Over 65 percent of this industry is located in the northern 1/3 of the state 
of Georgia.      4. Navigation while in the early years may have been a viable option for the 
transportation of freight. It has become an impractical way to ship goods in today�s busy commerce 
and the needs for quick and timely delivery of goods with our roadways now available to better 
handle almost all of the consumers needs and being much more cost effective.     5. Need 
for quick reaction to drought and changes in the operation of the ACF chain and the need to make 
minimum releases from all of its reservoirs as soon as a drought conditions exist and a lake reaches 
a certain level. The need to protect all lakes in the system but with special consideration given to 
Lake Lanier and its establishment of becoming the lake of last resort with the smallest watershed 
yet with the greatest demands being placed upon it should drought condition last for multiple years. 
      6. While 50 plus years ago the project purposes where warranted 
and had merit but those purposes and needs have changed and the management must adjust and 
have greater and more flexibility to react to the needs that the ACF basin serves. Lanier alone 
supplies water to over 60% of Georgia�s population along with the smallest water shed of only 1040 
square miles.      The comments above may seem too basic in nature 
but touches in a broad sense the absolute need for a change in the current management and the 
mismanagement of our lakes during times of drought under the current management plans and 
authorized purposes and the changes of this basin over the last 50 years.
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Comment ID: 0779 
Author Name: Brian Adams
Organization:  


Please consider taking additional steps to ensure higher levels for Lake Lanier. I understand that we 
are in a drought, but common sense should apply by not releasing much more water downstream 
than flows in to the lake. Lake Lanier has a tremendous financial impact on north georgia, not to 
mention precious life sustaining drinking water. As Lake Lanier continues to drop, it never ceases to 
amaze me that each time I drive over the Chattahoochee river- it appears to be nearly overflowing. 
This should make for an interesting investigative news report. Thanks for your consideration and 
please protect this valuable resource. 


0779 Comment ID: 0780 
Author Name: Davenport, Robert
Organization:  


Presently with the lake being 20 feet below full pool presents numerous negative attributes including 
safety due to submerged or projecting objects, un-sightly shoreline, and lake accessibility issues 
from both current dock permits and in operable ramps. I understand the effect of drought but see no 
reasonable explaination for why downstream stakeholders in the basin should receive the benefit of 
our impoundment capacity. In my view, the downstream basin should only receive a portion of the 
actual throughput the lake receives from natural resources. Downstream FPS flow should not be 
more than the inflow Lanier receives. We appreciate your management of our precious resources 
and pray you will determine a more appropirate plan that is scienfifically based and maintains a 
naviagable, safe, recreational resource on Lanier. Kindest regards, 
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Comment ID: 0781 
Author Name: Elizabeth Cobleigh
Organization:  


The water supply is very low.  My boat has been beached on shore since Sept. 2007 with us anble 
to move to to water as the water is now 50 feet away from our dock.  This is unacceptable as we 
have been told that the water level will not rise for at least another year


0781 Comment ID: 0782 
Author Name: michele coleman
Organization:  


the lake is at its lowest point since i have lived here and no one even mentions it anymore--all 
boating and fishing in this north end has ceased--really you can wolk across the lake now?  how toi 
we recoop from this situation?  micki coleman
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Comment ID: 0783 
Author Name: Susan Bassett
Organization: Boardwalk Realty 


The Apalachicola Bay is a national as well as local natural resource that is one of the most precious 
gifts we have been given.  We must, with the best science available, including that of first doing no 
harm,  preserve its natural state to as large a degree as possible.  We must be good stewards of 
this resource, and I ask those in our government agencies to fight for what is right for this bay and 
all it impacts.  We can so easily lose it, and this is not what I want to see happen as a Floridian, as a 
business person in this area, and as a citizen of this great country.


0783 Comment ID: 0784 
Author Name: David Vaughan
Organization:  


Acknowledge the importance of fishing, boating and other recreation on Lanier; of property 
ownership on or near the lake; of health and safety issues for people who live, work and play on 
Lanier; and of aesthetic considerations.  There are many arguments about the original purposes for 
Lanier, but the primary objective cannot be denied, and that was to build a lake, not a big, ugly, 
useless, empty hole in the ground. 
 
Maintain and protect Lanier in accordance with that overriding principle.  Enormous sums have 
been invested by local governments, businesses and individuals in reliance on that stated objective 
and the reasonable expectation that Lanier would be maintained and protected in accordance with 
it.  Quit ignoring the interests of property owners; the economic losses resulting from not doing so 
may constitute an unlawful taking without compensation.   
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Comment ID: 0785 
Author Name: David Vaughan
Organization:  


Eliminate the mandatory requirement for 5000 cfs at Woodruff Dam.  This results in drawing down 
upstream lakes, especially Lanier, even when it is not needed.  The same may apply to the 750 cfs 
required flow at Peachtree Creek.  Any other arbitrary requirements should also be eliminated as 
well.


0785 Comment ID: 0786 
Author Name: David Vaughan
Organization:  


Raise the full pool for Lanier to 1073.  This will cause a temporary inconvenience for a few people 
[including my family], but it will increase the storage capacity significantly.  Moreover, the lake will 
seldom stay at this level for a significant length of time.  Average levels are usually two feet or more 
below full pool anyway, so any inconvenience will be minimized. 
 
Couple raising the lake level with redefining management zones for Lanier.  A new Zone 1, in which 
levels could vary freely, should be between 1070 and 1073.  A new Zone 2, in which discharges 
should be carefully monitored and regulated, should be between 1067 and 1070.  In a new Zone 3, 
between 1065 and 1067, discharges should be permitted only in compelling circumstances and in 
accordance with established guidelines.  Below 1065, discharges should be prohibited unless there 
is a threat to life or health.   
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Comment ID: 0787 
Author Name: David Vaughan
Organization:  


Stop relying solely on the existing watershed for water supply.  Explore alternatives such as an 
expanded watershed, other bodies of water [e.g., Tennessee River, as well as other creeks and 
rivers], and subterranean water.  We should pursue other sources of water even if we have to buy it. 
 
Require Atlanta to seek alternative sources of water and reduce the amount that they are permitted 
to withdraw from the system.  Let the users and developers there pay for it.   
 


0787 Comment ID: 0788 
Author Name: David Vaughan
Organization:  


Recognize that all of the problems that Lanier has suffered, and continues to suffer, are magnified 
on the north end of the lake.  The reductions in the lake level have eliminated many acres of the 
north end of the lake, and made many more unusable, all without substantial contribution to the 
volume of water that is available for use or discharge.  Moreover, the adverse impacts on 
recreational use, safety and aesthetics are far greater on the north end.  Special attention should be 
paid and special measures undertaken to address the specific needs of the north end of Lanier. 
 
If there is no other practicable way to protect the north end, split the lake by building another dam at 
or near Browns Bridge.  Maintain the water level of the new Little Lake Lanier at a constant level of 
1071, and any additional water that is available could be discharged into the main lake and 
managed there.   
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Comment ID: 0789 
Author Name: carrie segrest
Organization: marinemax 


Please stop taking water from Lake Lanier. You are not only hurting business, you are hurting 
everyone that lives in Georgia. The economy is already bad enough, draining the lake doesn't help 
one bit.


0789 Comment ID: 0790 
Author Name: Jerry W. Carter
Organization:  


Dear Sirs, 
 
I am not sure that I am in the correct section, but here goes.  I find it appalling that boat owners, 
large and small, have had to endure the low levels of Lake Lanier just to pass along water to those 
who are not conserving, and are not in need of additional water.  I have been a boat owner for over 
30 years.  These past few years have not been a total disaster, but very close.  There are parts of 
Lake Lanier that are just not navigatable.  Some of my fondest memories are being with my family 
on Lake Lanier and I would love my son and daughter to be able to use the lake.  I do not feel that 
will be possible.  The low levels of this lake are not due to droughts.  It is due to our government 
decidng what is best.  Our government should not be the sole decision maker in this case.  I could 
understand if there was a need for water down stream, but frankly, show me the need.  We are just 
allowing water to pass through the lake for no apparent reason.  Please, take another look at this 
and make a decision based on need, not a government mandate.   
 
Jerry W. Carter
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Comment ID: 0791 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


My life depends on the water in our lake. Please make changes so that we can get our water level 
back and never have this happen again. 
 
Thank You


0791 Comment ID: 0792 
Author Name: Frank Dennis
Organization: Marine Max 


I depend on the lake and the people it attracts for my income in the boat sales business.  Please 
consider the economic effect you are having by destroying our lake and reducing it to a dead sea.
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Comment ID: 0793 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


I am an avid boater on Lake Lanier and i just wanted to comment that the Corps needs to do 
whatever it can to keep as much water in Lake Lanier as possible. 
I realize there are many demands from Al and FL for this same water, but no one need should 
overshadow another. 
If we in GA are undergoing water use restrictions due to low levels in Lanier, everyone down stream 
affected by this should also have water use restrictions. 
Thanks You


0793 Comment ID: 0794 
Author Name: MORGAN GLENN
Organization:  


Please fill Lake Lanier back up, if the lake drops any further all of us in the marine industry will be 
looking for new jobs.
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Comment ID: 0795 
Author Name: blake Whitney
Organization: tax payer resident 


Increase full pool to 1071


0795 Comment ID: 0796 
Author Name: Ken Johnson
Organization: MarineMax 


The low lake level has affected our boating customers to the point that they don't use there boats 
anymore. this alone has everyone that work on holiday road worried that their job will soon be gone. 
The low lake level has cut my pay check in half for the past two years. 
 
Marine max has already layed off over half my staff. 
Please do something before all our jobs are gone!! 
 
Sincerly, 
 
Ken Johnson 
Service Manager 
MarineMax 
Buford, Ga. 
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Comment ID: 0797 
Author Name: Greg
Organization:  


For decades Lake Lanier was one of the best lakes in the southeast. 
 
Mismanagement of the water levels through the droubts has all but destroyed the lake. 
 
Property values have fallen, navigation and water activities have become dangerous, regular events 
- including events that bring revenue and national exposure to the Lake - have been cancelled, the 
gereral appearance of the lake is declining. 
 
This is also the water supply for communities around the lake.  Water availablity and quality is 
becoming an issue. 
 
There has gotten to be a significant impact to the wildlife of the lake.  Areas fish and other animals 
used are now gone. 
 
There have been regular floods in areas not far from us.  We ship gas and oil around the country 
surely we can find a way to manage water.  Help floods in one area and low levels in another. 
 
We need faster reaction to situations.  No time for sit around and have lots of studies.  Not 
advocating blind actions but the people in the Sr. Management positions should be there becasue 
of ability to make logical, rapid choices. 
Thanks....


0797 Comment ID: 0798 
Author Name: Greg
Organization:  


Southeast and central US regions with floods and we are in need. 
We ship oil and gas around the US surely we can find a way to move water from areas of surplus to 
areas of need. 
 
Pleae do something and do it soon. 
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Comment ID: 0799 
Author Name: Troy Zavitz
Organization: Marinemax of Georgia 


As a sales consultant in the marine industry this one issue has cost us dearly in lost revenue.  If the 
water level of Lake Lanier is not expected to rise in the very near future then authorize to extend the 
current boat ramps to a useable state. 


0799 Comment ID: 0800 
Author Name: Scott Cunningham
Organization: Marine Max 


As a resident and business man dealing with the lake levels I must say with regret that this has 
been the most devastating disaster that has occured to the counties involved. It has not only hurt 
property values but also the Boating industry as well.  My livelyhood has been dramatically reduced 
and my customers are suffering due to the lake levels. If the situation doesn't improve the counties 
surrounding this situation will have revenue disappear and may not fully recover from this disaster. 
The law must be changed and changed immediately to protect this lake and it's purpose for 
existence. We are pleading with the forces that be to help us now.  
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Comment ID: 0801 
Author Name: Harald Sundal
Organization: Boater/Brokerage 


I have been boating on Lake Lanier for a few years now after moving from Martinez, GA where I 
used Clarks hill.  I have been deeply disappointed in the way that You have handled and managed 
the level of Lake Lanier. 
 
I can't think of any business that hasn't been hit by the low level of the lake.  When combined with 
the economic conditions there may not be many businesses that survive. 
 
It is appaling that we started out with the lake level several feet below normal due to errors on the 
corps part in having incorrect water levels, indicated versus actuals. 
 
It is my belief that failure of many of the businesses is a direct result of your actions or lack of 
action. 
 
Harald Sundal


0801 Comment ID: 0802 
Author Name: Steve Burrell
Organization:  


We have been severly affected by the consistant drop in water levels.  With the growing population 
and demand for water, coupled with drought conditions, it doesn't make any sence to send 
enormous amounts of water downstream.  Other lakes in our region, like lake Oconee, are near full 
pool even with the drought.  We need change to occur quickly or Lake Lanier will be little more than 
a mud hole.
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Comment ID: 0803 
Author Name: Harry Cardillo
Organization:  


We must insure a more adequate/consistent full Lake as we are jeopardizing our Economy and 
Recreation in Northern Georgia. How can we as Boaters/Users help this situiation before it is too 
late?


0803 Comment ID: 0804 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


During drought conditions the lake should be allowed to reach full pool by June 1st.  Also I question 
the about of water released for the mussels and othe endangered speices.  When it is not 
determined how much water needs for them to survive. 
What did they do when drought conditions occurred before Lake Lanier was formed.  They survived. 
How can it be stated that so much flow must go by Peachtree Creek in Atlanta when there isn't a 
device to monitor the flow. Seems to me the forst thing that needs to be done is get a devise to 
check the flow so we do not allow more water out of the lake then is necessary. 
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Comment ID: 0805 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


The economy effect of Lake Lanier on the region is very high.  When the lake is allowed to reach 
the level at which it is now impacts everyone near the lake.  Home owners, businesses around the 
lake and businesses in the cities near the lake. This is a year around problem.  the lake is used the 
year around.


0805 Comment ID: 0806 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


As I stated earlier how can you say you need so much water flowing at Peachtree Creek when you 
have no monitoring device at the creek.  Also what is going to happen to the quality of the lake 
when the level gets so low the dilution factor in not what it should be.  What happens when 
Gwinnett starts dumping 140 million gallons of sewage into the lake. The pipe is so many feet below 
the water level but that was calculated on 1971 not at 1050.  That is a big concern. What will the 
dilution factor be?
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Comment ID: 0807 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


Georgia has been on water restrictions for several years. We decreased the amount of water being 
used.  We certainly can do better and this is an area we all need to work on to improve.  However I 
feel Florida and Alabama also need to be on water restrictions.  We do not hear that they have been 
restricked in any way.  They need to conserve the water as well as the Geogians. 
The water demands of this area is great and if everyone doesn't work at conserving water we all are 
in trouble.


0807 Comment ID: 0808 
Author Name: Barry Lucas
Organization:  


The Water Control Manual update should be revised to reflect that water supply is the most 
important use of Lake Lanier.  Do we have to exhaust our water supply and have a crisis for the 
importance of this issue to become painfully obvious?  In my opinion there should be no 
consideration for maintaining a full lake for recreation purposes.  Likewise, in my opinion any 
requirements to protect endangered or threatened species should come second to protecting the 
water supply for the residents of North Georgia.  The same holds true for power generation - there 
are many ways to produce power and support electricity demands through the power grid; but there 
is only a very finite amount of fresh water to supply the 4 million plus residents of North Georgia.  
That water is stored in Lake Lanier.  With the environmental regulations in place in this country 
today, it will be practically impossible to replace this resource with another option, such as 
constructing a state owned or locally owned reservoir.  And if managed properly, Lake Lanier can 
continue to supply the water needs of the Atlanta/North GA region for the forseeable future.  But it 
must be managed as a water supply resource - not as a safety net for mussels and sturgeon.  
Those animals have survived for hundreds of thousands of years, and through severe droughts long 
before the lake was built.  They don't need your man made lake to survive.  But the tax paying 
citizens of Georgia do need the lake to survive, and to advance as a region economically.  Make 
water supply for North Georgia the number one priority of the Lake Lanier management plan.
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Comment ID: 0809 
Author Name: Tim Perkins
Organization: Forsyth County 


Water supply is currently the most important need for the citizens of Forsyth County. Currently due 
to the water wars we are prohibited from providing reliable water supply for our growing area. We 
have been trying to get permission to get an intake and withdraw water from the lake for over 20 
years.  If the lake did not exist we would be allowed reasonable water for consumption from the 
river.  Currently we are being forced to look for water from the river below the dam and pump it 19 
miles back to our existing plant at an estimated cost of 20 million dollars. We have 20 square miles 
of the lake in our county but yet we cant get a permit from the Corps. I use to say that was un-
American but now when I say that people tell me this could only occur in America. The lake has 
helped cause the people  to move here and use it for recreation but at the same time we are not 
allowed the water to meet those demands. 
 
Consideration must be given to counties around the lake who need water and are being denied 
there riparian rights to water.  Counties down stream are taking all the water they need. We do not 
have to have storage contracts at this time just reasonable access to the water like everyone else. 
Currently water is being taken by systems with excess supply and being sold to other systems at an 
unfair marked up price.  Current actions by the CORPS is contributing to this unfair practice.  
 
Consideration should not be given to maintain the trout below the dam as this is not a natural 
environment that environmentalist are always asking for. This is an artificial trout stream, the 
species being stocked are not native fish.  Releases from the dam to maintain temperature should 
not be allowed.  
 
 
Forsyth County has made multiple official request for a storage contract for water from the lake and 
that should be considered in this plan update. 
 
You should not only be looking at the current demands on the river in this study. Consideration 
should be given looking at future population projections and water demands from the river.   


0809 Comment ID: 0810 
Author Name: Tim Perkins
Organization: Forsyth County 


Navigation on this section is no longer a high priority and may be altering the natural environment.
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Comment ID: 0811 
Author Name: Lorin Ward
Organization: MarineMax 


Dear U.S. Army Corp Official, 
As a local resident, private boat owner, MarineMax employee and local business patron,  I am a 
firm stakeholder in the water levels of Lake Sidney Lanier.  My wife and son depend on my income 
as a boat salesman and our livlihood is granted by the public access and safe usage of Lake Sidney 
Lanier for recreational purposes.  Please do all that is necessary not only to preserve our lake but to 
allow it to replenish itself to full pool lake levels for the sake of recreational businesses in the area.  
Thank you for taking my individual interests into consideration!   
Regards, 
Lorin Ward


0811 Comment ID: 0812 
Author Name: Tim Perkins
Organization: Forsyth County 


We must hold back as much water as possible in Lake Lanier during drought times. Water supply is 
the highest need.
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Comment ID: 0813 
Author Name: SCOTT FERRIS
Organization: MARINEMAX 


I'VE BEEN SELLING BOATS ON THE LAKE FOR A LIVING FOR THE LAST SIX YEARS. THE 
LAST TWO YEARS HAVE BEEN VERY BAD FOR ME DUE TO THE WATER LEVEL AND NOT 
BEING ABLE TO SELL TRAILERABLE BOATS. I HAVE CHILDREN AND PARENTS THAT 
DEPEND ON ME. PLEASE HELP ME BY MAINTAINING A HIGHER WATER LEVEL


0813 Comment ID: 0814 
Author Name: Tim Perkins
Organization: Forsyth County 


Releases above natural river flows should not be made when the lakes are in action zones 2-4.   for 
any of these needs: flood control actions, fish spawn operations, maintenance and repair of 
turbines, emergency situations such as drownings and chemical spills, drawdowns due to shoreline 
maintenance, releases made to free stuck barges, and other circumstances.  The fish survived 
before the dams were built the natural flow should suffice. 
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Comment ID: 0815 
Author Name: Tim Perkins
Organization: Forsyth County 


Over harvesting by the commercial fisheries should be reviewed as the possible decline in the 
species besides the salinity of  the bay during droughts.  The bay should not be expected to 
produce extreme numbers if fish for harvesting as is currently being taken  Releases of water from 
reservoirs during drought times should not exceed natural low flow conditions to protect the bay. 
Also the impacts of the unnatural cuts between the Bay and to Ocean should be considered as a 
possible source of salinity in the bay.


0815 Comment ID: 0816 
Author Name: Tim Perkins
Organization: Forsyth County 


A 5,000 cfs minimum flow  from the Jim Woodruff Dam to the Apalachicola River in support of water 
quality and water supply has not been proven to be necessary.  It seems that this number far 
exceeds the natural low flow numbers. 
 
Discharges along the rive can and have be improved and thus can reduce the  needed 750 CFS.  
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Comment ID: 0817 
Author Name: GENE JONES
Organization:  


West Point Lake should have it's water level maintained at 635 during the summer and while it may 
need to be lower during the winter, I believe that 628 is too low!!!!!  It definately needs to remain 
above 630 at all times.  633 to 635 would be wonderful.  The lake level definately needs to be 
maintained better during the spring so that the fish can spawn. 
 
The lake needs to be better managed for the Congressionally authorized purposes.  General 
recreation was one of the purposes.  While I understand that flood control was also one of the 
purposes, dropping the lake as low as it has been, seems  really wasteful.  628 is really too low!!!!! 
 
 


0817 Comment ID: 0818 
Author Name: mike venable
Organization: local resident 


The cove I live on has been dry for the past 3 summers, I have a damaged dock from a tiny creek 
that washed out the dirt holding up the dock, Im still paying dock fee's even the cove is dry,and I 
have been paying marina fee's on top of that so I can enjoy my boat,and that is very expensive,and 
is not in my budget.
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Comment ID: 0819 
Author Name: DAVID STOLFO
Organization:  


THE LAKE GOING DOWN SO LOW HAS REALLY HURT ME AND MY FAMILY.  I SELL SEA 
RAYS AT BALD RIDGE MARINA.MY CUSTOMERS WONT BUY B/C THEY HAVE NO WATER AT 
THEIR DOCK.  ALSO THEY CANT LAUNCH.MY CUSTOMERS WHO ALREADY BOUGHT FROM 
ME WONT BOAT B/C THEY ARE SCARED THEY WILL HIT SOMETHING AND HURT THEIR 
BOAT.  WE ARE LOOKING AT SELLING OUR HOUSE IN BUFORD, AND MOVING BACK TO TN 
WHERE WE CAME FROM.  IT IS JUST NOT GETTING BETTER.  MY CUSTOMERS HAVE 
INDICATED IT IS NOT THE ECONOMY, OR FUEL PRICES, IT IS THE LAKE LEVEL.  I AM AT 
30% OF MY NORMAL INCOME.I WAS VERY DISAPPOINTED TO LEARN USACOE LET TOO 
MUCH WATER OUT, AND THEY LAKE HAS BEEN WAY DOWN EVER SINCE.  FIX THIS 
PROBLEM PLEASE...THIS IS NOT HELPING!!!
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Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
1 Helen Lankford 1-1
2 Unknown 1-1
3 Gayle O 'Neal 1-2
4 Janice Grizzle 1-2
5 Paul Sconyers 1-3
6 Heinz J. Mueller EPA 1-3
7 Greg Whitfield Gibbs Landscape Company 1-5
8 Tiffany Stone 1-6
9 Charels and Judy Salter 1-6


10 Bill Spohrer Local Resident 1-7
11 Tom & Patti Montijo 1-7
12 Donald Baker 1-8
13 Noah Lockley Franklin County Board of County Commissioners 1-8
14 Al Pope 1-9
15 Chris Smith 1-10
16 William D. Rezak 1-11
17 Marguerite Daniel Athens Boat Club, Inc. 1-11
18 Jack Bernzott 1-12
19 Bill Thomas Georgia Outdoors, Inc. 1-13
20 Janet G. Llewellyn Florida Department of Environmental Protection 1-16
21 Bill Bierbower 1-19
22 Sam & Joyce Hancock 1-19
23 Mr. Tom and Chris Hunkele Lakeside Fitness & Therapy LLC 1-21
24 Unknown 1-22
25 Lesley Cox 1-23
26 Donald Smiley 1-23
27 Patty Chastain 1-24
28 David McLain 1-24
29 Van Lewis 1-25
30 Joseph Parrish 1-26
31 Dennis Rosendahl 1-27
32 Phil Perdue 1-27
33 Donna Garrett 1-28
34 Paul Stouffer 1-28
35 Keith Shannon 1-29
36 Tony Owens MeadWestvaco 1-29
37 Carol A. Couch GA EPD 1-34







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
38 Carl Von Epps House of Representatives 1-32
39 Unknown 1-42
40 Paul M. Flood 1-43
41 Denise Deal Greater Hall Chamber of Commerce 1-43
42 Tom Oliver Hall County Government Board of Commissioners 1-46
43 Students of River Basin Management 1-47
44 Steve Leitman 1-48
45 Gail Carmody Fish and Wildlife Service 1-50
46 Herb Nadler Department of Energy: Southeastern Power Administration 1-54
47 Mike Godfrey Southern Company 1-55
48 Tanya Blalock Georgia Power 1-58
49 Stanley F. Cook AL Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 1-59
50 Charles Krautler Atlanta Regional Commission 1-61
51 Billy V. Houston Tri Rivers Waterway Development District 1-103
52 V.M. Perry, Jr. Lake Lanier Association 2-1
53 Ronald Seder 2-6
54 Dan Tonsmeire Apalachicola River Keepers 2-8
55 Brian Atkins 2-13
56 Buddy Manning 2-19
57 Chadwick Taylor 2-20
58 Caroline Weiler 2-20
59 Darryl Lanier 2-21
60 Denesia Cheek National Park Service 2-22
61 D-Jay Petroleum 2-23
62 Gwen Criswell 2-23
63 Joe Maltese City of LaGrange 2-24
64 Sunny Park 2-26
65 Vicky Ginn 2-26
66 Wilton Rooks 2-27
67 Jeff Lukken Mayor of LaGrange 2-28
68 Dick Timmerberg West Point Lake Coalition 2-32
69 Jeff Brown Troup County Chamber of Commerce 2-35
70 David McLain Riparian County Stakeholder Coalition 2-68
71 Steven J. Herrington The Nature Conservancy 2-69
72 Dan Kauffman 2-70
73 Matt Frend 2-71
74 Charles McLeod 2-72







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
75 Sally Bethea Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper 2-72
76 Allen Boyd U.S. Congress 2-130
77 Richard C. Wolfe Troup County Board of Commissioners 2-132
78 Ann Gage 2-133
79 James Griffin 2-134
80 Greg and Mary Drummer 2-134
81 Bill Shilling 2-135
82 Vince Foody 2-135
83 Steven Voige 2-136
84 Ronnie Segree 2-136
85 Charles Chapman 2-137
86 Charles Chapman 2-137
87 Charles Chapman 2-138
88 Charles Chapman 2-138
89 Charles Chapman 2-139
90 Unknown 2-139
91 Alan Pierce 2-140
92 Lawrence Durden 2-140
93 Marilyn Blackwell 2-141
94 Joe J. Shields 2-141
95 Alice Jean Gibbs 2-142
96 Lynn Wilson 2-143
97 John Richards 2-143
98 Candace Springer 2-144
99 Kathy Robinson 2-144
100 Jack Carbone 2-145
101 Beverly Hewitt 3-1
102 Dan Rothwell 3-1
103 Heidi Recksiek 3-2
104 Roy Ogles 3-2
105 Dr. Lois Sobody 3-3
106 ELMON L. GARNER 3-3
107 Ken Weathers 3-4
108 William McCalley 3-4
109 Sylvia and Wayne Hunter 3-5
110 Tom & Helene Bohannon 3-6
111 Anonymous 3-7







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
112 Marlene Timmerberg 3-7
113 West Point Lake Advisory Council West Point Lake Advisory Council 3-8
114 Cecil Hay 3-9
115 Jeannine Honicker 3-10
116 Tommy Mike 3-11
117 Claudette Bolles 3-12
118 EVELYN ZARATE 3-13
119 DORIAN ROFFE-HAMMOND 3-13
120 Karen Cox-Dennis 3-14
121 Jack Struble 3-14
122 Berny D. Ilgner 3-15
123 Berny D. Ilgner 3-15
124 Berny D. Ilgner 3-16
125 Berny D. Ilgner 3-16
126 Mark and Charlene Powell 3-17
127 Ronald Ready 3-17
128 R.S.Windham 3-18
129 Kyle W. Crawford 3-18
130 Ted Beason 3-19
131 Unknown 3-19
132 DANIEL PRICE 3-20
133 Randy Nix 3-20
134 Randy Nix 3-21
135 Diane 3-21
136 Phil Coulton 3-22
137 Billy 3-22
138 Unknown 3-23
139 Unknown 3-23
140 Ian Ramsay   3-24
141 Kent Bennett 3-24
142 Unknown 3-25
143 Kent Bennett 3-25
144 Patrick Bowie Sr. 3-26
145 Patrick Bowie Sr. 3-26
146 Bob Kustermann 3-27
147 Kent Bennett 3-27
148 sondra bowie 3-28







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
149 murchison 3-28
150 james murchison 3-29
151 sondra bowie 3-29
152 Bob Kustermann 3-30
153 Debra Nix 3-30
154 sondra bowie 3-31
155 Don Russell 3-31
156 Unknown 3-32
157 Bob Thome 3-32
158 Unknown 3-33
159 Janet Fox 3-33
160 Unknown 3-34
161 Joy 3-34
162 Mark Headrick 3-35
163 Unknown 3-35
164 Otto Korth 3-36
165 Michael Bailey 3-36
166 Terri Yarbrough 3-37
167 Unknown 3-37
168 Unknown 3-38
169 Joy 3-38
170 Sammy Bailey Jr. 3-39
171 Gary Grizzle 3-39
172 KELLY ANDERSON 3-40
173 Gail  A Poole 3-40
174 Unknown 3-41
175 Unknown 3-41
176 Janice Grizzle 3-42
177 William R Stump,Jr 3-42
178 Unknown 3-43
179 Janice Grizzle 3-43
180 Unknown 3-44
181 Unknown 3-44
182 Joel Upchurch 3-45
183 Tripp Penn 3-45
184 Unknown 3-46
185 Unknown 3-46







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
186 Wayne Anderson 3-47
187 Wayne Anderson 3-47
188 Janet Neal 3-48
189 Joel Upchurch 3-48
190 Charles Prestridge 3-49
191 Kyle W Crawford 3-49
192 Joel Upchurch 3-50
193 Maureen Struble 3-50
194 William Robinson 3-51
195 Kyle W Crawford 3-51
196 matthew walker 3-52
197 Michael Edwards 3-52
198 Joel Upchurch 3-53
199 Johnny R Ashmore 3-53
200 Kyle W Crawford 3-54
201 James A. Stinson 3-54
202 Johnny R Ashmore 3-55
203 Beth Stinson 3-55
204 Lee Bedingfield 3-56
205 Rocky Millenbine 3-56
206 Johnny R Ashmore 3-57
207 Lillian Ford 3-57
208 Ron Garrett 3-58
209 Lee Bedingfield 3-58
210 Rocky Millenbine 3-59
211 Kyle W Crawford 3-59
212 Andy Fritchley 3-60
213 Donna Garrett 3-60
214 Dr. George M Henry 3-61
215 Rocky Millenbine 3-61
216 David Scott 3-62
217 Lillian Ford 3-62
218 CHARLES 3-63
219 Todd Vinson 3-63
220 Rocky Millenbine 3-64
221 Carol Todd 3-64
222 Lillian Ford 3-65







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
223 Dr. George M Henry 3-65
224 Unknown 3-66
225 Patrick Crews 3-66
226 Coleman Vice 3-67
227 Unknown 3-67
228 Peter Mallory 3-68
229 marjorie knipp 3-68
230 Scott Harris 3-69
231 Unknown 3-69
232 Todd Vinson 3-70
233 Terry McMillian 3-70
234 roy spinks 3-71
235 Unknown 3-71
236 Unknown 3-72
237 Sharon Mitchell 3-72
238 Archie Mitchell 3-73
239 Unknown 3-73
240 Jeff Todd 3-74
241 Unknown 3-74
242 Unknown 3-75
243 Peter Houghton 3-75
244 Unknown 3-76
245 Randy Nix 3-76
246 Rich Gibson 3-77
247 Rich Gibson 3-77
248 Unknown 3-78
249 Alan E Trainer 3-78
250 Rich Gibson 3-79
251 Rich Gibson 3-79
252 Unknown 3-80
253 Unknown 3-80
254 Phil Horton 3-81
255 Phil Horton 3-81
256 Phil Horton 3-82
257 Phil Horton 3-82
258 Tim Gay 3-83
259 Randall Norred 3-83







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
260 Randy Norred 3-84
261 Randy Norred 3-84
262 louis j. cue 3-85
263 Daniel H. Cox 3-85
264 Coweta County Water Authority 3-86
265 Ray Roesel 3-86
266 Ralph Peery 3-87
267 Doug Pauley 3-87
268 Doug Pauley 3-88
269 Doug Pauley 3-88
270 Dan Forrest 3-89
271 Carl C. Staley, Jr. 3-89
272 Marsha Woodward 3-90
273 Kathleen Autry 3-90
274 Michael Halicki 3-91
275 Becky Gibson 3-91
276 Michael Ellis 3-92
277 Oscar Turner 3-92
278 Unknown 3-93
279 Betty Turner 3-93
280 Joshua Norred 3-94
281 Lance Jones 3-94
282 Lesley Cox 3-95
283 Bruce Whyte 3-95
284 James Bishop 3-96
285 Daniel Houghton 3-96
286 Raymond Newman 3-97
287 Raymond Newman 3-98
288 Eugenia H. Newman 3-98
289 Eugene Gatwood 3-99
290 Eugene Gatwood 3-99
291 James R Franks 3-100
292 Unknown 3-100
293 Unknown 3-101
294 Alton Nelson 3-101
295 Kathy Nguyen 3-102
296 Kathy Nguyen 3-102







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
297 Jackson 3-103
298 Tom Bartels 3-103
299 Jeffery Daigrepont 3-104
300 Beverly Rayner 3-104
301 Jud Davis 4-1
302 Chris Gray 4-1
303 Robert G Fuss 4-2
304 Randy Norred 4-2
305 Nancy H. Green 4-3
306 Jim Levesque 4-3
307 Bob Zumwalt 4-4
308 Michael J. Mcbride 4-4
309 Gary M Cash Just a concerned American 4-5
310 Unknown 4-5
311 Stephen Scanlan 4-6
312 Brant Meadows 4-6
313 Peter Edwards 4-7
314 Charles S. Neey 4-7
315 Harold Trip 4-8
316 Bonny Putney 4-8
317 Kenneth Davis 4-9
318 Kim Sak 4-9
319 Doug Burnd 4-10
320 William Winslow 4-10
321 Sam Olens Cobb County 4-11
322 Eva Galambos City of Sandy Springs 4-11
323 GLORIA LIVINGSTON 4-12
324 CARL STEKELBURG 4-12
325 Gerald 4-13
326 Thomas Clark 4-13
327 Thomas Clark 4-14
328 Thomas Clark 4-14
329 Ila Burdette 4-15
330 Unknown 4-15
331 Ron Garrett 4-16
332 Nancy H. Green 4-16
333 Unknown 4-17







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
334 Sarah Beth Mallory 4-17
335 Sue & Tim Christolm 4-18
336 Terry McMillian 4-18
337 Terri Brooke 4-19
338 Ruth Perdue 4-19
339 Mike Forster 4-20
340 Beth Norred 4-20
341 Rick Mallory 4-21
342 Ronald Golden 4-21
343 Helen F. Henry 4-22
344 Debbie Burdette 4-22
345 Charis Acree 4-23
346 Jerry Fulks 4-23
347 Chris Rosendohl 4-24
348 Steven Ward 4-24
349 Marlene Timmerberg 4-25
350 Tim Ward 4-25
351 John and Helga Ray 4-26
352 Michelle Ward 4-26
353 Beverley Johnson 4-27
354 Barbara Keller 4-27
355 Daniel Houghton 4-28
356 Robert Parker 4-28
357 Edna Foster 4-29
358 Laura Breyfogle 4-29
359 Stafford Brooke 4-30
360 Mickey McCoy 4-31
361 Roberta Lauer 4-31
362 Pam Ramsay 4-32
363 Otis F. Woodward 4-32
364 Marsha Woodward 4-33
365 Larry Daniel 4-33
366 Unknown 4-34
367 David Dodson 4-34
368 Jimmy Wilbanks City of Dacula, GA 4-35
369 Unknown 4-35
370 Steve Katz 4-36







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
371 Jonathon Heard City of Cumming 4-36
372 Nancy Niekro 4-37
373 Jonathon Heard City of Cumming 4-37
374 Jonathon Heard City of Cumming 4-38
375 Jonathon Heard City of Cumming 4-38
376 Jonathon Heard City of Cumming 4-39
377 Jonathon Heard City of Cumming 4-39
378 Jonathon Heard City of Cumming 4-40
379 Jonathon Heard City of Cumming 4-40
380 Susie Gajewski Sugar Hill City Councilwoman 4-41
381 Bob Boyd Resident/ Homeowner 4-41
382 Valerie Hall 4-42
383 Gordon Brand 4-42
384 Larry Preston 4-43
385 Kent Bennett 4-43
386 Ron Condon 4-44
387 F T Davis Jr Atlanta Regional Commission 4-44
388 Kent Bennett 4-45
389 Kent Bennett 4-45
390 Kent Bennett 4-46
391 Cile Gierhahn Lakefront Homeowner 4-46
392 Cile Gierhahn Lakefront Homeowner 4-47
393 Cile Gierhahn Lakefront Homeowner 4-47
394 Robert Kopp 4-48
395 Cile Gierhahn Lakefront Homeowner 4-48
396 Eric Techo 4-49
397 Cile Gierhahn Lakefront Homeowner 4-49
398 Cile Gierhahn Lakefront Homeowner 4-50
399 Jane Browder lake property owner 4-50
400 Chuck Hall Lake Lanier Homeowners Assoc. 5-1
401 Chuck Hall Lake Lanier Homeowners Assoc. 5-1
402 L Levi 5-2
403 L Levi 5-2
404 L Levi 5-3
405 L Levi 5-3
406 Robert Johnson 5-4
407 Tim Watford The Lake Lanier Association 5-4







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
408 Tim Watford The Lake Lanier Association 5-5
409 Frank Russo 5-5
410 Tim Watford The Lake Lanier Association 5-6
411 Unknown 5-6
412 Jerry Griffin Association County Commissioners of Georgia 5-7
413 Perry Darsey 5-7
414 Pat Darsey 5-8
415 Diane Mcgrath 5-8
416 Robert Busser 5-9
417 Mary Thompson Mary Thompson Appraisals 5-9
418 Mary Thompson Mary Thompson Appraisals 5-10
419 Jayne Olderman 5-10
420 Allen Gresham 5-11
421 Pat Darsey 5-11
422 Jerry Collins 5-12
423 Unknown 5-12
424 James Klass 5-13
425 HUGH R. MCQUEEN 5-13
426 Danny Lowery 5-14
427 Mark Condon 5-14
428 Jack Oliaro self 5-15
429 George Searing 5-15
430 Kathi Wilson 5-16
431 Ted Wilson 5-16
432 Unknown 5-17
433 Unknown n/a 5-17
434 Pam 5-18
435 Nolton Johnson 5-18
436 Judy Waters 5-19
437 Mark Thelen 5-19
438 Steven Voige 5-20
439 Dixie Speck Solterra, Inc. 5-20
440 Kevin Herbert 5-21
441 Miller Stevens 5-21
442 Bill Rezak 5-22
443 Corinne Valentine 5-22
444 Patsy Street 5-23







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
445 David Sargent 5-23
446 Don Kelemen 5-24
447 Unknown 5-24
448 Terri Jondahl 5-25
449 Bill Morrison 5-25
450 Sidell Tilghman 5-26
451 Jodi Wacho 5-26
452 James & Shannon Lince 5-27
453 Patsy M Street 5-27
454 Mike Harding 5-28
455 Janace Harding 5-28
456 Ben Hampton 5-29
457 Linda Mock 5-29
458 Susan Pruitt 5-30
459 Betty Hampton 5-30
460 Peter Collins 5-31
461 RPM Boat Dealer 5-31
462 Daniel Strickland 5-32
463 Alan Segrave 5-32
464 Nat Hancock 5-33
465 David W True 5-33
466 Kenneth Davis 5-34
467 Susan Garchow 5-34
468 Ethyl L. Ault 5-35
469 Robbie Nichols 5-35
470 Sammie F Jones 5-36
471 Fred L Jones 5-36
472 Mary Kirves Lake Property Owner 5-37
473 Nita Morgan 5-37
474 Mandy C. Harris 5-38
475 Richard N. Harris 5-38
476 Heather Jones 5-39
477 Crow Hunter 5-39
478 Matt Johnston 5-40
479 Stephanie Nakamura 5-40
480 Nicholas Grillo 5-41
481 Unknown 5-41







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
482 City of Oscarville City of Oscarville 5-42
483 Steve Warlick 5-43
484 Leonard & Joanne Hinton 5-43
485 George Ehrhardt 5-44
486 Jim & Judy Foster 5-45
487 Melvyn & Gail Smith 5-45
488 Myrtle Figueras Mayor of Gainesville 5-46
489 John Mock 5-46
490 Judson Davis 5-47
491 Terri Johndahl 5-48
492 George Wangeman 5-48
493 Thomas Vivelo 5-49
494 Hall County Government 5-50
495 Christopher Seeley 5-51
496 James & Martha Burwell 5-51
497 Terri Johndahl 5-52
498 James & Pamela Norman 5-52
499 Lois D. Salter Gwinnett Municipal Association 6-1
500 Greater Hall Chamber of Commerce Hall Chamber of Commerce 6-4
501 Russell Landscape Group Russell Landscape Group 6-8
502 Grier Todd 1071 Coalition of Lake Lanier 6-9
503 Kit Dunlap Hall Chamber of Commerce 6-10
504 Katheryn Dunlap Metropolitan North GA Water Planning District 6-13
505 John and Jodi Wacho 6-14
506 Marilyn Haight 6-15
507 Trace Ergle 6-15
508 Robert Tate 6-16
509 Greg Smallwood 6-16
510 Michael Muenchen 6-17
511 John Muenchen 6-17
512 Will Daniel 6-18
513 Jansen Riverfront Therapy Inc. 6-18
514 Anita Grove Apalachicola Bay Chamber of Commerce 6-19
515 Anita Grove Apalachicola Bay Chamber of Commerce 6-19
516 Robert Hilton Homeowner 6-20
517 Scott Carper 6-20
518 Raymond Smith 6-21







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
519 Brad Jordan 6-21
520 Michael P Harney 6-22
521 John ODonnell 6-22
522 Tim Muenchen 6-23
523 Jack Griffeth 6-23
524 Palmer 6-24
525 Walt Banasik 6-24
526 Sam Boggs citizen 6-25
527 Terry Simpson 6-25
528 Unknown Resident 6-26
529 Tim Altman Timberidge on Lanier Condominum Association 6-26
530 Lisa H. Howell 6-27
531 Unknown 6-27
532 Jim Geist 6-28
533 Jeanne Beachler 6-28
534 Ebby Hamby 6-29
535 Stacy Wade LLA 6-29
536 Ellen Whitaker 6-30
537 Charles Mann 6-30
538 George N. Slappey, DDS 6-31
539 Ken Fields 6-31
540 Charlie Nugent 6-32
541 Donald C Pauley 6-32
542 John E. Webb 6-33
543 Lee Bitzer 6-33
544 Raymond F. Egan 6-34
545 John E. Webb 6-34
546 John E. Webb 6-35
547 John E. Webb 6-35
548 John E. Webb 6-36
549 John E. Webb 6-36
550 Todd Bitzer 6-37
551 Unknown 6-37
552 Leo and Marie Anne Van de Vall 6-38
553 Michael W. Briggs 6-38
554 John Gundlach 6-39
555 John Gundlach 6-39







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
556 Guy Caldwell PossibleNOW 6-40
557 Terry Donnenwirth 6-40
558 Mike 6-41
559 Roy Beavers 6-41
560 Unknown Windsong Sailing Academy 6-42
561 Jay Martin 6-42
562 Unknown 6-43
563 David Long 6-43
564 S.M. Chassner 6-44
565 Haywood Smith 6-44
566 Tom Riggle 6-45
567 Charles Bannister Gwinnett County 6-46
568 William E. Carrol 6-59
569 Edward Close 6-59
570 Bradley Curry, Jr. 6-60
571 Robert Kopp 6-61
572 Billy Turner Columbus Water Works 6-61
573 Pam Ramsay 6-63
574 G. Eucle Vickery 6-64
575 Dolly Martin 6-66
576 Dave Martin 6-67
577 Brenda Harris 6-67
578 Billy Harris 6-68
579 Anonymous 6-68
580 Hugh Toles 6-69
581 Molly Link 6-69
582 Danny Rock 6-71
583 Elizabeth Johnson 6-71
584 Charles Johnson 6-72
585 Calvin Willis 6-72
586 Tim Duffey 6-73
587 Robert Tant Columbus Water Works 6-74
588 Jay Fager 6-76
589 Lee and Ann Cathey 6-76
590 Erin Cathy 6-77
591 Alex Cathy 6-77
592 Chuck & Pam Rogers 6-78







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
593 Anonymous 6-78
594 ECO-Action 6-79
595 Susan Banasik 6-80
596 Dale Smart 6-80
597 Kent Caldwell 6-81
598 Brian Otte 6-81
599 Don Turner 6-82
600 Bill Perkins 6-82
601 James Inglis none 7-1
602 Mack Butler 7-1
603 Wm T Schwendler Jr part-time resident, boater 7-2
604 Fred Robbe 7-2
605 Rick Smathers 7-3
606 William A. Cooper Cobb Chamber of Commerce 7-3
607 William Carrol 7-4
608 Demming Bass 7-4
609 Paul Kelman Central Atlanta Progress/Atlanta Downtown Improvement Disstrict 7-5
610 Marvin Fisher 7-5
611 Bob Kaufman Harbour Point Dock Chairman 7-6
612 Unknown 7-6
613 David Herndon 7-7
614 Unknown 7-7
615 Judy Humphreys 7-8
616 Craig Grier 7-8
617 Robert Skrypek Lake Lanier area resident 7-9
618 Barry Smith 7-9
619 Unknown 7-10
620 Jerry Griffin Association of County Commissioners of GA 7-10
621 Ann Alexander 7-11
622 Aron Hendrix 7-13
623 Jan Thomas 7-13
624 George Coon 7-14
625 Mike Cooper 7-14
626 Carl & Rae-Lynne Swigart 7-15
627 Chad Hargett 7-15
628 Art McGovern 7-16
629 Brantley Burns 7-17







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
630 Art McGovern 7-17
631 Dixon Sewell 7-18
632 Tony 7-18
633 David Vogelpohl 7-19
634 Laura Adams 7-19
635 O.W. McGowan 7-20
636 Meg McLeod 7-20
637 Gene Davis 7-21
638 Sylvia Davis 7-21
639 Patrick Brock 7-22
640 Isabelle Knight 7-22
641 James Schoor 7-23
642 Katie Van Schoor 7-23
643 William Robinson 7-24
644 Tammy Cannon 7-24
645 Unknown 7-25
646 Unknown 7-25
647 Unknown 7-26
648 Trey Wakeboarder 7-26
649 Trey Wakeboarder 7-27
650 Scott Vandewiele 7-27
651 Bert Sykes 7-28
652 Teddy Russell Russell LAndscpae Group, Inc 7-28
653 Bruce Margol 7-29
654 Linda Raffield FCSWA Secretary 7-29
655 Unknown 7-30
656 Tom Stratton 7-30
657 Joe Shields 7-31
658 Paul E. Andrew 7-31
659 Daniel Itzkovitz Tamara\\\'s Cafe 7-32
660 Unknown 7-32
661 Glenn 7-33
662 Cemason, Jr. 7-33
663 J. Gordon Shuler 7-34
664 J. Gordon Shuler 7-34
665 Jan Hageman Resident 7-35
666 Jan Hageman Resident 7-35







Commentor ID Name Organization Page #
667 Lake Lanier Association lake lanier association 7-36
668 Unknown 7-36
669 Blair Anderson 7-37
670 Laurie Hageman 7-37
671 Laurie Hageman 7-38
672 David Volpe 7-38
673 Masry Jean Volpe 7-39
674 Michael Volpe 7-39
675 Jennifer Volpe 7-40
676 Evelyn Volpe 7-40
677 Kristie Myers Lake Lanier Resident 7-41
678 Lake Lanier Land Owner 7-41
679 April M. Dalton 7-42
680 John Tierney 7-42
681 Earl Arrowood 7-43
682 Bob Kruer 7-43
683 Jane Shiver 7-44
684 Michael McKeithen 7-44
685 Unknown 7-45
686 Lee Edwards 7-45
687 Tim Newton 7-46
688 Arnold Hall none 7-46
689 Arnold Hall none 7-47
690 A. Jim King 7-47
691 Brandon Shields 7-48
692 Leonard Montgomery 7-48
693 James & Teresa Coryell 7-49
694 Unknown 7-49
695 Willis T. Bird Citizen 7-50
696 Stan Siprell 7-50
697 Beverly Bibikan-Koenig LLA 7-51
698 Ann Langley 7-51
699 Joel A. Ramsey 7-52
700 R Wayne Thomas 7-52
701 Richard P. Sandoz Property Owner 8-1
702 Julie Starling 8-1
703 Allen DuPont 8-2
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704 Allen DuPont 8-2
705 Jim Purdy 8-3
706 Unknown 8-3
707 Vicki Bentley 8-4
708 Vicki Bentley 8-4
709 Richard DeWitt 8-5
710 Mike Sullivan City Council for City of Sugar Hill 8-5
711 Unknown Self 8-6
712 Unknown 8-6
713 Bob McLeod 8-7
714 Gibbs Landscape Company Gibbs Landscape Company 8-7
715 Unknown 8-8
716 John H 8-8
717 Mr and Mrs John McCarthy 8-9
718 Unknown 8-9
719 Unknown 8-10
720 Sid Riley Jackson County Times 8-10
721 Arthur Mazyck 8-11
722 Janice Harris 8-11
723 Jim Aspinwall 8-12
724 D Head boater 8-12
725 Unknown 8-13
726 Vince Foody 8-13
727 Mike Sullivan City Council for City of Sugar Hill 8-14
728 Mike Sullivan City Council for City of Sugar Hill 8-14
729 Mike Sullivan City Council for City of Sugar Hill 8-15
730 Carole  Rutland RiverWay South 8-15
731 Phil Sutton Hall County Board of Commissioners 8-16
732 Linda K. Hendrix 8-16
733 Ron Miller home and boat owner 8-17
734 Unknown 8-17
735 Carol Schwarz 8-18
736 Carol Schwarz 8-18
737 Carol Schwarz 8-19
738 Carol Schwarz 8-19
739 Carol Schwarz 8-20
740 Carol Schwarz 8-20
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741 Carol Schwarz 8-21
742 Tim Arnold 8-21
743 Unknown 8-22
744 Mark Manning 8-22
745 Rob Lehman 8-23
746 Unknown 8-23
747 Michael Ceigler 8-24
748 Michael Ceigler 8-24
749 Charles Cataldo Arris Group 8-25
750 Rhonda Y Mitchell MITCHELL MARINE, INC. 8-25
751 Charles Cataldo Arris Group 8-26
752 Charles Cataldo Arris Group 8-26
753 Allan Mitchell Mitchell Marine, Inc. 8-27
754 Charles Cataldo Arris Group 8-27
755 Will Poston 8-28
756 Mildred S. Burdette 8-28
757 Unknown 8-29
758 Unknown 8-29
759 Billy R. Mayes Dothan Utilities 8-30
760 Mary Lou Dabbs 8-30
761 Mary Lou Dabbs 8-31
762 Mary Lou Dabbs 8-31
763 James H. Phillips Middle Chattahoochee Water Coalition 8-32
764 Fran Bonner Habeeb 8-32
765 Tom Sweet 8-33
766 Cathy Cunningham Realtor 8-33
767 Byron Galway 8-34
768 Holley Powell 8-34
769 Walter Anderson City of Berkeley Lake 8-35
770 Walter Anderson City of Berkeley Lake 8-35
771 Bruce Longshore na 8-36
772 Lionel Graves 8-36
773 Walter Anderson City of Berkeley Lake 8-37
774 Unknown Realtor 8-37
775 James Cole 8-38
776 Gene Obermeyer 8-38
777 Capt Guy H Firor the dam store inc 8-39
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778 Philip Burton 8-39
779 Brian Adams 8-40
780 Robert Davenport 8-40
781 Elizabeth Cobleigh 8-41
782 Michele Coleman 8-41
783 Susan Bassett Boardwalk Realty 8-42
784 David Vaughan 8-42
785 David Vaughan 8-43
786 David Vaughan 8-43
787 David Vaughan 8-44
788 David Vaughan 8-44
789 carrie segrest marinemax 8-45
790 Jerry W. Carter 8-45
791 Unknown 8-46
792 Frank Dennis Marine Max 8-46
793 Unknown 8-47
794 Morgan Glenn 8-47
795 Blake Whitney tax payer resident 8-48
796 Ken Johnson MarineMax 8-48
797 Greg 8-49
798 Greg 8-49
799 Troy Zavitz Marinemax of Georgia 8-50
800 Scott Cunningham Marine Max 8-50
801 Harald Sundal Boater/Brokerage 8-51
802 Steve Burrell 8-51
803 Harry Cardillo 8-52
804 Unknown 8-52
805 Unknown 8-53
806 Unknown 8-53
807 Unknown 8-54
808 Barry Lucas 8-54
809 Tim Perkins Forsyth County 8-55
810 Tim Perkins Forsyth County 8-55
811 Lorin Ward MarineMax 8-56
812 Tim Perkins Forsyth County 8-56
813 Scott Ferris MARINEMAX 8-57
814 Tim Perkins Forsyth County 8-57
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815 Tim Perkins Forsyth County 8-58
816 Tim Perkins Forsyth County 8-58
817 Gene Jones 8-59
818 Mike Venable local resident 8-59
819 David Stolfo 8-60
820 Tom Price U.S. Congress 8-60








Comment ID: 0001 
Author Name: Helen Lankford
Organization:  


Please do not allow Atlanta's over-development to deplete the waters that feed into Apalachicola 
Bay.  The livelyhood of too many depend on the actions of the Corps of Engineers.  


0001 Comment ID: 0002 
Author Name: 
Organization:  


While I appreciate the many competing interests at play in management of the ACF system, and 
while I live very near West Point Lake, I realize that no part of the system should be sacrificed for 
the benefit of another element.  I feel that many upstream consumers are hypocritical in their 
viewpoint of how the system should be managed, and motivated almost exclusively by self-interest 
(primarily financial).My family and I enjoy outdoor and recreational activities on many parts of the 
Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers, not just near our home.  Our chief concern at present is 
maintaining and preserving the Flint in its present atural"" state to the greatest extent possible.  I 
don't favor further damming of the Flint if it can be avoided.I've heard my friends engage in 
hyperbole to the effect that the Corps values mussels over people.  While I realize the Florida 
consumers have co-opted environmental concerns to serve their own economic self-interest
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Comment ID: 0003 
Author Name: Gayle O\\\'Neal
Organization:  


From the presentations I have listened to at the Scoping meeting in LaGrange on 10-22-08, I submit 
the following: Resovoirs should be built along he Flint River to help with the Lake Seminole Area 
since all the water just keeps going. As far as the lake level in West Point Lake being dropped to 
such a low winter level in order to be prepared for the next flood"" this is absolutely riduculous. 
When the first flood condition since the lake was impounded in 1973 the lake was at full pool and 
we handled it. Now I understand that measures have to be taken to protect the integrity of the Dam 
but our area has tried to be good stuards of the area by controlling development around the lake 
area to prevent erosion and to control the draw from the lake for drinking water. Limit the 
development around the Lanier area and even though they have a larger storage area


0003 Comment ID: 0004 
Author Name: Janice Grizzle
Organization:  


West Point Lake must be maintained at a level (no less than 633 msl) that will enable safe 
recreation as mandated by Congress.  Over the last few years, the level of the lake has consistently 
been unsafe and unusable.  We have personally experienced accidents in our boat and often fear 
for our safety while boating under low conditions.  One issue that should  be addressed is the 
legality of charging for dock permits when docks remain unusable due to mismanagement of the 
lakes resources.  In addition, the negative economic environment created by the mismanagement of 
the lake has crippled the surrounding area - particularly the mom and pop"" businesses that have 
been a staple in our economy.  West Point Lake should not have to shoulder an unfair burden in the 
water operation plan.Another priority for our lake


0004


2







Comment ID: 0005 
Author Name: Paul Sconyers
Organization:  


To Whom It May Concern: 
First of all thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments on lake West Point and more 
importantly  the bigger issue of water management in Georgia which is a vital issue for all of 
Georgia residents. 
Myself and my family are strong proponents of our environment and its resources.  We have been 
residents in Georgia since 1982 and have visited and enjoyed many of Georgia's State Parks and 
lakes.  We are currently both retired and love being on the water we spend more than half of our 
time on the lake enjoying not only the boating aspects but, the beauty, serenity and natural wildlife 
the lake attracts.  Our kids and all their friends learned to swim, water ski and generally appreciate 
all the wonderful things lake West Point has to offer.  We feel these opportunities will make them 
better stewards of our environment and learn the importance what our natural resources means to 
current and future generations. 
 
During our twenty some years of visiting the lake we have seen the application of the current 
USACE's water management policies, with fluctuating water levels.  This comment is not meant as 
a critisim but, merely an observation.  While we understand the concept of endangered species 
(mussels, sturgeon etc.) and the need for higher down stream water levels to float coal barges.  We 
also understand what the adverse economic impact means to the people and areas surrounding 
lake westpoint as was documented in the recent economic study.  
We currently have a second home on lake West Point that we were considering for our retirement 
home, however, with all the issues surrounding the recent water Wars and seemingly inconsistent 
fluctuating water levels, we are somewhat hesitant to commit ourselves.  In truth, we are presently 
concerned with any USACE controlled lake where we can't count on what is going to happen with 
the lake.  Consistent Water levels are as important as any aspect of a lake.  They offer the positive 
intrinsic value that has no price. 
Thank you for listening. 
Paul/Jeannette Sconyers
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Comment ID: 0008 
Author Name: Tiffany Stone 
Organization: Lake Lanier Resident 
 
I would like to see the following points added to the new Water Control Manual: 
 
-During the rainy season, the Corps should allow Lake Lanier to reach full pool no later than 
June 1; 
-Lake Lanier should not be drawn down for mussels and other endangered species in the 
Apalachicola River;  
-Management triggers must be in place for Lake Lanier withdrawals during times of drought; 
-Raise Lake Lanier's full pool from 1071 ft above sea level to 1073 ft, thereby adding an 
additional 26 billion gallons of water to the lake. 
 
This Lake is precious to the state of GA for many reasons. Preservation of this lake is 
imperative and ways to conserve water in Lake Lanier must be updated in this new manual. 
 


0008 Comment ID: 0009 
Author Name: Charles and Judy Salter 
Organization: Chestatee Homeowners 
 
It is a known fact that Lake Lanier is below appropriate level of water thereby limiting the lake's 
recreational use. Too much water has been allowed to flow downstream. Lake Lanier has been 
adversely affected by the drought and excessive outflow of lake water. Please help our water 
level not get any lower by whatever means available to you.  
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Chattahoochee-Flint River Basin WCM
1 message


Vern Herr <vherr@acf-wcm.com> 


Patti Montijo <montijo@alltel.net> Sat, Nov 8, 2008 at 8:04 AM 
To: Comments@acf-wcm.com  


Photo taken from our dock on 10/28/07, Thompson Creek Area 


Please consider changing the goal for full pool to Memorial Day. 
Specific Regulation for drought conditions with a realistic trigger. 
Raising full pool to something higher than 1071. 
Consider how the mussels and other endangered species survived before Lake Lanier was made and 
whether or not they can, indeed survive without human intervention. 


Tom & Patti Montijo 
146 Payton Duncan Drive 
Dawsonville, GA  30534 
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Comment ID: 0021 
Author Name: Bill Bierbower 
Organization: Fishmaster, Inc 
 
I has been a tragedy for the Lake Lanier to stay at historically low levels while other lakes have 
enjoyed full pool levels.  As a homeowner on Lake Lanier it has destroyed property levels as 
well as docks and other personal property.  As a business owner in the marine industry it has 
been a double hit to our family financially. 
 
With the growth of Atlanta's population as well as continued / increasing demands from Florida 
and Alabama it seems obvious to me we need another reservoir to support the water demand 
that is currently expected only from Lake Lanier. 
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MS. COX: My name is Lesley Cox, L-e-s-l-e-y, C-o-x. My address is P.O. Box 
CC, Carrabelle, Florida 32322, and I'm here to give comments for the ACF 
Waterway. The Apalachicola River is very important to me. It's been important to 
me since 1982. That's I think the first time I ever came to an ACF Army Corps of 
Engineer meeting. It's the same issues that are important to me, that is the stream 
flow. The ecosystem, the health of the ecosystem maintaining water in the river 
and in the bay throughout the whole system. I think there's too many 
impoundments. I think that we need to compare the pre-dam flows with the post-
dam flows and hopefully come up with a water needs assessment that we have 
been asking for 30 years, and we still don't have, and now we have less and less 
water. I was a member, a board member of the Chipola Basin Protective Group, 
and we called for these same studies during the 1980's. We had a dam removed on 
the Chipola basin, on the Chipola River so that the Apalachicola could get more 
water, and we are still hoping to keep the Apalachicola and bay as a productive 
ecosystem. I guess that's all. I'm here as a local resident. I'm a certified Green 
Guide. That means that I depend on the public lands, then the natural areas here in 
Franklin County and Northwest Florida. The Apalachicola Basin is very important 
to me personally and as a business person. I'm also a board member of several 
non-profit organizations that are particularly interested in the environment. I'm 
president of the Florida Green Guide Association, and there's many of us in that 
association that depend on our natural resources as our livelihood. 
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MR. SMILEY: Okay. My name is Donald Smiley. I live in Wewahitchka, Florida 
at 161 Bozeman Circle. I am a local resident. I'm also a beekeeper, and my 
livelihood depends on the health of the river system, specifically Tupelo Honey 
trees, Ogeche Tupelo, which produces Tupelo honey. My main concern is the lack 
of water and waterflow in the lower Apalachicola River System. The Tupelo tree 
depends on wetland, wet forested areas. The tree needs water on its roots, 
specifically especially during springtime when it needs to bud out, and I've been 
on the river system my whole life. I was born here in Wewa, fished and worked 
on the river. My livelihood is pretty much always depending on the river system. 
What I've seen is a lot of the Tupelo trees that used to be there are gone. They've 
died out because of lack of water. I see wetland that used to be wet that's dry. 
Upland trees, hardwoods and other types of trees have encroached into areas 
where it used to be Tupelo trees. The Tupelo can't survive there any longer, 
because there's no water there. The soil has became too dry. You know, I 
think a lot of the reason for that is, is because of the dredging that was done by the 
Corps of Engineers, the disposal of the dredge spoil they have dredged out of the 
river and dumped into the river swamps that's filled in areas where Tupelo trees 
grow. Basically, we have a lack of water flow in the river system, and until we get 
enough water flow back into the system, we are going to continue to see certain 
forested areas disappear, certain species of tree disappear, and I read a report just 
this morning that stated that 44 percent of Ogeche Tupelo is gone, disappeared, 
died off so that concerns me. I see fish habitat destroyed. The fish in the river 
system, they are just not there anymore, not like it used to be. The whole contour 
of the river system is changed. It's straighter than it used to be. There's more 
sandbars than there used to be. The back water sloughs that used to be there are 
gone. There's no water in them where there used to be water in them year round. 
They are gone. That's fish habitat, wildlife habitat. And what I would like to see 
happen is increased water flow in the Apalachicola River. I would like to see a lot 
of the damage that's been done repaired, fixed, and I would like to see the water 
quality improved the way it used to be. And the other thing is, is the river, the 
channel in the river that was dredged out before when they used to dredge the river 
or maintain a barge channel in the river, all they used were snag boats and 
shallow-drafted barges, you know, but when they started pushing bigger barges 
and greater demand upstream for product, they began to use bigger and bigger 
barges, so they began to dredge a deeper and wider channel. When they started 
doing that, that's when the river begin to change, and that's about all I have to say.
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MS. CHASTAIN: My name is Patty Chastain, and I live in Apalachicola, Florida. 
I just finished a seven-day paddling trip on the river, and we started at the 
Chattahoochee, in Chattahoochee at the Chattahoochee River landing there, just 
below the dam, Lake Seminole Dam there, and I have never been on the upper part 
of the river. I've been up Apalachicola River several miles just out of 
Apalachicola, and I had no idea what a beautiful river it is, and how much there is 
to see. You know, you think that it's just the same all the way up the river of what 
I've seen here, but the terrain changed everyday, and this river is something that 
needs to be preserved and protected, and for so many reasons, for the livelihood of 
so many people along the river, not just the ones that are in the larger, more 
populated areas. It's a resource that should be available to all people whether the 
community is a community of 300 or if it's someone that lives along the river out 
in the middle of nowhere, and also for those that live in communities that are 
much larger as well. I believe it's a natural resource that we are all entitled to have 
equal access and equal use of the river. One entity should not be more important 
than the other. So as the leaders make their decisions on how they are going to 
manage the river, I hope that they will remember that, that this river belongs to the 
people. That's all.
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MR. McLAIN: I am David McLain, and I am the Senior Policy Director with the 
Apalachicola Riverkeepers. I am also the coordinator with the Riparian County 
Stakeholders Coalition and a Coordinator with the Franklin County Seafood 
Workers Association. My comments are I have a recommendation to be made 
to the ongoing process that they are working with now. There should be a visible 
correspondence between what is taken as stakeholder comments during the EIS 
scoping process, and the resultant water control manual. There should be, in my 
judgment, a flow chart developed that says input goes in over here and it gets 
processed and then it results in changes in the Water Control Manual. Based on 
what I was told this evening by those that were standing in the different stations, 
the Water Control Manual is constrained to deal with things not in litigation. 
Everything is in litigation, and I don't know how you can possibly write a Water 
Control Manual that avoids issues that are in litigation. The scope of the 
Environmental Impact Statement, the way it was presented was a broad scope. It 
included everything, which is great. The scope of the Water Control Manual was 
not really discussed, and there should be some correspondence or correlation 
between these meetings where public input is asked and the outcomes, which 
result in the Water Control Manual. We are not interested in just having an answer 
back to a question asked during the scoping process. We are interested in seeing a 
resultant action taken in a Water Control Manual, and there are issues that need to 
be addressed in this process, as, for example, the Corps asserts that it is a state 
responsibility to allocate water, that that's all, that they are not in that process. The 
Corps is not responsible for the allocation of water. The states are, however, the  
Corps enters into, has a responsibility for managing, the reservoirs in the system. 
And in doing so, they allocate by water contract portions of the reservoir for use 
by water users, such as Gwinnett County. To say that this allocation of water in 
this water contract is not an allocation of water is a distinction without a 
difference. They need to admit that, and that the Corps is in the process of 
allocating water. They have a responsibility for, at least, a portion of it. 
Finally, the ACF is an interstate water. It is not waters that rise and fall in Georgia. 
It is not as Governor Perdue asserts, that if a drop of rain falls in Georgia, it's 
Georgia water. That's simply not what the law says. There are downstream impacts 
of that, and that's what this impact, this Environmental Impact Statement should 
document, and I am in hopes that it does. I'm in hopes that all of the people that 
we're advocating come to this meeting can get a reasonable response and see that 
what they said, what they invested their time and effort in shows up in the Water
Control Manual that is going to govern the rivers of their community. Thank you. 
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MS. LEWIS: My name is Van Lewis. I live at 4434 St. Teresa Avenue in Eastern 
Franklin County. My mailing address is P.O. Box 323, Panacea, 32346. I'm a 
resident of Franklin County and voter here, and I would like to give a statement 
about the water situation in the Apalachicola River. I want to complain in 
particular about the governor of Georgia saying that what is at issue down here is 
some rare species of freshwater muscle. I don't know if the governor of Georgia 
has ever heard of oysters or crabs or mullet or trout or redfish or snapper or 
grouper or clams, but he is either extremely ignorant making a statement like that 
or he is lying and misrepresenting the truth about the entire ecosystem down here 
that is dependent upon normal freshwater flows increasing and decreasing flows, 
floods and slow of flows. We need not just a constant supply of water, but a 
variable supply of water for this ecosystem to work. It's a very important 
ecosystem, and the governor of Georgia did a great disservice to himself and to the 
people of our country by saying that all we needed water for was a rare species of 
muscles. I am very angry about it. I challenge him to a debate on the courthouse 
steps in Apalachicola and on the steps of the state house in Atlanta. 
Another thing that I want to complain about in particular is the United States 
subsidy, the federal government subsidy for and the state government's persistence 
in creating more and more larger and larger what are called sanitary sewer 
systems, flush toilets. A flush toilet might have been a good invention when it 
was invented hundreds of years ago, but there are too many people in the world 
now for us to continue to abuse our freshwater resources and our human urinary 
and fecal resources, which are fertilizers by mixing them together. We, the 
taxpayers, pay enormous amounts of money creating these dinosaurs that mix 
these two valuable resources and by mixing them, destroying them and make 
enormous problems, physical problems and financial problems. We are wasting 
money. We are wasting water. We are wasting fertilizer, all three, just massive 
amounts. If you live in the city, the city charges you to give you freshwater. You 
fertilize it in your toilet. You send it back to them, and they charge you again 
when you send them that fertilizer. They got you coming and going. It's all a 
mistake. We need to be doing what Mother Nature does with these resources, 
which is compost them. Mother Nature has been taken animal fecal, and urinary 
resources for hundreds and millions of years and doing the right thing with them, 
feeding the plants with them, feeding bacteria, feeding fungi, feeding plants. That's 
what we need to be doing, and there is a system for it. The State of Florida owns 
quite a few of them in state parks around here. It's a composting toilet. You get rid 
of your water bill, half of it; get rid of your sewer bill, half of it, and you come out 
with a valuable final product. You don't waste the water. You get fertilizer out of 
the system, and it's what we need, not in a few state parks around. We need 
millions and millions of these systems, and we need to make flush toilets illegal. 
They are destroying us. It used to be part of what made it possible for us to live 
without disease, but now they are destroying our resources, and they are our 
enemy. They used to be our friend. They are no longer our friend. They are our 


0029


enemy now, and we have to stop making these systems. We have to use rational 
systems. We have to use biological systems. We have too many people now to be 
using these old antiquated systems. We continue to spend billions and billions and 
billions every year making bigger and bigger and bigger dinosaurs. It's all a 
mistake. We have to stop it. We have to do a better system. Atlanta wants our 
water so they can flush toilets. That's the main thing they need it for is flushing 
toilets and washing cars and wasting water in other ways, and the governor of 
Georgia says that all we need it for is a few muscles in the river. He's an idiot or 
he's a liar. I don't know which it is, but he's an idiot or he's a liar, and I hope the 
Corps of Engineers will take seriously their responsibility to help the United States 
of America instead of to destroy it like it's doing now. One of the biggest ways 
that they could help is to end, to teach the country to end the production of these 
massive, massively mistaken, massively expensive and destructive sewer systems. 
We don't need them. We need to use the water on site that we use, and not create 
anymore black water. That's what toilet water is called, black water. We need to 
use our gray water and quit making black water so that's what I have to say about 
it. We can save the Apalachicola River by stopping up all of those toilets and 
making everybody use compost toilets. Mother Nature is a guide to us, and we 
need to be paying attention. Thank you.
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MR. PARRISH; My name is Joseph Parrish, Franklin County Commissioner. I 
would like to enter some comments in this scoping process. I would like to see 
a true assessment, environmental impact statement and an assessment done of the 
Apalachicola Bay and the detrimental effects that the low flows have caused 
during the years 2006-2007. There are statistical data available through the Florida 
Fish and Wildlife Service that shows the reduced landings of the crab, shrimp, 
oysters, pinfish, all of these things, and it's very well documented as to how the 
low flows have impacted the Apalachicola Bay, but I do not think that they are 
being taken into consideration. I would like that done during your time, during 
your Environmental Impact Statement, and your water control plans. You redo 
your water control plan, and trying to balance the needs between the whole entire 
basin from north to south as it flows into Apalachicola Bay, and all of the 
detrimental effects that the low flows are having on Apalachicola Bay and all 
points in between. The flood plain trees are dying at. The world's largest stand of 
Tupelo trees are being considerably damaged. Our oyster industry, our fishing 
industry, our shrimping industry are all being damaged. We understand that we are 
in a drought, but we also understand that this is a federal system of reservoir that 
we're paying for by everybody in the United States, and it should be operated as 
such. To operate it as such you should take into account everything that has 
happened from top to bottom and how the economies and the natural environment 
is being impacted as to terms of how you operate the systems that you are 
currently operating. I'm definitely opposed to any increase of storage of Lake 
Lanier for MNI above the 15 percent until such time they do something about their 
unbridled growth. Having said that, I understand that the Corps of Engineers is not 
responsible for the state's growth polices, but you are responsible for maintaining 
that 15 percent storage for MNI, and the State of Georgia should be fully aware 
that you are not going to get anything any better with any higher storage unless 
you have a reauthorization from Congress. I would also like to tell you that should 
that come about that I will be in Washington D.C. fighting against that until such 
time they implement some kind of policy to control the unbridled growth. As was
stated last year up there in the Congressional Subcommittee hearing that we had 
before Congress, the gentleman from the City of Atlanta stated that their 
population would go from 6.2 to 12 million in ten years, so their population is 
going to double. They are going to continue to consume a lot of water out of 
Lake Lanier, and a lot of this has to do with unbridled growth. I do understand that 
they are coming up with a water management district and a water management 
plans as we speak that they adopted back in January. They are about 40 years too 
late. They are 40 years behind the State of Florida, and they need to really look at 
what they are doing and come up with some concurrency laws. If you cannot 
handle your sewage, if you do not have adequate water supplies, then you should 
not be able to have explosive growth, and those are things that they need to really 
look at. Another issue that they really need to look at is the flows that we need 
down the Apalachicola River at key times of the year. Just as your flowers bloom 
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in March, so do our fish spawn. We must have our flood plain inundated and 
flooded in the months of January and February so that we have a good spring 
spawning season in the month of March, which is very key to our success here in 
our local economy. It's also very key to the successful season that we have in our 
estuary in maintaining our fisheries and our habitat for those fish. Another key 
time for the flood that we need and inundation of the flood plain is in July. Those 
are two key times, in January and also in July for the oyster spat, which is a 
microorganism that creates new oysters here in Apalachicola Bay. Those oysters 
are the key to our water quality. They are a natural filter feeder. They filter out the 
contaminants coming down the river from other points coming into our bay, and 
without those oysters, we lose our water quality. If we lose our water quality, we 
lose our entire bay. Those oysters are the key to that. Without those, we have 
nothing here in Franklin County, and I would like for you to very seriously 
consider those impacts that are happening from the top to the bottom, and really 
look at the way the federal system is managed and manage it in a federal way, 
which is in the best interest of all of the users up and down the river system here. 
That's it. 
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PAUL STOUFFER 
277 Springrock Way 
Lawrenceville, Georgia 30043


� Local Resident 
� Water Supply 


 Okay, while I was here I was talking to several of the people from the Corps of 
Engineers.  They all want to talk about this year and how they're mandated, have to drain 
so much water out, and they're doing everything.  But my concern was two years ago at 
the beginning of the drought.  They drained us back knowing that our drainage area is so 
small.  We were going to be the hardest lake to refill.  And it just felt like from the very 
beginning they waited until it got to be a crisis to us before anybody started to really 
show any concern about Lake Lanier and the water drainage problems.   
 And it feels like throughout this drought we're still in the worst of the drought 
compared to south Georgia and Florida and Alabama, and we're the ones that paid the 
highest price on all of that.  And it just doesn't seem fair.  And that was just my concern.   
 Thank you.    
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KEITH SHANNON   (TWO COMMENTOR IDS) 
8430 Bryant Road 
Gainesville, Georgia 30506


� Local Resident 
� Water Supply 


 Okay, first off, the Corps of Engineers needs to realize that all water that falls 
within the state of Georgia belongs to the state of Georgia, not to Alabama and not to 
Florida.  I saw the demonstration on the different lake levels and how big they are and the 
drainage basins and things, and that made a lot of sense.  But it seems the problem, to me, 
that that further south lake, I believe it was Lake Woodruff, is the smallest lake with the 
biggest drainage area, and all the water flowing to it.  And from there it just gets dumped 
into the ocean.  
 It seems the logical thing to me would to be pick that water up at the outfall of 
that lake and send it back up to the north part of Lake Lanier and dump it out there to let 
it run the cycle again.  And you can do that with a pipeline or you can do that with a fleet 
of trucks.  And we could charge the state of Alabama and the state of Florida.  Let them 
pay for it since they think that they're on Georgia's water.   
 That's my solution.   
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1601 Balboa Avenue 
Panama City, FL 32405-3721 


Tel:  (850) 769-0552 
Fax:  (850) 763-2177 


November 21, 2008 


Col. Byron Jorns, District Engineer 
U.S. Army Engineer District, Mobile 
P.O. Box 2288 
Mobile, Alabama 36628-0001 


Dear Col. Jorns: 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is responding to your September 19, 2008, notice 
(73 FR 54391) soliciting scoping comments about updating the Master Water Control Manual 
(WCM) for the Corps’ reservoir projects in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River 
Basin of Alabama, Florida, and Georgia.  We submit the following comments to assist you in 
identifying the resources and framing the operational alternatives that you will consider in the 
draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for this action.  These comments represent input 
from our Alabama, Florida, and Georgia Ecological Services Field Offices.  Our authority to 
comment on this action derives from the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as 
amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended 
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq). 


It is our understanding that the WCM will specify the storage and release schedules for all five 
projects in the ACF system of federal dams and reservoirs:  Buford Dam/Lake Lanier, West 
Point Dam/West Point Lake, Walter F. George Dam/Lake Eufaula, George W. Andrews Lock 
and Dam, and Jim Woodruff Lock and Dam/Lake Seminole.  The WCM serves as the primary 
policy and guidance document for the Corps’ water management decisions in the basin, 
including decisions necessitated during times of flood and drought. 


We have reviewed the notice announcing the intent to prepare an EIS (73 FR 9780), the notice 
announcing the public scoping meetings (73 FR 54391), and the various materials pertaining to 
the update that are posted on the Mobile District’s website.  Several Service personnel attended 
the public scoping meetings.  The proposed action is consistently labeled as an “update” of the 
WCM, but the nature of the update, i.e., how it may depart from current operating rules, is not 
yet specified.  During a conference call with federal agencies on October 9, 2008, the Corps’ EIS 
contractor said that the update would not consider changes in operations that would require 
changes in Congressional authorizations for the projects or a re-allocation of reservoir storage.
While this statement defines a general boundary in principle for the scope of the update, it does 
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not reveal which water management variables are subject to change and to what degree.  The 
relationship between current operating rules and Congressional authorizations is not documented 
in the materials that have been made publicly available for this scoping process. 


Therefore, our first scoping comment is to request a summary of the current operating rules for 
each project, an explanation of their basis in Congressionally authorized purposes, and a 
description of how much discretion the Corps has to change the rules.  We recommend posting 
such a summary on the District’s website for use by other agencies and the public early in the 
WCM update work schedule.  At minimum, the summary should list storage amounts, if any, 
that are allocated to, and releases that are designated for, the various authorized purposes at each 
project with appropriate documentation and narrative explanation. For example, the current rule 
curve for West Point implies an amount of storage available for flood control for several months 
a year.    For other project purposes, the Corps operates the system using the multiple zone rule 
curves and makes discretionary releases for purposes of navigation, hydropower, water quality, 
infrastructure, and protected species.  The balancing of the discretionary releases is not always 
clear to the outsider.  Compiling  information on storage allocations and discretionary uses of 
storage allows the public to consider whether any other way of operating for the flood control 
purpose would be consistent with the Congressional authorization.  Without such information, 
the logic of the current operating rules is not apparent to the public, which makes meaningful 
participation in the scoping process more difficult.  We believe that disseminating such 
information will also serve to diffuse the controversy that has so frequently visited ACF water 
management issues in recent years. 


We make this very general request because we suspect that considerable enhancements are 
possible for fish and wildlife resources, in both the river and reservoir environments.  Such 
enhancements may be possible with modest changes in storage and release rules throughout the 
basin and not be  inconsistent with project authorizations.  The Service encourages the Corps to 
facilitate a comprehensive process for determining how ecological and social benefits could be 
increased by modifying the operations of the ACF federal dams.  We recommend folding into the 
WCM update a thorough evaluation of project-related flow regime alterations and the potential 
benefits of restoring features of the pre-project flow regimes.  The approach described by Richter 
and Thomas (2007) would be very useful for this WCM update. 


The remainder of our comments are organized in two sections.  The first identifies resources, and 
the second identifies alternatives, that we recommend to the Corps for special consideration in 
the process of updating the WCM. 


Resources


Threatened and Endangered Species -- The ACF projects affect a large swath of aquatic habitat 
of fish and wildlife from the Blue Ridge to the Gulf of Mexico, a swath that supports one of the 
richest aquatic fauna in North America.  The Corps is aware of the species and habitats protected 
under the ESA that are affected by ACF project operations.  These species were the focus of our 
recent consultation for the Woodruff Dam Revised Interim Operating Plan (RIOP).  The Corps 
should address the same ESA-protected resources for the WCM update as for the RIOP: the Gulf 
sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi), Fat threeridge (Amblema neislerii), Chipola slabshell 
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(Elliptio chipolaensis), and Purple bankclimber mussel (Elliptoideus sloatianus), all of which 
have designated critical habitat within the action area.  At this time, no species or critical habitats 
are proposed for protection under the ESA that occur within the action area.  Since the WCM 
update process will span several years, we remind the Corps of the action agency’s responsibility 
under the ESA Section 7 regulations to determine the effects of its proposed action on all listed, 
proposed, and candidate species and critical habitats that may be present in the action area.  The 
Corps will need to revisit the list of threatened and endangered species periodically during the 
planning process and must verify the accuracy of its species/habitats list when the agency begins 
preparing a biological assessment.  We encourage the Corps to visit our websites for current 
species lists and other information: 


http://www.fws.gov/panamacity/
http://www.fws.gov/athens/
http://www.fws.gov/daphne/


We recommend that you include within the EIS a Biological Assessment of effects on these 
species and their designated critical habitats as required by the implementing regulations (50 
CFR §402.12) for section 7 of the ESA.  From our previous consultations with you on the 
releases from Woodruff Dam, your staff is already aware of the sources of information about 
listed species and their habitats in the action area, and also of the kinds of assessment methods 
that we consider most useful in evaluating potential changes in flows.  Nevertheless, our staff 
biologists are available to assist you with developing appropriate content for the assessment.  
Likewise, we will coordinate with you a schedule for completing section 7 consultation in 
advance of your Record of Decision. 


In addition, each of the three states maintains databases of rare and imperiled species that may 
receive protection under state laws.  We encourage the Corps to contact the states directly and 
obtain current lists of resources of concern to the state fish and wildlife agencies that could be 
affected by project operations.  Web addresses that provide contacts and resources information 
are:


Alabama:   http://www.outdooralabama.com/research-mgmt/6/
Florida: http://myfwc.com/imperiledspecies/


http://www.fnai.org/
Georgia: http://www.georgiawildlife.com/rareorendangeredspecies_conservation.aspx 


Finally, because populations of several federally listed species were fragmented due to reservoir 
development, we encourage the Corps to participate with the Service and other federal and State 
agencies in efforts to locate and monitor extant populations in the remaining unimpounded 
portions of the Chattahoochee River and its tributaries.  Historically, the purple bankclimber, 
shiny-rayed pocketbook (Hamiota [Lampsilis] subangulata), Gulf moccasinshell (Medionidus
penicillatus), and oval pigtoe (Pleurobema pyriforme) were all found in the Chattahoochee 
River.  Except for a single live bankclimber found in Goat Rock Reservoir, all are now extirpated 
from the mainstem, and isolated populations are known to persist in only three tributaries: Uchee 
Creek, Sawhatchee Creek, and Kirkland Creek. 
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National Wildlife Refuges -- A principal resource of interest to the Service is the Eufaula 
National Wildlife Refuge, which is associated with the W.F. George project.  The refuge is 
managed for migrating and wintering waterfowl, nesting wood ducks, colonial nesting birds, 
neotropical migrant birds, and wood storks.  Recently, the refuge has hosted some of the 
whooping cranes that belong to the newly established eastern flock, which migrates between 
nesting areas in Michigan and wintering areas in Florida.  Many of the shorebirds and waterfowl 
species rely upon the mudflats, shallows, and backwater areas of the reservoir that are within the 
refuge; therefore, the manner in which reservoir levels are controlled is highly relevant to 
wildlife habitat conditions at this refuge.  In addition, the refuge pumps water from the reservoir 
in the fall to flood croplands located in several off-reservoir impoundments.  These 
impoundments may attract up to 75 percent of all waterfowl on the refuge, which number about 
10,000-15,000 birds in most years.  Filling these impoundments is dependent on a reservoir level 
greater than about 185 ft above mean sea level, which is the case in mid to late October in most, 
but not all years. 


St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge is an island among the chain of barrier islands that forms 
Apalachicola Bay.  Although ACF project operations influence the bay by regulating fresh water 
inflow coming from the Alabama and Georgia portions of the basin, the resources of principal 
management concern on the refuge are not directly affected by this inflow.  At this time, we have 
no specific resources associated with St. Vincent NWR that we request the Corps to consider in 
the WCM update or EIS. 


Reservoir Fisheries -- Sport fisheries are important recreational and economic resources in all of 
the federal ACF reservoirs.  Important sport fish in all five reservoirs are the largemouth bass 
and crappie, but each reservoir supports a mix of several additional species, including walleye 
(Lake Lanier only), striped bass, bluegill, spotted bass, redear sunfish, and others.  Based on 
interviews of fisheries managers and researchers in the basin, Ryder et al. (1995) identified the 
species considered critical in an evaluation of operating alternatives and the relative acceptability 
of reservoir levels for these species.  The Service cooperated with the Corps for the 1998 draft 
EIS for ACF water allocation to develop a reservoir fisheries performance measure using the 
findings of Ryder et al. (1995).  We recommend that the Corps update this performance measure 
in light of any new information developed in the past 10 years, and use it to evaluate the relative 
impacts on reservoir sport fisheries of alternative operating plans. 


Fish Passage – The Corps’ ACF dams have impeded the migration of several migratory fish 
species for several decades, including the striped bass, Alabama shad, American eel, and Gulf 
sturgeon.  It is possible that the Corps might operate the lock at Woodruff Dam in a manner that 
would facilitate fish passage at this downstream-most barrier in the basin.  We recommend that 
the Corps continue to support and facilitate research on fish passage at Woodruff Dam, and other 
ACF federal dams as appropriate, with a goal of identifying and implementing operations that 
would allow riverine species to travel their historic migratory pathways.  Such procedures should 
be incorporated in the WCM, as appropriate. 


Water Quality -- We urge the Corps to closely examine the effects of reservoir operations on 
water quality in the WCM update, including ongoing and potential future effects to dissolved 
oxygen (DO), temperature, pH, conductivity, nutrient and organic material dynamics, and 
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various industrial and municipal discharges.  In general terms, the Service is most concerned 
about low DO in project tailwaters and restoring a pattern of flow magnitude that over time 
emulates the seasonality, magnitude, frequency, duration, and rate of change of natural flows. 


Low DO levels have been recorded by the Corps downstream of West Point Dam.  According to 
monitoring data collected downstream of West Point Dam from 1999 through 2001, DO did not 
always exceed state standards during the monitoring periods.  DO exceeded the Georgia State 
standard of 4 mg/L (instantaneous) for only about 35 percent of the monitoring period in 1999 
(monitoring from 6/15-9/14), 30 percent of the monitoring period in 2000 (monitoring from 
7/25-9/30), and 4 percent of the monitoring period in 2001 (monitoring from 6/8-10/5) (Georgia 
Power Company 2002).  Low DO levels have been associated with minor fish and mussel kills 
downstream of W.F. George Dam as well (personal communication, Rob Weller, GA DNR, 
11/14/2008).  We recommend that the Corps make a concerted effort through this WCM update 
to determine how to ensure that its releases from all five ACF dams meet or exceed DO and 
other applicable water quality standards. 


Invasive Aquatic Plants – Noxious growths of various exotic species, such as hydrilla and 
Eurasian milfoil, have become a constant management concern at the ACF federal reservoirs, 
especially at Lake Seminole and Lake Eufaula.  We encourage the Corps to investigate the 
feasibility of occasional draw downs for controlling aquatic plants as part of this WCM update. 


Floodplain Habitats – Floodplain habitats are vital to the health of the riverine and estuarine 
communities of the ACF Basin.  Darst and Light (2008) found that floodplain forests of the 
Apalachicola had shorter flood durations, were drier in composition, and had 17 percent fewer 
trees in 2004 than in 1976.  The Corps should evaluate the effects of past and proposed project 
operations on flood durations and floodplain habitats. 


Apalachicola Bay Habitats and Fisheries – The biological organization of Apalachicola Bay is 
controlled largely by riverine influences on its salinity, turbidity, and sedimentation rates 
(Livingston 1991).  We encourage the Corps to apply a spatially-explicit hydrodynamic model of 
the bay to assess the effects of alternative operations on salinity regimes, and in turn, on the 
relative distribution of salt marshes, submerged grass beds, and oyster bars in the bay. 


Alternatives 


Minimum Releases -- A fundamental operating rule for all of the Corps ACF dams is the 
minimum release that will occur at any given time.  Whether expressed as single year-round 
discharge or more variably as a function of season, reservoir inflow, storage levels, and/or other 
factors, a minimum release rule establishes a limit on the extent to which a reservoir may deplete 
river flows by rising storage levels and may be required to augment flows by dropping storage 
levels.  We encourage the Corps to use this WCM update to comprehensively evaluate storage 
options in the context of the impacts of altered flow regimes at the ACF dams and the benefits of 
restoring more natural patterns to the monthly, daily, and instantaneous releases from the ACF 
dams. 
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The practice of hydropower “peaking” at Buford, West Point, and W.F. George dams, and to a 
lesser degree at Woodruff Dam, may raise and lower the river by several feet over the course of a 
few hours.  This practice may severely limit the populations of many species by limiting the 
availability of specific microhabitats to very brief periods, periods too brief for the completion of 
essential life history functions.  Although eliminating peaking altogether would best serve the 
habitat needs of riverine fish and wildlife, we recognize the important role that these projects 
play in providing electric power.  Therefore, we ask the Corps to consider how providing 
windows of more stable flows during critical periods might increase the abundance and diversity 
of native fishes and other aquatic resources in project tailwaters. 


Winter Drawdown -- After the localized impact of hydropower peaking on project tailwaters, 
probably the most significant hydrologic alteration induced by ACF reservoir operations is the 
annual autumn drawdown and spring refill for flood control purposes.  This practice vacates 
about 288,000 acre feet of combined storage in Lanier, West Point, and George starting October 
1 and completed by mid December causing a significant rise in river flows.  Refilling this storage 
from mid February through May 31 to meet summer recreational demand causes a daily average 
depletion of about 1,400 cfs per day to the flows that would otherwise issue from W.F. George 
Dam.  The spring refill period extends into the principal spawning season for many native fish 
species, including most sport fishes, and because many of these rely upon floodplain habitats for 
spawning and rearing, less flow in the spring means less habitat.  To reduce the hydrologic 
alteration caused by flood control operations, we urge the Corps to consider the potential risks 
and benefits of reducing the magnitude of the autumn drawdown and/or of beginning the spring 
refill earlier, especially during dry climatic periods.  Also, other alternatives to achieving flood 
protection should be considered. 


Climate Change -- We recommend that the Corps consider how climate change may affect ACF 
flow regimes and how to best adapt reservoir operations to the most likely foreseeable changes.  
The effects of a given set of operating rules will vary depending on whether the basin’s climate 
becomes drier, wetter, more variable, or less variable.  In particular, it is vitally important to 
adapt the level set as the top of conservation (TOC) pool to the long-term hydrology of the basin 
and the essential purposes the projects serve.  In a scenario with greater variability between 
annual high flows and low flows, for example, it may not be feasible for these projects to 
simultaneously serve their existing levels of flood control protection and minimum flow support 
without adapting TOC levels to prevailing weather conditions.  The Corps already practices this 
concept with occasional variances from the rule curves to store water above the TOC elevation 
during dry periods.  We recommend that the Corps explicitly address climate-based operational 
flexibility in the WCM update and in the analyses of the EIS. 


Consumptive Water Demands -- Similarly, the Corps should consider the impacts of increasing 
consumptive water demands in the basin.  This is not an alternative, per se, but is a variable that 
an analysis of operational alternatives should incorporate along with climate-driven hydrologic 
variability.  The EIS should quantify the relationship between increasing consumptive demands 
in the ACF Basin and the benefits from various project purposes.  For example, what is the 
highest sustainable minimum release from Woodruff Dam if consumptive demands increase by 
25, 50 or 100 percent?  To consolidate and report important data about the basin, the EIS should 
document the volume of storage that has been either contracted for water supply or has been 
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proposed in each project and any limitations due to hydrologic conditions of meeting the 
contracts.


Navigation -- Navigation is an authorized project purpose and the Corps has used reservoir 
storage in the past to support navigation.  In recent years, though, lacking water quality 
certification to maintain the channel in Florida, we have seen only occasional flow management 
for the navigation purpose.  How will the WCM update address navigation?  Current physical 
channel conditions dictate the flows that will provide the authorized channel dimensions.  Short 
of providing flows to meet channel depth authorizations  maintaining channel conditions by 
dredging would be indicated.  Dredging has significant adverse effects to fish and wildlife.  If 
flows for navigation are included in the WCM update, the Corps should also outline dredging 
needs, if any, and evaluate the effects of the channel maintenance activities that would be 
necessary under the conditions specified for navigation flow support.  If flows for navigation are 
not included in the WCM update, the Corps should consider if the current policy of a four-zone 
operational scheme could be improved and/or simplified.   


Fisheries Management -- The Corps has been following a draft Standard Operating Procedure 
(SOP) for “Lake Regulations and Coordination For Fish Management Purposes” for several 
years.  The “fish spawn” SOP establishes a general goal of managing for generally stable or 
rising reservoir levels and for generally stable or gradually declining river levels for about 4 to 6 
weeks in the spring months.  We would like to cooperate with the Corps and the wildlife 
agencies of the three states in the coming months to explore ways to incorporate this draft SOP 
into the mix of alternatives that are evaluated in the WCM update. 


National Wildlife Refuges -- The Service has previously recommended to the Corps a seasonal 
pattern of reservoir levels at W.F. George Reservoir/Lake Eufaula that would best accommodate 
the needs of Eufaula National Wildlife Refuge.  The principal concerns of the refuge relative to 
reservoir management are for water levels that provide seasonal habitat for a large number of 
migratory bird species, for control the spread of undesirable aquatic vegetation, and to allow the 
manipulation of off-reservoir impoundments for waterfowl.  These recommendations, which we 
reiterated in our draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act report for the Corps' 1998 draft EIS on 
ACF water allocation, are to manage the reservoir so that it behaves more like a river.  We 
recommended an annual pattern cycling between the highest levels (190 ft) in the late winter and 
early spring to the lowest levels (185 ft) in the late summer.  These recommendations are still 
valid, and we request the Corps to consider how the benefits and impacts of such a scheme 
compare with the existing operating regime and other alternatives. 


The scoping process is an opportunity to inform the formulation and analysis of alternatives that 
could result in a new and improved set of rules and policies for operating the ACF federal 
projects.  We strongly support the idea of organizing interagency technical workgroups that 
would assist the Corps in compiling the information that is necessary to craft a balanced set of 
alternatives and to analyze their effects on resources.  The Service is willing to participate in 
such workgroups relative to fish and wildlife resources affected by river flows and reservoir 
levels.  Our Panama City Field Office will have the lead for the Service’s participation in the 
WCM update and in the EIS. 
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We thank you for the opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely,


Gail A. Carmody 
Field Supervisor 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The Atlanta Regional Commission is pleased to propose the following revision to the 
Interim Operations Plan (“IOP”) for Jim Woodruff Lock and Dam (“JWLD”) for implementation 
of Reasonable and Prudent Measure #3 (“RPM3”) in accordance with the Biological Opinion 
issued by the Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) on September 5, 2006. 


The basic concept of the proposed revision is to provide the Maximum Sustainable 
Release that can be supported by JWLD, up to 10,000 cfs.  The Maximum Sustainable Release is 
calculated each week as a function of the total available storage using forecasting techniques 
established by USGS.  A release is deemed to be “sustainable” if the storage is available to 
support it without comprising the long-term performance of the system, including ability of the 
system to refill by June 1 each year.  Calculations necessary to implement the proposed 
alternative are easily made using a spreadsheet and real-time data maintained by USGS. 


As is shown in greater detail below, the proposed alternative is superior or equal to other 
alternatives for the implementation of RMP3 for almost every operational objective.  This 
alternative substantially improves the performance of the IOP on the key biological performance 
measures evaluated by USFWS in the Biological Opinion.  In some cases there are trade-offs, 
but the costs are generally marginal and the benefits are high.  Overall the proposed alternative 
would have a substantial beneficial impact on protected species.  At the same time, by keeping 
significantly more water in storage, the proposed alternative would provide substantial benefits 
to other project purposes.  The proposed alternative would not have any adverse impact on flood 
plain connectivity, hydropower generation, flood control, or, to our knowledge, any other 
operating objective.


Although the proposed alternative substantially improves the IOP on every important 
operational objective, the IOP can be improved still further.  Therefore the IOP should still be 
considered an “interim” plan, even after it is revised by adopting the Maximum Sustained 
Release Rule as per RPM3.  Additional modifications to the revised IOP will need to be made, in 
particular, to accommodate long-term water supply demands.  For now, however, the proposed 
revision should be adopted.
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2. BACKGROUND


This proposal is submitted in response to a Biological Opinion issued by USFWS on 
September 5, 2006 to review the Interim Operations Plan for Jim Woodruff Lock and Dam 
(“JWLD”).  The Biological Opinion (BiOp) studies the effect of the Interim Operations Plan 
(“IOP”) for JWLD on certain threatened and endangered species present in the Apalachicola 
River — the threatened Gulf sturgeon and three species of threatened or endangered mussels. 


As is explained further below, the Biological Opinion concludes that reservoir operations 
under the IOP are generally acceptable.  The BiOp also recommends, however, that the IOP be 
revised to provide minimize instances when discharge at the Chattahoochee gage (below JWLD) 
is less than 10,000 cfs. 


2.1 Legal Framework 


The Endangered Species Act protects threatened and endangered species in two ways — 
by prohibiting “takings” and by prohibiting federal agencies from supporting or taking action 
that would “adversely impact” critical habitat. 


The prohibition on “takings” is contained in Section 9.  7 U.S.C. § 1538.  The act defines
“take” to mean “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect” it.  16 
U.S.C. § 1532(19).  Although “takings” “may include significant habitat modification or 
degradation,” that is true only if the action “actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly 
impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering.”  See 50 C.F.R. 
§ 17.3. See also Babbitt v. Sweet Home Chapter of Communities for a Great Oregon, 515 U.S. 
687 (1995).  The prohibition against takings applies to all persons. 


The second set of protections, applicable only to federal agencies, are contained in 
Section 7. See16 U.S.C. § 1536.  Section 7 requires federal agencies to consult with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) (or, for marine species, with the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration Fisheries Service (formerly known as the National Marine Fisheries 
Service), to ensure that their actions do not “jeopardize the continued existence” of any protected 
species or result in the “destruction or adverse modification” of “critical habitat.”  Id.


The result of formal consultation under Section 7 is a Biological Opinion indicating 
whether the proposed activity is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species 
and/or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.  When USFWS issues 
a no-jeopardy opinion but concludes that “takings” of individual animals are nonetheless likely, 
USFWS is required to include an Incidental Take Statement (ITS) as part of the Biological 
Opinion. See 7 U.S.C. § 1536(b)(4).  The ITS authorizes “takings” that would otherwise be 
prohibited by Section 9 of the ESA. See 7 U.S.C. § 1536(o)(2) (“any taking that is in compliance 
with the terms and conditions specified in [an ITS] shall not be considered to be a prohibited 
taking of the species concerned.”). 
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2.2 Threatened and Endangered Species Potentially Affected by Reservoir Operations 


The Corps initiated formal consultation with USFWS on March 7, 2006 to study the 
effects of reservoir operations on the Gulf sturgeon and the three mussel species.  Detailed 
information concerning these species is provided in the Biological Opinion. 


2.2.1 Gulf sturgeon


The Gulf sturgeon was listed as a “threatened” species in 1991.  The Apalachicola River 
was designated critical habitat for the sturgeon in 2003.  The Apalachicola River Critical Habitat 
Unit constitutes approximately 10% of the total river miles included within the designation. 


According to USFWS reservoir operations have the potential to affect Gulf sturgeon 
habitat by reducing the flow of the river at times when flows are stored (i.e., when cumulative 
storage is increased) and by increasing flows in the river when reservoir storage is released (i.e., 
when stored water is released to augment the flow of the river).  BiOp at 107.  Such operations 
could potentially affect “flow regime” and “water quality” elements of the Gulf sturgeon critical 
habitat.  The primary concern is for spawning habitat during the spring spawning season. 


USFWS has identified 117 acres of potentially suitable spawning habitat, including about 
30 acres at two sites where sturgeon eggs have been collected.  BiOp at 69.  Two sites are known 
to support sturgeon spawning within the action area.  BiOp at 69.  The most important spawning 
site is a rough limestone outcrop at RM 105.  Id.  The other known site is a smooth consolidated 
clay outcrop at RM 99.  USFWS has also identified eight other sites that contain hard-bottom 
substrate potentially suitable for spawning. Id.


2.2.2 Mussels


The other species of concern are two species mussels — the endangered fat threeridge 
and the threatened purple bankclimber.1  The main concern for the mussel species is to provide 
them with flowing water at all times.   


USFWS has also indicated that “floodplain connectivity” may be important for the host 
fishes that support the larval stages of these animals.  The Biological Opinion nonetheless 
concludes that reservoir operations are not likely to have a substantial effect on floodplain 
connectivity. 


2.3 The IOP 


The Interim Operations Plan for Jim Woodruff Lock and Dam (“IOP”) was included as 
an attachment to the letter initiating formal consultation.  The IOP was developed to ensure that 
operations at JWLD will not adversely affect Gulf sturgeon spawning grounds or critical habitat 
for listed mussels.  The IOP sets flow levels for the spring spawning season based on a 


1 The Biological Opinion also addresses one other species — the Chipola slabshell — but notes 
that only one individual of this species has ever been documented within the action area.  
Therefore USFWS concluded that the probability of adverse impacts to this species resulting 
from reservoir operations was negligible.  BiOp at 67. 
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percentage of “basin inflow.”  The plan also establishes certain minimum flow levels for the 
protected mussels. 


The Corps adopted the Interim Operations Plan (“IOP”) for Jim Woodruff Lock & Dam 
(JWLD) on March 7, 2006.  A revised plan was adopted on June 12, 2006.  The IOP was revised 
again on September 5, 2006 in accordance with the Biological Opinion issued on that date by 
USFWS. 


2.3.1 Flow requirements in the IOP


Flow requirements under the IOP are computed in relation to Basin Inflow (“BI”).  Basin 
inflow is the total inflow into the ACF Basin above Jim Woodruff Dam, less any water lost 
through evaporation or water withdrawals. 


Specific flow requirements in the IOP, as amended through September 5, 2006, are as 
follows:


Time period Basin inflow (BI) (cfs) Minimum Release (cfs) 


37,400 ≤ BI Not less than 37,400 


20,400 ≤ BI < 37,400 ≥ 70% of BI 


Not less than 20,400 


March – May 


BI < 20,400 ≥ BI,
but not less than 5,000 


23,000 ≤ BI Not less than 16,000 


10,000 ≤ BI < 23,000 ≥ 70% of BI,
but not less than 10,000 


June - February 


BI < 10,000 ≥ BI,
but not less than 5,000 


2.3.2 Ramp-down requirements in the IOP


The IOP also imposes certain “ramp-down” requirements to ensure that river levels do 
not fall too rapidly all at once.  The “ramp-down” is the speed with which river levels are 
allowed to fall after periods of high flow.  Ramp-down requirements are prevent animals from 
getting stranded on the margins of a stream when the water recedes. 
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The ramp-down restrictions in the IOP are as follows: 


Release range Maximum fall rate (ft / day) 
measured at Chattahoochee gage 


Flows greater than 30,000 cfs No ramping restriction 


Flows greater than 20,000 cfs but <= 
30,000 cfs 


1.0 to 2.0 ft / day 


Exceeds powerhouse capacity (16,000 
cfs) but <= 20,000 cfs 


0.5 to 1.0 ft /day 


Within powerhouse capacity and > 


8,000 cfs


0.25 to 0.5 ft /day 


Release within powerhouse capacity, 
but less than 8,000 cfs: 


0.25day / less 


2.3.3 Drought Operations


The IOP does not specify how the reservoirs will be operated in the event that there is 
insufficient storage to meet the 5,000 cfs minimum flow requirement. 


2.4 The Biological Opinion 


USFWS issued the Biological Opinion on September 5, 2006.  The Biological Opinion is 
a “no jeopardy opinion” -- USFWS concluded that operations under the IOP will not threaten the 
survival of any listed species or adversely affected critical habitat.  The Biological Opinion does, 
however, conclude that “takings” of individual mussels species “may occur” when flows fall 
below 10,000 cfs.  BiOp at 140. 


A more detailed overview of the “effects analysis” for each species is provided below. 


2.4.1 Gulf sturgeon


For the Gulf sturgeon, the Biological Opinion concludes that the IOP will have a “small
beneficial effect relative to the baseline on habitat availability at known spawning sites 
downstream of JWLD.  BiOp at 137.  


The Biological Opinion is primarily concerned with effects of the IOP on the flow regime 
for spawning habitat during the spring spawning season.  The primary analysis employed to 
evaluate these effects was to quantify the amount of habitat at known and potential spawning 
sites inundated during the spawning season to depths appropriate for spawning.  BiOp at 111.
Based on egg collections during 2005 and 2006, USFWS considers habitat to be “available” if 
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the habitat is inundated to depths between 8.5 feet and17.8 feet.  BiOp at 70-72 (text) & 103-04 
(figures).  Channel configuration dictates that habitat availability is not necessarily proportional 
to flow, as intermediate flows can make some areas too deep while newly inundated areas are not 
deep enough for expected spawning. 


Operations under the IOP provide slightly more water to the potential spawning grounds 
at the appropriate depths than historical or “run-of-river” operations.  Therefore USFWS 
concluded that the IOP will result in a small benefit to the Gulf sturgeon. 


2.4.2 Fat threeridge and purple bankclimber


For the fat threeridge and the purple bankclimber, the Biological Opinion concludes the 
IOP will have a “small, but not appreciable additional impact on the survival and recovery” of 
the species.  Although the BiOp concludes that the IOP “will not appreciably diminish the ability 
of proposed critical habitat to function for the conservation of” either species, BiOp at 123, 
USFWS concluded that “takings” — in the form of “habitat modification” — “may occur” when 
flows are less than 10,000 cfs.  BiOp at 123. 


Of the five constituent elements of purple bankclimber and fat threeridge habitat, the 
BiOp concludes that the IOP is likely to adversely affect only the “flowing water” element.  
BiOp at 121.  USFWS developed low-flow measures to assess this impact.   


a) Low flow effects 


The Biological Opinion is primarily concerned with the potential for mussels to be 
exposed during periods of low flow.  Although mussels move in response to changing water 
levels, they sometimes are caught in areas too far from the receding shoreline or areas in which 
down-slope movement does not lead to adequately deep water.  BiOp at 78.  This risk of 
stranding is greatest when high flows are followed by low flows because mussels that move to 
higher ground during the high flow period may be stranded when the water level falls.
Therefore, to evaluate the effect of reservoir operations, USFWS is primarily concerned with (1) 
rate of flow change and (2) the frequency and duration of low flows.


To study the potential impact of reservoir operations, USFWS considered the location of 
known mussel beds and determined whether and how often these areas would be exposed during 
low flows.  Because the purple bankclimber prefers deeper portions of the channel, this animal is 
not as vulnerable to low-flow impacts as the fat threeridge.  BiOp at 139.  According to the 
Biological Opinion, fat threeridge mussels have been found in locations that are exposed at 
discharges as high as 10,000 cfs.


The BiOp acknowledges that flows less than 10,000 cfs occur “in almost all years” on the 
Apalachicola River — and hence that most mussel beds are located in areas that would not 
require flows of this magnitude to remain inundated.  BiOp at 140.  Nonetheless, USFWS 
speculates that, “during a series of wet years with few or no low-flow events, a fraction of the 
population may naturally occur at relatively high on the stream bed.”  BiOp at 140.  USFWS also 
notes that “mussels may be deposited at higher elevations during flood events.” Id.  The BiOp 
concludes that “adverse effects will occur when low flows follow an extended period without 
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low flows or follow a flood event that reshapes mussel habitat and/or redistributes mussels.”  
BiOp at 141. 


b) Host fish 


USFWS also noted a concern for host fish necessary to support the larval stages of the 
protected mussels.  Although host fish for the purple bankclimber are not known, the Biological 
Opinion indicates that the fat threeridge is a host fish “generalist” that may infect at least three 
different fish families, including certain species that utilize floodplain habitat.  BiOp at 120.
USFWS studied “floodplain spawning habitat availability” as the principal measure of effects to 
potential host species. BiOp at 121. 


2.4.3 Reasonable and Prudent Measures


As a condition of the ITS, USFWS is required to impose mandatory “reasonable and 
prudent measures” (“RPMs”) to minimize the take that will occur.


The third RPM is the subject of this proposal.  RPM3 provides as follows:    


RPM3. Drought provisions. Develop modifications to the IOP 
that provide a higher minimum flow to the Apalachicola River 
when reservoir storage and hydrologic conditions permit.  


As proposed, the IOP uses reservoir storage to support a 5,000 cfs 
minimum flow.  The available data indicates that higher flows can 
be supportable during normal and wet hydrologic periods, and 
during dry periods when the reservoirs are relatively full. 
Conversely, during extended drier than normal conditions, it may 
be prudent to store more water than allowed under the IOP during 
certain times of the year to insure (sic) minimum water availability 
later. 


3. CONCEPTS PRESENTED BY THE CORPS TO IMPLEMENT RPM3 


At a technical workshop on December 12, 2006, the Corps presented four “concepts” in 
response to RPM3.  For each concept, the Corps has provided detailed modeling results; these 
output files were used to prepare the comparative graphs in the evaluation of alternatives in 
Section 4. 


The Corps has described the four concepts under consideration as follows: 


3.1.1 Concept #1


The first concept presented was to determine the maximum low-flow the system can 
support.  As a modeling exercise, the Corps increased the 5,000 cfs minimum flow in the IOP to 
higher values —  6,000 cfs, 6,300 cfs, 6,600 cfs and 8,000 cfs.  The Corps reported that the 
results were not acceptable for any of these increased minimum flows. 
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3.1.2 Concept #2


The second concept presented was to decrease spawning period high flows in connection 
with an increase in the low flow target.  The 37,400 cfs high-flow target in the IOP was reduced 
to 25,000 cfs; the intermediate target of 20,400 cfs was reduced to 16,000 cfs; and the 5,000 cfs 
minimum flow was increased to 5,800 cfs (variation 1), 6,500 cfs  (variation 2) and 7,000 cfs 
(variation 3).  Again, the Corps reported that the results were not acceptable for any of these 
variations.


3.1.3 Concept #3


The third concept presented was to use “system composite storage” as a drought trigger 
for “desired flow” of 6,500 cfs and the “required flow” of 5,000.  Under this concept, the drought 
trigger is activated when “system composite storage” is in Zone 3.  The drought trigger would be 
deactivated when the system composite storage recovers to Zone 1.  The Corps reported that het 
results for this concept appeared to be promising. 


3.1.4 Concept #4


The fourth concept was to increase the percentage of flows that can be stored when Basin 
Inflow is greater than 10,000 cfs from 30% to 50%.  This concept was modeled as an “add-on” to 
Concept #3.  The Corps stated that this concept appeared to produce few benefits in addition to 
Concept #3. 


4. PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE CONCEPT FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 
RPM3


The proposed alternative for RPM3 is superior or equal to Concept #3 for almost every 
operational objective.  This alternative, which will be called the Maximum Sustainable Release 
Rule (“MSRR”), substantially improves the performance of the IOP on the key biological 
performance measures evaluated by USFWS in the Biological Opinion.  In some cases there are 
trade-offs, but the costs are generally marginal and the benefits are high.  Overall the proposed 
alternative would have a substantial beneficial impact on protected species.  At the same time, by 
keeping significantly more water in storage, the proposed alternative would provide substantial 
benefits to other project purposes.  The proposed alternative would not have any adverse impact 
on flood plain connectivity, hydropower generation, flood control, or, to our knowledge, any 
other operating objective.


4.1 Overview 


The basic concept of the MSRR is to provide the maximum sustainable release from Jim 
Woodruff Dam, up to 10,000 cfs, that can be maintained while also allowing the reservoirs 
upstream in the Chattahoochee Basin to refill by the following June 1.  The maximum 
sustainable release is calculated based on the current storage in the reservoirs and a forecast of 
future inflows.  The forecast is made using probabilistic streamflow forecasting techniques 
developed and published by the USGS.
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Although the MSRR does not utilize reservoir storage to provide flows in excess of 
10,000 cfs, such flows occur from Flint River flow and when the reservoirs are full.  Because the 
MSRR allows the reservoirs to refill early and often, flows in excess of 10,000 cfs are provided 
in a pattern that is at least as beneficial (and often more beneficial) for the protection and 
enhancement of threatened and endangered species than the flows provided by the IOP, as 
demonstrated in the evaluation below. 


 The MSRR increases the minimum flow whenever sufficient water is available to meet 
the increased minimum, provide for the long-term support of all uses, and still refill the 
reservoirs by the following June 1.  The calculation of the water available includes a 
conservative forecast of expected inflows (inflows expected to be exceeded 90% of the time) 
based on basin conditions.  The forecast is done using a USGS developed technique that relies 
only on antecedent inflows, and not on weather forecasts. Documentation of this technique is 
available from the USGS, and is attached.


As stated above, the refilling of the reservoirs is crucial to the improved performance of 
the MSRR relative to the IOP for the protection of endangered and threatened species.  Because 
the reservoirs fill early and often in the spring, crucial spawning flows are most often maintained 
at levels equal to the full basin inflow.  Moreover, because the reservoirs do not often empty, 
there is usually sufficient water to maintain minimum flows well in excess of 5000 cfs, as 
envisioned in RPM3. 


The MSRR stores the water necessary to meet the increased minimum whenever the 
inflow between Lake Eufala and Lake Seminole, including the Flint River inflow, rises above the 
maximum sustainable release.  A new maximum sustainable release is computed each week so 
that as storage improves, the maximum sustainable release also rises.  In addition, the MSRR 
restricts releases to 5000 cfs whenever there is not enough water in the system to sustain that 
flow over a repeat of the worst historical drought and still have a margin of safety.  This ensures 
enough water will remain in the system to “insure minimum water availability later.” 


As will be shown below, the rules contained in the MSRR implement RPM3 in a manner 
that substantially improves the IOP in its protection threatened and endangered species and many 
other performance measures.   


4.2 The Maximum Sustainable Release Rule (MSRR)


The basic concept of the proposed revision is to provide the Maximum Sustainable 
Release that can be supported by JWLD, up to 10,000 cfs.  The Maximum Sustainable Release is 
calculated each week as a function of the total Available Storage using forecasting techniques 
established by USGS.  A release is deemed to be “sustainable” if the storage is available to 
support it without comprising the long-term performance of the system, including ability of the 
system to refill by June 1 each year.  Calculations necessary to implement the proposed 
alternative are easily made using a spreadsheet and real-time data maintained by USGS. 


A decision tree is provided below (Figure 1) to show how to determine the Maximum 
Sustainable Flow on a weekly basis.  The right side of the decision tree — dealing with 
“Carryover Storages” — is discussed in Section 4.2.1 below.  The left side — calculation of the
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Maximum Sustained Release when Total System Storage exceeds Carryover Storages — is 
discussed in Section 4.2.2.


Figure 1: Decision Tree for Determining Release 


(5)
Create an Inflow Forecast and 


use forecast to calculate 
Available Storage


(4a)
Minimum flow 


= 5000 cfs 


(4b)
Severe drought


provisions
(TBD)


(3)
Is TSS > Safety 


Carryover Storage


noyes


yes


(7)
Adjust Maximum 


Sustainable Flow per 
4.2.2(d).


(2)
Is TSS > 5,000 
CFS Carryover 


Storage? 


no


(6)
Use Available Storage with 


Lookup Table 1 to Determine 
Maximum Sustainable Flow 


(1)
Start, each Monday: 


Calculate Total System Storage (TSS) 


4.2.1 Carryover Storages


The primary goal of the MSRR is to provide the maximum sustainable flow at Woodruff 
as requested by RPM 3.  Carryover Storages are storages that need to be preserved to meet 
critical needs over the long term.  These storages are used to determine when flows must be 
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curtailed to meet such needs.  Two critical needs are given top priority:  the protection of public 
health and safety and protection of endangered species.  The amount of “Carryover Storage” 
necessary to support each of these needs throughout a critical drought has been calculated and is 
shown in Figure 3. 


a) Public Health and Safety 


Losing the ability to provide drinking water and fire protection to the citizens of 
Alabama, Georgia, and Florida would be devastating to the region.  Therefore the volume of 
water needed to protect public health and safety through a multi-year drought, called the Public 
Health and Safety Carryover Storage (or Safety Storage), should be maintained in storage at all 
times.  In the MSRR, this volume was determined by running a simulation with 2030 demands 
and minimum flow requirements at Atlanta and Columbus only.  The maximum drawdown in the 
four major reservoirs over the historic record is designated as the Public Health and Safety 
Storage — this is the volume of water that would have been needed to get through the worst 
drought on record. 


b) 5,000 CFS Carryover Storage 


In addition to public health and safety, endangered species must be protected throughout 
a critical drought.  Therefore the amount of storage needed to support threatened and endangered 
species must be preserved in system storage at all times.  The storage set-aside to meet these 
needs is called the 5,000 CFS Carryover Storage. 


In the MSRR, the 5,000 CFS Carryover Storage is set-aside to meet the 5,000 cfs 
minimum flow requirement and also to meet the ramping rates specified in the IOP.  Larger 
minimum flows are supported when possible, but these are the minimum requirements.  The 
amount of 5,000 CFS Carryover storage was determined using the same method as for the Public 
Health and Safety Carryover Storage:  simulations were done with demands, minimum flow 
requirements at Atlanta and Columbus, and the releases at Woodruff listed above.  The 
maximum drawdown in the four major reservoirs over the historic record is the volume of water 
that would have been needed to sustain the 5,000 cfs minimum flow and IOP ramping rates 
throughout the worst historical drought. 


c) Margin of Safety


Because future droughts may be worse than the historical drought of record, a margin of 
safety is added to both Carryover Storages.  The margin of safety decreases each year of an 
ongoing drought to balance the impacts of lower flows on the environment and water-use 
restrictions on public health and welfare against the risk that the drought will continue.  The 
margins of safety used in the demonstration run are shown in Figure 2; these percentages are 
multiplied by the Public Health and Safety Carryover Storage to set-aside an additional volume 
of water.  Although calculated as a percentage of the Public Health and Safety Carryover 
Storage, the Margin of Safety is divided evenly between the two Carryover Storages. 
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Figure 2: Margin of Safety 
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It is important to note that the MSRR manages storage in such a way that available 
storage will not reach or approach levels below those needed to maintain public health and 
safety during a repeat of any historical drought period.  The provision of a margin of safety 
adds an additional measure of security, ensuring that the system can adapt to future droughts 
worse than those in the historical record. Further, it is important to understand that the 
performance of the MSRR will not be enhanced by reducing Carryover Storage or the Margin of 
Safety.  The success of the MSRR is based on its strategy of allowing the reservoirs to refill early 
and often.  Thus, providing a margin of safety would not conflict with achieving environmental 
objectives during a repeat of any historical drought.  Also note that a similar margin of safety is 
provided for meeting critical instream flow needs below Woodruff Dam, as detailed below. 


Figure 3 illustrates the Carryover Storages in relation to Total System Storage.  The 
Carryover Storages vary seasonally following the drawdown pattern of the tops of conservation 
pools.  A representative year, 1976, is shown in the figure; the seasonal pattern is the same in all 
other years.  The margin of safety varies from year to year depending on the number of 
consecutive drought years.  In 1976, there was no drought, so there is a 45% margin of safety 
added to the Carryover Storage.  During prolonged droughts, this can drop to as low as 25%.
The margin of safety was divided evenly between the Public Health and Safety Storage and the 
5,000 CFS Carryover Storage.  Therefore, the green line in Figure 3 shows the Public Health and 
Safety Carryover Storage — the maximum historical drawdown to meet public health and safety 
needs plus 22.5%.  The distance between the yellow and green lines is the 5,000 CFS Carryover 
Storage—the maximum historical drawdown to support at least 5000 cfs at Woodruff and the 
ramping rates defined in the IOP plus 1/2 of the Margin of Safety. 


The white line in Figure 3 shows the Total System Storage in 1976.  System storage is 
defined as the sum of the storages in Lanier, West Point, and WF George.  Whenever Total 
System Storage is less than the amount required for 5,000 CFS Carryover Storage, releases are 
curtailed unless necessary to meet the 5,000 cfs minimum and the IOP ramping rates.  This only 
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happens once during the entire period of record in the MSRR, for about three months in 2000. If
Total System Storage were ever to fall below the amount required for Safety Storage, extreme 
drought provisions would be triggered and the 5,000 cfs minimum might need to be relaxed by 
necessity.  This never happens in the historical simulation of the MSRR.  The system storage 
remains above the Carryover Storages in large part because releases to benefit protected species 
are made so as to be sustainable.  The process used to determined beneficial releases is described 
in the next section. 


Figure 3: Carry-over storages 
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d) Operations During Extreme Drought:  Release Decisions Based on 
Carryover Storage Levels 


As stated above, the Carryover Storages are established to indicate when releases must be 
curtailed to preserve the ability of the system to meet critical needs over the long term.  If Total 
System Storage is less than Instream Flow Carryover Storage, releases are restricted to the 
amount necessary to meet the 5,000 cfs minimum flow and IOP ramp-down provisions.  If Total 
System Storage is less than the Safety Carryover Storage, the MSRR does not specify any 
definite minimum flow.   


The IOP does not specify what emergency measures would be taken if a more severe than 
historical drought were to occur, either.  Thus, the only way to compare the MSRR and the IOP 
with regard to extreme droughts is to look at the storage levels likely to occur when operators 
realize that the potential for such a drought exists and begin to take emergency measures.  The 
more storage available at that time, the more flexibility the operators will have to deal with the 
situation.


13


0050


74







By setting aside Carryover Storages based on the most severe drought on record plus a 
sufficient margin of safety, the MSRR is designed to minimize or eliminate the likelihood that 
such provisions will ever be triggered.  Minimum system storage under the MSRR is 
conside


e
rably higher than the minimum storage that would have occurred using the IOP.  This 


indicates that the MSRR provides a considerably higher level of reliability in the face of extrem
drought than does the IOP. 


4.2.2 Determining the Maximum Sustainable Flow When Total System Storage 
Exceeds Carryover Storages


orage
exceeds the Ca d below.  The logic of the rule is to increase the 
minimum flow whenever (1) Total System Storage exceeds the Carryover Storages, and (2) 
sufficie


ed
e


f the 


The first step is to create an Inflow Forecast to provide expected amounts of inflows 
corresponding iffe his information is used to determine the 
maximum flow that can be maintained at Woodruff while still allowing the system to refill each 
year wi


g:  historical statistics and forecasts of inflow.  Forecasting 
methods make use of the correlation between current and future conditions:  if inflows have been 
low, th


words, 
although streamflow conditions are strongly autocorrelated from one month to another, the 
correla by


rovide 


t inflows.  A technique has been developed by Robert Hirsch of the 
USGS, and that program has been adapted for ease of use and integration with HECDSS by 
HydroL


 of 


The steps used to determine the Maximum Sustainable Flow when Total System St
rryover Storages are discusse


nt water is available in storage to allow the reservoirs to refill by the following June 1; 
and (3) such releases can be made without compromising the ability of the system to meet 
critical needs.  The calculation of available storage includes a conservative forecast of expect
inflows (inflows expected to be exceeded 90% of the time) based on basin conditions.  This rul
provides a rational, sustainable basis for determining how much water to release in excess o
minimum requirements.  Enhancement releases are determined such that system storage will 
refill each year with a high level of certainty. 


a) Create an Inflow Forecast 


to d rent levels of probability.  T


th a high level of certainty. 


While future rainfall cannot be accurately predicted, there are two sources of information 
to guide operational decision-makin


ey tend to stay low, and vice versa.  This is essentially because when conditions are dry, 
there is more evaporation and infiltration and hence less runoff, and vice versa.


Within about four month’s time, the inflows forecast by conditional forecast methods  
converge to the inflows that would be forecast using historical statistics.  In other 


tion weakens as the forecast period is lengthened, and the correlation is essentially zero 
the time the forecast period is extended to four months.  At this point, historical statistics p
the best available forecast.  


There are a number of forecasting techniques, all of which give a shift in mean and 
variance based on anteceden


ogics Inc.  Documentation of this technique from the USGS is attached.  The USGS
technique is easy to implement.  The adaptations made by Hydrologics do not affect the 
underlying methodology, and the forecast program can be made available to the USACE free
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charge.  Alternatively, the USACE could obtain the original program from the USGS.  In
practice, running the forecast program requires that antecedent inflow data be kept current and 
formatted to suit the program.  The data is already kept current and formatting can be easil
automated.  Running the forecast program takes less than one second.  


Hydrologics has used the program to re-create the forecasts that


y


 would have been made 
each week in the hydrologic record.  These “historical” forecasts were used to show how the 
MSRR


cy
anner 


b) Calculate Available Storage —  Storage in Excess of the Amount 
Necessary to Allow the System to Refill by June 1 


The next step i low Forecast at the 90% 
probability level (such that inflow has a 90% probability of exceeding the forecasted value).  
Availab


ulated as the forecasted 90% inflow less (1) water supply 
(expected demand for all users above and including Whitesburg); (2) minimum flow 
require e


e and top 
he


lculate the Maximum Sustainable Release 


The Maximum n of Available Storage.
This determination is made each Monday in the simulation.  The Maximum Sustainable Release 
is given


 would have performed in the past, using the forecasts.  The results prove that the 
combination of the forecasting technique and the MSRR is effective given the existing accura
and precision of the USGS forecasting technique.  Producing and using forecasts in the m
incorporated in the MSRR is eminently practical.  Such forecasts are currently being used 
operationally by a number of agencies, including the North Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources.


s to calculate “Available Storage” based on the Inf


le Storage is the amount of storage on hand in excess of the amount necessary to allow 
the system to refill by June 1.   


Available Storage is calc


ments at Atlanta (number of days till June 1 times 750 cfs); (3) evaporation (averag
between now and June 1); and (4) void (volume in Lake Lanier between current storag
of conservation pool on June 12).  The resulting volume — Available Storage — is roughly t
amount of water that can be released from Lake Lanier while maintaining a 90% chance of refill 
by the following June 1. 


c) Ca


 Sustainable Release is determined as a functio


 as a function of Available Storage in the lookup table provided in Table 1.


2 For this calculation, Lake Lanier is used as a surrogate for system storage — it is 
assumed that the entire system will be full if Lake Lanier is full.  Lake Lanier is a reasonable 
surrogate for the entire system because Lake Lanier takes much longer to refill than any of the 
other reservoirs. 
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Table 1:  Maximum Sustainable Release from Woodruff (cfs)
Available 
Storage 


(af) 1/1 2/1 3/1 4/1 5/1 6/1 7/1 8/1 9/1 10/1 11/1 12/1 
0 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 


7000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 
14000 5000 6432 6544 6544 6546 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5546 
21000 5571 9700 9700 9704 9707 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5522 6155 
28000 6243 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5720 6672 
42000 9106 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5088 6184 9238 
49000 9753 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5213 6391 10000 
56000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5313 8683 10000 
63000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5000 5000 5432 8922 10000 
77000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5000 5046 5853 9345 10000 
84000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5000 5302 5942 9369 10000 
98000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5000 5470 6171 10000 10000 


105000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5000 5554 6282 10000 10000 
112000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5000 5607 6597 10000 10000 
126000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5043 5985 6817 10000 10000 
133000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5000 5000 5128 6068 6924 10000 10000 
140000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5094 5000 5307 6118 6990 10000 10000 
154000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5359 5084 5476 6280 8988 10000 10000 
161000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5501 5148 5557 6360 9111 10000 10000 
168000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5315 5282 5616 6635 9175 10000 10000 
182000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5577 5409 5932 6795 9407 10000 10000 
189000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5717 5471 6009 6874 9519 10000 10000 
196000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5932 5517 6058 6920 9867 10000 10000 
210000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5777 5747 6203 8780 10000 10000 10000 
217000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 5916 5807 6272 8874 10000 10000 10000 
231000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 6286 5904 6592 9017 10000 10000 10000 
238000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 6450 5960 6660 9109 10000 10000 10000 
245000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 6097 6097 6725 9506 10000 10000 10000 
259000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 6463 6245 8494 9633 10000 10000 10000 
266000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 6623 6299 8569 9701 10000 10000 10000 
273000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 6791 6352 8642 9769 10000 10000 10000 
287000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 6625 6600 8733 10000 10000 10000 10000 
294000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 6782 6651 8801 10000 10000 10000 10000 
308000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 8655 6725 9251 10000 10000 10000 10000 
315000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 8878 6773 9315 10000 10000 10000 10000 
322000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 6927 6927 9377 10000 10000 10000 10000 
336000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 8818 8498 9826 10000 10000 10000 10000 
343000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 9034 8553 9875 10000 10000 10000 10000 
357000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 9499 8660 9970 10000 10000 10000 10000 
364000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 8966 8943 9960 10000 10000 10000 10000 
378000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 9397 9045 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 
385000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 9624 9095 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 
399000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 9308 9308 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 
406000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 9521 9501 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 
420000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 9547 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 
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427000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 9591 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 
430000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 


The flows in Table 1 were derived from a series of graphs similar to Figure 4.  To 
determine the Maximum Sustainable Flow on July 1 from Figure 4, first determine the Available 
Storage.  If Available Storage is 500 kaf, the Maximum Sustainable Flow is about 8500 cfs.  This 
is the flow can be supported at Woodruff without compromising the ability of the reservoirs to 
refill by June 1.  Note that the same amount of Available Storage in April could be used to 
support a much higher minimum flow. 


Figure 4: Maximum Sustainable Flow as a Function of Available Storage 
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Curves similar to those shown in Figure 4 have been developed for each month of the 
year, as reflected in Table 1.  These graphs were generated by calculating the difference between 
the desired flow and historical inflows each day to give the water needed from storage that day, 
if any.  These daily values were then summed between present and June 1.  To provide a high 
level of reliability, the 90th percentile of historic inflows were used, meaning that if all years in 
the historic record were ranked from wettest to driest, 10% of the years would be drier and 90% 
wetter than the inflows used in the analysis.  90th percentile inflows to the basin remain above 
7000 cfs for much of the year, so the average of the driest three years was used in place of the 
90th percentile below 7000 cfs and values were interpolated between these values and the 90th


percentile at 9000 cfs.


In addition, when the value of Maximum Sustainable Flow obtained from the curves is 
greater than 7,000 cfs, it is adjusted upward by 20%.  Trial and error has shown that the 
upwardly adjusted flows can be maintained without impact on other objectives.  The boosted 
values are reflected in Table 1.
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d) Adjust the Maximum Sustainable Flows 


Finally, once the Maximum Sustainable Release is determined from Table 1, it is subject 
to three possible alterations developed by trial and error to enhance the performance of the 
operating rules: (1) a ramping rate restriction and (2) a limitation on maximum sustainable 
releases over 10,000 cfs.  Again, all three of these alterations improved the performance of the 
MSRR on the performance measures shown in the previous section. 


i Ramping rate restriction.


To avoid extreme jumps in the minimum flow requirement from week to week, a 
ramping rate restriction of 1,400 cfs / week is imposed.  The daily change in releases from 
Woodruff, and thus impacts due to ramping on by endangered species in the Apalachicola, are 
controlled by the ramping rates used in the IOP. 


ii Limitation on Maximum Sustainable Releases Over 10,000 cfs.


In the MSRR, flows above 10,000 cfs are not supported from storage.  Imposing this limit
resulted in significantly better flows for the mussels and caused little change in sturgeon 
spawning habitat or floodplain connectivity.  Flows above 10,000 cfs are still common due to 
inflows from the Flint River and spill from the reservoirs — this is the reason the MSRR 
performs well on the sturgeon spawning performance measure.   


4.2.3 Other Operational Criteria


a) Hydropower Releases 


In the MSRR, releases equivalent to three hours of generation at capacity are made under 
the following conditions: (1) stages are above initial recreation impact level, (2) the day-ahead 
projected prices are above average, and (3) forecasted inflows for the year are above the 35th


percentile.  Otherwise, there is no provision for making hydropower releases, or even for 
reducing releases on weekends to increase the value of power generated during the week.  In 
spite of this limited attention to hydropower, the MSRR produces slightly more power, and 
slightly more valuable power than does the IOP.  In evaluating the value of hydropower, it is 
assumed that releases are made during peak hours whenever possible. 


For this generation rule, the current stage at Lanier and forecasted inflows to Lanier were 
used to flag days when power releases should be made.  For day-ahead projected prices the 
average daily day-ahead ERCOT prices from 2002-2005 were used; the first Mondays in January 
for each of these years were aligned to determine the average, and leap-day was accounted for. 


b) Reservoir Balancing


The MSRR moves water from upstream reservoirs to downstream reservoirs to balance 
storage in zones, as does the IOP.  The MSRR zones have been adjusted to provide a balance of 
recreation impact days between the three reservoirs.  All three reservoirs are drawn down 
together insofar as possible to the level where initial recreational impacts begin to occur.  Below 
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that level, the reservoirs are emptied by zones, from downstream to upstream.  Details of the 
reservoir balancing scheme and its performance relative to the IOP are discussed below.   


Recreation impact levels were taken from the USACE 1989 Draft Water Control Plan; 
the values are shown in Table 2.  In the following discussion, initial recreation impact is referred 
to as level 1, recreation impact as level 2, and water restriction as level 3, as shown in columns A 
and B.  Note that applying these impact levels at Eufala for reservoir balancing resulted in stages 
below historical, so the numbers were increased as shown in the table: Eufala was balanced 
according to the amended values (column F), while recreation impact was assed with the EIS 
values (column E). 


Table 2:  Corps Recreation Impact Levels 
A B C D E F


Recreation
impact level 


Terminology 
from EIS 


Lanier (ft) West
Point (ft) 


Eufala
EIS (ft) 


Eufala
MSRR (ft) 


Level 1 Initial impact 1066 632 187 187
Level 2 Impact 1063 628 185 186.5
Level 3 Water


restriction 
1060 627 184 185.5


When water is needed from storage, the Lanier, West Point, and Eufala stages are 
reduced together between their top of conservation pools and recreation Impact Level 1.
Specifically, the percentage of the volume between Impact Level 1 and the top of conservation 
pool is kept the same for the three reservoirs.  This is shown in Figure 5, which illustrates the 
reservoir balancing rules implemented in the MSRR.  Note that the shape of these lines depends 
on the rate of storage emptied from the system.  The recreation impact levels and top of 
conservation pool are in equivalent storages. 
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Figure 5: Reservoir Balancing Rules 
Top of conservation pool (TCP) 
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Once the stages of the three reservoirs are at Impact Level 1, there is the real possibility 
that the system will not refill in the spring, so water is conserved upstream.  Specifically, Lanier 
and West Point are kept at level 1, while Eufala’s stage is reduced to Impact Level 2; then Lanier 
and Eufala are kept at levels 1 and 2 respectively as West Point is reduced to Impact Level 2; and 
finally Lanier is reduced to level 2, while West Point and Eufala stay at Impact Level 2 (see 
Figure 5).  If more water is needed from storage, the procedure is repeated between recreation 
Impact Levels 2 and 3.  In theory, the same procedure would be used between level 3 and dead 
storage, but the only time the reservoirs fall below level 3 in the MSRR period of record run is in 
the 2000 drought, and in this case, all three reservoirs empty below level 3 as they meet local 
flow requirements and consumptive demands. 


One of the reasons reservoir levels do not drop further in the 2000 drought is that by 
preserving water upstream when the reservoirs fall below impact level 1, there is more system 
storage entering the drought (May 2000) in the MSRR that the IOP or historically.  By 
preserving water upstream when necessary, all the reservoirs benefit in the following year, as 
evidenced by the dramatically better performance of the MSRR on the recreation performance 
measures. 


In practice, the reservoir stages do not follow Figure 5 exactly.  While this is the guiding 
principle, the reality is complicated by two issues: water cannot be moved from downstream to 
upstream and there are physical limitations on the rate at which water can be moved downstream.  
For example, water from Lanier must be used to meet all of the demands and instream flow 
requirements north of West Point.  As a result, Lanier may be pulled down more rapidly to meet 
these needs, but the reservoirs are rebalanced when possible. 
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Recreation impact levels were not included in the EIS for Lake Seminole.  In the MSRR, 
Seminole is kept at top of conservation pool until the stages of other three reservoirs reach level 
1.  Seminole is then brought down to bottom of conservation pool (76 feet) before Eufala is taken 
below level 1.  Eufala drops below bottom of conservation pool in the 2000 drought only; in this 
case, the stage is kept above 75.5 feet at all times.  Operations at Seminole can be further refined 
with appropriate recreation impact information. 


The stages for top and bottom of conservation pool was taken from the IOP: the MSRR 
does not alter flood control rules.


4.3 Summary


The required releases from Woodruff are summarized in Table 3. 


Table 3:  Summary of Required Releases 
Level of System Storage Minimum Release from 


Woodruff


Total System Storage > full 100% of Basin Inflow 


Total System Storage > Instream 
Flow Carryover Storage 


Maximum Sustainable Release 


System Storage > Public Health 
and Safety Carryover Storage 


5000 cfs + IOP Ramping  


System Storage < Public Health 
and Safety Carryover Storage 


Severe Drought Provisions 
(TBD)


5. IMPLEMENTATION


5.1 Similarities and Differences Between MSRR and IOP / Concept #3 


The MSRR is a refinement of Concept #3 in that both use a measure of available storage 
to determine whether flows higher than the 5,000 cfs minimum can be provided.  The main 
difference between this plan and Concept #3 is (1) the use of a conditional forecasting technique 
to determine when flows higher than the “desired flow” of 6,500 cfs can be provided; and (2) the 
use of “available storage” to determine the maximium flow that can be sustained, instead of using 
“system composite storage” as an on-off “drought trigger” to toggle between “minimum flow” of 
5,000 cfs and the “desired flow” of 6,500 cfs.  This alternative also incorporates elements of 
concept #4, which was to increase the amount of basin inflow that can be stored when basin 
inflow exceeds 10,000 cfs.  Under the MSRR, flows in excess of 10,000 cfs are stored to permit 
the reservoirs to refill. 


Other provisions of the IOP (and/or “existing operations”) are directly incorporated in the 
MSRR.  These include: 
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1) Top of conservation pool rule curves and flood control operations, 


2) Bottom of conservation pool assumptions, 


3) Instream flow requirements upstream of Jim Woodruff dam,  


4) Water supply requirements 


5) Ramping rates 


6) Minimum flow requirement of 5000 cfs at Jim Woodruff Dam 


In addition, the MSRR is based on many concepts that are implemented in the IOP, 
although in a different form.  These include the following: 


1) In the IOP, release requirements at Jim Woodruff Dam are based on Basin Inflow and 
time of year.  Concept #3 also includes consideration of system storage in determining releases. 
In the MSRR, releases below Woodruff are based on those factors, and on storage in the system 
as a whole and on forecasts.  These changes are necessary to implement the requirement of 
RPM3 to base minimum releases on basin conditions. 


2) Releases in both the IOP and the MSRR seek to maintain natural patterns of flows 
below Woodruff Dam.  The IOP does this by specifying that the releases be a percentage of 
Basin Inflow.  The MSRR achieves this objective more effectively by ensuring that the 
reservoirs fill early in most years.  Once the reservoirs are full, they must pass 100% of Basin 
Inflow in order to maintain flood control storage.  The result of this change in implementation 
strategy is better performance for all the biological performance measures used in the BiOP. The 
change in strategy is an implementation of the RPM3 directive to “store more water than allowed 
under the IOP during certain times of the year to insure minimum water availability later.”  The 
water stored by filling the reservoirs early is used to establish appropriate sustainable minimum 
flow (which ca be any value between 5000 and 1000 cfs).  In most years that flow is 
substantially in excess of 5,000 cfs, per the directives in RPM3.


3) Both the IOP and the MSRR contain provisions for maintaining hydropower 
generation.  The IOP requirements provide for setting a number of hours of weekday generation 
at individual reservoirs based on the storage in each reservoir. The MSRR bases this 
requirement for all reservoirs on a variety of conditions, including storage in Lake Lanier, 
forecast inflows, and historical day-ahead energy prices.  All of this information should be 
readily available to operators in real time.  The reason this is done is, again, to “store more water 
than allowed under the IOP during certain times of the year to insure minimum water availability 
later.”  The result of implementing this strategy is improved biological performance, slightly 
higher overall power generation, and slightly higher value of power generated.  The changes in 
power benefits are not significant in our opinion. 


4) Both the IOP and the MSRR contain provisions for balancing storage among 
reservoirs.  In the MSRR this is designed to balance two objectives:  (a) maintain the highest 
level of system storage over the long run, and (b) equalize the number of days of recreation 
impacts among the reservoir pools. 
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The balancing strategy employed by the MSRR effectively equalizes recreational impacts 
among the lakes without significantly affecting water supply reliability or environmental or any 
other purposes.  Coupled with the strategy of storing water to ensure higher minimum flows, the 
balancing strategy results in a wholesale reduction in recreational impacts compared to the IOP 
and Concept #3. 


5.2 Ease of Implementing the MSRR 


The MSRR is an extremely practical operating rule.  All the data needed to evaluate 
releases each day are available, the forecast technique is available, uses only up to date flow 
data, which is also available, and takes very, very little time and almost no training to run.  
Historical day-ahead energy prices are also available.  The calculations necessary are easily 
implemented in a spreadsheet.  We see no practical impediments to expeditiously implementing 
the MSRR.


That said, we recognize that USACE will need to validate the results presented below 
before implementing MSRR as RPM3.  ARC and Hydrologics will make available to USACE 
any information, data or other resources necessary to validate the rule. Copies of the input and 
output files are attached.  


Moreover, although the MSRR is superior in performance to the IOP and Concept #3, we 
are certain that operating rules superior to the MSRR can be developed.  We stand ready to work 
with the USACE towards the development of better operating policies.  However, we will firmly 
oppose the implementation of operating policies that are clearly inferior to the MSRR. 


6. EVALUATION OF PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES FOR RPM3 BASED ON 
SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL OBJECTIVES 


As is shown in greater detail below, the MSRR significantly out-performs the IOP on 
many objectives and does not perform significantly less well on any of the others.  This 
alternative provides superior protection to threatened species while, at the same time, keeping 
significantly more water in storage and thus benefiting other project purposes.  The proposed 
alternative would not have any adverse impact on flood plain connectivity, hydropower 
generation, flood control, or, to our knowledge, any other operating objective. 


The parameters of an operating rule (e.g. the exact values in lookup tables relating 
available storage to releases, or the exact levels (rule curves) used for balancing storage among 
reservoirs) are derived by trial and error using simulation models (i.e. the parameters of the rule 
are “tuned” to achieve superior performance).  This was done, at least to some degree, in 
developing the IOP.  Lack of time has prevented us from extensive tuning of the parameters of 
the MSRR.  Therefore, we are certain that the rule presented below can be tuned for even better 
performance.  In addition, it is likely possible to invent alternative forms for operating rules.  
Such rules could be superior to the MSRR.  We urge the USACE to work with stakeholders to 
develop better forms of operating rules, and we stand ready to assist. 


The following sections compare the performance of the proposed implementation of the 
MSRR with historical operations and operations under the IOP.
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6.1 Protection and Enhancement of Threatened and Endangered Species  


The conclusions in the Biological Opinion are based on the “biologically relevant” 
characteristics  of the flow regime for each species.  USFWS developed graphs developed to plot 
these characteristics for the “baseline” (historical) and “run-of-river” scenarios against the IOP.  
USFWS then used following chart to determine whether the IOP would have an “adverse” or 
“beneficial” effect on the species. 


Figure 6 (BiOp Figure 4.2.A):  Evaluation of Effects 


The same graphs, and the same chart, should be utilized to evaluate any proposed 
revision to implement RPM3.  The actual graphs utilized by USFWS in the Biological Opinion 
are reproduced in Section 4, except that one line has been added to each graph to represent the 
Corps’ “Concept #3” and another has been added to represent the revision proposed by ARC (the 
“Maximum Sustainable Release Rule”).   


Based on these performance measures, the proposed alternative out-performs the IOP and 
Concept #3 in the protection and enhancement of habitat for threatened and endangered species.  
The proposed alternative also performs better than or at least equal to the “baseline” and “run-of-
river” alternatives for every performance measure evaluated by USFWS in the Biological 
Opinion.
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6.2 Mussel Species


Figure 7 (BiOp Figure 4.2.2.A):  Flow Frequency at the Chattahoochee Gage 
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Figure 7 (BiOp Figure 4.2.2.A) shows the flow frequency at the Chatahoochee gage.
Higher values are better  According to the BiOp, fat threeridge mussels may occasionally be 
affected by flows below 10,000 cfs.  The graph shows the distribution of such flows for each of 
the cases.  The MSRR has significantly lower frequencies of flows from 10,000 cfs to 
approximately 6000 cfs, and approximately the same frequency of flows lower than 6000 cfs 
compared to the IOP and Concept 3.  Therefore the MSRR is more desirable in terms of this 
performance measure. 
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Figure 8 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.A):  Inter-Annual Frequency of Discharge Events 
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Figure 8 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.A) shows the percent of years with flows below thresholds 
from 5,000 to 10,000 cfs in 1,000 cfs increments.  Lower numbers are better.  With the minor 
exception of Concept 3 at flows of 6,000 cfs, the MSRR performance is superior. 
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Figure 9 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.B):  Number of Low-Flow Days in the Worst Year 
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Figure 9 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.B) shows the number of low flow days in the worst year to 
the record for the same thresholds as the previous figure.  Fewer days are better.  The 
performance of the MSRR is not significantly different in this performance measure than either 
of the other operating rules. 
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Figure 10 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.C):  Number of Consecutive Low-flow Days in Worst Year 
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Figure 10 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.C) shows the number of consecutive days of low flow in 
the worst year.  Lower numbers are better.  While the MSRR does not perform as well as the IOP 
or Concept 3 on this measure, the difference is not significant.  This is especially true because 
the total number of days in the year is approximately the same, and mussels are impacted 
primarily when the flows fall.  Arguably, for the same number of days of low flow, it is better for 
the mussels if the flows fall only once as opposed to several times.  More days of consecutive 
low flow imply fewer rises.  This is beneficial because those rises could induce mussels that have 
survived by moving to lower elevation habitats to move back to higher elevation habitats where 
they would again be vulnerable if flows fell again.  In other words, at extreme low flows, it more 
important to provide stable flows than it is to provide higher flows that can be sustained for only 
a short period of time. 
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Figure 11 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.D):  Number of Low-flow Days in Median Year. 
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Figure 11 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.D) shows the median number of days of flow below 
thresholds in a given year.  Lower is better. The MSRR performance with regard to this criteria
is clearly and substantially superior for mussels.  The figure reflects the fact that more than half 
of the years have no days with less than 8000 cfs under the MSRR.  The corresponding flow for 
the IOP and Concept 3 is 6000 cfs.  Note that the MSRR is the only operating rule that 
outperforms historical flows for this performance measure.   
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Figure 12: Frequency of Sustained Low Flows 1975-2001 
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Figure 12 is not contained in the BiOp, but clearly shows the superior of performance of the 
MSRR with regard to benefits to endangered mussels.  It shows the number of times in the 
simulated record that flows fall below thresholds for at least seven days.  This is important 
because mussels can survive short periods of dewatering.  The MSRR clearly outperforms the 
IOP and Concept 3 at the 10,000 8.000 and 6,000 cfs thresholds, and is equivalent to both rules 
at the 7,000 cfs threshold. 
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Figure 13: (BiOp Figure 4.2.4.A):  Max Number of Consecutive Days per Year of Flow Less 
than 16,000 cfs 
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Figure 13 (BiOp Figure 4.2.4.A) shows the distribution of the number of days per year 
below 16,000 cfs for all cases.  It is difficult to distinguish the performance of the alternatives 
based on this performance measure. 


The mussels are also affected by the daily change in stages, which is why ramping rates 
on the reduction of flows at Woodruff is part of the IOP.  The next two performance measures 
are designed to evaluate the rate of change of stage experienced by the mussels.  The first of 
these, Figure 14 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.F), shows the rate of stage change for flows under 10,000 cfs 
only.  Based on the IOP ramping rates, all days should fall under the first two categories: rising 
or stable or <= 0.25 ft/day.  The MSRR respects the ramping rate restrictions at these low flows 
much better than the IOP or Concept 3; however, this may be because OASIS is able to enforce 
the ramping rates more closely than HEC 5 rather than an actual difference in the operating 
policies. 


This difference in the modeling tools also affects the next performance measure, Figure 
15 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.E).  Given these differences it is difficult to evaluate these performance 
measures.  They are included for completeness, nonetheless.
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Figure 14 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.F):  Frequency of Daily Stage Changes When Releases from 
Woodruff are Less than 10,000 cfs 
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Figure 15 (BiOp Figure 4.2.5.E):  Frequency of Daily Stage Changes 
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Floodplain connectivity is important for the lifecycle of the host fish that support the 
mussel species.  The next two performance measures, Figures 16 and 17, quantify the number of 
floodplain acres connected to the main channel during growing season.  Note that the 
relationship between acres of connected floodplain and flow was estimated from BiOp Figure 
3.3.2.B, so the lines do not match those in the BiOp figures exactly.   


Figure 16 (BiOp Figure 4.2.6.A) shows the percent of days in which amounts of habitat 
area are connected.  Most of the runs follow the same trend, with the IOP higher for some habitat 
areas, lower for others. 


Figure 16 (BiOp Figure 4.2.6.A):  Frequency of Floodplain Connectivity to the Main Channel 
During Growing Season 
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Figure 17 (BiOp Figure 4.2.6.B), the next performance measure, looks at the amount of 
habitat area connected for at least 30 days each year.  The IOP is higher for some ranges, the 
MSRR for others.  In general, the runs are comparable and do not appear to be inferior to 
historical.  Note that storing more water in the spring under Concept 3 shifted the IOP trace 
closer to that of the MSRR.  The MSRR more closely mimics run-of-river (ROR) than does the 
IOP.  This may be desirable. 
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Figure 17 (BiOp Figure 4.2.6.B):  Max Floodplain Habitat Connected to the Main Channel for 
at least 30 Days During Growing Season 
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6.2.1 Gulf Sturgeon


As demonstrated in the previous section, the MSRR is clearly superior for the mussels 
overall.  Based on the gulf sturgeon habitat measures from the BiOp, the MSRR is no worse for 
the sturgeon.  We do recommend that these performance measures be refined for the reasons 
discussed below. 


The first performance measure, Figure 18 (BiOp Figure 4.2.3.A), shows the frequency of 
days that different amounts of habitat are available during spawning season.  The traces are not 
significantly different with the exception of the IOP, which provides spawning habitat around 15 
acres and 17 acres more frequently than the other scenarios.  Note that the increase in stored 
water in the spring under Concept 3 removes these features of the IOP trace, and Concept 3 
follows the other traces more closely.  The differences are small and do not appear to be 
significant.
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Figure 18 (BiOp Figure 4.2.3.A):  Frequency of Spawning Habitat Availability 
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The next performance measure, Figure 19 (BiOp Figure 4.2.3.B), shows the maximum 
amount of habitat sustained for at least 30 days during spawning season each year.  The IOP 
performs somewhat better than the other traces on this measure.  The increase in sustained 
habitat, however, is at most about 1.5 acres, which is not likely to significantly affect such a 
small population of spawning fish.  Furthermore, the changes planned to the IOP by the USACE 
illustrated by Concept 3 reduce the advantage of the IOP on this measure.  The MSRR provides 
more sustained habitat than the Baseline or RoR, signifying no impact to the sturgeon based on 
the BiOp criteria.  Finally, the performance on this particular measure is greatly influenced by 
the bathymetry at RM 99.5, the location at which very few eggs have been collected compared to 
RM 105. 


The relationship between flow and sturgeon habitat is shown in Figure 20 (BiOp Figure 
3.6.1.4.C).  Note that at flows greater than 50,000 cfs, the available habitat decreases down to 
zero at 150,000 cfs.  In addition, habitat at RM 99.5 decreases dramatically at 23,000 cfs.
Therefore, high flows do not necessarily correspond to higher availability of spawning habitat.
Further, the decrease in habitat at RM 99.5 at flows above 23,000 cfs causes a dip in total habitat 
below 14 acres between 29,000 and 34,000 cfs.  Avoiding flows in this particular range can have 
a significant impact on the sustained habitat performance measure.  In 1979, for example, flows 
at the Chattahoochee gage fall in the range for the MSRR on May 3, causing the habitat to fall 
from about 15 to 13 acres.  Flows in the IOP fall between May 6 and 10 as well, but they skip the 
habitat dip, dropping from 37,000 to 24,000 cfs in a single day.  The flows and corresponding 
habitat are shown in Figure 21.  Since these days in May fall within the 30-day maximum 
sustained habitat time frame, the value for the MSRR is about 13 acres for this year, while the 
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value for the IOP is about 15 acres.  This reduction in sustained habitat for the MSRR happens 
again in 1980. 


Figure 19 (BiOp Figure 4.2.3.B):  Max Habitat Sustained for At Least 30 Days During 
Spawning
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Figure 20 (BiOp Figure 3.6.1.4.C):  Area of Gulf Sturgeon Spawning Habitat 
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Figure 21 Spawning Habitat and Woodruff Releases in 1979 
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The MSRR could be tuned to avoid the problematic range of flows.  We have not yet 
done so, however, for two reasons.  First, the dip in habitat may or may not reflect an actual 
decline in usable habitat.  Based on the “range of spawning depths observed” after the removal 
of the outliers, there will be some amount of habitat loss as flows increase simply as a matter of 
channel geometry.  This is because at some point under increased flows, depths will increase to 
greater than 18.0 feet before other areas of the rock shoal are inundated with at least 8.5 feet of 
water.  While the range of depths in the BiOp may be optimal based on this depth range rule, it is 
obvious from the 2005 and 2006 data that sturgeon will spawn at depths outside of this range.  
Habitat may not be lost as water depth increases in the main channel in response to flows that 
result in channel depths greater than 18 ft with shelf depths less than 8.5 ft. This casts doubt on 
differences in apparent available habitat among various management scenarios at intermediate 
flows.


In addition, the MSRR currently performs as well or better than the IOP at RM 105, the 
more important of the two spawning sites, as seen in Figures 22 and 23.  Figure 22 shows that 
the MSRR has more days that fall below habitat in the 8 to 10 acre range, but less days that fall 
below habitat in the 4 to 6 acre range.  Figure 23 shows that the MSRR supports more sustained 
habitat than does the IOP in the range of 5 to 7.5 acres, and equally as much as the IOP for all 
other values of habitat.  We believe that the sustained habitat measure is the more critical of 
these two and so conclude that the performance of the MSRR with regard to sturgeon habitat is 
at least as good if not better than the performance of the IOP.  The same holds true for the 
comparison of  the MSRR and Concept #3. The performance of the MSRR is clearly no worse 
than the baseline or RoR, as well. 
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Figure 22 (BiOp Figure 4.2.3.A):  Frequency of Spawning Habitat Availability at RM 105 
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Figure 23 (BiOp 4.2.3.B):  Max Habitat Sustained for At Least 30 Days During Spawning 
Season at RM 105 
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6.3 Other Operational Objectives 


6.3.1 System Storage


Figure 24: System Storage 1940-2001 
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Figure 24 shows the cumulative distribution of system storage for all three operating 
rules.  The graph indicates MSRR produces consistently higher values of storage under almost
all operating conditions.  This strongly suggests that the system will be better able to respond to 
drought events more extreme than historical droughts if operated using the MSRR. 


6.3.2 Recreation Impacts


Figures 25, 26 and 27 show the benefits of implementing the MSRR relative to recreation 
impacts.  Higher lines are better.  The graph for Lanier (Figure 25) shows a wholesale reduction 
in impacts measured in recreation days at all impact levels.


The graph for West Point (Figure 26) is somewhat more complicated because operations 
for flood control lower the top of conservation pool, and thus reservoir storage, to the level 2 
impact stage every year.  The dotted orange line shows the recreational impact of maintaining the 
reservoir at the top of the seasonally-varying conservation pool at all times, with no other other 
lowering of the reservoir stage.  The impact of operations for all other purposes is the difference 
between the orange line and the line corresponding to each operating rule.  Again, the MSRR is 
substantially superior to either of the operating rules with regard to this performance measure for 
all levels of recreational impact. 


The graph for Lake Eufala (W. F. George, Figure 27) shows that the MSRR produces 
more days of initial recreational impact at Eufala than the other two rules.  The reservoir 
balancing scheme in the MSRR makes this happen because it tries to balance impacts among the 
three reservoirs while minimizing the total impact.  The small additional drawdown in Lake 
Eufala allows that lake to capture water that would otherwise be spilled without significant 
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benefit to other operating objectives.  The drawdown contributes significantly to the achievement 
of all other operating objectives by preserving system storage upstream.  The additional 
drawdown is quite equitable, as shown in Figure 29-31, and is substantially superior to historical 
conditions.  The same is true for Lake Seminole (Woodruff), as shown in Figure 28.  We have no 
estimates of recreational impact levels for Lake Seminole. 


Figures 29, 30 and 31 summarize the recreational impacts for Lake Lanier, West Point 
Lake and Lake Eufala at each of the impact levels.  The overall recreational impacts of the 
MSRR are clearly less than those of the other two rules, and more equitably apportioned between 
the lakes. 


Figure 25: Frequency of Stages at Lake Lanier 
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Figure 26: Frequency of Stages at West Point 
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*This line indicates reservoir levels when West Point is kept at the top of the seasonally-varying 
conservation pool every day. 


Figure 27: Frequency of Stages at Walter F. George 
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Figure 28: Frequency of Stages as Woodruff 
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Figure 29: Recreation Impact (1975-2001) - Impact Level 1 (Initial Impact) 
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Figure 30: Recreation Impact (1975-2001 - Impact Level 2 (Recreation Impact) 
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Figure 31: Recreation Impact (1975-2 ) 001) - Impact Level 3 (Water Restriction( )
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6.3.3 Hydropower


Figure 32 shows monthly hydropower generation for the IOP and for the MSRR, and the 
standard deviation for each month.  The difference in total generation is insignificant, although 
the monthly distribution shows minor differences.   


Figure 32: Average Monthly Energy Generated (1940-2001) 
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Figure 33 shows an estimate of the value of the power produced.  This value is estimated
using the average of 2001-2005 day-ahead peak power generation prices from the ERCOT hub. 
An individual price was generated for each day in the calendar year. The power generation for 
the day is divided by the generating capacity of the powerhouse for the day to give the number of 
hours of generation. At Buford, the capacity is a function of elevation, and at the other 
powerhouses it is constant.  This is the same as the method used in HEC5.  The first 3 hours of 
generation are priced at peak price levels, and the remaining hours at 1/3 of peak price levels to 
estimate the value of power generated for the day.  We believe this is a reasonable first order 
estimate of value.  The MSRR produces an insignificantly higher value for power produced even 
though it has minimal provisions for optimizing power generation. 


It is important to note that the MSRR generates energy only when prices are high rather 
than everyday.  As seen above, this not only increases the value of power generated, it also 
produces better biological performance. 
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Figure 33: Average Equivalent Energy Revenue 
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6.3.4 Flood Control


The proposed alternative does not include any requirements concerning flood control 
operations beyond those associated with the seasonal curve for specifying the top of conservation 
pool in each reservoir.  Top of conservation rule assumptions are unchanged from current levels.  
Therefore, implementing the proposed alternative will not impact flood control performance. 
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7. CONCLUSION 


The Maximum Sustainable Release Rule (“MSRR”) is proposed as a revision to the IOP
for the implementation of RPM3: 


� The MSRR responds to RMP3 by increasing minimum flows below Woodruff to the 
maximum sustainable flow whenever basin conditions permit. 


� The MSRR ensures that such releases will not compromise the ability of the system to 
meet critical needs over the long-term.   


� The MSRR performs better in terms of many operating objectives, including but not 
limited to those relating to the protection of threatened and endangered species.
MSRR does not perform significantly worse in terms of any operating objective. 


� The MSRR provides improved ability to cope with droughts worse than the drought 
of record with regard to maintaining environmental flows and maintaining public 
health and safety. 


� The MSRR is a practical rule that is easily implemented. 


� We appreciate the Corps’ consideration of this approach and will make available to 
any information, data or other resources necessary to validate the rule.  We also stand 
ready to assist the Corps in any way possible.
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EXHIBIT B 


0050


Mr. Curtis M. Flakes 
Chief, Planning and Environmental Division 
Mobile District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 2288 
Mobile, AL 36628-0001 


Ms. Gail Carmody 
Supervisor, Ecological Services 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1601 Balboa Ave. 
Panama City, FL 32405-3721 


May 29, 2008 


Re:  Proposed Modifications to Interim Operations Plan for ACF Reservoirs 


Dear Mr. Flakes and Ms. Carmody: 


I offer the following comments on the Corps’ proposed modifications to the Interim Operations 
Plan (“MIOP”) for its reservoirs in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (“ACF”) River Basin 
on behalf of the Atlanta Regional Commission, the City of Atlanta, Georgia, Fulton County, 
DeKalb County, Cobb County-Marietta Water Authority, and the City of Gainesville, Georgia 
(collectively, the “Water Supply Providers”).  Technical materials prepared by Megan Rivera, 
Ph.D. of Hydrologics, Inc. and George McMahon, Ph.D. of Arcadis are also attached. 


First, let us begin by expressing our sincere appreciation to you and your respective agencies for 
your efforts to manage water resources in the ACF Basin.  Although we strongly disagree with 
many of the decisions that have been made, and with the process used to make them, we do 
understand that you are using your best efforts in an extremely difficult situation. 


The following comments are organized in two sections.  The first section is directed at specific 
provisions of the MIOP.  The second addresses a number of more fundamental considerations 
that need to be considered in the development of the new Water Control Plan for the ACF Basin.   


To summarize our evaluation of the MIOP, we believe that, while it represents a slight 
improvement over the original IOP, it suffers from many of the same fundamental flaws.  We 
have already shown that better alternatives exist.  We urge you to give serious consideration to 
these alternatives rather than continuing to make incremental changes to a plan that should never 
have been adopted in the first place.


Indeed, we are extremely concerned that the MIOP will form the basis for the Water Control 
Plans that are currently in the process of being developed.  We can and must do better.  In other 
words, although we understand that we will likely have to live with the IOP/MIOP framework 
for some time to come, we believe this framework should be set aside at the first opportunity. 
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1. Comments on Specific Provisions of the MIOP 


1.1 Refill Opportunities Are Still Too Limited 


As the events of the past year demonstrate, the IOP’s minimum flow requirements and 
restrictions on the Corps’ ability to store water are unsustainable during a prolonged drought.  
The MIOP alters these provisions in several ways, and in this respect, constitutes an 
improvement over the IOP.  Indeed, the modifications allowing storage of all flows above 5,000 
cfs from December to February and reducing the prohibition on storage to 50% of Basin Inflow 
are welcome changes. 


However, these modifications do not go far enough.  Refill opportunities are still severely 
restricted during the wet period from March to May and the 50% prohibition on storage is too 
restrictive.  The MIOP ensures that reservoir levels are consistently lower than is beneficial to 
many users in the system.  These provisions can and should be modified to allow greater 
opportunities to refill the reservoirs.  This would substantially benefit the reservoir system, and 
all those who rely upon it, with little to no effect on downstream flows.   


Florida would have the Corps believe otherwise.  In its letter dated May 15, 2008, Florida 
complains that release requirements for certain periods have been reduced under the MIOP to 
50% of Basin Inflow, as opposed to 70% of Basin Inflow under the original IOP.  As a result of 
this change, Florida claims that “flows to the Apalachicola River will be reduced by up to 20% 
of basin inflow under the Modified IOP in comparison to the original IOP.”  This is simply not 
correct.


The reality is that only a small fraction of Basin Inflow can actually be captured in storage, 
regardless of what the MIOP might allow.  The fraction of Basin Inflow that can be stored 
depends on the distribution of inflow in relation to storage.  Of the 17,230 mi.2 drainage basin 
above Lake Seminole, 95% is below Lake Lanier, which represents 65% of total system storage; 
80% is below West Point, which, together with Lake Lanier, represents 85% of total system 
storage; and 57% is below Walter F. George, which is the last storage project in the system.  See
Figure 1.  In other words, run-off from 57% of the basin cannot be captured in any reservoir and 
80% of the basin is controlled by the smallest storage project in the system, with only 244,000 
acre-feet.
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Figure 1. Conservation Storage and Drainage Basin for ACF Reservoirs.


The end result is that only a small fraction of Basin Inflow can actually be captured and stored in 
the federal reservoirs, because of their location in the basin, no matter what the rules 
theoretically allow.  For example, for the period from January 2007 to present, the MIOP 
provision allowing storage of up to 50% of Basin Inflow would result in the actual storage of 
only 8% of Basin Inflow—the remaining 92% would pass downstream to Florida.  Similarly, for 
the period from 2003 to 2004, the Corps would actually be able to store only 1% of Basin Inflow 
under the MIOP, whereas 99% would be passed downstream to Florida. 


Because the Corps’ ability to store water is so limited, the provision of the MIOP theoretically 
allowing storage of up to 50% of Basin Inflow cannot significantly impact flows in the 
Apalachicola River.  Figure 2 through Figure 4 illustrate this point by comparing flows at the 
Chattahoochee gage under the IOP with those under the MIOP for three 2-year periods.1  As 
these figures show, changes in storage limitations under the MIOP have virtually no effect on 
flows at the Florida line.


                                                          
1


All simulations discussed in this letter were prepared by Hydrologics, Inc. using the OASIS platform.  Information concerning the validation of 
this model against HEC-5 is provided in Exhibit A.  The models produce essentially the same results when the same assumptions are used.  
OASIS was used in preference to HEC-5.  We would be happy to answer any questions that the Corps or Fish and Wildlife Service might have 
about these model runs. 
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Figure 2. Comparison of flows at the Chattahoochee gage under IOP and MIOP for period 
from January 2000 through December 2001. 
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Figure 3. Comparison of flows at the Chattahoochee gage under IOP and MIOP for period 
from January 2003 through December 2004. 
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Figure 4. Comparison of flows at the Chattahoochee gage under IOP and MIOP for period 
from May 2007 through April 2008. 


From this, two things are clear.  First, Florida’s argument that the MIOP will result in 
significantly reduced flows in the Apalachicola River is plainly not correct.  Second, the Corps 
can and should utilize every opportunity to store water when such opportunities arise—and, 
given the placement of storage within the basin, such storage will have little appreciable effect 
on flows at the Florida line. 


1.2 Down-Ramping Rates Are Unnecessary and Unreasonable 


The ramping restrictions in the MIOP revert back to the rules set forth in the original IOP, which 
had previously been modified with the approval of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.  
We believe the modified ramping restrictions approved by USFWS on October 19, 2008 were 
more appropriate. 


The ramp-down restrictions in the MIOP require the Corps to release large amounts of water 
from storage to “smooth out” the natural variations in stream flow that occur when it rains. 
Instead of storing water associated with rainfall events, as it could and should, the Corps is 
instead required to release substantial amounts of water from storage to provide a gradual ramp-
down from the high flows that result from these rainfall events.  The result, at times, has been 
that rainfall events may actually reduce storage rather than increasing it.


This is not appropriate.  Ramp-down requirements should not be imposed to reduce the rate of 
fall of the river after a natural rainfall event.  Rather, ramping requirements should only be used 
to transition between significant man-made alterations of the flow regime, such as between 
spawning and non-spawning flows or between navigation releases and normal operations.  
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The modified ramp-down restrictions in effect since October 2007 took these considerations into 
account.  As we understood that rule, ramp-down restrictions were tied to the “Basin Inflow fall 
rate” rather than to the IOP maximum fall rate schedule.  The one problem with the rule 
approved by the Service in October 2007 is that it might be necessary at times to ramp-down 
even when Basin Inflow is rising or remaining steady.  Therefore, we suggest that the fall rate 
should be the maximum of (1) the Basin Inflow fall rate; or (2) the maximum fall rate schedule.   


1.3 The “Volumetric Balancing” Scheme Is So Restricted as To Be Useless


Although the Corps originally stated, when it adopted the IOP, that it would employ “volumetric 
balancing” to recapture storage that is used to meet ramp-down requirements.  The limitations 
stated in the letter to the Fish and Wildlife Service dated May 16, 2007 essentially negate this 
commitment. 


The letter includes several conditions that must be met for storage credits to accumulate:  (a) the 
actual release must be greater than the minimum required by the IOP; (b) the release required to 
comply with the fastest ramping rate allowed is greater than the minimum IOP required release; 
(c) today’s release is less than yesterday’s release (i.e., downramping is occurring); and (d) 
today’s total storage is less than yesterday’s total storage.  When all of these conditions are met, 
the credit is equal to the lesser of (a) the decline in storage; or (b) the difference between the 
actual release and the minimum IOP required release.   


We can think of no logical basis for limiting the accumulation of storage credits to situations 
where system storage is actually declining.  A restriction preventing the accumulation of storage 
is no different from a requirement to release storage.   


Two other aspects of the volumetric balancing scheme are particularly problematic.  First, the 
letter states that volumetric balancing must be accomplished within 10 days and may not involve 
more than 10,000 day-second-feet (dsf) of storage.  There is no basis for these temporal and 
volumetric limits.  If the Corps is required to expend large quantities of storage to slow 
artificially the river’s natural rate-of-fall, it should be permitted to recoup that storage as flows 
permit.  Second, “credits” can only be used during high-flow periods (above 10,000 cfs).  At 
such times, storage credits simply serve to refill the lower reservoirs a few days earlier.  As a 
result, the storage that is “saved” by applying volumetric credits is “spilled” a few days later 
when the reservoirs are full.


These limitations render the volumetric balancing scheme essentially worthless.  For example, 
by our calculations, ramping requirements caused approximately 90,000 acre-feet of water to be 
released in excess of IOP release requirements from May to October 2007.  Of this amount, only 
3,000 acre-feet could have been recovered through volumetric balancing in accordance with the 
restrictions imposed by the May 16, 2007 letter.  See Exhibit B.


1.4 The MIOP’s Drought Provisions Are Flawed 


The MIOP constitutes a definite improvement over the IOP to the extent that elements of the 
Exceptional Drought Operations (EDO) Plan have been included.  The absence of any such 
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drought provisions was obviously a major omission in the original IOP.  Nevertheless, two of 
these provisions need to be changed.


1.4.1 The Use of “Composite Storage” as the Trigger for Drought Operations Ignores 
Special Consideration that Should be Given to Lake Lanier.  


First, we continue to object to the use of a drought trigger based on Composite Storage.  
Composite Storage does not accurately reflect the status of system storage.  Because the lower 
reservoirs refill so quickly, in comparison to Lake Lanier, it is possible for system storage to be 
in Composite Zone 2—the threshold under the MIOP for ending Drought Contingency 
Operations—even while Lake Lanier is still in Zone 4.


To assess this probability we modeled the probability that system storage would reach 
Composite Zone 2 by April 30, 2009 under the MIOP, based on starting conditions as they 
existed on May 1, 2008.  Probabilities were calculated using the Hirsch method to prepare 
conditional streamflow forecasts.  The results are provided in Table 1 below.  The analysis 
shows a 62% probability that system storage will reach Composite Zone 2—and hence that 
drought operations will end—at a time when Lake Lanier is still in Zone 4.  This shows that the 
Drought Contingency Operations will terminate too soon in most cases.  See Exhibit C. 


Table 1. Probability that System Storage Will Reach Composite Zone 2 by April 1, 2009, 
Terminating Drought Operations, While Lake Lanier is in a Given Zone 


System Storage Reaches Composite Zone 2 When 
…


 Lanier is
in Zone 4 


Lanier is 
in Zone 3 


Lanier is 
in Zone 2 


Lanier is in  
Zone 1 


System Storage Does Not Reach
Composite Zone 2 


# years in 
simulation


42 of 67 10 of 67 0 of 67 0 of 67 15 of 67 


probabilit
y


62% 15% 0% 0% 22% 


Instead of using Composite Storage, drought operations should continue until Lake Lanier is in 
Zone 1.  Alternatively, it is possible to construct a rule based on forecasts of the probability that 
Lanier will refill within a certain period of time.  Such a rule would have the potential to 
optimize operations using the best available information. 


1.4.2 The “Drought Zone” Is Too Low  


We do not believe the “Drought Zone,” as currently drawn, sufficiently protects users who rely 
on reservoir storage.  By the time system storage has fallen into the Drought Zone, the system is 
already at a severe risk and past the point at which emergency actions should be taken.  What is 
more, initiating drought operations when conservation storage is nearly exhausted would be 
particularly problematic in a prolonged, multi-year drought.  In that case, conservation storage 
could be almost completely expended early in the drought period and prior to the 
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commencement of drought operations.  This would leave insufficient storage to meet needs in 
the basin, including water supply for metropolitan Atlanta, in the remaining drought years. 


We reiterate that it is inappropriate for the drought trigger to be based on Composite Storage.  
But if the Corps is determined to use Composite Storage as the trigger for reducing minimum 
flow requirements, the flow should be reduced immediately whenever the system is in 
Composite Zone 4, and such measures should remain in place until Composite Storage and Lake 
Lanier have both recovered to Zone 1. 


1.4.3 The “Drought Zone” Is Arbitrary 


Furthermore, the delineation of the “Drought Zone” appears to be completely arbitrary.  The 
Corps’ letter to FWS states that the Drought Zone delineates a volume of water “roughly 
equivalent” to the amount of storage in the inactive storages in Walter F. George and West Point 
and Lake Lanier combined with the amount of storage in Lake Lanier Zone 4.  In other words, 
the Drought Zone will generally be entered when the lower reservoirs are empty (of conservation 
storage) and Lake Lanier is in Zone 4.  But the description further states—without explanation or 
justification—that the Drought Zone has been “adjusted” to include a “smaller volume of water 
at the beginning and end of the calendar year.”  What is the basis for these “adjustments” to the 
Drought Zone, and why would it ever be appropriate to terminate emergency operations at a time 
when the lower reservoirs are empty and Lake Lanier is in Zone 4?  


1.5 Forecasts Should be Used To Improve Reservoir Operations 


A large body of literature has been developed on the subject of hydrological forecasting.  The 
United States Geological Service (USGS) has been using and relying on these methods for 
decades.  The Corps should utilize these tools, with appropriate margins of error, to optimize 
reservoir operations. 


The MIOP uses “Composite Storage” as the principal indicator of drought conditions, but this is 
a poor surrogate for a good forecast.  Operations in the Spring of 2007 under the IOP/Concept 5 
provide a case in point.  Concept 5 required the Corps to meet a “desired flow” of 6,500 cfs—as 
opposed to the “required flow” of 5,000 cfs—until composite storage fell to Zone 3.  The Corps 
began releasing water from storage to meet the “desired” target of 6,500 cfs on May 8, 2007, at a 
time when the available forecasts were already predicting an extremely dry summer.  The 
predictable result was a rapid, pointless depletion of system storage—42,000 acre-feet of water 
were released between May 8 and May 31, at which time system storage fell into Composite 
Zone 3 and releases were finally reduced. 


The 42,000 acre-feet of water that were released from May 8 to May 31 to meet the “desired 
flow” of 6,500 cfs equates to over a foot of elevation in Lake Lanier—enough water to meet the 
average annual consumptive needs of the metropolitan area (250 cfs) for 84 days.  The loss of 
this water had a lasting impact on system storage, which still has not recovered.  In exchange for 
this substantial cost, the temporary increase in flows to the Apalachicola River had no lasting 
benefit.  After depleting system storage to the level of Composite Zone 3 within just 3 weeks, 
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flows in the Apalachicola River fell to the “required” level of 5,000 cfs and remained at that 
level throughout the summer and fall—that is, until the alarming loss of system storage caused 
the “required” flow of 5,000 cfs to be reduced even further.  Therefore, any organisms requiring 
flows at or above 5,000 cfs must have perished during the long period after May 31 when flows 
were at or below this level. 


Needless to say, we are pleased to see that the Corps has taken these events to heart and has 
modified the IOP to eliminate the “desired flow” of 6,500 cfs.  The larger point remains, 
however, that release requirements and flow reductions under the MIOP are still tied to 
Composite Storage without reference to hydrological forecasts.  This is a fundamental flaw in the 
framework of the IOP. 


1.6 Lanier Should Not Be Used To Balance the Lower Reservoirs In Cases Where the 
Lower Reservoirs Can Fill On Their Own, Without Support From Lake Lanier 


Also, although it is generally appropriate to use Lanier to balance the lower reservoirs, this does 
not always make sense.  Releasing water from Lanier to help refill West Point and Walter F. 
George as the top of their conservation pools rise between February and June is especially 
wasteful.  In most years the only effect of releasing water from Lake Lanier to balance the lower 
reservoirs is to fill the lower reservoirs a few days earlier.  This is wasteful in situations where 
system storage is low and needs to be preserved, and where it is unlikely that Lake Lanier itself 
will refill.  In these cases intervening flow should be used to refill the lower reservoirs instead of 
releasing water from storage in Lake Lanier.   


1.7 Release Requirements Should Consider Management Objective and Not Blindly 
Adhere to Basin Inflow 


Another fundamental flaw in the MIOP is the fact that release requirements are blindly tied to 
Basin Inflow without operating for specific needs and balancing needs in the basin. 


“Basin Inflow” is a legal construct with little connection to specific needs or operational 
objectives.  Its original justification, as is clear from the record, was that reservoir operations 
could not be considered the legal cause of any environmental impacts caused by flows at least 
equal to Basin Inflow.  Although this is legally correct, it does not follow that passing Basin 
Inflow is the best mode of operation for the reservoirs or that the Corps is legally required to 
operate in this manner.   


The stated objective to maximize spawning habitat for the Gulf sturgeon is a perfect example.  
There is no evidence to show that reservoir operations have any effect on sturgeon spawning 
success, or that the amount of spawning habitat currently available at RM 105.5 is not sufficient 
to meet the needs of the species.  Nonetheless, even if increasing sturgeon spawning habitat were 
an appropriate objective, the data show that the amount of spawning habitat available at RM 105 
plateaus at 10,000 cfs to 11,000 cfs.  Flows in excess of this amount actually reduce the amount 
of available habitat.  Therefore, the MIOP is actually counter-productive to the extent it requires 
releases in excess of 11,000 cfs based on the level of Basin Inflow. 
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This is just one example of many.  The more general point is that the Corps should strive to 
develop an operating plan in which release requirements are based on balanced operational 
objectives as opposed to abstract concepts like Basin Inflow. 


1.8 Corps Models and Data Need to be Corrected 


Finally, we are concerned that the Corps continues to use flawed models to evaluate 
modifications such as the MIOP.  Deficiencies are detailed in the attached memorandum from 
George McMahon, Ph.D. See Exhibit D. 


2. The Corps Should Not Attempt To Use Reservoir Storage to Drought Proof the 
Apalachicola River 


In addition to commenting on the specific provisions of the MIOP, we have also taken this 
opportunity to address certain fundamental limitations of the ACF Reservoir system that need to 
be considered by all stakeholders in the development of water control plans for the ACF 
Reservoirs.


The reality is that reservoir operations cannot significantly affect the timing or quantity of flows 
in the Apalachicola River for any extended period of time.  This is a consequence of the 
distribution of storage within the basin, as is described further in Section 2.1 below.  Another 
consequence of the distribution of storage within the basin is that attempts to utilize reservoir 
storage to manipulate the Apalachicola River can quickly drain Lake Lanier, which may take 
years to refill.  This is discussed further in Section 2.2.  In terms of cost-benefit analysis, such 
operations provide negligible benefit to the Apalachicola River while creating significant 
economic hardship and creating great risks to the health, safety and well-being of the millions of 
people who rely on reservoir storage for water supply and other purposes.  These impacts are 
discussed in Section 2.3. 


Further, as is discussed in Section 2.4, the State of Florida’s focus on metro Atlanta is 
completely misplaced.  The truth is that metro-area water use is not a significant contributor to 
environmental issues in the Apalachicola River and Bay.  Instead of pointing fingers, the State of 
Florida should work with the Corps to identify and address the causes of and potential solutions 
to these problems. 


2.1 Reservoir Operations Cannot Significantly Affect Flows in the Apalachicola River 
Over an Extended Period of Time 


One result of the upside-down distribution of reservoir storage within the ACF Basin is that 
reservoir operations cannot significantly affect the pattern of flows in the Apalachicola River.  
This can be seen by modeling a plan in which each reservoir is permitted to maximize storage 
subject only to at-site release requirements.  For illustration purposes only we have modeled 
such a rule, which we call the “At Site Objectives” Plan.  In this plan each reservoir operates to 
meet at-site objectives, including the 750 cfs flow target for Buford Dam and the 5,000 cfs flow 
target for Jim Woodruff.  
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Figure 5 and Figure 6 show the cumulative distribution of flows at the Chattahoochee gage for 
the MIOP and the “At Site Objectives” Plan.  Although the MIOP does provide slightly higher 
flows in the range between 5,000 cfs and 15,000 cfs, see Figure 5, the difference is remarkably 
small and insignificant over the entire range of flows.  See Figure 6. 


The differences between the MIOP and the At Site Objectives Plan are even less significant 
when one considers impacts to the hydrograph.  Figure 7 through Figure 9 show three 
representative two-year periods, two dry and one wet.  These figures demonstrate that reservoir 
operations have little effect on the overall timing and pattern of flows in the Apalachicola River. 
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Figure 5. Flow at the Chattahoochee gage under MIOP as compared to flow under the “At Site 
Objectives” Operating plan. 
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Figure 6. Flow at the Chattahoochee gage under MIOP as compared to flow under the “At Site 
Objectives” Operating plan. 
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Figure 7. Simulated flow under MIOP and At-Site Objectives Operating Plan from January 
2007 to April 2008 
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Figure 8. Simulated flow under MIOP and At-Site Objectives Operating Plan from December 
1999 to December 2000 
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Figure 9. Simulated flow under MIOP and At-Site Objectives Operating Plan from January 
2003 to December 2004 


2.2 Lanier Should Not be Drawn Down Excessively Because Lanier Takes a Very Long 
Time to Refill 


A second consequence of the geography of the ACF Basin—with Lake Lanier at headwaters, 
controlling just 5.6% of the drainage area of the basin—is that it takes a very long time to refill 
Lake Lanier once it is drawn down.
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Figure 10 shows the average annual inflow (acre-feet per year) into each of the three storage 
reservoirs.  0 provides similar statistics in a different form.  The table shows, for example, that 
the drainage-to-storage ratio for West Point is 100 times greater than that for Lake Lanier.  0 
further shows that it would take 279 days to fill Lake Lanier if the entire flow of the river (based 
on the annual average flow) were captured and stored.  This statistic is provided for purposes of 
comparison only—in reality it would take much longer than 279 days to refill Lanier because it 
will never be possible to capture and store 100% of the inflow to this reservoir. 
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Figure 10. Average daily inflow (acre-feet per year) and conservation storage for ACF 
Reservoirs.
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Table 2. Drainage-to-storage and inflow-to-storage ratios for the ACF Storage Projects.  The 
Inflow-to-storage ratio is the total conservation storage divided by average daily inflow in 
acre-feet.


 Lake 
Lanier


West 
Point


Walter F. 
George


George
Andrews


Lake
Seminole


Drainage-to-storage ratio .0001 .0112 .0305 n/a .2578 


# of Days to Fill 
Conservation Storage 
Assuming Zero Releases 
and Inflow Equal to 
Average Annual Inflow 


279 30 11 n/a n/a 


The events of 2007 illustrate the effect on Lanier’s very small drainage-to-storage ratio.  Figure 
11 through Figure 13 show the actual, recorded levels for West Point, Walter F. George and 
Lake Lanier from June 2007 to May 2008.  These Figures show that West Point and W.F. 
George responded almost immediately to the rains that began in November 2007.  Even with 
reduced releases from Buford Dam, these reservoirs, which had been at the bottom of Zone 4, 
refilled completely by mid-January.  In fact, both reservoirs are now over full, as defined by the 
“top of conservation” line in the graphs.  In sharp contrast, Lanier is still fifteen feet below rule-
curve—a record low for this time of year—and the level is projected to fall even further for the 
rest of the year. 


Figure 11. West Point Lake Levels from June 2007 to May 2008 
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Figure 12. Walter F. George Lake Levels from June 2007 to May 2008 


Figure 13. Lake Lanier Lake Levels from June 2007 to May 2008 


2.3 The Costs to North Georgia Far Outweigh the Limited Benefits that Can be Achieved 
by Draining Lake Lanier to Manipulate Flows in the Apalachicola River  


The very long time it takes to refill Lake Lanier, coupled with the limited benefits that can be 
achieved, weigh heavily against any attempt to use storage in Lake Lanier to manage flows in 
the Apalachicola River. 


2.3.1 Low Lake Levels Have a Substantial, Lasting, Adverse Impact on North Georgia 


Low lake levels at Lake Lanier have a profound, negative impact on the economy and general 
well-being of North Georgia.  In the absence of any significant sources of groundwater, the vast 
majority of the metropolitan area relies on Lake Lanier and on another federal reservoir—Lake 
Allatoona, in the Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa (ACT) River Basin—to meet water needs.  Lake 
Lanier supplies most of the region.  Therefore approximately 3.5 million people rely exclusively 
on Lake Lanier, and on the Corps, to provide water supply for municipal and industrial purposes.   
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Low lake levels threaten the security of the water supply for 3.5 million people and for the 
businesses and industries within the ACF River Basin.  This risk is very real, and the magnitude 
of the potential catastrophe resulting from an empty reservoir can hardly be over-stated.   


In addition, costs to North Georgia have already been and will continue to be extremely high.  
Water restrictions have already had a catastrophic effect on the urban agricultural industry, a 
large part of Georgia’s economy with more than 7,000 businesses employing a workforce of 
some 80,000 Georgians.  Urban agriculture contributes more than $8 billion in annual sales to 
the state’s economy.  Numerous business have failed and thousands of jobs have been lost within 
this industry alone. According to research by the University of Georgia, losses to Georgia’s 
urban agriculture industry due to the recent drought—and in large part due to water restrictions 
necessitated by the mismanagement of Lake Lanier—are approximately $262 million per month.  
This translates to an annual loss of $3.14 billion if current conditions and restrictions continue. 


The $5.5 billion recreation economy supported by Lake Lanier has suffered as well.  Low water 
levels have led to out-of-service boat ramps, unusable beaches, impassable channels and 
unusable private docks.  These impacts are real and have economic implications for residents, 
business and governments of Gwinnett, Forsyth, Hall and surrounding counties, and for millions 
of visitors who normally come to Lake Lanier as a recreation destination. 


Local governments are suffering as well.  Water utilities have had to adopt extreme response 
measures on an emergency basis to respond to the precipitous decline in levels at Lake Lanier.  
In addition to disrupting the lives and businesses of their customers, these emergency measures 
have cost the metropolitan area Water Supply Providers over $60 million to date.  This lost 
revenue has created substantial difficulties for local governments and authorities whose rate 
structures and bond financing depend upon predictable revenues.


In sum, the costs to North Georgia, both immediate and potential, far outweigh the trivial 
benefits that can be achieved by attempting to use Lake Lanier to manipulate flows in the 
Apalachicola River 350 miles downstream.   


2.3.2 The Corps Should Not Rely on Dead Storage to Supply Basic Needs 


Florida suggests Lake Lanier should be drawn down below the level of “inactive storage.”   This 
is unconscionable.  The Corps should not gamble with the health and safety and well-being of 
3.5 million people.  Lanier should never be drawn down into the dead pool, or even near it. 


2.3.3 Contrary to Florida’s Allegations, Water Use in the Metro Area is Not the Cause of 
Any Problems that Might Be Occurring in the Apalachicola River 


The State of Florida has complained that the Corps has not done enough to limit depletions in the 
upper part of the basin.  Once again, however, Florida’s accusations have little basis in reality, 
which is that depletions in the upper basin are too small to have any significant impact on the 
flow of the Apalachicola River. 
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Notwithstanding our near-total reliance on Lake Lanier for water supply, the entire metropolitan 
area consumptive use is just 250 cfs per day on average, which is just 1.2% of the average annual 
flow of the Apalachicola River at the Chattahoochee gage (at the Florida-Georgia line).  Metro-
area consumption rises in relation to river flow in drought years—but even then the net loss to 
the basin is just 2% of the annual flow.  In other words, if all consumption stopped, and if the 
river were allowed to pass through North Georgia without any withdrawals or diversions of any 
kind, the flow of the river at the Florida line would increase at most 2%.    


This is a function of the geography discussed above.  Because Lake Lanier controls only 9% of 
the total flow of the basin above the Florida line, 91% is geographically inaccessible to the metro 
area.  In reality, of course, we use only a fraction of the flow that is actually accessible to us, and 
we return the majority of the water withdrawn.  That is why our total impact is on the order of 
just 1 to 2%. 


To put this in perspective, metropolitan Atlanta’s average consumptive use of 250 cfs 
corresponds to approximately 1.8 inches in river stage at the Chattahoochee gage in the 
Apalachicola River at the river’s lowest flow.  This in a river that fluctuates wildly, often as 
much as 2 feet per day as a result of hydropower operations. See Figure 14. 
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Figure 14. Apalachicola River stage at Chattahoochee gage from April 28, 2008 to May 29, 
2008.


Furthermore, although it is true that our withdrawals vary seasonally, the average annual use is 
the appropriate point of comparison from which to assess impacts to the Apalachicola River, 
given the availability of reservoir storage in Lake Lanier.  The use of storage helps to “smooth 
out” seasonal variations in withdrawals.  Water that is withdrawn from storage affects stream 
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flow when it is taken from the stream and placed into storage—usually in the winter or spring—
and not when it is it is withdrawn from the reservoir. 


Moreover, Metro Atlanta is not even biggest user in the ACF Basin.  Consider the following: 


� Depletions to the Flint River due to agricultural irrigation in South Georgia average 
approximately 268 mgd (415 cfs), which is about 66% more than metro Atlanta’s net 
water consumption.  Total agricultural withdrawals for irrigation are even higher.  
The number cited above is the total depletion of surface waters in the Flint River due 
to the combination of surface and groundwater withdrawals.     


� Evaporation from the mainstem reservoirs alone causes depletions of approximately 
135 mgd (209 cfs).  


2.4 The State of Florida and the Corps Must Acknowledge and Address the Real Causes 
of Environmental Issues in the Apalachicola River and Bay 


Instead of pointing fingers at the metro area, the State of Florida and other stakeholders should 
acknowledge that many of the issues in the Apalachicola River are being caused by factors 
unrelated to reservoir operations or water withdrawals. 


To the extent Florida is concerned about salinity in Apalachicola Bay, for example, Florida and 
the Corps should be studying ways to solve the problems created by Sikes Cut, which is a major 
contributor to salinity in the bay.  Florida should also study the issues created by inter-basin 
transfers out of the lower Chipola River, such as the Gulf County Canal that is used to transport 
water to Port St. Joe. 


Similarly, to the extent Florida and the Corps are concerned about the areal extent of flooding or 
the amount of certain types of habitat that are inundated, Florida and the Corps must 
acknowledge that real causes of these problems have more to do with channel degradation than 
with the quantity of flow in the river.  USGS has documented the effect of channel degradation 
in the Apalachicola River, which has substantially lowered the bed of the river in key places, 
such as the sturgeon spawning area at River Mile 105.5. See Figure 15. This is highly 
significant because many of the environmental issues in the Apalachicola River, and especially 
those related the Gulf sturgeon and mussels, have more to do with the areal extent of flooding or 
inundation as opposed to the quantity of flow per se.  As a result of the lowering of the channel, 
it now takes much more water to achieve any given river stage.  At the principal spawning 
ground for the sturgeon, RM 105.5, USGS has determined that an additional 10,000 cfs is 
required to raise the river its former stage.  This is 40 times the average annual consumptive use 
of the entire metropolitan area (250 cfs).  See Helen R. Light, Water Level Decline in the 
Apalachicola River, Florida, from 1954 to 2004, and Effects on Floodplain Habitats (USGS 
Scientific Investigations Report 2006-5173) at 25, Figure 13. 
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Figure 15. Channel degradation in the Apalachicola River, from Helen R. Light, Water Level 
Decline in the Apalachicola River, Florida, from 1954 to 2004, and Effects on Floodplain 
Habitats (USGS Scientific Investigations Report 2006-5173) at 9 (Figure 4). 


Likewise, the Apalachicola River appears to be migrating to the Chipola Cut-off, a man-made 
diversion that is claiming up to 40% of the flow of the mainstem of the river, according to the 
most recent statistics.  This diversion is partially responsible, along with other factors such as the 
build-up of sediment at the head of the slough—for the dewatering of Swift Slough in 2006 and 
2007.  Water-use in the metro area pales in comparison to the amount diverted by this artificial 
cut-off.  See Figure 16.
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Figure 16. Percentage of the Main Channel of the Apalachicola River Entering Chipola Cutoff 
from 1976 to 2004.  From Administrative Record in State of Georgia v. U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (M.D. Fla. 07-cv-1) GAII001733.


All parties should also acknowledge the role played by agricultural users in South Georgia.  
According to statistics prepared by the State of Georgia, the average annual streamflow depletion 
caused by agricultural irrigation is 415 cfs, compared to 250 cfs for the entire metropolitan area.  
See Exhibit E.  Unlike the metro-area withdrawals, which are taken from storage, agricultural 
withdrawals from the Flint River Basin have an immediate effect on stream flows.  Operating 
plans that require the Corps to meet a fixed, minimum flow at the Chattahoochee gage 
effectively require the Corps to use reservoir storage to compensate for such depletions.  Without 
questioning whether the Corps is legally authorized to utilize reservoir storage to facilitate 
irrigation, it seems clear that the Corps cannot be required to do so under the Endangered 
Species Act.


These are all real problems that cannot be corrected by curtailing water withdrawals or by simply 
manipulating reservoir operations.  These issues need to be acknowledged and addressed by the 
stakeholders and by the Corps.


3. Conclusion


In conclusion, we urge you to consider further modifications to the MIOP to eliminate its more 
apparent flaws.  More generally, however, the IOP/MIOP is a misguided and futile effort to use 
reservoir storage to solve environmental issues in the Apalachicola River.  The potential benefits 
of this effort to the Apalachicola River are negligible and are far outweighed by costs to users 
who rely on storage.  Therefore the IOP/MIOP should be set aside at the first opportunity.  It 
should not be the starting point for new ACF Water Control Plan. 
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 630 East Broad Street, Eufaula, Alabama  36027 
 334 / 688-1000     334 / 695-1878 


“Promoting the Effective Development, Utilization and Maintenance of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint Inland Waterway and River System” 


November 21, 2008 


SUBMITTED VIA E-MAIL TO COMMENTS@ACF-WCM.COM


Col. Byron Jorns, District Engineer 
Mobile District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
107 Saint Francis Street, Suite 1403 
Mobile, Alabama  36602-9986 


Re: Scoping Comments for Revisions of the Water Control Manual for the 
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River Basin 


Dear Colonel Jorns: 


This letter provides the comments of Tri Rivers Waterway Development 
Association (“TRWDA”) regarding the scoping process of the Corps of Engineers 
(“Corps”) to update its water control manual for the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint 
(“ACF”) River System.  Thank you for your consideration of TRWDA’s views. 


1. TRWDA’s Interest in the ACF River Basin  


TRWDA represents many stakeholders who rely on the ACF River System for a 
variety of uses, including navigation, hydropower generation, water supply, wastewater 
treatment, economic development, environmental enjoyment, tourism, and recreation.  
The members of TRWDA include the cities of Eufaula, Dothan, and Phenix City, 
Alabama, and Columbus and Bainbridge, Georgia; most of the counties in the three states 
along the federal navigation project; the Coalition of Alabama Waterway Associations; 
Columbus Water Works; Georgia Pacific; Lake Seminole Association; MeadWestvaco; 
Middle Chattahoochee Water Coalition; Riverway South; Southeast Water Alliance; and 
Southern Nuclear Company.   


TRWDA seeks to partner with business, municipal, industrial, environmental, 
agricultural, and recreational interests, and with local, state and federal agencies to seek 
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scientific, technical and economic solutions to the obstacles which have prevented a full 
realization of the benefits of the ACF River System in recent years.  We have engaged 
experts in business development and economic analysis from Troy University to quantify 
the economic value and potential of the system, including impacts to industrial 
development, agriculture, municipal revenues, and tourism.  We have also entered into 
direct discussions with representatives in the ACF river basin from Lake Lanier and the 
greater Atlanta area in the north to the Apalachicola Bay in the south, and we intend to 
continue to participate in those mutually cooperative efforts.  


2. The Corps Must Operate the ACF Projects for Their Congressionally 
Authorized Purposes. 


a. The Corps Should Acknowledge the Statutory Authorized Purposes 
for the ACF Reservoirs.


Congress enacted several federal statutes which provide the Corps’ authority for 
its initial construction and subsequent operation of the ACF reservoirs.  Any revision to 
the water control manual for the ACF River System must comply with those laws as well 
as with the Corps’ regulations.  TRWDA understands the federal reservoirs’ primary 
Congressionally authorized purposes to be as follows: 


� Lake Lanier:  Hydropower, downstream navigation, and flood 
control. Sources:  Pub. L. No. 79-525, 60 Stat. 634, 635 (1946) 
(referencing H.R. Doc. 80-300 (1946)). 


� West Point:  Flood control, hydropower, fish and wildlife 
recreation, general recreation, and navigation.  Sources:  Pub. 
L. No. 87-874, 76 Stat. 1173, 1180, (1962) (referencing H.R. Doc. 
No. 87-570 (1962)). 


� Walter F. George:  Navigation and hydropower.  Sources:  Pub. 
L. No. 79-14, 59 Stat. 10, 11, 17 (1945) (referencing H.R. Doc. 
No. 76-342 (1939)); Pub. L. No. 79-525 (referencing H.R. Doc. 
80-300); Resolution of House Public Works Committee (May 19, 
1953).


� George W. Andrews:  Navigation.  Sources:  Pub. L. No. 79-14; 
Pub. L. No. 79-525; Resolution of House Public Works Committee 
(May 19, 1953). 


� Jim Woodruff:  Navigation and hydropower.  Sources:  Pub. L. 
No. 79-14; Pub. L. No. 79-525. 


The laws cited above are the primary sources of the Corps’ authority with respect 
to the ACF reservoirs.  They provide the legal basis for how the Corps should operate the 
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ACF reservoirs.  To demonstrate compliance with these applicable laws and authorities, 
TRWDA urges the Corps to provide a clear explanation of the primary Congressionally 
authorized purposes for each reservoir in its revised manual and in the accompanying 
environmental documentation. 


b. The Federal Action Is:  Reservoir Operations for their 
Congressionally Authorized Purposes. 


TRWDA urges the Corps to include in its environmental documentation a clear 
explanation of the federal “action” which the Corps is evaluating for purposes of 
complying with the National Environmental Policy Act.  That “action” should be defined 
as the operation of the ACF reservoirs in accordance with their Congressionally 
authorized purposes. 


Events leading to the development of the Corps’ present Interim Operations Plan 
(“IOP”) and Revised Interim Operations Plan (“RIOP”) for the ACF river basin illustrate 
our concerns.  In our view, the Corps never clearly defined the federal action which was 
the subject of its Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS”) 
under the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”).  Under ESA Section 7(a)(2), federal 
agencies are required to consult with FWS to insure a proposed action does not (1) 
jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species, or (2) destroy or adversely modify 
the species’ designated critical habitat.  16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2).  If the action would cause 
jeopardy or adverse critical habitat modification, FWS is authorized to propose 
reasonable and prudent alternatives and reasonable and prudent measures.  However, in 
developing the Corps’ IOP and RIOP, the federal action constituting the basis for 
consultation was never clear.  Rather than presenting to FWS its standard operating 
procedures under the authorizing statutes, the Corps entered into open-ended negotiations 
with FWS and developed what amounts to a freestanding conservation agreement for the 
Apalachicola River.  The resulting RIOP now drives the Corps’ operations for the rest of 
the ACF system.   


TRWDA urges the Corps not to repeat that inappropriate model as it revises its 
manual.  The Corps should begin by setting forth a set of operations that fulfills the 
authorized purposes of the reservoirs, according to the primary Congressional authorities.  
To the extent any manual revisions allow for alternative operations—such as operations 
to serve secondary project purposes or to comply with the ESA and other federal laws—
the Corps should consider such alternatives only on the following terms: 


(1) Any alternative that differs from optimal operation of the 
reservoirs for their primary Congressionally authorized purposes 
should be clearly identified as such. 


(2) The need and/or legal basis to deviate from operation of the 
reservoirs for optimal fulfillment of the primary Congressionally 
authorized purposes should be clearly explained. 
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(3) The Corps should clearly explain applicable limitations on any 
deviation from operations for primary Congressionally authorized 
purposes, such as a time limit and the circumstances under which 
the Corps will restore primary operating parameters.  


c. Revisions to the Manual Must Recognize Navigation as a Primary 
Congressionally Authorized Purpose and Reflect Statutory Intent to 
Support Downstream Communities. 


A central and consistent Congressionally authorized purpose of all the ACF 
reservoirs as enacted by Congress is to support navigation.  Commercial navigation on 
the Chattahoochee and Apalachicola Rivers has been historically limited to points 
between the Gulf of Mexico and the fall line at Columbus, Georgia.  Most of the ACF 
projects also support hydropower; however, the lowermost hydropower facility 
(Woodruff) is a run-of-river project with no storage capacity, as is Andrews, the nearest 
upstream reservoir.  If navigation is limited to points below the fall line, and the 
hydropower project farthest downstream is run-of-river, the inevitable conclusion is that 
Congress intended for the Corps to operate the upstream storage reservoirs, and 
especially the reservoir with the most storage capacity, substantially for purposes that 
would be realized in the lower regions of the ACF Basin, including navigation.  Any 
revisions to the manual must be consistent with that clear demonstration of Congressional 
intent. 


TRWDA is well aware of the reduction in commercial navigation which has 
occurred in the ACF River System in recent years.  However, a major contributing factor 
was the failure of the Corps to properly maintain the channel, and the Corps must not 
ignore its statutory obligation to provide navigation as it revises its water control manual.  
The critical limitation on navigation is the lack of proper maintenance of a few small 
stretches of the Apalachicola River, which blocks access from the upstream 
Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers south to the Gulf of Mexico.  However, channel 
maintenance is the Corps’ responsibility under federal law.1  The primary hindrance to 
navigation in the ACF system is the Corps’ failure to provide it.  The Corps must not and 
cannot lawfully use its own failure to perform its statutory duty to maintain the 
Apalachicola River for navigation as a basis to unilaterally reorder the project purposes 
without first obtaining Congressional approval to do so. 


To justify its own failure to maintain the navigation channel, the Corps has cited a 
2005 decision of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (“FDEP”) to deny 
certain state environmental authorizations for the Corps’ channel maintenance activities.  
TRWDA remains concerned and disappointed that the Corps would so easily place itself 


1 TRWDA provided a thorough explanation of the Corps’ obligation to maintain the Apalachicola 
River for navigation in a petition to the District Engineer and the Chief Engineer dated March 2, 2006, 
asking the Corps to resume navigation maintenance pursuant to Section 404(t) of the Clean Water Act.  We 
trust that document remains available to the Corps, but we will be pleased to provide the Corps additional 
copies if needed. 
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in a subservient position to a state and allow a state agency to veto the Corps’ federal 
authority and activities.  TRWDA shares the concerns of FDEP and environmental 
groups with respect to the environmental impacts of certain dredging and disposal 
practices which were utilized in the past.  However, TRWDA is convinced there are 
practical solutions for the Corps to be able to resume its channel maintenance activities in 
a manner acceptable to FDEP and all affected parties.  In any event, the Corps should 
exercise its federal statutory preemptive authority to maintain the channel for navigation.  


Aside from the direct interest of TRWDA and its members in navigation, we 
believe the Corps’ provision of water flow sufficient to support navigation would also 
support industrial and municipal requirements, which are discussed further in Part 3 
below.  In addition, flows in the Chattahoochee and Apalachicola Rivers sufficient to 
support navigation will be beneficial to aquatic species and the natural resources of the 
Apalachicola River and Apalachicola Bay. A minimum flow of 5,000 cfs at Woodruff 
Dam has been established to benefit certain species protected under the ESA.  However, 
it is the position of Apalachicola Bay and River Keeper and the Franklin County Seafood 
Workers that those minimum flows do not adequately protect the Bay and its other 
resources, including commercial fisheries and other ecological resources, on a sustained 
basis.  TRWDA believes flows sufficient to meet Middle and Lower Chattahoochee 
requirements would increase the frequency of instances when flows below Woodruff 
Dam would exceed 5,000 cfs to benefit the Bay, particularly when combined with inflow 
contributions from the Flint River. 


d. Water Supply Is Not a Primary Congressionally Authorized Purpose. 


Congress has established the primary purposes of the ACF reservoirs, as 
described more fully above.  All other purposes, including local water supply, are 
secondary.  The Corps may not allow any secondary use of the ACF reservoirs that would 
interfere with those primary purposes without further Congressional approval.
Specifically, according to the statutes governing the Corps’ reservoir operations: 


Modifications of a reservoir project heretofore authorized, surveyed, 
planned, or constructed to include storage . . . which would seriously 
affect the purposes for which the project was authorized, surveyed, 
planned, or constructed, or which would involve major structural or 
operational changes shall be made only upon the approval of Congress as 
now provided by law. 


43 U.S.C. § 390b(d).  The Corps has interpreted this statutory provision to limit 
allocation of storage for water supply to the lesser of 15% of a project’s total storage or 
50,000 acre-feet.  ER 1105-2-100, ¶ 3.8.b(5).  The statute and the Corps’ regulations are 
consistent with longstanding federal policy to view water supply as primarily a local and 
not a federal responsibility.  Because local water supply is not among the primary project 
purposes established by Congress, federal law imposes strict limits on the Corps’ 
authority to allow water diversions for local consumption. 
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3. The Corps Must Acknowledge and Address the Needs of the Middle Portions 
of the ACF River System.


Water shortages in North Georgia and endangered species in the Apalachicola 
River have dominated the public discourse on ACF operations in the past two years, due 
to the drought in the Southeast.  However, Congress authorized and instructed the Corps 
to build and operate the ACF reservoirs substantially for the benefit of those located in 
between those two ends of the ACF River System.  For example, as explained above, 
Congress authorized the three storage reservoirs, including Lake Lanier, primarily for 
navigation support and hydropower production below the fall line.  West Point is subject 
to Congressional authorizations for additional purposes, namely, flood control, fish and 
wildlife recreation, and general recreation for those in the La Grange area.  As the Corps 
develops revisions to its ACF water control manual, it must ensure its operations serve 
the communities and businesses of the ACF River System’s middle regions. 


a. Communities in the Lower Portions of the Basin Depend on the 
Corps’ Provision of Adequate Flows. 


Communities and businesses located and grew in cities like Dothan, Eufaula, and 
Phenix City, Alabama, and Bainbridge, Columbus, and La Grange, Georgia, with the full 
expectation that the Corps would operate the ACF reservoirs according to the laws 
authorizing their construction and operation.  Those communities spent millions of 
dollars to build public works projects as well as infrastructure including the Eufaula 
Inland Dock, the Phenix City Inland Dock, and the Columbia Inland Dock in Alabama 
and the Port of Columbus and Port Bainbridge in Georgia.  Those facilities made it 
possible for local communities to sell and ship agricultural, silvicultural and mineral 
products in bulk and to receive large deliveries of fuels and fertilizers by barge.  
Companies including TRWDA members Georgia Pacific, MeadWestvaco and Southern 
Nuclear Company sited and built major industrial facilities on the Chattahoochee River 
based in large part on the federal commitment that flows sufficient to serve the 
Congressionally authorized purposes would provide for their industrial cooling and 
discharge assimilation.  They also expected to reap the benefits associated with barge 
transport of fuel and bulk products provided by a reliable navigation channel.


Not only have these communities and businesses acted and invested in reliance on 
the Corps’ lawful operation of the ACF reservoirs in the past, but they are counting on 
adequate flows for their future survival.  Industry and commerce will continue to grow in 
southeastern Alabama and southwestern Georgia with adequate flows and channel 
maintenance.  Several new economic opportunities which depend on flows in the 
Chattahoochee and Apalachicola Rivers have recently been developed or are under 
serious consideration.  The Corps and the cities of Columbus, Georgia, and Phenix City, 
Alabama, have been working on a river restoration project involving the removal of two 
small, historic dams to improve habitat and create a whitewater recreation course.  
Riverway South—an organization extending across all three ACF states—is actively 
promoting eco-tourism, and its success depends on the assurance of a safe and reliable 
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navigation channel from Columbus, Georgia, south to the Gulf of Mexico.  Longleaf 
Energy Associates has a permit to site a new energy production facility on the 
Chattahoochee River in Early County, Georgia, and the company plans to begin 
construction next year.  Several projects which include marinas or other river-based 
recreational opportunities have recently opened, are under development, or are in serious 
consideration, including a new marina which recently opened in Bainbridge, Georgia; the 
Trail’s End Resort and Marina on Lake Seminole; a proposed new marina near the 
National Infantry Museum in Columbus, Georgia; a proposed marina and nature trail in 
Quitman County, Georgia; and a kayak venture proposed for Chattahoochee, Florida. 


Without adequate flows and safe and reliable navigation, these opportunities for 
economic growth and business development will be subject to difficult challenges.  
TRWDA urges the Corps to explain in its revised manual and the accompanying 
environmental documentation how it intends to provide for the needs of the communities 
and industries located in the middle and lower portions of the ACF River System.


b. The Corps Must Continue to Provide Agreed-upon Minimum Flows 
in the Middle and Lower Chattahoochee River. 


As you know, in recent years, representatives of Alabama, Florida, and Georgia 
attempted to develop a mutually agreeable allocation of water in the ACF River System.  
In that context, on July 22, 2003, the three governors signed an agreement which set flow 
parameters, including the following: 


� “On the Chattahoochee River above its confluence with Peachtree 
Creek, a flow of 750 cfs will be maintained on a daily basis, with 
the understanding that the State of Georgia is entitled to a variable 
flow regime that requires no less than 650 cfs in winters. . . .” 


� “On the Chattahoochee River at Columbus, Georgia, a flow of 
1350 cfs will be maintained on a daily basis at all times, and a flow 
of 1850 cfs will be maintained on a weekly basis provided that the 
top of the storage pool in West Point Reservoir is above 621.6 
feet.”


� “On the Chattahoochee River at Columbia, Alabama, a flow of 
2000 cfs will be maintained on a daily basis.”


� “On the Apalachicola River at Chattahoochee, a minimum flow of 
5000 cfs will be maintained on a weekly basis at all times. . . .” 


Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Initial Allocation Formula for the ACF River 
Basin, ¶ 4 (July 22, 2003) (emphases added).  Those flow figures were to be included in 
any allocation formula agreed to by the parties, and they were “intended to be met by the 
combined actions of maintaining water uses consistent with the allocation formula, and 
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by the Corps operating the federal reservoirs consistent with the allocation formula.”  Id.
(emphasis added).  The license issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission for 
the Middle Chattahoochee Project, a privately owned, run-of-river project located 
between West Point reservoir and Columbus, Georgia, includes flow targets which 
depend on the Corps’ releases from the West Point Dam upstream.  Those targets 
reference the same flow levels for Columbus, Georgia, which are included in the tri-state 
agreement.  Specifically, the targets are 1,350 cfs daily average, 1,850 cfs weekly 
average, and 800 cfs instantaneous when the Corps provides flows at or above those 
levels or, when the project’s inflow is less than those levels, outflow equal to inflow. See
109 FERC 62,246, at Article 402 (2004).


In revising its manual, the Corps should develop its operation plan to satisfy the 
flow parameters agreed to by all three states.  TRWDA in particular calls the Corps’ 
attention to the Middle and Lower Chattahoochee flow requirements, namely, 1,350 cfs 
daily and 1,850 cfs weekly at Columbus, Georgia, and 2,000 cfs daily at Columbia, 
Alabama.  We believe those flow levels are generally sufficient to meet the 
Congressionally authorized purposes of the ACF River System.  They also correspond to 
the flows that are necessary to meet the water supply and water quality needs of 
Columbus Water Works, as well as the operation of industrial facilities on the 
Chattahoochee River, including those facilities operated by Georgia Pacific, 
MeadWestvaco, and Southern Nuclear Company. 


c. The Corps Should Not Rely on Flint River Flows to Meet 
Apalachicola River Needs to the Detriment of Flows in the Middle and 
Lower Chattahoochee River. 


Recently, increased flows from the Flint River have contributed to the Corps’ 
release of water from Woodruff Dam to provide for the 5,000 cfs minimum flows at 
Chattahoochee.  Like all stakeholders in the basin, TRWDA is grateful for any inflows 
that help meet system needs.  However, the Corps must not rely on Flint River flows to 
meet Apalachicola River requirements to the detriment of the Middle and Lower 
Chattahoochee River communities.  Contributions from the Flint River should provide no 
rationale for the Corps to reduce flows in the Middle and Lower Chattahoochee River 
below those levels necessary to support Congressionally authorized purposes and 
industrial and municipal needs.   


As noted above, the primary Congressionally authorized purposes of the ACF 
federal reservoirs include hydropower, navigation, and flood control.  The Corps’ ability 
to fulfill the reservoirs’ purposes for the benefit of the communities located along the 
ACF River System from Dothan, Alabama, to Gainesville, Georgia, depends exclusively 
on conditions in the Chattahoochee River.  The Flint River has absolutely no effect at any 
point on the Chattahoochee River above its confluence with the Chattahoochee just above 
the Jim Woodruff Dam.  Because Flint River conditions are independent from 
Chattahoochee River conditions, there is no logical basis to alter operations at the Corps’ 
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Chattahoochee River projects to the detriment of Middle and Lower Chattahoochee River 
stakeholders in response to conditions in the Flint River.


Thank you again for this opportunity to comment.  Please feel free to contact me 
at (334) 668-1000 if you have any questions. 


     Sincerely, 


     Billy V. Houston 
     Executive Director 
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