Sonny Perdue

GF—_ :
. Mike Beatty
Governor G e O-rg-l a” Commissioner
Department of
Community Affairs
MEMORANDUM
TO: Arnettia Murphy
Georgia Department of Natural Resources
Environmental Protection Division
2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive
Suite 1152, East Tower
Atlanta, GA 30334
FROM: James R. Frederick, Director
. Office of Planning & Quality Growth
Goorgia Departiment of Community Aﬁ-"mre
DATE: April 2,.2010

The Office of Planning and Quality Growth has reviewed the draft water resource assessments for
‘groundwater availability, surface water availability and surface water quality (assimilative capacity)
produced as components of the Georgia Comprehensive Statewide Water Management Plan. The
Department of Community Affairs (DCA) understands and values the need to enhance and protect water
quality and water availability within the State of Georgia. Our comments are offered to assist the
Environmenial Protection Division in maximizing unplementanon of this plan.

To'that:end, the Qffice of Planning and Quahty Growth is.of the opinion that theses sources of
water (surface water, aquifers, groundwater rechargé areas, . al)’ should bé protected from hazardous
water and toxic substances that contaminate water and makes it unsafe for human consumption and from
excessive withdrawals that compromise the long-term sustainability of the human commumt1es and
natural systems of our state. :

Last year, our board passed revised regional planning rules that establish specific requirements
and procedures which require each of the State’s twelve regional commissions to identify Regionally
Important Resources, develop a Regional Resource Management Plan for their protection and
management, and conduct regional review of development activities that could potentially impact them.
Several of the State’s regional commissions have alfeady bégun the process of implemienting these rules
and within the next few years, all the State’s regions will be covered (Please contact the Office of
Planning and Quality Growth for Regional Planning Deadlines). ,

We recommend that EPD activeiy involve itself in' the efforts undertaken by each Regional
Commission pursuant to DCA’s Rules for Regional Planning Such a multi-agency collaborative
approach could meaningfully strengthen the state’s posmon in managmg these crucial assets upon which

we all depend.
' If you have any quest1ona, or need further clanﬁcatlon please call Renetta Hobson at 404 679-
3111.
JF/rh.' " .
é\@ 60 Executive Park South, N.E. « Atlanta, Georgia 303292231 » 404-679-4940 @
£33 HoxirgOpporrty www.dca.state.ga.us
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Stephen D. McCullers, PE.

Customer Services Facility Director
660 South Cobb Drive ’ ) ]
Marietta, Georgia 30060-3105 ' DIVISIONS:
(770) 423-1000 Business Services
www.cobbwater.org Customer Services
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Stormwater Management
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Ms. Linda MacGregor ' Water Protection

- Branch Chief, Watershed Protection
GA Department of Natural Resources
Environmental Protection Division
2 Martin Luther King Jr. Dr.

Suite 1152, East Tower '
.Atlanta, GA 30334

June 23, 2010
Ms. MacGregor:

Cobb County Water System appreciates all of the work that went into the water quality and
availability resource assessments. We also appreciate the opportunity to review them and submit
our comments.

We recognize how essential it is to model where we are in order to make accurate long term
management decisions. The resource assessments are an essential first step. It is because we
recognize the importance of these assessments to the future management of the state’s valuable
water resources that we felt it was necessary to bring some of our concerns to your attention.

Enclosed are Cobb County Water System’s comments on the three resource assessments. If you
wish to discuss any of this further please feel free to contact me at 770-419-6338 or Kathy
Nguyen at 770-419-6244. Again, we appreciate all of the time and effort that went into this
project.

Sincerely,

/ '

/Stephcn D. McCullers, P.E.
Director
Cobb County Water System
660 South Cobb Dr.
Marietta, GA 30060

i P ———— Cobb County...Expect the Best!
qual Opportunity mployer www.cobbcounty.org



Cobb Coun’cy’é Comments on Resource Assessments
06/23/10

Groundwater Assessment Comments:

“4n underlying assumption of the method is that surface watershed and groundwater basin cover
the same area making them appropriate for unconfined surficial aquifers”

This assumption is questionable in the Piedmont where the surficial aquifer is fractured rock that
is highly variable in location and productivity. Because of this location variability it is unlikely
that a contiguous shared geographical watershed / groundwater basin is possible at least as
defined by area recharge. It is more possible that the groundwater basin is significantly smaller
and its effect on streamflow and ability to recharge are highly variable and location dependent.

“The increase of impermeable cover within a basin would result in a decrease in
recharge to groundwater and a subsequent decrease in stream base flow.”

This is the exact situation within the Piedmont region. The majority of the geology within the Piedmont
is granite bedrock and is itself impermeable except where cracks and fissures are present. Additionally,
there is no mention of current accounting for the level of impermeable surface as inputs in the model
process. It would seem these affects would have to be considered when estimating the potential yield
from these sources.

“Daily streamflow data from the period 1989 — 2008 for the Middle Oconee River

(Piedmont) and Chattahoochee River (Blue Ridge) were used to calculate the mean

annual streamflow and baseflow and a range of streamflow and baseflow reduction

amounts (40% to 60%) were evaluated. The 50% mid-level streamflow was chosen as

the criterion to estimate the net amount of groundwater available for use in both

basins. Using the 40% streamflow reduction amount (60% of flow remains in the

Review Draft Synopsis of Groundwater Availability Assessment March 2010 Georgia State-wide Water
Management Plan S-15 stream) in the Piedmont basin resulted in a situation in which current
consumption already exceeded the sustainable yield.”

With the reductions in streamflows experienced during the 2007-2009 drought, a benchmark of a 40%
reduction in flows would potentially have a significant impact on surface water flows and impoundments
at dry times. A benchmark of 40% reduction in base streamflow for an area primarily dependent upon
surface water is unacceptably risky for meeting both human and ecological demands on those streams.

“The water budgets show that more groundwater is available from the crystalline rock
aquifer than is currently being withdrawn. It might be difficult to find sufficient
water-bearing fractures in the crystalline rock aquifer to develop the full range of
sustainable yield, however.”

The availability referred to above is highly variable as discussed previously. In order for groundwater to
be a considered supply it must be in a usable location for a utility and be reliable. The dependency on
fluctuating water tables for the crystalline rock aquifer recharge makes the location, reliability, and
sufficiency a potentially undependable source.



General Comment: the impact of a potential 40% reduction in base streamflow at the headwaters of the
river basin is going to be far more significant than a 40% reduction further down the basin where
streamflow is greater and less constrained.

Surface Water Availability Comments:

“Unimpaired flows rather than observed flows were applied in this study because of the need for
a common benchmark with the effect of water withdrawals and other management activities
removed.”

This seems like a very unreasonable basis to analyze gaps in resources. We are modeling from a
false starting point; potentially invalidating the results. )

“The methodology employed in this study prioritizes water uses over satisfying flow regime,
meaning that water use is curtailed only when streamflow is insufficient, irrespective of flow
regime violations.”

This assumption is the exact opposite of the actual operation of Federal Projects. Some in stream
flow targets are adjusted back slightly to a level designated in the operating plans of the affected
Federal Projects. These alterations in flow regime targets are triggered by composite storage
benchmarks. Instream flow regimes are not abandoned in the management of Federal Projects.
This was clearly evidenced during the 2007-2009 drought.

“For regulated and semi regulated nodes, when upstream reservoir physical storage is sufficient
to meet flow regimes as well as consumptive uses, shortfalls in availability are assumed to be
zero, even if no storage allocated in the reservoir for water supply. Following this rule, neither
flow regime nor water demand shortfall would be simulated o occur as long as conservation
storage remains in the reservoir.”

This is a highly unrealistic view. Storage that is not allocated for water supply cannot be
assumed as available for meeting a demand when access to that supply will be unavailable for
that demand. In a gap analysis, it seems unreasonable to assume “no gap” because storage exists
that by law can’t be used to meet the assumed purpose.

“The July 2009 federal court ruling on use of Lake Lanier is not considered because of the
subjective nature in identifying its effect on reservoir operations.”

This decision cannot be ignored in a true resource gap analysis. At a minimum the decision
should have been modeled along with the current conditions modeled.

“The first is to use all water availability to meet demands and allow any shortfall to express
itself in not meeting instream flow requirements.”

This is not how these systems are operated. They are actually operated to meet the downstream
flow targets at various levels triggered by benchmarks of composite storage. Water use
curtailments will be required if those targets are not being met. Especially those targets
associated with ESA requirements. .



General Comment: Water efficiency and conservation are priority practices as outlined in the
State Water Plan. Assessments that potentially fail to acknowledge the potential gaps in
available supply, by modeling idealized conditions, may result in a failure to consider any
conservation or efficiency practices when preparing regional plans.



Water Quality Assessment

1. In general, this synopsis report is really that, just a synopsis. It takes an extremely
large amount of data and attempts to provide a visual representation to the point
that it is difficult to determine if there is a problem or where a problem may
occur. For example, if you look at Figure 3-2, one would assume that there is
basically no problem with capacity in the Chattahoochee River Watershed and
therefore, there should not be a problem in regards to DO in the issuance of
NPDES permits. ,

2. Figure 1-1 indicates that the RIV 1 model was used on the Savannah River but
this model is not discussed with the other models on pages 3 and 9. RIV 1 was
mentioned in the presentations which were given to the councils earlier this year.

3. There is also a mention of a REV 1 model in Section 2.6. Is this the same as RIV
1?

4. Figure 3-4 indicates that there is zero dissolved oxygen capacity available (or
capacity has been exceeded) in Carters Lake, a portion of Lake Allatoona, and
Lake Acworth (we are not aware of any direct discharges to Lake Acworth). This
is also shown in Figures B-6 and B-7.

5. Table 4-2 appears to miss a model prediction in 2004 for station 14302001.

6. In the discussion on lake results in Section 4.3, there are no data tables on actual
nitrogen loadings presented. It might be helpful.

7. In the discussion on reaeration in Section A.1.7, there appears to be an error on
line 5 under the equation. 1 cfs probably should be 10 cfs.

8. In Section A.1.8, on Critical Conditions, it states that data was “adjusted, as
needed”. What exactly does this mean as it indicates that field data is not reliable?

‘9. In Section A.1.8, on Natural Conditions, it states that “all other model parameters

remained the same unless background levels of CBOD and NBOD were
abnormally high in the calibration model then these parameters were reduced to
typical background levels”. Is it possible that the background levels are normally

higher than typical? .

10. We understand that modeling is both a science and an art, however; when one
reads Section A.2.14, one can only wonder how good the final data is when point
after point is “adjusted” to reach a desired or typical value. '

11. We would suggest not using SOD (referring to Summary of the Day Station) in
Figures A-3 and A-4 as SOD is referenced earlier (A.1.6) as Sediment Oxygen
Demand.

12. In Section B.1 thru B.6, it is recommended that the detailed results be relabeled.
For example, there are five B.3’s and we would suggest they be relabeled as B.3.1
thru B.3.5.

13. Figure B-13 and B-13 (B-13.3 and B-13.4) are the same but the detailed results
are very different. An explanation would be helpful.

14. In the detailed results in Section B.1 thru B.6, it is not possible to determine if the
problems are the result of point source, non-point source discharges, or natural
conditions.



15. Section B.7 shows widely different assimilative capacity for DO in Brunswick
harbor for the years 2001 thru 2007, yet there is no rationale given for the
difference. Without an explanation, how is it possible for this information to be
used in the allocation of resources?

16. Section C.1 presents the Watershed Results for nitrogen and phosphorus from the
LSPC model in pounds per acre per year for the watershed. However point source
discharges are not shown so it is not possible to determine if problems are due to
point or non-point sources.

17. There is a statement that there is a limit of 38,000 Ibs/yr of phosphorus loading
from Noonday Creek at North Rope Mill Road. We do not believe that North
Rope Mill Road actually crosses Noonday Creek.

18. The role of the regional water planning council is to develop a recommended
regional water plan for the protection, conservation, and use of regional water
resources and submit it to EPD for adoption. We do not believe that the results of
this assessment are sufficient for the water planning councils to begin their work.
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June 30, 2010

Ms. Linda MacGregor

Branch Chief, Watershed Protection
GA Department of Natural Resources
Environmental Protection Division

2 Martin Luther King Jr. Dr.

Suite 1152, East Tower

Atlanta, GA 30334

Ms. MacGregor:

Cobb County-Marietta Water Authority is pleased to offer our comments on the
Water Resource and Water Quality Assessments.

Our staff worked with Cobb County Water System staff to review the
assessments, and we present the same comments.

Thank you for the work EPD has put into this effort so far, and for the opportunity
to review the draft assessments.

Respectfully,

N 7l

Glenn M. Page P

cc:  Jim Parsons
Kathy Nguyen
Ermie Earn
Steve McCullers

1660 Barnes Mill Road, Marietta, GA 30062 770-514-5300, 770-514-5225 Fax



Comments on Resource Assessments
Cobb County-Marietta Water Authority
June 30, 2010

Groundwater Assessment Comments:

“4n underlying assumption of the method is that surface watershed and groundwater basin cover
the same area making them appropriate for unconfined surficial aquifers”

This assumption is questionable in the Piedmont where the surficial aquifer is fractured rock that
is highly variable in location and productivity. Because of this location variability it is unlikely
that a contiguous shared geographical watershed / groundwater basin is possible at least as
defined by area recharge. It is more possible that the groundwater basin is significantly smaller
and its effect on streamflow and ability to recharge are highly variable and location dependent.

“The increase of impermeable cover within a basin would result in-a decrease in recharge to roundwater
and a subsequent decrease in stream base flow.”

This is the exact situation within the Piedmont region. The majority of the geology within the Piedmont
is granite bedrock and is itself impermeable except where cracks and fissures are present. Additionally, .
there is no mention of current accounting for the level of impermeable surface as inputs in the model
process. It would seem these affects would bave to be considered when estimating the potential yield
from these sources.

“Daily streamflow data from the period 1989 — 2008 for the Middle Oconee River (Piedmont) and
 Chattahoochee River (Blue Ridge) were used to calculate the mean annual streamflow and baseflow and
a range of streamflow and baseflow reduction amounts (40% to 60%) were evaluated. The 50% mid-level
streamflow was chosen as the criterion to estimate the net aniount of groundwater available for use in
both basins. Using the 40% streamflow reduction amount (60% of flow remains in the Review Draft
Synopsis of Groundwater Availability Assessment March 2010 Georgia State-wide Water Management
Plan S-15 stream) in the Piedmont basin resulted in a situation in which current consumption already
exceeded the sustainable yield.” -

With the reductions in streamflows experienced during the 2007-2009 drought, a benchmark of a 40%
reduction in flows would potentially have a significant impact on surface water flows and impoundments
at dry times. A benchmark of 40% reduction in base streamflow for an area primarily dependent upon
surface water is unacceptably risky for meeting both human and ecological demands on those streams.

“The water budgets show that more groundwater is available from the crystalline rock aquifer than is
currently being withdrawn. It might be difficult to find sufficient water-bearing fractures in the crystalline
rock aquifer to develop the full range of sustainable yield, however.” .

The availability referred to above is highly variable as discussed previously. In order for groundwater to
be a considered supply it must be in a usable location for a-utility and be reliable. The dependency on
fluctuating water tables for the crystalline rock aquifer recharge makes the location, reliability, and
sufficiency a potentially undependable source. ,



General Comment: the impact of a potential 40% reduction in base streamflow at the headwaters of the
river basin is going to be far more significant than a 40% reduction further down the basin where
streamflow is greater and less constrained.

Surface Water Availability Comments:

“Ummpazred flows rather than ob.served flows were applied in this study because of the need for

a common benchmark wzth the effect of water withdrawals and other management activities

removed.”

- This seems like a very unreasonable basis to analyze gaps in resources. We are modehng from a
false starting point, potentlally mvalidating the results. :

“The methodology employed in this study prioritizes water uses over satisfying flow regime,

meaning that water use is curtailed only when streamflow is insufficient, irrespective of flow
regime violations.” ‘ :

This assumption is the exact opposite of the actual operation of Federal Projects. Some in-stream
flow targets are adjusted back slightly to a level designated in the operating plans of the affected
Federal Projects. These alterations in flow regime targets are triggered by composite storage
benchmarks. In-stream flow regimes are not abandoned in the management of Federal Projects.
This was clearly evidenced during thé 2007-2009 drotght. _

“For regulated and semi regulated nodes, when upstream reservoir physical storage is sufficient '

to meet flow regimes as well as consumptive uses, shortfalls in availability are assumed to be
zero, even if no storage allocated in the reservoir for water supply. Following this rule, neither
flow regime nor water demand shortfall would be simulated to occur as long as conservation
storage remains in the reservoir.”

This is a highly unrealistic view. Stordge that is not allocated for water supply cannot be

assumed as available for meeting a demand when access to that supply will be unavailable for

that demand. In a gap analysis, it seems unreasonable to assume “no gap” because ! storage exists
" thiat by law can’t be used to meet the assumed purpose.

“The July 2009 federal court ruling on use of Lake Lanier is not considered because of the
subjective nature in identifying its effect on reservoir operations.”

This decision cannot be ignored in a true resource gap analysis. At a minimum the decision
should have been modeled along with the current conditions modeled.

“The first is to use all water availability to meet demands and allow any shortfall to express
itself in not meeting instream flow requirements.”

This is not how these systems are operated. They are actually operated to meet the downstream

flow targets at various levels triggered by benchmarks of composite storage. Water use



curtailments will be required if those targets are not being met. Especially those targets
associated with ESA requirements.

General Comment: Water efficiency and conservation are priority practices as outlined in the
State Water Plan. Assessments that potentially fail to acknowledge the potential gaps in
available supply, by modeling idealized conditions, may result in a failure to consider any
conservation or efficiency practices when preparing regional plans.



Comments on Water Quality Assessments
Cobb County-Marietta Water Authority
June 30, 2010

." In general, this synopsis report is really that, just a synopsis. It takes an extremely
large amount of data and attempts to provide a visual representation to the point
that it is difficult to determine if there is a problem or where a problem may
occur. For example, if you look at Figure 3-2, one would assume that there is
basically no problem with capacity in the Chattahoochee River Watershed and
therefore, there should not be a problem in regards to DO in the issuance of
NPDES permits.

. Figure 1-1 indicates that the RIV 1 model was used on the Savannah River but
. this model is not discussed with the other models on pages 3 and 9. RIV 1 was
mentioned in the presentations which were given to the councils earlier this year.

. There is also a mention of a REV 1 model in Sectlon 2.6. Is this the same as RIV

12

. Figure 3-4 indicates that there is zero dissolved oxygen capacity available (or

. capacity has been exceeded) in Carters Lake, a portion of Lake Allatoona, and

Lake Acworth (we are not aware of any direct discharges to Lake Acworth). This

is also shown in F1gures B-6 and B-7.

. Table 4-2 appears to miss a model prediction in 2004 for station 14302001.

. In the discussion on lake results in Section 4.3, there are no data tables on actual
“nitrogen loadings presented. It might be helpful.

. In the discussion on reaeration in Section A.1.7, there appears to be an error on

line 5 under the equation. 1 cfs probably should be 10 cfs.

. In Section A.1.8, on Critical Conditions, it states that data was “adjusted, as

needed”. What exactly does this mean as it indicates that field data is not reliable? .

. In Section A.1.8, on Natural Conditions, it states that “all other model parameters

remained the same unless background levels of CBOD and NBOD were

abnormally high in the calibration model then these parameters were reduced to

typical background levels”. Is it possible that the background levels are normally

higher than typical?

~ 10. We understand that modeling is both'a science and an art,. however; when one

reads Section A.2.14, one can only wonder how good the final data is when point
after point is “adjusted” to reach a desired or typical value.

11. We would suggest not using SOD' (referring to Summary of the Day Station) in

Figures A-3 and A-4 as SOD is referenced earlier (A.1.6) as Sediment Oxygen
Demand.

12. In Section B.1 thru B.6, it is recommended that the detailed results be relabeled.

For example, there are five B.3’s and we would suggest they be relabeled as B.3.1
thru B.3.5.

13. Figure B-13 and B-13 (B-13.3 and B-13.4) are the same but the detaﬂed results

are very different. An explanation would be helpful.



14. In the detailed results in Section B.1 thru B.6, it is not possible to determine if the
problems are the result of point source, non-point source discharges, or natural
conditions.

15. Section B.7 shows widely different assimilative capa01ty for DO in Brunswick
harbor for the years 2001 thru 2007, yet there is no rationale given for the
difference. Without an explanation, how is it possible for this information to be
used in the allocation of resources?

16. Section C.1 presents the Watershed Results for nitrogen and phosphorus from the
LSPC model in pounds per acre per year for the watershed. However point source
discharges are not shown $o it is not possible to determine if problems are due to
point or non-point sources.

17. There is a statement that there is a limit of 38,000 Ibs/yr of phosphorus loading
from Nootday Creek at North Rope Mill Road. We do not believe that North
Rope Mill Road actually crosses Noonday Creek.

18. The role of the regiotial water planning council is to dévelop a recommended

- regional water plan for the protection, conservation, and usé of regional water

- resources and submit it to EPD for adoption. We do not believe that the results of
this assessment are sufficiernit for the water planning councils to begin their work.
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Comments on State Water Plan Resources Assessments
Pat Stevens
Metropolitan Noxth Georgia Water Planning District

Groundwater Assessment —

The “Croundwater Availability Assessment” provides estimates of groundwater in select
prioritized aquifers of Georgia. The Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District (Metro
Water District) is primarily in the Piedmont Physiographic Province, though there is a portion of
Bartow and Paulding Counties in the Valley and Ridge Province. As recognized in the Review
Draft “Synopsis Report Groundwater Availability”, a characteristic of the Piedmont Province is
crystalline rock at depth. A water budget approazh was used to estimate sustainable yiclds in the
crystalline rock aquifer. '

The “modified Tennant Method was used to develop values for sustainable yield” for these water budget
analyses. Essentially, this method develops an acceptable “stream flow reduction” as the target for
groundwater availability. The report states that “conservative” assumptions/criteria were used
with this approach to evaluate groundwater availability. The target “stream flow reduction” was
20 percent of the diffcrcnce between: 1) the 40, 50 or 60 percent of the average annual flow and;
2) the mean “most severe” monthly (Scptembcr) flow. This resulted in an estimate of
groundwater availability for the study Watershed of as much as 15.8 cfs (Table S-3).

As stated in the report: -

“As withdrawals ave increased, groundwa’ter will initially come from stoxage unti] steady state
conditions are reached at a new equilibrium of recharge, withdrawals, and natural discharges.
Sources of recharge can include leakage from other aquifers and geologic uaits, recharge from
surface waters, and raiofall.”

Essentially, our understanding of the water budget technique is that if all remains constant
(recharge, withdrawals and municipal/industgial discharges) the surface water flow could
potentially be reduced at gli times by as much as 15.8 cfs. During ctitical periods (7-day 10-yeax
low flow(7Q10)), the flow in the study watershed would be reduced to 4.2 cfs by subtraction
from the 20 cfs 7Q10 flow (Table S-3). Unlike the Coastal Plains Physiographic Province, the
Piedmont aquifers are not Iecepuve to artificial recharge by injection of stomwater and/or
treated wastewater,

The municipalities in the Piedwmont rely heavily on surface water for their drinkiu,, water supply
as well as assimilative capacity for discharge of their treated wastewater. A reduction in the
streamflow of this magnitude (75 %) duting oritical periods would potentially compromise the
ability to maintain the integrity of “ecological, environmenial, and hydrological” resources,

As evidenced in the recent drought (2006-2008), municipalities in the Piedmont experienced

~ reduced stream flow and many groundwater wells in. the southeast were going

Munjcipalities in the Metro Water District require dependable and sustainable surface water as a
source of drinking water and assimilative capacity. As recognized in the report:

“It might be difficult to find sufficient water-beating fractures in the crystalline rock aquifer to
develop the full xange of sustainable yield...”

As a result of Metro Wafer District dependence on surface water, the inability to artificially recharge the
aquifers in the Piedmont, and the unreliable nature of the crystalline rock aquifer, we request that

Page-1 of 3
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Groundwater Availability Assessment more clearly state something to the effect that
“groundwater sbould not be relied on as a primary source of dtinking water in the Piedmont”,
Further, this assessment illustrates the tremendous impact that the pumping of groundwater in the
Piedmont can have on the surface water resouxces. It is recommended that any request for ground
water withdrawal for community water supplies should evaluate the impacts of the requested
withdrawal with the cumulative impacts of all groundwater withdrawals in the watershed and
planning area on the surface water and ecological resources.

Surface Water Availability Assessment

The municipalities in, the Metro Water District rely heavily on surface water for their drinking
water supply as well as assimilative capacity for discharge of their treated wastewater. We
understand that the objective of the asscssment was to “assess surface water availability relative
to current muumicipal, industrial, agricultural, and thermal power water uses throughout Georgia.”
Though we understand that the models used for the assessment were intended for broad scale
regional planning purposes as opposed to individual permitting decisions, we are not completely
clear s to how these results will be used in the ensuing “Future Assessient (Plauuing)” phase of
the plan.

A simplifying assumption. used in the assessment that is a concern to the Metro ‘Water District

aye:

e “Current’ water uses are not the current permitted withdrawal limits, but are assumed to
be represented by maximum observed monthiy net reach water use, aggregated across all
use categories, from 2002 through 2007.

We agree that this is a reasonable approach and benchmark to analyze existing
conditions/operations and the impacts of existing usage on the resource. The information
provided in the assessment was informative and showed that with current usage and operations
there are no significant shortfalls of availability in the Metro Water District.

However, the next steps in the planning process should take into account existing pexmits and
future needs. In growing communities the ordetly protection of public health requires water
supply reservoirs, permits and major infrastructure to be in place many years before the date the
actual need occurs. There is a tremendous Jead time and huge public investoent involved in
prepating for adequate watet supply. Water systems in the Metro Water District have invested
heavily in the infrastructure to withdraw, treat and distribute drinking water at the permit limits.

- Current Assimjlative Capacity Assessment

We understand from the susaoary report and our knowledge of the district’s watersheds that the
assimilative capacities presented in the assessment ate the result of vatying levels of effort. We
noticed that the results of the Lake Allatoona and Lake Weiss TMDLs have been incorporated in
the current asséssment and that the Lanier TMDL and potentially others will be'incotporated into
the planning document at a later date. Although not stated, we believe that the detailed study
conducted on the Chattahoochee River in the late 1990s and early 2000s was also incorporated.
The results indicate that a stretch of the Chattahoochee River from Buford Dam to just
downstream of Suwanee Creek has minimal or no assimilative capacity. Since there are no

Page 2 of 3
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wastewater treatment facilities (WTF) that discharge treated wastewater into this stretch of river,
the low dissolved oxygen (DO) must be the result of historically low DO in the water released
from Buford Dam/Lake Lanier. However, it is our understanding that the Cozps of Engineers
(COE) completed a project in 2006 that provided venting of the waters being released through
the Buford Dam turbines. The venting should result in an increase in the DO to approximately
6.0 mg/l, though we are wnsuxe if more recent DO data have been collested on. this stretch of the
river. Does this planning document reflect the increase in the DO concentrations as a result of
the turbine venting project?

Page 3 of 3
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"DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

WILDLIFE RESOURCES DIVISION

CHRIS CLARK DAN FORSTER
COMMISSIONER DIRECTOR
June 29, 2010
MEMORANDUM
TO: Arnettia Murphy
FROM: John Biagt

Mike Harri é’{& ‘
SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Water Resource Assessments

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the three Draft Water
Resource Assessments developed by EPD as part of the Statewide Water Planning process.
‘Representatives from the Fisheries Management and Nongame Conservation Sections have
been attending the Water Planning Council meetings and will continue to be available to EPD
as resources during the statewide water planning process.

Our comments are attached and organized by individual Resource Assessment: Groundwater
Availability, Surface Water Availability, and Surface Water Quality (Assimilative Capacity).

Please contact Patti Lanford at one of the following numbers should you have questions or need
clarification regarding these comments: 770-761-3011 or 404-276-0591.

JB:pl

Attachments

2070 U.S. HIGHWAY 278 S.E. | SOCIAL CIRCLE, GEORGIA 30025-4711
770.918.6400 | FAX 706.557.3030 | WWW.GEORGIAWILDLIFE.COM




1. Comments on the Groundwater Availability Resource Assessment

General:
1. The type of 7Q10, while assumed in most cases to refer to the monthly 7Q10, should
be specified whenever mentioned.

—-The effects of groundwater withdrawals on stream flows in regard to aquatic organisms
are not clearly addressed. Those effects appear to be addressed only in orderto
determine the levels of surface water withdrawals that can be supported for off-stream
use. :

—The Dougherty Plain Model was calibrated to October 1999 conditions. Although this
period of the drought did represent the lowest stream baseflow, it also correlated with the
end of the growing season and thus, as you stated on p. S-25, groundwater withdrawal
rates may have been lower than typical withdrawal rates. As a result, sustainable yields
may be exceeded and not reflected in the model.

In addition, reduced precipitation during the drought probably resulted in higher than
normal demand on the aquifer. During this period, many ecologically sensitive streams
were dried or experienced extremely low flows for prolonged periods, resulting in -
significant mortality of endangered mussels.

Regarding the statement that “excessive drawdown of the aquifer does not appear to bea
major concern because the rivers would recharge the aquifer under increased withdrawal
scenarios” (also on p. S-25), it is important to take into account the highly connected
nature of the Upper Floridan Aquifer to streams and rivers in the Lower Flint River
Basin. For instance, some springs in the lower Flint temporarily lose function as thermal
refuges for striped bass as warmer river water enters these cool-water groundwater
inflows. While aquifers are known to recharge from rivers, it appears that smaller streams
also recharge the aquifer under increased withdrawal scenarios, exacerbating the drying
of these sensitive streams and threatening the persistence of aquatic species. Recharge
from tributaries will likely result in significant negative impacts, resulting in conditions
similar to those experienced during the droughts of the early and late 2000s.

II. Comments on the Surface Water Availability Resource Assessment

General:

-—--The type of 7Q10, while assumed in most cases to refer to the monthly 7Q10, should
be specified whenever mentioned, and

—-The spelling of Ochloconee should be standardized throughout the document.



P. 1. Is the number of planning nodes, 39, sufficient for Water Planning Council (WPC)
members to address stream flows in smaller rivers and streams? Our concern is that the
planning areas are too large to adequately address questions of water availability. In
addition, in systems that are mostly regulated, the unregulated portions of those systems
will function in entirely different ways that are not likely to be addressed under the
current planning node strategy.

P. 2. Although this resource assessment and the Groundwater Availability resource
assessment both indicate that the effects of surface water and groundwater on each other
are taken into account, it is unclear in either document how that occurs. Could you
include demonstrations/examples showing how that takes place? '

P. 3. Regarding regulated and semi-regulated nodes, the meaning of the following
statement is unclear: “In the absence of such requirements at any node, there is no
required flow regime”. Do you then revert to “unimpaired flow”, monthly 7Q10, or some
other metric? .

P. 4. Table 1. Consider separating the Ochlockonee and Suwannee basins (both drain to
the Gulf) from the Satilla and St. Marys basins (both drain to the Atlantic Ocean).
Topography, stream morphology, hydrology, geology, and land use are significantly
different in the Gulf slope versus Atlantic slope systems.

P. 5. “Removal of all human influences is not practical because they either have not been
recorded or are not readily quantifiable (i.e., the effects of changing land uses on runoff
and stream flow).” There is a body of primary literature documenting the effects of
changing land use on runoff and stream flow. Perhaps it could be examined and used to
remove that important human influence from your unimpaired flows.

P. 8. Figure 2-1. It ‘appea;rs there are planning nodes outside the state’s boundary (e.g.,
Lake Keowee, Helflin, Quincy). Are neighboring states supplying adequate water
demand data to be used at these nodes?

P. 10. The following statement is difficult to understand: “Agricultural water use data
aggregate direct surface and effective surface withdrawals from groundwater pumping”.

P. 19. The description of the River Basin Planning Tool indicates that it can be run for
different levels of “instream flow protection reliability”. This might be more directly
stated so that Water Planning Council members clearly understand that the models can be
run for a broad range of flow protection scenarios.

P. 19. Regarding the non run-of-river reservoirs listed at the bottom of the page (Lakes
Jackson, Oconee, Sinclair, Nottely, Chatuge, Blue Ridge, Jocassee, and Keowee), it is
unclear how you are modeling current conditions if “the operational plans for these non-
run-of-river reservoirs are not known to this study”.

Pp. 32-33. Also, the Augusta Diversion Dam was omitted from the descr1pt10n of the
Savannah basin, and should be covered.



In some cases, modeling indicates that rivers will go dry at the planning nodes under

" current demands (e.g., Claxton, Figures E-4-3 through E-4-5). Can management
practices selected by the Water Planning Councils include more stringent requirements
for water conservation during low flow periods?

III. Comments on the Surface Water Quality (Assimilative Capacity) Resource
Assessment

General:

-—-The type of 7Q10, while assumed in most cases to refer to the monthly 7Q10, should
be specified whenever mentioned, and

---The spelling of Ochloconee should be standardized throughout the document.

P. 3. To what area does the “coastal fishing DO standard” apply? How will you
determine if “the biological community is not adversely affected”?

P. 4. In the table, does the sum of river miles across a row equal the total river miles for
that river basin? Or does the sum only represent the river miles assessed? It would be
helpful to know the total river miles in each river basin. Also, if six lakes in Georgia
have lake standards, why are results only available for Lakes Jackson and Allatoona?

P. 5. Of the five water bodies on this page, standards are only given for Lake Allatoona.
Standards can be located later in the document, but it would be helpful to know what they
are as the nutrient results are summarized. Also, nutrient standards for Lake Jackson
seem high (e.g., the total annual phosphorus loading standard is 5.5 Ibs/ac-ft). If so,
using Lake Jackson’s standards as surrogates for Lakes Oconee and Sinclair may allow
nutrient loadings in those reservoirs to be higher than their actual assimilative capacity.

P. 9. The GA Dosag model was developed by EPD. Who developed the GaEst, LSPC
and EFDC (public domain) models?

Figures for Dissolved Oxygen results in Chapter 3 (pp. 12-14) and detailed in Appendix
B (pp. 4-26) indicate that DO assimilative capacity analyses occurred relatively less
frequently in the Tennessee basin, the lower Chattahoochee basin, and the upper
Savannah basin. Is that an accurate assessment and if so, why were those areas sampled
with less intensity?

P. 24. Since nutrient values for Lakes Oconee and Sinclair are being compared to
standards for Lake Jackson, it may be more appropriate in Tables 4-12 through 4-19 to
replace “N/A” with some indication of the Lake Jackson standards.

Appendix A, p. 5. The GA Dosag model allows the user to choose whether to use the
depth variable or not for each branch. However, both Sediment Oxygen Demand



calculations and the Dobbins-O’Conner reaeration equation require a reach depth. If the
user chooses not to use the depth variable, it is unclear how the fixed reach depth is
determined.

Appendix A, p. 7. Itis unclear how the default values of 2 mg/L for DO and 17.4 mg/L
for NH3 were selected in cases where NPDES permits did not contain DO or NH3 limits.

Appendix A, p. 7. The description and assumptions presented for the Natural Conditions
Model need to be explained further in order to clarify the appropriateness of the model.

Appendix A, p. 9. Were channel geometry characteristics for the LSPC model collected
in the field? These are difficult measurements to collect correctly and would not likely
be useful if derived remotely.

Appendix B, pp. 25 and 26. It appears that the last two figures for B-13 are the same
section of the Satilla River with different results.
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Ms. Amettia Murphy June 22, 2010
Georgia Dept. of Natural Resources

Environmental Protection Division
2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive
Suite 1152, East Tower

Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Dear Ms. Murphy

On behalf of the approximately 800 members of the West Point Lake Coalition as well as
the LaGrange-Troup County Chamber of Commercs, I am submitting the following
commenis re: the draft water resource assessments:

1). The Planning Process has totally ignored the importance of tourism to the state of
Georgia. Tourism is the #2 industry in the state and the reservoirs are a major
contributing factor to the overall tourism economic impact with over 16,417,000
visitor days to the four federal reservoirs on the Chattahoochee. Currently, DNR,
the parent agency of EPD, is investing $2,000,000 in West Point Lake as part of
the Governor’s GO FISH Program! B.A.S.S., the No. 1 bass fishing organization
in the country, has just committed to bring their Elite Series, their top level, to
West Point Lake in May of 201 1. What does DNR and B.A.S.8. see and
understand that EPD does not? It is incomprehensible that the state would proceed
with water planning and totally ignore recreation, the need for water {0 maintain
lake elevations, and the economic impact of the federal reservoirs to the state’s
overall prosperity.

2) The Planning Process continues with no mention of studies to determine the
impact on the environment or the eco systems in the ACF Basin as a result of the
state’s modeling plan.

3) The Planuing Process has failed drastically to factor in and respect the
congressionally mandated authorizations for the federal reservoirs on the ACF
System in spite of Judge Magpusson’s rulings. Judge Magnusson stated
unequivocally that congressional authorizations should be honored early and
throughout the planning process and should NOT be ignored. Congressional
authorizations are not mere suggestions but strong mandates!

4) The Planning Process is void of any analysis of stakeholders’ wants vs. needs.
Common sense dictates that this is a critical early step prior to any modeling runs.

p1

How can the state run a model without accurate inputs? Major stakeholders needs -

have to be determined and then validated. Once all the needs are verified, the state
must ascertain that each need is based on the respective stakeholder being a good
steward of the water resource; specifically, is each stakeholder doing all they can
do to minimize their need and protect the resource?
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5) There has yet to be a resource assessment for the Chattahoochee River presented

6)

7)

8)

)

to the Middle Chattahoochee Planning Council.

The state Planning Process continues to move ahead although critical information
is missing and the foundation of the planning process is both flawed and shaky!
For example, the Corps of Engineers, the agency responsible for managing the
ACF System, is currently developing a comprehensive Revised Water Control
Plan; yet there has been no indication that the state is coordinating with the Corps
of Engineers. The state Planning Process should be based on the Corps Revised
Water Control Plan. Can someone explain why the state is spending millions of
taxpayer dollars to model a system that they do not contrel? The four major
reservoirs on the Chattahoochee are “federal” reservoirs built with “federal” tax
dollars, and managed & maintained by “federal” agencies!

The state Planning Process fails to utilize all available storage in the ACF System.

The federal reservoirs are nearly drained during times of drought while the
storage in Georgia Power reservoirs is untouched.

All reservoirs and lakes on the Chéttahoochee should managed in a balanced E
manner, fair and equitable to all stakeholders, and based on percent of
conservation storage remaining. ‘

Water qﬁantity is being studied and defined in a vacuum. Water quantity studies
should be done concurrently with water quality studies as water gquantity and

water quality are infertwined and canmot be separated. Yet the process at planning

moves forward absent water quality information.

Sincerely,

7 4 ﬁ

Dick Timmerberg
Executive Director
West Point Lake Coalition

CC: Mayor Jeff Lukken, LaGrange CC: Chairman Ricky Wolfe, Troup County
CC: Ms. Page Esies, Chamber of Commerce CC: Patrick Crews, WPLAC

p.2
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Director F. Allen Barnes

Georgia Department of Natural Resources
Environmental Protection Division

2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive

Suite 1152, East Tower

Aflanta, GA 30334

June 30, 2010
RE: Draft Water Resource Assessmeh{s

Dear Director Barnes:

We are writing on behalf of the Altamaha Riverkeeper, Coosa River Basin Inittative, Flint
Riverkeeper, Georgia River Network, Ogeechee Riverkeeper, Satilla Riverkeeper,
Savannah Riverkeeper, and Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper, collectively
representing over 10,000 Georgians who fish, boat, hunt, own property and small
businesses, operate manufacturing facilities, and otherwise rely on healthy aquatic
ecosystems to ensure we have enough clean water for ourselves and future
generations. We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the three draft resource
assessments Georgia’s Environmental Protection Division (EPD) has prepared pursuant
to the State Water Plan. We submit the following comments, questions, and concerns
for your consideration. We also appreciate the hard work that EPD staff and your
contractors have put into the planning process thus far.

1
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Our comments and recommendations regarding the draft water resource assessments,
critical components of Georgia's emerging state water plan, are described below in four
primary areas. '

» Lack of integration among assessments

« Deficiencies of surface water availability assessments
«» Deficiencies of ground water availability assessments
« Deficiencies of assimilative capacity assessments.

We also have provided comments on three additional outstanding issues: population
projections, economic growth projections and responsibilities of the Governor's Office of
Planning and Budget.

Generally, we are very concerned that the draft assessments are not accompanied by
the technical and scientific documents needed to fully evaluate them, thereby making it
difficult for us and the public to conduct a thorough review. ‘ '

Lack of Integration among Assessments

We first note a lack of integration among all three assessments. The lack of integration
is significant—for example, the grou nd water availability assessments assume we have
sufficient groundwater supplies largely premised on the assumption that surface water
supplies for the purpose of recharge are unlimited. Similarly, the surface water
availability assessments effectively assume that drawdown of groundwater will not
impact surface water supplies, even though the science presented to the water planning
coungils explicitly shows that this is not the case.

With respect to water quality, the assessments essentially ignore the impacts that
reduced surface water and ground water availability may have on water quality. The
water quality assessments mention TMDLs in passing but choose instead to focus on
the presence or absence of assimilative capacity. The only semblance of integration
between water quantity and quality is found in the use of 7Q10 or the lowest observed
flow to determine gaps in surface water availability. In reality, applying 7Q10 is an
academic exercise at best, because low flows in Georgia's free flowing streams have
been declining for decades due fo increasing withdrawals, impervious surfaces, '
channelization, and global temperatures. Rather, scientific consensus views the use of
7Q10 to determine the absolute minimum base flow sufficient to protect water quality as
inadequate in virtually every context. '
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Deficiencies of Surface Water Availability Assessments

The surface water availability assessments for the Chattahoochee River presume use of
Lake Lanier to meet water supply needs in spite of the recent federal judicial decision to
the contrary. Thus, these assessments simply do not mirror legal reality. Even if we
were to reach an allocation agreement with our neighboring states, we have no
guarantee that Georgia’s allocation will remain as high as it is now. We strongly
recommend that EPD rerun these assessments assuming no use of Lake Lanier for
water supply, as well as assuming lesser reliance on Lanier compared to that which is
currently used, to account for such uncettainties. '

The surface water availability assessments for the Flint River contain gross
inaccuracies. Due to the importance of various aquifer inputs to the system, the choice
of gauging stations for baseline assessments is critical. In the Flint, at the fall line, inputs
from aquifers begin. A few miles downstream, they constiiute a large and ever
increasing companent of base flow. Choosing to site a gauge downstream of the fall line
sets an artificially high baseline for the base flow. The mathematical implications of this
are obvious, particularly when modeling or predicting “gaps” that must be accounted for
and resolved. In the case of the Flint, there is an available gauge situated immediately
upstream of the fall line (at Carsonville), and it was not used. The justification for this
was that the time series at Carsonville is not equivalent to the gauge further
downstream, and indeed gauges all over the state. Yet, the time series at Carsonville is
quite extensive. This is a case of poor judgment by the modelers because the errar
introduced by copious aquifer inputs ta base flow far outweighs that introduced by using
a shorter time series. When management options are being considered or debated, it is
important for those giving their time to serve on the Regicnal Water Planning Councils
responsible for the Flint's resources to have accurate assessments available for their
and for the contractors’ consideration. '

The surface water availability assessments for the Altamaha, the Chattahoochee, and
the Savannah contain assumptions addressing management of reservoirs (other than
Lanier) that, while physically possible, are not culturally and economically, and therefore
politically, viable. Specifically, it is assumed that reservoirs such as Jackson, Strom
Thurmond, Hartwell, West Point (and many others) are fully drawn down to
“conservation pool” levels. Although perhaps commendable in that staff have
established such a modeling input as one boundary of their output, given the inevitable
pushback on this issue from lakeside and lake-use constituencies, modeling of
flow/volume availability should have presented a suite of reservoir-pool usage for
council members to consider. This was not done.
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Moreover, all of the assessments assume that water supply is unlimited as long as the
surace water flows do not drop below what are effectively already stressed, low flow
conditions (i.e., minimum monthly 7Q10 or daily cumulative unimpaired flows, whichever
is less). In fact, the assessments go so far as to admit that water for water supply was
prioritized over satisfying flow regime and that water use would be curtailed only when
flows were insufficient to meet water use regardless of actual flow regime violations.
This admission indicates that the health of the natural system was ignored,; if so, EPD
must explain and justify this decision.

As you are aware, the Clean Water Act requires more than mere preservation of the
status quo; the state must work toward restoration of water quality, including flows,
necessary to sustain designated uses. We further note that these draft assessments
appear to ignore the recovery requirements of the Endangered Species Act, which go
beyond simply avaiding jeopardy to actually conserving federaily protected species.

In order to restore Georgia's waters to swimmable, fishable standards and to conserve
the state’s imperiled species, we strongly recommend that EPD fully engage its own
Science and Engineering Advisory Panel (SEAP), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the U.S.

 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. National Park Service (NPS), and fish

and wildlife experts within EPD itself to identify interim flow targets and hydrological
operations protective of these federally-mandated ecological needs. These ecological
flows serve as a surrogate for natural constraints on the system, constraints that must
be taken into account prior to allocating water for consumptive purposes.

Finally, we note that the energy forecasts have yet to be completed. We have learned
from Georgia Power, which is preparing these forecasts, that it will not be providing
basin- or district- level forecasts for future energy demand: rather, it will be providing a
state-wide analysis. This approach is unacceptable for obvious reasons. In order o
determine surface (and to a lesser extent, groundwater) availability within each planning
district, the energy forecasts must be performed at the same scale as ather demand
forecasts. Accordingly, we strongly urge EPD to secure an independent contractor o
perform the necessary district-level energy forecasts.

Deficiencies of Ground Water Availability Assessments

We appreciate the recognition of the vertical and horizontal connection between aquifer
systems and surface water systems. However, as noted above, there is a disconnect
between the assumptions and modeling of these systems. While recognizing the
interconnection between these systems, we must also connect the use, availability, and
other assumptions made in the modeling of these systems.

4
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By EPD's own admission, the upper and lower ranges of sustainable yield in each of the
prioritized aquifers were set arbitrarily. As a consequence, these ground water
assessments provide little support for any conclusions drawn conceming subterranean-
resource sustainability or the adequacy of resulting surface water flows. While EPD’s
technical staff admits that these target yields are arbitrary, staff also admit that
rerunning the models with more scientifically defensible values is not feasible due to
budgetary constraints. This is unacceptable. Clearly, these models must be rerun with
other parameter values, if for no other reason than to perform the rudimentary sensitivity
analysis scientists traditionally perform in conjunction with even the most basic models.

Furthermore, while the assessment notes a vertical hydraulic connection between
aquifers, the modeling frequently fails fo consider usage in groundwater layers other
than the priority ones that were modeled. in fact, in specific instances, the modeling
assummes increases in use of these priority systems while holding usage in aquifer
systems steady. The reality is that if conditions require increased pumping in one
system, this increase is likely across aquifers. This failure could resuit in more dramatic
aquifer draw downs and impacts on surface water systems than the current models
indicate.

Finally, the modeling is significantly flawed in that it fails fo consider new withdrawals
permitted by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division since 1999. For example, a
new coal fired power plant has been permitted that, if built, will consume up to 16 million
gallons of water a day under low flow conditions from 15 wells in the Sandersville area
from the Cretaceous system. This failure to model such a significant user and the
impact on this already stressed system raises serious guestions as to the legitimacy of

~ the findings. : : :

Overall, the assumptions made on ground water usage are hi§hly flawed and lllogical.
We believe that any management or permitting decisions made on these models could
be determined to be arbitraty and capricious.

Deficiencies of Aséimilative Capacity Assessments

First, we note the obvious, unexplained delay in completing the assimilative capacity
assessments for Lake Lanier and the Chattahoochee River. Glven the need to
understand the current status of water quality in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint
(ACF) river basin before reaching a reallocation agreement that does not further Impair
our waters, we find this omission to be a glaring one. Please explain and justify the
delay.
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Other water quality issues aside, we note that these assessments do not address ali of
the water quality impacts associated with wastewater and other discharges, because
the models are limited in scope to dissolved oxygen, chlorophyll @, and nutrients, but
ignore other key parameters including fecal coliform, sediment, pesticides, metals,
temperature, and pH. This is also in contradiction to the repeated assertion of the
predecessor Georgia A Water Planning Council that “one size does not it all,” which
practically became a mantra when used in obtaining legislative consent for the current
planning effort by the Regional Water Planning Councils.

As with the surface water availability assessments, these assimilative capacity
documents also ignore the restorative and anti-degradation requirements of the Ciean
Water Act. Perhaps more troubling is EPD's recognition of this deficiency—EPLD staff
acknowledge that their modeling approach is suboptimal but point o budgetary
constraints as their rationale for refusing to correct the deﬁcuency and rerun these
assessments to reflect legal and scientific reality.

Rather than modeling the status quo, we strongly urge EPD to.rerun these assessments
assuming instead incremental improvements in water quality, in constiitation with SEAP,
EPA, and other appropriate water quality experts to determine what the appropriate
increments should be. Furthermore, EPD should commit to reducing limits on permits
for withdrawals from and discharges to Impaired waters until those waters have been
adequately restored through the TMDL program or a comparable program

Other Qutstanding Issues
Population projections aré unreliable

The projections of future regional population changes have been criticized for

inaccuracy in most, if not all, of the Regional Water Planning Councils that have

received them. In several (perhaps most) councils, projections were seen as 1oo low, |

while in some other councils, projections for certain counties were analyzed and finally

understood to be mere projections of previous growth patterns. In the latter cases,

counties that had seen prison populations Increase in previous decades were credited
. with additional prison expansions for no discernible reason.

in some cases, the county-by-county approach to projecting population growth within
the rigid boundaries of the planning regions ignores economic geography. As a result,
projections for less densely populated counties such as Wayne tend to understate
future growth, while projections for adjacent, nearly built-out counties like Glynn tend to
overstate future growth in spite of the dearth of buildable real estate for such new
growth. The failure to integrate projections for esonomic and population growth across

6
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the already poorly located boundaries of the regional counclls makes the projections,
thus far, of very limited utility to this planning process.

Economic growth projections are also dubious

Similarly, economic projections for those same water councils were so poor as to be
rejected as useless, and were to be replaced by projections for specific high water
consumption industrial sectors. The list provided for those included “oil and gas” which
is not an industry of any notable size in Georgia apart from a few smaller asphalt
refineries. o '

The previously cited failure to provide regional analysis of the largest single continuous
user of water, thermoelectric power preduction, is particularly unhelpful in assisting the
regional councils to develop management plans, since they must now speculate
concerning the effect the largest user may have on local supplies during periods of low
flows. '

Economic analysis that looks at regional and local population, income and public sector
investment (such as transportation investment) and which shows the relationships of
those factors to previous rates of growth (and decline) would be very useful to the
coundils in the development of their management plans. The lack of any economic
information on water dependent outdoor recreation, such as fishing, boating, even
hunting, and “eco-tourism” is a significant omigsion in the information with which the .
councils must work. : '

Use of the Office of Planning and 'Budget for development of statistical -
information remains puzzling. : a

When the water councils first had their initial meetings in their regions, it was ‘
announced that the Office of Planning and Budget would be responsible for the
generation of the statistical information on population and economic forecasting for the
water planning process. This was something of a surprise to observers of state
government, who viewed that agency, a part of the Office of the Governor, as an
administrative unit almost entirely dedicated to the development of the state budget.
That it would receive this additional workload during a period of considerable budget
stress, occasioned by steady declines in state revenues, was @ surprise.

The fact that the population and economic forecasts were initially faulty, and that
corrected versions of them were not made available to the councils on a schedule that
conformed to the timetables set for their work was not surprising in light of the OPB's
ordinary, routine duties, but it does raise the question of why this agency was chosen

7
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for this task when other academic and private sector providers could have make the
required projections. In all likelihood, this was nhot a decision made by EPD; however,
we would appreciate any comments on this decision.

We hope you will carefully consider the issues we have raised and lock forward to
discussing these and other issues concerning the state water planning effort when we
meet.with you on July 15. Meanwhile, if you have any questions, please do not hesitate
to contact Laura Hartt (Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper) at 404-452-9828, X 15.

We look forward to continuing the dialogue.

Sincerely, _
Sally Bethe
Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper
Atlanta, GA
Also on behalf of
Deborah Sheppard , o ‘ .~ Joe Cook 4
Altamaha Riverkeeper . S Coodsa River Basin Initiative
Darien, GA , Rome, GA
Gordon Rogers ‘ S April Ingle
Flint Riverkeeper B _ .. Geargia River Network
Albany, GA S o : . Athens, GA
Chandra Brown Bitl Miller
Ogeechee Riverkeeper Satilla Riverkeeper

Statesboro, GA ' Woodbine, GA

Tonya Bonitatibus
Savannah Riverkeeper
Augusta, GA

Cc: Arnetia Murphy
Regional Water Planning Council Chairs




United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
- 105 West Park Drive, Suite D
Athens, Georgia 30606
Phone: (706) 613-9493
Fax: (706)613-6059

West Georgia Sub Office . Coastal Sub Office

P.O. Box 52560 4980 Wildlife Drive .

Ft. Benning, Georgia 31995-2560 Townsend, Georgia 31331

Phone: (706) 544-6428 Phone: (912) 832-8739

Fax: (706)544-6419 : ' Fax: (912)832-8744
June 30, 2010

Ms. Arnettia Murphy

Georgia Department of Natural Resources
Environmental Protection Division -

2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive

Suite 1152, East Tower

Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Dear Ms. Murphy:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is herein prowdmg comments regarding the .
Georgia Environmental Protection Division’s (EPD) draft assessment reports released in March
2010. These comments address content of three synopsis reports: Synopsis Report of Surface
Water Availability Assessment, Synopsis Report of Current Assimilative Capacity Assessment
and Synopsis Report of Groundwater Availability Assessment. Georgia is home to a number of
federally-listed species, many of them aquatics that are found in no other place in the universe.
You can find a current list of threatened and endangered species on our office web site;
http://athens.fws.gov. Our comments are provided in accordance with provisions of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) to further the
conservation.of fish and wildlife resources and their habitat, including federally-listed threatened
and endangered species.

A key use of the assessment reports appears to be as a tool for the basin councils as they plan for
future water use and the residential, municipal, agncultural commercial or other entities
associated with that water use. Assuming this purpose is accurate, the assessment reports are of
minimal use. The reports are not related to each other and the results are not placed in useful
context. For example, the surface water assessment gives a clear impression that much more -
water could be withdrawn; however, there is no discussion of potential impacts to assimilative
capacity if the maximum sustainable yields are withdrawn. There is no guidance on critical
aspects of water management such as an unacceptable quantity of water withdrawal, potential
impacts to downstream neighbors, potential impacts from upstream neighbors, disadvantages of
withdrawing certain quantities from certain sources and/or under certain seasonal conditions, or
benefits of leaving water for instream purposes. Alarmingly, there is no mention of water
conservation. Our concern is that the reports are likely to convince the basin councils that water



avajlability in most all of the State is not problematlc and therefore, planning for water use that
sustains human and natural communities in not a priority need.

The fundamental purpose of the assessments is not clear based on information in and associated
with the reports. The draft assessments state intent to determine capacity “without unacceptable
degradation” and meet demands while complying with “provisions of current state or federal
policy”. Additionally, the accompanying memorandum to the assessments states intent to meet
demands for water supply and waste discharge “without unreasonable impact”, while a handout
posted to the EPD website claims an intent to avoid “unwanted results”. With investigation,
current State and Federal policy can be understood; however, the definitions of the other phrases
are not provided. Given other statements in the reports (see additional comments below), the
level of impacts that is acceptable to EPD seems to be any amount that does not preclude future
use of a particular water source and does not violate current water quality standards. From the
Service’s perspective, such policy will facilitate violation of the Clean Water Act and the
Endangered Species Act because water withdrawals will not be designed to protect instream
flows for native fish, mussels and other aquatic organisms.

An important aspect of water management that is not addressed is monitoring of use and impacts.
Water users should be required to document the amount of water they use and water quality’
parameters in the water bodies affected by the water withdrawals. Without consistent and
prolonged monitoring, neither the councils nor EPD will be able to confirm that water supplies
are being sustamed in an appropriate manner.

Specific Comments

Surface Water Availability Assessment — The assessment is an estimate of all the water that
could be withdrawn with no precautions regarding protection of instream resources or the
impacts associated with withdrawals. On page 20 is a statement that seems to foretell the EPD
policy that is being offered to the councils. When preparing the assessment, a decision was made
to not be protective of instream resources in lieu of acknowledging the full capacity of available
water. As another agency mandated to protect natural resources, the Service finds this statement
confounding because managing water use at full capacity will thwart efforts by EPD to protect
and prevent degradation of aquatic resources. The assessment provides no discussion of the
disadvantages of ignoring the value of maintaining instream flows.

It is not clear how water needs were estimated to make the determinations regarding shortages of
. water. Additionally, water conservation does not appear to have been incorporated into the
determinations of demands and available water. Finally, the assessment articulates a water
shortage where river reaches are not impounded while, with rare exception, impoundments
satisfy all projected water needs. The information as portrayed provides a not-so-subtle message
that a basin’s water availability concerns can be simply met by building a reservoir. While
reservoirs can be solutions for water management issues, they are destructive to natural systems
and have other disadvantages that should be considered during any water planning efforts.

Ground Water Availability Assessment — The assessment is independent of the surface water
availability assessment in that there appears to be no recognition that withdrawing surface water
to extremes and withdrawing ground water to extremes would not be sustainable.




A key assumption in the ground water assessment is that reducing aquifers by 30 feet or surface
water by 40% below current conditions is acceptable. There is no éxplanation of how this
number was derived, why it is acceptable or the disadvantages of reducing an aquifer level by
such a large depth. Reduction of current flows by 40% is a significant alteration of instream
flows in any year. Duiing low flow years, such a reduction will exacerbate drought conditions
and contribute to death and injury of listed species such as the freshwater mussels of the Flint
basin. :

On page S-25, the report states that pulling large quantities of water from the Upper Floridan
aquifer is not problematic because surface waters will recharge the aquifer. It is factual,
particularly, in the lower Flint basin, that surface and ground water sources are often closely
connected, but the report does not make the connection in a manner that recognizes that surfacé
and ground water sources being used at the same time can be quickly over-allocated. .

The limits this document suggests as appropriate for ground water withdrawals are those that
preclude surface water use. Again, there is no information regarding the disadvantages of
removing such large volumes of water from their natural systems, including impacts to native
aquatic species, assimilative capacity, stream geomorphological processes or other natural stream

"functions.

Current Assimilative Capacity Assessment — The assessment is independent of the surface water

- availability assessment in that assimilative capacity will be considerably compromised where

surface water is withdrawn to extreme lows. The conclusion that the streams and rivers have
extra assimilative capacity is contrary to the State’s 303(d) list for certain basins, and does not
account for dry years when the average ﬂows that permitted discharges are based on are not
present. ‘

In summary, the draft assessment reports are unlikely to be useful to the basin councils as the
documents are currently written. Furthermore, if the councils base their decisions on these
documents, it is likely that water quality and at-risk species (i.e., threatened and endangered
species) will not be protected. Please direct any questions or comments to me at the above
address or telephone 706-613-9493 ext. 230. '

ot A A

Sandra S. Tucker
Field Supervisor

cc: file
USFWS —Panama City, FL
USFWS -- Ft. Benning, GA
USFWS — Townsend, GA
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Dear Ms. MacGregor:

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection, in coordination with the Northwest,
Suwannee River, and St. Johns River Water Management Districts, recently reviewed the three
draft water resource assessments (Surface Water, Ground Water, and Assimilative Capacity)
which are posted on the Georgia Water Planning website for public review and comment. We
greatly appreciate the opportunity to review the assessments, and would like to strengthen our
cooperative efforts for the surface and groundwater basins that are shared between our two
states. -

Prior to submitting detailed comments explaining our.concerns, we would like the opportunity to
meet with you and appropriate staff to get a better understanding of your approach to the analysis '
and to identify and discuss the primary issues of concern to Florida. Based on our initial review,
we are very concerned that the aquatic ecosystems of our shared streams and rivers are not being

+ provided adequate protection, and that groundwater withdrawals in Florida are not being

considered when evaluating existing and proposed conditions. We would also like to discuss
what information or data we may be able to provide to assist you in your analysis. As a
preliminary matter, I will note that during our review, we did not have access to the detailed
technical reports and models on which the assessments were based. Access to that information
would greatly facilitate our understanding and review.

We would anticipate including staff from the Florida DEP, the Suwannee River Water

. Management District, and the St. Johns River Water Management District in such a meeting.

Recognizing the ongoing litigation and negotiations related to the ACF basin, it is our intent that
the meeting would not include any discussion on the ACF watershed. If this is acceptable to
you, perhaps you could propose a meeting location south of Atlanta to reduce the travel time for
the Florida participants. : :

Please contact me (Janet.Llewellyn@dep.state.fl.us), or my assistant, Yvonne Zola (850/245-
8676 Yvonne.Zola@dep.state.us) to let us know if you are available to meet, and we can
identify a mutually convenient date and location.

“More Protection, Less Process”
www.dep.state.fl.us



Ms. Linda MacGregor
June 11, 2010
Page 2

We look forward to working with the State of Georgia to ensure healthy water resources for both
people and the environment in our shared watersheds.

Sincerely,

Janet G. Llewellyn -
Director
Division of Water Resource Management

JGL/yz

"cc: Jerry Brooks, DEP, Division of Environmental Assessment and Restoration

- David Still, Executive Director, Suwannee River Water Management District
Kirby Green, Executive Director, St. Johns River Water Management District
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STATE WATER PLAN

SYNOPSIS REPORT SURFACE WATER AVAILIBILITY ASSESSMENT,
SYNOPSIS REPORT CURRENT ASSIMILATIVE CAPACITY ASSESSMENT,
SYNOPSIS REPORT GROUNDWATER AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT
Georgia Power Comments

Dear Ms. Murphy:

As a vested-stakeholder in sound long term water resource management in the State of
Georgia, Georgia Power appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Subject draft
synopsis reports. Georgia Power is aware of the importance of developing these reports
as the baseline for future water resource management decisions and, accordingly, offers
the following comments aimed at helping to achieve an accurate and defendable
assessment of the state’s current water resources.

- GENERAL COMMENTS .

In general, the reports provide a great deal of useful information, and go a long way
towards establishing the scientific foundation for the next phases of State Water Plan
implementation. Georgia Power believes it is important to point out, however, that the
reports are highly technical in nature and do not lend themselves to layman interpretation. -
This likely renders the reports less useful to policymakers and other professionals who
may lack the expertise to interpret and apply the reports in the manner required by the
State Water Plan. As a result, state water planning may be left in the hands of a group of
highly skilled experts. Moreover, the reports’ supporting documents, which are intended
to be highly technical and help explain the synopsis reports, are not all available for
review at this time. Georgia Power therefore reserves the right to comment further on the
reports after it has had an opportunity to review the supporting technical documents.



















































































































