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Water Jue ty Data for Other Reservoirs in the
Coosa, Te apoosa and Alabama River Basins
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All records required to be kept for a period of three years shall be kept at the permitted facility or an alternate location approved
by the Department in writing and shall be available for inspection.

5. Monitoring Equipment and Instrumentation

All equipment and instrumentation used to determine compliance with the requirements of this permit shall be
installed, maintained, and calibrated in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions or, in the absence of
manufacturer’s instructions, in accordance with accepted practices. The permittee shall develop and maintain
quality assurance procedures to ensure proper operation and maintenance of all equipment and instrumentation. The
quality assurance procedures shall include the proper use, maintenance, and installation, when appropriate, of
monitoring equipment at the plant site.

C. DISCHARGE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

1. Reporting of Monitoring Requirements

a.

The permittee shall conduct the required monitoring in accordance with the following schedule:

MONITORING REQUIRED MORE FREQUENTLY THAN MONTHLY AND MONTHLY shall be conducted
during the [irst full month following the effective date of coverage under this permit and every month thereafter.

QUARTERLY MONITORING shall be conducted at least once during each calendar quarter. Calendar quarters are the
periods of January through March, April through June, July through September, and October through December. The
permittee shall conduct the quarterly monitoring during the first complcte calendar quarter following the effective date
of this permit and is then required to monitor once during each quarter thereafter. Quarterly monitoring may be done
anytime during the quarter, unless restricted elsewhere in this permit. but it should be submitted with the last DMR due
for the quarter. i.e. (March, June. September and December DMRs).

SEMIANNUAL MONITORING shall be conducted at least once during the period of January through June and at least
once during the period of July through December. The permittec shall conduct the semiannual monitoring during the
first complete calendar semiannual period following the effective date of this permit and is then required to monitor
once during each semiannual period thereafter. Semiannual monitoring may be done anytime during the semiannual
period, unless restricted elsewhere in this permit, but it should be submitted with the last DMR due for the month of the
semiannual period, i.e. (June and December DMRs).

ANNUAL MONITORING shall be conducted at least once during the period of January through December. The
permittee shall conduct the annual monitoring during the first complete catendar annual period following the effective
date of this permit and is then required to monitor once during cach annual period thereafier. Annual monitoring may
be done anytime during the year. unless restricted elsewhere in this permit, but it should be submitted with the
December DMR.

The permittee shall submit discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) on the forms provided by the Department and in
accordance with the following schedule:

REPORTS OF MORE FREQUENTILY THAN MONTHLY AND MONTHLY TESTING shall be submittcd on a
monthly basis. The [irst report is due on the 28th day of August. The reports shall be submitted so that they are
reccived by the Depariment no later than the 28th day of the month following the reporting period.

REPORTS OF QUARTERLY TESTING shall be submitted on a quarterly basis. The [irst report is due on the 28th day
of October. The reports shall be submitted so that they arc received by the Department no later than the 28th day of the
month following the reporting period.

REPORTS OF SEMIANNUAL TESTING shall be submittcd on a semiannual basis. The reports are due on the 28th
day of JANUARY and the 28th day of JULY. The reports shall be submitted so that they are received by the
Department no later than the 28th day of the month following the reporting period.

REPORTS OF ANNUAL TESTING shall be submitted on an annual basis. The first report is due on the 28th day of
JANUARY. The reports shall be submitted so that they are received by the Department no later than the 28th day of the
month following the reporting period.

The Department is utilizing a web-based electronic environmental (E2) reporting system for submittal of DMRs. The
E2 DMR system allows ADEM to electronically validate, acknowledge receipt, and upload data to the state’s central
wastewaler database. This improves the accuracy of reported compliance data and reduces costs to both the regulated
community and ADEM. [If the permittee is not already participating in the e-DMR system, within 180 days of
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Environment and Resources Branch | |
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobilé District

P.O. Box 2288, Mobile, AL 36628—0001

Attention: Mr. Chuck Sumner - Biologiit

Subject: EPA Comments on the
Update of the Water Co
River Basin; Alabama a

CEQ #: 20130045; ERP
Dear Mr. Sumner:

Pursuant to Section 309 of the
National Environmental Policy Act
reviewed the Draft Environmental Im
Manual (WCM) for the proposed proj
meeting held on October 22, 2008, and,
webinars on September 11, 2008 and A

ACT Basin and for the individual USAC
federal projects within the basin shoulé
WCM should provide for operations thaf
the authorized purpose of the project is w

t Envu'onmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
1 Manual for the Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa (ACT)

an A1r Act (CAA) and Section 102(2)(C) of the
A), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Statement (DEIS) Update of the Water Control
EPA participated in a public scoping and public

Vlarch 25, 2013, respectively, as well as two interagency

ril 2, 201 3. This letter is intended to provide EPA’s

)date the WCM for the Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa
ach federal reservoir managed by the U.S. Army Corps of
WCM, Wthh includes WCMs for the operation of the

proje ects within that system. The WCM describes how

perate| in order to meet their authorized purposes. The

mest state water quality standards, particularly where

water quahty

I

The updates to the WCM are in
previous WCM was completed in 1951
were completed. These conditions ma |
mandates, environmental consideratio <
reservoir manuals have been updated, tik)

1

d before many of the reservoir projects in the system

%c‘ied te reflect conditions that have changed since the

imclude changes due to current basin hydrology, legal
br alterations due to structural features. Some individual
ut the master WCM has not been comprehensively

updated. The WCM includes a new dr@
issues during periods of drought.

Internet Addr
Recycled/Recyclable «Printed with Vegetabi

:Jht‘ contingency plan to address water management

abs (URL)f o hitp://www.epa.gov

it Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer)



According to the DEIS, the .
and encompasses a 22,800 square m
located in the Basin. The USACE o
Allatoona Lake on the Ftowah Rive
Carters Lake on the Coosawattee Ri
Woodruff Lake, Millers Ferry Lock
and Dam on the Alabama River in Al;a
responsibilities at four Alabama Powe
Martin Lakes.on the Coosa River; and

in provides water resources for multiple purposes -
1 Alabama and Georgia. There are 17 major dams

'» \perates six of these dams (Allatoona Dam on

.1a Carters Dam and Carters Reregulation Dam on
eergla Robert F. Henry Lock and Dam and on R.E

1 on William Dannelly Lake, and Claiborne Lock
na). | The USACE also has flood risk management

¢ ompany reservoirs (Weiss, H. Neely Henry, and Logan

i

:arris Lake on the Tallapoosa River).

The authorized project purpos
hydropower, navigation, water supp
recreation. Other non-Federal dams
projects owned and operated by the A
Power Company (APC) projects and ,
flood control, water quality and quan I j‘d Water supply demands For example in order for
the USACE to develop an effective dn‘ ; contlngency plan for the basin, APC projects had to
be incorporated into the plan since t pr ) J ect store 78 percent of the water resources.

, the USACE dams include flood risk management,
‘ater quahty, fish and wildlife conservation, and
on the Coosa and Tallapoosa Rlvers mclude 1 1

Impoundments can fragment a! atrci ecosystems with impacts on many aspects of
environmental integrity, particularly vsi en the cumulative effects of multiple impoundments
across a system are taken into accouniI lthough the projects subject to the WCM are already in
place, the allocations and uses allow ' 1
significant influence on overall ACT system
fragmentation. '

' ;:alth by prevehting or minimizing further

Based on the review of the D P ~:s comments relate primarily to the potential water
resource, biological resource and socioet on@mhc impacts associated with the proposed action. In
summary, EPA recommends that: cond’ ration be given to maximizing the use of existing
infrastructure in the ACT Basin in an rt to minimize aquatic resource impacts including
impacts to wetlands and streams wit  basin; requiring the implementation of water
efficiency or conservation measures primary alternative before commitments are made for
supply or storage uses; and ensuring Al operations meet water quality standards,
including downstream uses and adequate flows to maintain the physical integrity of the habitat.
Climate change also has the potentlali impact water supply, water quality, flood risk,
wastewater, aquatic ecosystems, and rgy production. The Final Environmental Impact
Statement should consider the impact ofi dam operations in the Basin on greenhouse gases and
climate change, as well as the impacts of climate change on WCM operations. An adaptive
management approach would most efls titieﬁly;address climate related issues.

EPA appreciates the consideratid n @t" env1ronmental and socioeconomic impacts on
children, and low-income and mmoritiii kopi lailons According to the DEIS, significant
environmental justice (EJ) concerns weﬁ not 1dent1ﬁed during the scoping process. In an effort.
to adequately ensure that the proposed project does not affect these communities, it is important
to meaningfully engage them througheu  the decision-making process and to ascertain whether

resources of importance may be affected. Efforts to identify populations with EJ concerns that




may engage in subsistence activities :
along with the USACE’s responsiven
Impact Statement (FEIS). In add1t1on

1s especially important in areas that he
using the resources.

E!‘ :

‘hm the basin should be discussed and EJ comments
sh@uld be documented in the Final Environmental

HPA recommends that enhanced warning systems be
reviewed and implemented in an effort i {
v

EO 1mprove public safety and recreation for all users. This
> hlgher levels of children living within the basin and

EPA has rated the preferred al‘&elmatlve as “EC-2,” environmental concerns with

additional information requested for t
environmental impacts that should be

,e;e final document. EPA’s review has identified
‘awmded or minimized in order to adequately protect the

environment. The FEIS should demonst rate responsiveness to these comments.

comment period. If you have any que
Kajumba (404/562-9620) of my staff

technical issues (See Detailed Attachment).

Attachments: EPA Detailed Comments| 1

EPA Rating System

prov1de comments on the proposed WCM DEIS for the

ongolng efforts to coordinate with us during the public
S regardmg our comments, please contact Ntale
ithe Water Protection Division technical coordinators on

Sincerely,

- Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
NEPA Program Office
Office of Environmental Accountability




EPA’s Detailed Comﬂnhénts on the Water Control Manual DEIS
for/the ACT River Basin

L Alternativeé

The DEIS addresses a no action and~11;nee action alternative (Plan A, Plan F and Plan G). The no-
action alternative involves no change!:

inthow the dams are currently managed. The USACE’s
preferred alternative (Plan G) is identi

d in the DEIS. The proposal includes the following:

e Implements Basin Drought |

targets to conserve storage andf 1
!

¢ Navigation Plan: includes trlgﬁers toireduce (9.0° or 7.5” channel) or suspend
navigation level of service basedl on system storage

eratlons Plan: includes triggers and dam releases/flow
provide reduced levels of service during drought

'L : :
e Minimum Flows: implements seasonal minimum flows at Carters when reservoir
storage level supports ‘

e Hydropower: variable hydra pdwver géeneration at Allatoona based on action zone and
time of year 1 1

e Revised Guide Curves: H. Neely Henry (APC) and Allatoona
e Revised Action Zones: Allatod na and Carters
e Water Supply: no change in @Tstigng contracted amounts

e Alabama Power Company Pr ] ects €APC): continued operation under current FERC
licenses i

Recommendations: EPA appreciates ‘uhj

G). EPA rated the preferred alte:rna’ux@|

t a preferred alternative was identified in the DEIS (Plan
hs “EC-2,” environmental concerns with additional
information requested for the final doc ent. EPA’s review has identified environmental
impacts that should be further avmded\ inimjzed in order to adequately protect the

environment. The FEIS should demor’i;‘, ftate responsiveness to the comments below.

| Water Resources

Wetlands and Streams i
As described in the DEIS, the purpos@ and need for the federal action is to “determine how the
federal projects in the ACT Basin should be operated for their authorized purposes, in light of
current conditions and applicable lawj and to implement those operations through updated water

control plans and manuals.”

The alternatives considered for manage 2 ent of water supply can significantly influence the
nsider when assessing how to meet water supply needs.

alternatives that entities can in turn COW
With effective management, many all odations ‘and uses can be met with existing infrastructure,




whereas new infrastructure or projects
environmental resources. When such D
the requirements of the regulations at 4

Guidelines. One of the key requlreme ”d

shall be permitted if there is “a practlca’b

have less adverse impact on the aqua’u:tE

significant adverse environmental cons
contribute to significant degradation of
and “unless appropriate and practlcable
adverse 1mpacts of the dlscharge on the

resources such that the total impact is
have access to alternatives that are th 1 ‘
and on a basin scale whenever posmblé;

!

Pl
1‘

ich as reservoirs could have greater impacts to

jects require CWA Section 404 permits, they must meet
FR Part 230, also known as the Section 404(b)(1)

of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines is that no such work
e alternatlve to.the proposed discharge which would
cosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other
juences” (40 CFR § 230.10(a)), if it would “cause or

e waters of the United States” (40 CFR § 230.10(c)),
teps have been taken which will minimize potential
quatic ecosystem” (40 CFR § 230.10(d)). In accordance
e WCM should facilitate holistic management of basin

tummed and entities seeking water allocations and uses
S

t environmentally damaging both in a local context

Impoundments can fragment aquatic ecosystems with impacts on many aspects of

i
environmental integrity, particularly i

across a system are taken into account
place, the allocations and uses allowed |
significant influence on overall ACT sj
managed to make the best use of thesefﬁ,
infrastructure development could be ay

Unimpeded physical continuity of the

whe
A
d aj

O

n the eumulatlve effects of multiple impoundments
lthough the projects subject to the WCM are already in
nd estabhshed through the WCM revision can have
stern health by preventing further fragmentation. If
existing resources, further impacts of additional supply
ded ot at least minimized.

1 Or ACT rivers with their floodplains, including riparian

wetlands, is also controlled in large part‘ —or in the case of the Coosa and Alabama Rivers, nearly

L

completely—by the management appro;

h set forth in Water Control Manuals. Access to

il

floodplains is critical to river sedlmen‘@ra: d chemical dynamics, hydrating riparian floodplains,

and maintaining vegetation and habitat

important in the lifecycles of many species, both aquatic

and terrestrial, with characteristics adapt d to such ecosystems. Managing flows for magnitude,

seasonality, and variability that mimic
their floodplains is protective of riverikg

‘Il
€

itural conditions such that rivers have regular access to
ecosystems and can reduce impacts to wetlands.

Recommendations: EPA recommends fhat consideration be given to maximizing the use of

existing infrastructure in the ACT Bas n
of habitat, aquatic life, and water quali {ty
whole minimized for the basin. If alloy i

and additional infrastructure, overall i 1u

management. The Mobile District shoul

actions on wetlands and streams.

Contact — Rosemary Hall - 404/562-984

—in balance with environmental uses such as protection
——such that impacts to aquatic resources are on the

g additional uses avoids impacts of new impoundments
pacts to the basin could be minimized with holistic

d fully iaddress and document the effects of the proposed

1

L
D

Water Sulpply Efficiency/Conservation

Projects that impact hydrology, such as
recreational or amenity impoundments

R

new or expanded water supply, development, and
often requlre Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404




When reviewing such projects, EPA
demonstrated adherence to the mitiga ‘
to aquatic resources as the first two st

appropriate range of alternatives and se

; for compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.
I d the USACE must consider whether the applicant has
tion sequence, with avoidance and minimization of i impacts
>ps, and then ensure that the applicant has evaluated an

lected the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable

Alternative. For water supply projectp ;oposals full implementation of conservation and

efficiency measures, including water|re)

fraction of the impacts to aquatic reso
infrastructure. When evaluating requ

ACT Water Control Manual now and!
efficiency and conservation measures.

minimizes impacts to aquatic resourc

Minimizing supply withdrawals with:

uses, easing pressure on the ACT systen
flows for environmental protection. E{D
Measures for Water Supply Projects ir
efficiency measures that can be expect
system, and should be used to evaluate
committing to new allocations or use ":‘

e

allocations demonstrate meaningful ]

resource management approach acros
settings; implement full-cost pricing, <
low-impact development and green in
water reuse; and facilitate landscapin o

management of system flows, partlc

s
o’nservatlon prlcmg, and meterlng of all Water users; use

g ¢
irrigation practices. Protecting basin floy
impacts to streams and riparian wetl nds

Muse options, is a primary alternative that could have a
urces associated with developing new supply

sts for allocations and uses related to the projects in the
1 the future, the USACE should consider whether

e in place to ensure that the overall use of USACE lakes

onservation measures can also reduce conflicts among
as a whole, and easing management of releases and
A Region 4’s 2010 Guidelines on Water Efficiency

i ‘:he Southeast (“WEGs”) describes conservation and

1 of users seeking allocations or withdrawals from the
how well efficiency is being implemented before

i; e espemally encourage that any entlty seekmg

g

fly under low-rainfall conditions.

Recommendations: EPA recommends that demonstrated water efficiency/conservation

mmplementation be required before ¢

i

planning should consider:

- Decreasing trend in inflows (land us
- Reuse opportunities (direct, indirect]
- How drought contingency plans wil
- Cumulative impacts, including reser
consideration in the basin, as well as

Contact — Rosemary Hall - 404/562-9

State water quality standards programs

an antidegradation policy (CWA Secti

additionally protects these water qual
activities which may result in any dis

or

€

:

mitments are made for supply/storage. Water quantity

withdrawals, climate change)

] goftable)

‘be formally incorporated into NPDES permits
airs and other supply projects proposed or under
nterbasin transfers

b

846

Water Quality

: hclude; designated uses, criteria to protect those uses, and
n 303(c); 40 CFR § 131). Section 401 of the CWA

i

v standards, requiring state certification that federal
charge will comply with state water quality standards.

0




Further, Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines < tate that no such work shall be permitted if it would cause
or contribute to “violations of any ap lcable State water quality standard” (40 CFR §

230.10(b)(1)), or if it would “cause or Qntrib,u‘te to significant degradation of the waters of the
United States” (40 CFR § 230.10(c)), ¢

i

The revised WCM should be consistent with state water quality standards, particularly where the
authorized purpose of a dam is water ; yality. The WCM should provide for the attainment and
maintenance of all downstream uses 40 CFR § 131.10 (b)), including the uses in Mobile Bay.
Downstream uses including drinking water, recreation, fishing, swimming, shellfish harvesting
and aquatic life protection. This shou dlinclude ensuring compliance with physical parameters
(such as pH, temperature, conductiviﬂl:}?z and dissolved oxygen), biological criteria, chemical
parameters, nutrient loadings (includﬂ‘@g lake nitrogen, phosphorus and chlorophyll standards)
and providing the flows necessary fot ej‘prjot'ection of aquatic life. In particular, there are several
waters impaired for nutrients in the b 1§ n, including Lakes Allatoona, Carters and Weiss.
Changes in operations can have subst! nftial impacts on nutrient dynamics (Pinay, Clément, &
Naiman, 2002). For example, chlorophyll-a response in Lake Weiss is very sensitive to retention
time increases from withdrawals (Maceina & Bayne, 2003). The impacts of the proposed
alternative should be evaluated to ens e that flow changes do not contravene nutrient control
and total maximum daily load (TMD ) restoration efforts by Alabama Department of

Environmental Management and Geo%jfgfﬁa Environmental Protection Division.

surance that water quality standards will not be violated;
tial to exceed water quality standards as analyzed for

n Systems permits; confirm that TMDL restoration
a d ensure that reservoir operations will not cause or
contribute to water quality impairments pr listings.
Since the date of the last WCM revisi%én the science related to instream flows has evolved
significantly. The revision of the WCM provides an opportunity to incorporate the latest science
and successful practices for regulatin "'fiows to improve water quality, meet designated uses and,
where possible, restore the hydrologic condition and ecological integrity of the river system. For
instance, ecologists now understand t}ﬁat flows across the range of the natural hydrograph are
important for maintaining the structure and function of aquatic ecosystems rather than regulating
ariver to meet a static low flow target] |

The WCM should provide reasonable
consider the impact on reasonable pot,
National Pollutant Discharge Elimina
efforts will not be adversely affected; jan

Aquatic plant and animal species haveﬁevblvedilife cycle patterns directly tied to the primary
components of hydrologic variability: rfr ‘ quenc‘;[y, magnitude, duration, timing and rate of change
of natural flows. Every aspect of the liyes of aquatic plants and animals is cued by and
inextricably linked to the natural Varian%)i ity of our rivers and streams, which is often absent in
highly regulated systems. The EPA enlf 0 rages incorporation of variable flows in the revised
WCM, including the seasonal, intra-a “ al and inter-annual variable flow patterns needed to
maintain or restore processes that sustain natural riverine characteristics. Naturally variable flows
are also a major determinant of physic;iétzlg abitat in streams and rivers and directly affect
biological composition. Modifying ﬂow regimes provides an opportunity to positively alter
habitat and influence species diversity, distribution and abundance. Therefore, the EPA




recommends that, where possible, the ‘W
closely as possible in the downstream W

[«

Over the past decade, numerous licens j;‘s
Regulatory Commission (FERC) and rﬁv
operated systems. Many renewed FERC
have included advancements in water f\
maintain aquatic life. For example, thG!ﬂF
(SCE&GQ) for the operation of the Salddc

protection of mussels, sturgeon, trout

o

an
participation in the Sustainable Rivers pfo;

have improved aquatic life, recreatmn
communities.

as

EPA would like to reiterate the sugges’plc
Coordination Act Report on Water Con

Tallapoosa River Basin in Alabama a.q!d

of multlple endpoints to demonstrate the

o

VM“ be designed to mimic the natural conditions as

i ters. :

were negotiated and re-issued by the Federal Energy

er operations have been improved on several USACE

licenses and updated dam operations by the USACE
nagement and dam operations to better protect and

ERC license issued to South Carolina Electric and Gas
River includes numerous updated provisions for

rare plant and animal species. The USACE's

ect has also resulted in revised dam operations that

well as improved the economic impact for local

ns provided in the “Draft Fish and Wildlife

tol Manual Updates for the Alabama — Coosa —
Georgia” (dated December 2012). EPA suggests the use
protection of aquatic life designated uses. Relevant

y (inundation, maintenance of off-channel habitats,

dischargers (especially NPDES permit
drinking water suppliers, cooling wat
operations are adequately considered in

; d habitat suitability analysis. Because of the intensity

ht contingency plans be formally coordinated with

lders) and water intake permitees (including public

‘intakes, industrial users, etc.) to ensure that drought

bermit limits and discharger operations.

Recommendations: EPA recommends ?‘:ﬁmalyzing the effects of the WCM operations on water

= T B e

)—éA

quality standards, with a particular e
oxygen, biological endpoints such as set
the designated aquatic life use, 1nc1ud"; g

habitat. EPA also encourages the Mob&le
Kentucky, as examples of USACE impr

Iil

phasis on physiochemical endpoints such as dissolved

sitive aquatic species and physical endpoints that protect
adequate flows to maintain the physical integrity of
District to examine projects, such as the Green River in
yvements in river management. We would welcome the

opportunity to follow up and provide édmtlonal information on these projects in upcoming

weeks.

Contacts: Lisa Gordon 404/562-9317
Aquatic |
EPA notes that the U.S. Fish & Wﬂdu%fje

and DEIS and has submitted two recent
of threatened and endangered species ¥

d Stephen Maurano 404/562-9044.

ife and Endangered Species

Service (FWS) has been actively engaged in the WCM
comment letters to the USACE regarding the protection

within the Basin.




Recommendations: EPA principally s
continued coordination with the FWS,
protected threatened or endangered s :

N0

coordination to date between the USA

. |
regarding the assessment and protec-tlJ )

Contacts: Lisa Gordon 404/562-9317¢

The Corps of Engineers recently issu¢
Jor the Hydrology and Hydraulics Del;,
notes that one of the rivers along the A

an

pports and defers to FWS on this project. We encourage
;Lgardir?lg the assessment and protection of federally-
ecies. The FEIS should include a summary of the

iE and FWS, as well as any updated information

L of species within the project area.

'd Gary Davis 404/562-9239

7 Fﬂooﬂ Impacts

the Ap;vropriare Application of Paleoflood Information

sions of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. EPA also
A

T has resulted in serious flooding impacts to

i

surrounding communities (e.g., flood
of Montgomery, Alabama is located
increased flows should address any a
Management Agency (FEMA)/ Natio
These communities are members of th
Rate Maps (FIRM) maps. These map
FEMA has delineated both the speci
applicable to the community.

b
Ha

Recommendations: EPA understands
Hydrology and Hydraulics decisions,
recommendations in the USACE doc
Jor Hydrology and Hydraulics Decisi

WCM or EIS and how they were usedjl
should address any additional flooding

h

Contact: Paul Gagliano 404/562-9373, |

Publ ;

FERC license renewals have recently re
enhance the recreation and public safe

[

Flow Releases. These revisions were
during flow releases that resulted in th

oY
2

Recommendations: EPA suggests that

Contacts: Lisa Gordon 404/562-9317. |

eyt

L0
FEIS should disclose which Alternati\?qs

¢

y
the Saluda River included a Warning Saf

proy

th
enhance warning systems to improve ptiﬂ

s has been an historical issue in Rome, Georgia and much
(W%hm the floodplain). The Alternatives that feature
diti

onal flooding or changes to the Federal Emergency
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) floodplain maps.

NFIP and have officially adopted the Flood Insurance
gally “adopted” by the community) represent where

flood hazard areas (SFHAs) and the risk premium zones

t Pale,(j)ﬂood information is not relevant for all

ut the FEIS should indicate whether the concepts/

ant,Aépropriate Application of Paleoflood Information
3 of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, were used in the
h addition, the alternatives that feature increased flows
r changes to the FEMA/NFIP floodplain maps and the
 have impacts to these, and what these changes involve.

Safety and Recreation
gulted in negotiated agreements that include provisions to
fon regulated rivers. For instance, the SCE&G license on
ety Enhancement Plan and provisions for Recreational
pted, in part, by hazardous conditions that existed

ss of life in recreation areas.

e WCM incorporate new and innovative procedures to
lic safety and recreation throughout the system.




Coordin

FERC relicensing actions are curren’dl

requested to modify winter pool leve

Preferred Alternative) does not mclude

Recommendations: EPA recommend
how proposed modifications to the
downstream flows in the Basin and i

l.
1

ation with FERC Relicensing

y
5

underway for the Coosa River projects and APC has
at the Weiss and Logan Martin Lakes. Plan G (the
these proposed modified winter pool levels.

ﬁhat _the USACE include additional information regarding
ter pool levels at the Weiss and Logan Martin may affect

act the overall operations of the preferred alternatives.

| Climate Change:

Adapting to future climate change 1mpdcts requires hydroclimate monitoring, prediction and

application of such information to su p
body of literature on the greenhouse g

Kummu, Harkénen, & Huttunen, 201

interface, from supersaturation in the|
further downstream (Diem, Koch, Scl

The potential impacts of climate chaq
precipitation patterns, increased evapi'
could be exacerbated by other hydrolg

reduced baseflow from impervious st

Recommendations: EPA notes that cl
water quality, flood risk, wastewater,
should consider the impact of dam op
change, as well as the impacts of clim
adaptive management approach in res

Contact: Stephen Maurano 404/562-9¢

Pursuant to the executive order 12898

Minority Populations and Low-Incon{
proposed action on minority and/or lo
2000 was used to identify low-income

L
in

o

i

rt water management decisions. There is an expanding
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May 31, 2013
VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Commander

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Mobile District

Attn: PD-EI (ACT-DEIS)

P.O. Box 2288

Mobile, AL 36628

RE: Alabama Coosa-Tallapoosa Draft Water Control Plan

Dear Colonel Roembhildt:

On behalf of the Southeastern Federal Power Customers, Inc. (“SeFPC”
or “Power Customers”), | am providing comments on the draft Water Control
Manual (“WCM") for the Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa (“ACT”) River Basin
released by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps of Engineers”) on March
1, 2013. The members of the SeFPC either directly purchase capacity and
energy marketed by the Southeastern Power Administration (“SEPA”) or
represent municipally owned utilities and rural electric cooperatives that have
power purchase agreements with SEPA. As advocates for hydropower
production at the Corps projects throughout the Southeast, the SeFPC has a
vested interest in any proposed change at a Corps of Engineers project that
provides capacity and energy marketed by SEPA.

As explained below, the Power Customers believe that the Corps of
Engineers has understated the decrease in hydropower production that will
occur if the proposed changes outlined in the draft WCM are adopted. Some of
the proposed changes in the draft WCM appear to depart from the
Congressional intent outlined in the underlying authorizations for the Federal
projects. As we have seen in litigation involving the Apalachicola-
Chattahoochee-Flint (“ACF") River Basin, the original authorizations for the
projects under the jurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers set the parameters of
the operations. Fundamentally, any WCM adopted by the Corps of Engineers
must abide by the intent of Congress as expressed in these authorizing statutes.

The proposed WCM raises many questions of a technical nature that
warrant further inquiry and resolution before the Corps of Engineers issues a
Record of Decision (“ROD”). As noted in their comments, the Power Customers
believe that the Corps has failed to explain fully certain concepts, inviting further
inquiry which necessitates follow up responses. These questions are noted
below and will likely require the Corps to revise the draft WCM before moving
forward with the final Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”).

Representing the Interests of Cooperative and Municipal Systems Serving Over 6 Million Customers
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In the comments, below, the SeFPC highlights important standards that the Corps of
Engineers must follow in the development of a WCM and the standards that govern activities
conducted pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”). There are important
socioeconomic considerations that underlie the operations of the project for hydropower
purposes — consistent with the statutory authorizations — that should be included in any final
EIS. The latter sections of the comments are devoted to technical considerations that should
instigate further revision of the draft WCM. In concluding comments, the Power Customers
provide several recommendations for the Corps of Engineers to consider.

Section I. Legal Standards

The Corps of Engineers’ obligation to revise the draft WCM emerges from the
obligations imposed by the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and the particular
responsibility to follow faithfully the statutory mandates governing the operations of the Corps
of Engineers’ multipurpose projects in the ACT River Basin. The Congressional mandates are
truly significant in setting the baseline from which the Corps of Engineers should measure
potential impacts of alternative actions. Where the draft WCM relies upon a baseline that
deviates from the fundamental operational principles set forth in Acts of Congress, the Corps
of Engineers has set the improper base of study for the EIS. Indeed, if the foundation for a
study is improperly set, the Corps of Engineers is simply unable to complete its obligations
under NEPA, let-alone, comply with Congressional intent.

The Corps of Engineers’ development of a WCM for the ACT is a particularly
noteworthy endeavor in light of the absence of an updated WCM for nearly two decades. The
obligation to comply with NEPA is equally momentous. Indeed, an agency has the
responsibility to meet NEPA's obligations at the outset because a violation of NEPA cannot be
cured by a post hoc consultation.” In fact the failure of the Corps of Engineers to update the
WCM for the past two decades has led to the accumulation of indirect impacts, the precise
type of adverse effects that the NEPA process identifies as a matter of course.?

As discussed in more detail in the comments, the SeFPC explains that the legislative
history that guided the Corps of Engineers construction of multipurpose projects in the ACT
directs the orientation of any WCM. While the Corps of Engineers is afforded deference by a
Court reviewing compliance with NEPA, the Court will still evaluate whether the proposed
alternative remains consistent with the law.®> With explicit instructions from Congress to
maximize hydropower production in the ACT, the Corps of Engineers has adopted a conflicting
approach with its proposed operational design that will diminish the value of the hydropower

! See C.AR.E. Now, Inc. v. Fed. Aviation Admin., 844 F.2d 1569, 1572 (11th Cir. 1988) See also Commonwealth of Mass. v.
Watt, 716 F.2d 946, 952 (1st Cir. 1983) (NEPA is “aimed at presenting governmental decision-makers with relevant
environmental data before they commit themselves to a course of action.”)

? See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8.

* Review of agency decision-making is conducted under the Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”), which provides that an
agency’s decision may be overturned only if that decision is “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not
in accordance with law.” 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A); see also Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Fla. v. United States, 566 F.3d 1257,
1264 (11th Cir. 2009).



resource.* In light of these impacts, and the failure to identify mitigating actions, the SeFPC
asks the Corps to revise significant portions of the draft WCM.

Il. Congressional Intent Supporting Hydropower Development and Generation

The draft WCM recognizes that Congress authorized the construction and operation of
the multipurpose projects through a series of law and accompanying House Documents.®
Notwithstanding the acknowledgement of early deliberations in Congress on the development
of the ACT River Basin, the Corps fails to include any discussion on the guidance that
supported the authorization of the Allatoona Reservoir. As the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
Eleventh Circuit has observed, the underlying Chief of Engineers’ reports that support the
authorization provide the foundation for the Corps operations.® Indeed, ignoring the Chief of
Engineers’ reports that support the authorizations imperils the Corps of Engineers operations
of its projects.

The SeFPC does not disagree with the Corps of Engineers conclusions that the
Allatoona project was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1941, Public Law 229, on August
18, 1941. However, the Corps of Engineers review of the legislative history in the draft WCM
inexplicably stops with the citation to the Flood Control Act of 1941. The authorizing statute
specifically approves the construction of Allatoona Reservoir, “in accordance with the
recommendation of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 674, Seventy Sixth
Congress, third session...”"

House Document Number 674 provides important and invaluable guidance to the Corps
of Engineers on how the Allatoona project shall be operated. As first explained by Major
General Schley, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors recommended the construction
of the Allatoona Reservoir “for the control of floods, regulation of stream flow for navigation,
and the development of hydroelectric power...”® Brigadier General Tyler later explained in that
the “Allatoona Reservoir constructed in the combined interests of the flood control and power
development would provide needed flood protection...and would make possible the
development of a substantial block of hydroelectric power.”

House Document Number 674 also included extensive findings of District Engineer
Colonel Park who repeatedly stated that the Allatoona Reservoir would be constructed for

* In materials posted on the Mobile District’s web page, the Corps of Engineers declares that the “EIS will include a
description of the baseline environmental and socioeconomic conditions against which effects of the proposed action are
evaluated. It will also identify potential consequences and appropriate mitigation (methods to lessen adverse impacts)
measures.”(emphasis added)
http://www.sam.usace.army.mil/Missions/PlanningEnvironmental/ACTMasterWaterControlManualUpdate/ACTNEPAProce
ss.aspx

> See Section 3.0 et seq., Master Water Control Manual, Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa.

® In re Tri-State Water Rights Litigation, 644 F. 3d 1160, 1193 (11th Cir. 2011) (“Even heightened deference cannot lead this
Court to ignore the plain and expressed will of Congress, especially where, as here, the Corps' interpretation has not been
consistent.”)

’ Flood Control Act of 1941, Public Law 228, August 18, 1941.

® House Document Number 674, p. 2.

°Id at 5.



flood control and power purposes.’® Colonel Park unequivocally recommended that the
“Allatoona development be authorized as a flood-control and power project...”** This
conclusion was not presented without extensive findings; it was preceded by a detailed
discussion in which factors such as rainfall were evaluated because of the “necessity of
determining the storage required for power development at the Allatoona dam...”*?

Notwithstanding the clear guidance provided by House Document Number 674, the
draft WCM states that the Allatoona Reservoir is federally authorized for other project
purposes including recreation, water quality, water supply and fish and wildlife support.*®
None of these additional “purposes” were mentioned in House Document Number 674 and the
Corps of Engineers quoted in it are clear in delineating the bifurcated storage at the Allatoona
Project between two lone purposes, hydropower production and flood risk management.** The
addition of these new “purposes” by the Corps at Lake Allatoona is without support, yet forms
a foundational error for the EIS.

The draft WCM does reference House Document Number 414 as evidence of
Congressional guidance on how the Allatoona reservoir would fit into a comprehensive
scheme of development in the ACT River Basin. In House Document Number 414, Brigadier
General Robins recommended the development of the ACT River Basin for navigation, flood
control, and power development.®® More notably, the Brigadier General’s report reserved the
authority and discretion for the Secretary of War and the Chief of Engineers to modify projects
“particularly for the purpose of increasing the development of hydroelectric power.”*® While
Congress adopted House Document Number 414 to authorize the development on the ACT,
the Brigadier General’s reserved discretion to increase hydroelectric power was directly
referenced in statutory text in the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945."

The Corps of Engineers, however, obscures the importance of hydropower
development in the references to the House Document Number 414 when the draft WCM
explains that Congress expanded the role of flood control management and hydropower
development. While the SeFPC agrees with the Corps of Engineers conclusion that House
Document Number 414 did build upon a more comprehensive vision of the potential
development of the ACT River Basin, it remains clear that the draft WCM has omitted the
authority, if not obligation, to maximize hydropower development in the River Basin. Indeed,

% See Id, pp. 21, 31-33, 36-40.
1 d. p. 40. (Emphasis added).
21d. p. 21.
* Draft WCM, table 1.1.
1 Corps of Engineers regulations clearly delineate the limitations on operations where there is an impact on Congressionally
authorized purposes. See ER 1101-2-100. (“Storage reallocation for recreation which significantly affects other authorized
purposes, or involves major structural or operational changes, requires Congressional approval.”)
15

House Document Number 414, p. 6.
16

Id.
7 Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945, Public Law 14, March 2, 1945. (“Initial and ultimate development of the Alabama Coosa
River and tributaries for navigation, flood control power development and other purposes as outlined in House Document
Numbered 414, Seventy-seventh Congress is hereby authorized...with such modifications thereof from time to time as in
the discretion of the Secretary of War and Chief of Engineers may be advisable for the purposes of increasing the
development of hydroelectric power.”)(“Emphasis added.)



the reservation of discretion to augment one purpose must also be read as an endorsement of
the limitations on the Corps for the other project purposes.

The only subsequent law passed by Congress that would appear to limit this discretion
can be found in Public Law 436, in which Congress suspended the comprehensive
development of the ACT River System to permit private power development on the Coosa
River.!® However, as set forth in Section 13, “[n]othing in this Act shall be deemed to affect in
any way the authorization of the development of the Alabama-Coosa River and tributaries
other than that portion of the development involving projects on the Coosa River...”** Nothing
in Public Law 436 changed the Congressional authorization for the Corps of Engineers
projects previously authorized by Congress.

. Socioeconomic Considerations

The legislative history referenced above also expressed the understanding of Congress
that the development of hydropower in the ACT was not only essential to the surrounding
communities, but also made the construction of the projects feasible from a cost benefit
analysis.?® A discussion of the economics underlying the construction and operation of the
projects, as well as the impact on the communities that rely on the hydropower produced at the
Corps of Engineers projects in the ACT River Basin is notably absent from the draft WCM.
Indeed, notwithstanding the Corps of Engineers declaration that the NEPA process will
consider socioeconomic factors, the term socioeconomic is mentioned once in the entire draft
WCM.?* Undoubtedly, the Corps of Engineers fails a fundamental obligation under NEPA with
an omission of any discussion of the indirect impacts of reduced hydropower generation that
will ensue with the adoption of the WCM.

This oversight is hardly permissible with the extensive legislative history documenting
the need and value of hydropower in the ACT River Basin. For example, House Document
674 spoke to the balancing of economic interests in the construction of Allatoona Reservoir.
As noted by Brigadier General Tyler, “[b]enefits that would accrue to the project are
substantially in excess of annual charges and in the opinion of the [Rivers and Harbors Board]
the improvement is economically justified.”

However, when the Corps of Engineers proposes action zones in the draft WCM that
will greatly diminish if not eliminate hydropower production, there is an absence of any
discussion on the socioeconomic impact of reduced hydropower operations.?* The failure to
identify and discuss these impacts has the effect of skewing the conclusions reached on
preferred alternatives and mitigation plans for direct and indirect impacts. It is a noteworthy
and significant oversight that undermines the foundation of the Corps of Engineers’ NEPA
process.

'® See Section 2, Public Law 436, June 28, 1954,

Y.

%% see House Document Number 414, pp. 4-6.

*! Draft WCM, at Section 3.01, p. E-C-4.

22 As discussed below, the draft WCM contains many erroneous technical conclusions that adversely affect conclusions
reached in the WCM.



V. Baseline Calculations

In the absence of a WCM that has not been updated in two decades, the question
arises on the proper baseline for determining the No Action Alternative. While the 1993
Revised WCM is the proper point for evaluation as the Baseline or No Action Alternative, the
Corps of Engineers uses what they term “current conditions” as the operating criteria for the
Baseline or No Action Alternative. The accurate baseline or No Action Alternative should be
the 1993 WCM.

As an alternative, current conditions could provide the appropriate alternative for the
Corps of Engineers. However, if this baseline is chosen, the Corps of Engineers must include
all changes to the operations of the project that have occurred since 1993. Indeed, at Lines 31
— 33, Page ES-21 of Volume 1 of the Draft EIS, “incremental changes in project operations
have occurred because of changes to hydropower contracts and operating schedules...”
However, the chart below depicts that there has been a methodical erosion of weekday
peaking power by shifting more and more of the generation to the weekend.

Average Generation for Select "Typical" Years by Weekday
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Ideally, the Corps of Engineers should determine all the incremental changes in
operations since 1951, including all of the incremental changes not in the 1962 WCM revision,
1993 Interim Revision and the 2013 Revision. While the Corps of Engineers has stated that “it
is not possible to describe in a single set of reservoir operations that apply to the entire period
since the completion of the 1951 ACT Master Manual’ the infrequent attention to updating the



WCM needlessly shirks responsibilities under NEPA to identify indirect impacts. Indeed, the
NEPA process cannot start from an arbitrary year that provides convenient modeling for future
intended uses of the reservoirs on the ACT.

V. Technical Errors

The draft WCM leaves unanswered several questions but also highlights fundamental
errors in the Corps of Engineers’ modeling of the impacts associated with the new operating
regime. These errors can be categorized in several different areas. The comments below
separate technical concerns and associated questions into different topic areas including the
impacts associated with conclusions pertaining to:

Lake levels and operating zones;
Water Supply Impacts;
Hydropower Generation Impacts;
Increased Minimum Flows;

Rule Curve Modification; and
General Modeling Concerns.

ok wWwNE

Lake Levels and Operating Zones

Strikingly, the proposed Alternative G includes radically new operating zones which
specifically limit hydropower generation to zero hours per day when the elevation of the
reservoir goes below the top of Zone 4. In some cases, the top of Zone 4 is as high as
Elevation 836. However, the Corps is clear with their position that “253,000 ac-ft. between
elevations 800 and 835 is reserved for power generation and conservation.”®> Reducing the
hydropower generation to zero hours in Zone 4 is not only an adverse and significant change
because of the loss of hydropower, there is no suspension of cost responsibilities.

In addition, the Corps’ intent with regard to generation in the proposed Zone 1 through
Zone 3 is unclear in the EIS and associated documentation. The EIS document depicts the
generation in Zone 1 through Zone 3 as a range (zero to three hours in Zone 1, zero to 2 hours
in Zone 2, and zero to 1 hour in Zone 3). This non-detailed description requires clarification as
to how many hours of generation will be allocated to hydropower under the proposed
Alternative G. Please reference the graphical depiction of the proposed guide curve and
action zones for the Allatoona Reservoir below.

Furthermore, a review of the historical average elevation at the Allatoona Reservoir
clearly indicates that on average, the proposed Alternative G would result in less than 4 hours
of generation being available to hydropower during the times of year that the resource is most
important. This will have significant hydropower impacts and is a departure from current
operations, Corps policy, and Congressional intent.

> See Page A1-6, Section 1-25; “Storage allocation” in the December 1993 Appendix A Allatoona Reservoir, Alabama - Coosa
River Basin Water Control Manual.” (Elevation 835 has been revised in previous studies to a seasonal Elevation 840 and the
storage to hydropower has been adjusted to 284,580 ac-ft.).



In fact, the Power Customers believe the revised operations as captured in the
proposed Rule Curve are contrary to the intent of Congress as set forth in House Document
Number 674. In discussing the precise parameters of the Allatoona Reservoir, Colonel Powell
explained that there would be power generation occurring at an elevation of 821. However, as
captured in the graph below, for key months during the year when peaking power is needed,
the Corps would not generate power at elevation 821. The proposed action zones also curtalil
significant hydropower generation at elevations much higher than elevation 821 during the
most critical periods of year. This is a significant operational change and departure from the
current approved Water Control Manual and practice in which some generation occurs at the
Allatoona Project. The changed operations at Lake Allatoona must be revised to be consistent
with Congressional intent and provide for power generation when the pool level reaches an
elevation of 821.

Proposed Rule Curve and Action Zones
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In fact, the four (4) new zones actually penalize hydropower during the most critical
times of the year. Hydropower is totally curtailed, zero generation, in Zone 4 (Figure ES-6,
Page ES-28 Draft Allatoona WCM). Zone 4 is reached at Elevation 836 in June, Elevation 828
in July, and Elevation 827 in August. Furthermore, the Alternative G Action Zones are
radically different from the Action Zones in the 1993 WCM. Indeed, the two (2) Zones in the
1993 WCM provide much “greater flexibility to meet power demands.” However, from a
historical perspective, any time the Allatoona Reservoir was below Action Zone 2 the 1993
WCM allowed for two hours of generation. Ultimately, the Corps of Engineers fails to provide
an adequate analysis of the differences between the existing Action Zones and the Alternative
G Action Zone.



Water Supply Storage

The water supply storage contracts for the City of Cartersville and Cobb-Marietta Water
Authority provide for the permanent transfer of this storage to those two entities. In aggregate,
19,511 acre-feet of Conservation Storage has been reallocated to water supply. The HEC
ResSIM Model supporting the Draft EIS uses 284,580 ac-ft. in the Conservation Storage.
Since water supply is the sole user of the water supply storage, its allocated portion of
Conservation Storage should be removed from that available to all other users. Therefore, the
Model should reflect 265,069 ac-ft. in usable Conservation Storage.

The existing water supply storage contracts for the City of Cartersville and Cobb-
Marietta Water Authority were based on a Ciritical Yield at Allatoona of 1,160 cfs (750 MGD).
Since the execution of these contracts hydrologic/climatology of the Etowah River Basin has
deteriorated to the point that current critical yield for Allatoona is 729 cfs (470 MGD).The
existing water supply storage reallocation cannot support the contract. There is 37% reduction
in the critical yield, yet the Corps of Engineers has not recognized this in the Hec ResSIM
Model nor have they recognized this in the necessary reallocation of storage to meet the
requirements of the No Action Alternative.

The failure to revise the critical yield requires an exhaustive analysis of the Critical Yield
for Lake Allatoona. The analysis performed in a February 2010 Report to Congress at the
direction of Congress in Energy and Water Development and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act, 2010 (H.R. 3183; Public Law 111-85), appears to be incomplete and therefore does not
reflect an accurate critical Yield.?* In fact, figure B-30 does not indicate the reservoir ever
returned to Full Pool following the drought. If in fact the simulation has been truncated prior to
the reservoir returning to full pool, then the Critical Yield has been overstated and is
inaccurate.

The absence of a revised critical yield for the Allatoona Reservoir is not the only issue
left unresolved by draft WCM. In our review, we cannot determine why the Corps of Engineers
has elected to use the full period of record unimpaired flow set as input hydrology to the Hec
ResSIM Model but only uses monthly average withdrawal and return data for water supply
withdrawals and returns and only for 2006. Furthermore, as revealed in the litigation on the
operation of the Corps of Engineers projects in the ACT River Basin, the Corps of Engineers
has notified the Cobb-Marietta Water Authority that under certain conditions they have violated
the terms of their water supply storage contract by withdrawing from their storage more water
than their storage will yield.> This overreliance on storage has not been captured in the draft
WCM, nor has the Corps of Engineers indicated how it will address this breach of contract.

In considering the current water supply contracts in place at Allatoona, it is also
important to consider the limitations of the authority that facilitated the contracts in the first
instance. While the Water Supply Act of 1958 provides the authority for the Corps of

** Draft WCM at p. B-38.
% See State of Alabama v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Case 1:90 CV-1331 (U.S. District Court, Northern District of
Alabama)



Engineers to add water supply where Congress has not included it as an authorized project
purpose, this authority is clearly limited to ensure that the conveyance of storage does not
adversely affect existing project operations or require a major operational or structural
change.” To the extent that the boundaries of the Water Supply Act of 1958 were nearly met
in developing the existing water supply contracts, the draft WCM should reflect as such. In
other words, the Corps of Engineers must recognize that the conveyance of storage has a
cumulative impact on other project purposes; the mere exercise of authority under the Water
Supply Act does not reset the baseline for determining impacts on authorized project
purposes.

On a related matter, while the draft WCM does not explicitly endorse a specific policy on
return flows, it remains clear that this issue is far from resolved and will inform operations in
the future. As such, the Corps must explain how a policy on return flows will affect water
supply operations. For example, there is a need to further elaborate on why the No Action
Alternative and the Alternative G uses 2006 water supply withdrawals and returns when the
Baseline Alternative should use the water withdrawals occurring in 1993, the date of the last
WCM update. In fact, the use of monthly average withdrawals and returns greatly
underestimates the impact of water supply especially so during dry or drought periods. If
Alternative G is the Corps recommended “operating conditions” the model should be modified
to perform under the dry or drought conditions on a daily time-step in order to verify the
“operating condition” can, in fact, successfully function during the extreme period.

Hydropower Impacts

The draft WCM includes several errors with regard to the hydropower production,
including the Corps of Engineers repeated devaluation of capacity benefits provided by its
projects.?’ In all documentation for the development of the Allatoona Project, it is clearly
identified that this resource will be a peaking power resource generating during peak hours
Monday through Friday. The methodology for calculating impacts to hydropower in the Draft
WCM simply address all energy as peaking energy whether it is produced on peak, off peak,
weekday or weekend. This methodology greatly underestimates the impact to hydropower
customers from the devaluation of capacity. Customers must meet standards for capacity to
serve load as well as planning reserves. The draft WCM does not recognize the impact to
integrated resource planning and planning reserve requirements.

Furthermore, in the methodology for calculating impacts to hydropower in the draft
WCM, the Corps of Engineers does not take into account the value of “ancillary services”
provided by hydropower. The impact to hydropower must include the value of reserves,
transmission stability, ability to offer “black start” support, etc. The loss of energy and capacity
also reduces the value provided to downstream non-Federal projects for headwater benefits.

?® 43 U.S.C. § 390b(d)

%7 SEPA markets capacity and energy from the Corps of Engineers multipurpose projects. A firm energy resource, which can
be scheduled and displace other resources, requires an identification of capacity and energy. The production of energy
alone does not provide the same economic benefit as a project that affords capacity that can be scheduled with
accompanying energy.
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Nonetheless, the Corps of Engineers has not explained how the Draft Allatoona WCP
and Alternative G, i.e., the proposed Plan in the Draft Manual, “mimic seasonal demands for
hydropower and provide greater flexibility to meet power demands...” In the current WCM
(1993 Revision), the Corps of Engineers has provided for two hours “peak power generation
each day” in Zone 2 (Appendix A, Chart 1-11 1993 Allatoona WCM). Zone Two is defined as
Elevation 836, seasonally adjusted. Yet, the Draft WCM plans for four (4) Zones that have no
relationship at all to seasonal demands for hydropower as purported by the Corps.

If we compare the Corps of Engineers’ 1993 Action Zones (Appendix A, Chart 1-11
1993 Allatoona WCM) to the Proposed Alternative G Action Zones, (Figure ES-6, Page ES-28
Draft Allatoona WCM) over 60% of the conservation storage has been lost from hydropower
production. However, in the Corps of Engineers cost allocation study for the Allatoona Project,
fully 285,000 ac-ft. of storage was assigned to hydropower. Base on the revised Action Zones
of the Draft WCM, hydropower now has access to less than 114,000 ac-ft. of storage.
Inexplicably, the Corps of Engineers’ analysis does not take this into account.

Increased Minimum flow

The draft WCM does not explain why minimum flows from the Carter’'s Reregulation
Dam (“Carter’s”) have been increased by 300% during the winter and spring “refill” period of
the year. The Corps of Engineers’ statement that “minimum flow requirement would remain
240 cfs from Carters Reregulation Dam” is incorrect. By adding two action zones in the draft
WCP for Carter’s, the Corps of Engineers has significantly modified the minimum flow
requirements from the Reregulation Dam. Based on the language on Page ES-24, Lines 1-3
and the Figure ES-4, the minimum flow is not 240 cfs. The minimum flow is as follows if the
reservoir is in Zone 1:

Month of the Year Minimum Flow Long Term Mean Monthly Flow
January 660 cfs 619 cfs
February 790 cfs 724 cfs
March 665 cfs 797 cfs

April 770 cfs 721 cfs

May 620 cfs 584 cfs

June 475 cfs 445 cfs

July 400 cfs 383 cfs
August 325 cfs 308 cfs
September 250 cfs 259 cfs
October 275 cfs 262 cfs
November 350 cfs 340 cfs
December 465 cfs 455 cfs

As the highlighted Months in the above table indicate, the minimum flow requirement in
Zone 1 exceeds the Long Term Mean Monthly Flow in the Coosawattee River into Carter’s
Reservoir. As long as the Reservoir is in Zone 1, storage must be used to augment flows to
meet the minimum flow requirements, especially during drought periods. Since Carters is a
Pumped Storage project and minimum flows are actually being met by releases from the
Reregulation Dam, the Zone 1 minimum flow releases support deterioration in the capacity of
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the project. It is also exacerbated by the fact that with water in the forebay and reregulation
pond, much greater evaporation is occurring which requires additional releases to make up for
these reductions further impacting storage in the forebay. The Corps is using Carters to
provide flows in the Coosawattee River that exceed the “natural” flows throughout all but two
(2) months out of the year as long as the reservoir level is maintained above Zone 2.

Rule Curve Modification

Throughout the Comprehensive Study and the interstate compact discussions for the
ACT River Basin, the Corps of Engineers has explicitly stated they will not reallocate from
Flood Control Storage for any other purpose than flood control. Yet, the current proposed
Alternative G reallocates storage out of the Allatoona Flood Control Pool to the Conservation
Pool from late October through December. In fact, the Corps of Engineers clearly articulates
“[m]anagement measures that suggest use of flood storage for purposes other than flood
storage were not considered.”?® Clearly the Corps has reallocated storage from Flood Control
to other purposes by modifying the Rule Curve in Alternative G.

General Modeling Issues

The Corps uses the “unimpaired flow set” developed during the Comprehensive Study
in the 1990’s amended (amended what?) to bring the flow up to date as far as 2008. The
unimpaired flow set is the basis for all of the hydrologic modeling supporting the selected
Proposed Alternative. It is troubling that the Corps of Engineers implies in the draft WCM that
the unimpaired flow set is a flow set that has been approved by the stakeholders.

A review of past practices, however, reveals this flow set has never been approved at
any level. The unimpaired flow set developed for the ACT’s Hec ResSIM model uses the same
techniques that were employed on the ACF basin. On the ACF basin, these techniques have
been the center of significant controversy. Indeed, the unimpaired flow set has not been vetted
by any Federal Agency, has not been approved as meeting any Federal requirements and
therefore, should be subject to its own review and comment prior to its use in this analysis.

Finally, the Corps of Engineers should provide the validation for each node or control
point where the Corps has used the Drainage Basin Ratio Method to provide incremental flows
or inflows in the main stem of the Etowah River or streams connecting to the Etowah River,
such as at Kingston.

VI. CONCLUSION

While the Power Customers welcome progress on a WCM for the ACT River Basin, the
Corps of Engineers’ draft document released on March 1, 2013 fails in numerous ways. The
failure to follow thoroughly the expressed intent of Congress in maximizing hydropower
production undermines the foundation of the proposed WCM and the NEPA process. In a
rather revealing statement, the Corps of Engineers admits that “[a]ny proposed changes to the
ACT Basin water control operations that would significantly affect other project purposes or

%% Draft WCM, p ES-11.
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require substantial structural modifications would require feasibility-level studies and
congressional authorization. Such studies are inconsistent with the purpose and need of
updating the WCM."*

The SeFPC encourages the Corps of Engineers to revise the WCM in a manner that
abides by Congressional intent regarding hydropower production, clarifies key policy initiatives
such as crediting for return flows, and provides the clarity and transparency needed for the
Corps of Engineers to meet competing demands in the ACT in upcoming years.

| am available to answer any questions that you may have regarding the comments
captured above.

Sincerely,

1S/

Richard K. Feathers
Chairman

Water Storage Reallocation Committee
Southeastern Federal Power Customers, Inc.

*1d, at p. ES-1.
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