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Jack 

Gleason 
6/23/2011 Posted • Altamaha 

• Coastal Georgia 
• Coosa North 

Georgia 
• Lower Flint 

Ochlockonee 
• Middle 

Chattahoochee 
• Middle Ocmulgee 
• Savannah Upper 

Ogeechee 
• Suwannee Satilla 
• Upper Flint 
• Upper Oconee 

 
 

To Whom it should concern, (font-emphasis added for clarity)  
 
1. In the interest of procuring a real implementation of "Change" with regard to 
substantially IMPROVING the States otherwise negatively impacted Streams and 
Rivers -- this for insufficient Stormwater Management Practices implemented of 
Development Interests activities occouring within it over the last decade 
specifically -- the ACF must be designated a "Regionally Importantnt Resource" 
(RIR) immediatly! Otherwise disolve the DCA as an impotant-fassad of State 
Regulatory Buracracy.  
 
2. In the interest of procuring a higher level of both Quality and Sustainability, All 
of the entire REGIONS "Stormwater Management Plans" need to incorporate 
more comprehensive protective measures taken with regard to Future 
Development occouring within both "Small" Watersupply Watersheds and 
"Minor" Aquifer Recharge Zones/Groundwater Recharge Areas (ARZ/GRA) -- 
especially when occouring upon BOTH -- by determinating prudent and 
enforceable (Maximum Percentage Allowable) Impervious Surface Coverage 
(ISC), and Maximum Allowable Percentage-Change of Water Temprature of 
Discharge (WTD), while very well too, increasing by at least 25% the 
specifications regarding "Sedimentation" and Time/Volume release of 
Stormwater from ALL SOURCES within those particularly Environmentally 
Sensitive (Watersupply Watersheds and ARZ/GRA) Impact-Components.  
 
3. Impose strict Implementation and Enforcement (I&E) of both existing  
(a.) Un-disturbed Riparian Corridor Vegitative and  
(b.) Impervious Surface Coverage Buffers, and  
(c.) include protections being extended toward true "Lay-of-the-land" Ephemeral 
Streams specifically existing within "Small" Watersupply Watersheds, ARZ/GRA, 
and other geological features contributive to the "Top of the Watershed". In 
consideration of both todays and Our Future "Landscape" with regard to 
procuring a Sustainable Watersupply for the Region I strongly believe that 
implementation of these considerations only make Common Sense and can be 
implemented by the simple universal change of "Should" to "Shall" as it exists 
withing current ordinance nomenclature.  
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Respectfully then, Your considerations paid are greatly appreciated, I Thank You.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Jack Gleason Concerned Citizen  
Forsyth County Dist. 2  
jgleason@FriendsOfCaneyCreek.org  
770-329-6848 cell & 770-569-5325 hm.  
"Impossible" is a degree of difficulty...set by imagination for lack of motivation. 

neill herring 6/23/2011 Posted • Altamaha 
 

Arnettia Murphy 
 
22 June 2011  
GA DNR, EPD 2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive Suite 1152, East Tower  
Atlanta, GA. 30334  
 
Subject: Public Comment: Comments on the Altamaha Regional Initial 
Recommended Water Plan  
 
Dear Ms. Murphy:  
 
My name is Neill Herring. I live in Jesup, located within the Altamaha Regional 
Water Planning Council’s boundaries. I was fortunate to be able to attend a 
majority of the meetings of the Altamaha Planning Council, and two joint 
meetings attended by some of that Council’s members in Macon. I am an active 
member, and contract employee, of several organizations that are members of 
the Georgia Water Coalition, and I believe that the comments below reflect the 
views of the Coalition on the Altamaha Regional Initial Recommended Water 
Plan. I want to personally thank the members of the Council for all of their time 
and effort in the creation of this plan.  
 

I. The work of the members of the Altamaha Regional Water Planning 
Council was commendable, and showed real dedication on the part of 
these voluntary appointees to the Council. Their willingness to put in 

mailto:jgleason@FriendsOfCaneyCreek.org
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the kind of time and effort demanded by the process was generous, 
and a fine example of citizenship. The initial “rough patches” 
occasioned by apparent differences of opinion from the various 
economic interests represented on the Council were welcome as 
honest expressions of those varying views. That the Council members 
were able to reach consensus on a variety of fundamental policy 
issues, balancing use and conservation of the resource was also 
welcome. The variety of information from the differing backgrounds 
of the Council members was welcome in helping them achieve either 
agreement, or principled disagreements. The Council members were 
hampered in their work by the scheduling and presentation of 
information by EPD and its contractors. Individual Altamaha Council 
meetings, were there was time for free discussion of issues, were 
marked by what more than one member called “spoon feeding” while 
joint council meetings, which offered very little opportunity for 
discussion among members of the Altamaha Council (substituting 
panels and focus groups) were occasions for the transmission of 
relatively immense volumes of information, much of which was never 
discussed again. An example of the latter “information by firehose” 
was the presentation of modeling data on groundwater, a vital subject 
to the Altamaha Council, where groundwater serves as the principle 
source for residential, municipal and industrial water supply. The 
model projected a huge projected future supply volume based on a 
rather dramatic “drawdown” scenario, yet no use that would result in 
such drawdown was ever presented along with it.  
 

II. The plan includes management options that did not receive more than 
minority support from the Council, if that.  

 

1) Aquifer Storage and Recovery was opposed by several council 
members on several occasions and is currently prohibited in the 
Region by statute. When the Planning Process was ratified by the 
General Assembly there was an assurance that nothing contrary to 
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current law was to be included in it. This inclusion violates that 
assurance.  
2) Interbasin Transfers were seldom discussed, and are difficult to 
comprehend in an area that relies on groundwater for water supply, 
given the high capital costs associated with IBTs.  
3) Large scale reservoir storage in the upper reaches of the Altamaha 
Council Region, or adjacent areas of neighboring councils is proposed, 
but little discussion of such options took place in Council meetings. 
Farm pond impoundment was discussed for supplemental agricultural 
water supply during periods of drought.  
The inclusion of these proposals in the Initial Recommended Plan 
seems to come from the cautionary idea that “nothing should be 
removed from the toolbox.” It would seem that “tools” that are 
prohibitively expensive or are prohibited by law are being included, 
perhaps because there are financial interests at stake.  
 

III. The Plan’s Information on Thermoelectric Power current and 
projected water demands is inadequate for any decision-making. The 
fact that the information on the largest single water use in the state 
was delayed until near the very end of the Planning Period seems to 
indicate a lack of interest on the part of the utility users of that water 
in the Council’s work. The fact that the projections for future demand 
were made on a statewide basis, with no regional breakdowns as to 
where which uses would occur is further indication of the lack of 
utility interest in this process. That future water uses by 
thermoelectric generators must be inferred by the Councils from a 
crude statewide capacity addition schedule of 1000 MW per year for 
30 years is simply not a serious contribution to planning for the 
Altamaha Region, which supports a major utility thermoelectric plant, 
and appears to have the capacity to support additional production and 
should be encouraged to plan for that. An 850 MW coal fired 
thermoelectric Plant Ben Hill is being proposed for a site near the 
Ocmulgee River in Ben Hill County, immediately outside the 
boundaries of the Altamaha Region. (This is yet another example of 
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poorly drawn regional boundaries.) Plant Ben Hill is not mentioned in 
the plan because no permit has been applied for it. The fact that new 
waste water treatment plant permits have not been applied for has 
not prevented projections of additional waste water treatment for the 
Plan.  
 

IV. IV. Legislators, and the general public, were repeatedly assured that 
planning regions were needed because “one size does not fit all.” Yet 
a comparison of the Altamaha Initial Regional Plan to any of the other 
regional plans, it seems that “one size fits all” very well, particularly 
those of adjacent regions, such as Suwannee-Satilla, Upper Savannah-
Ogeechee and Coastal. This sameness is disappointing, perhaps to be 
expected for a first effort, but after three years of work it seems that 
more differences among the regions would have emerged than 
apparently did, or was allowed to. 

 

V. The Legislative Resolution ratifying the Statewide Comprehensive Plan 
contains very clear language in regard to the role of the EPD in the 
writing of the regional plans. The EPD is free to reject any regional 
plan, or any portion thereof, and to write any additional material in 
any regional plan that EPD determines is needed. Despite this 
sweeping power of censorship and composition of the regional plans, 
EPD, and its contractors, have felt constrained to “put words in the 
mouths” of the Altamaha Council’s members. Clearly expressed 
sentiments on matters of water management policy by significant 
numbers of the members of the Council, in open public meetings, 
have not made it into the regional plan, while the very things they 
found objectionable are included in the plan, as if they had never 
spoken. If that is the way the process is designed to work, why bother 
with the Council? 



 

Comments Submitted Through the Web Comment Tool Online 

Name Date Status Comment Received by Comment 
Deborah 
Phillips 

6/23/2011 Posted • Altamaha 
• Coastal Georgia 
• Coosa North 

Georgia 
• Lower Flint 

Ochlockonee 
• Middle 

Chattahoochee 
• Middle Ocmulgee 
• Savannah Upper 

Ogeechee 
• Suwannee Satilla 
• Upper Flint 

Upper Oconee  

The entire comment package, including attachment and figures, submitted by the 
Georgia Industry Environmental Coalition can be viewed at 
http://www.giec.org/WaterWorkgroupActivities.shtml.  
 
We are writing on behalf of the Georgia Industry Environmental Coalition, Inc. 
(GIEC) regarding the ten Initial Draft Recommended Regional Water Plans that 
the Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) released on May 9, 2011 for 
public review and comment.  
 
GIEC has reviewed the initial draft plans and provides the following comments 
and concerns for consideration by EPD as the plans are undergoing further EPD 
review before consideration for adoption by the Director.  
 

1. For unregulated streams, the draft plans assume daily instream “flow-
regime criteria” determined by EPD as the monthly “unimpaired” 7Q10 
low flow or the “natural inflow”, whichever was lower for a 68-year 
period (1939-2007) of unimpaired daily flows that were synthesized by 
EPD. It is not clear from the plans if one year of the synthesized 
unimpaired record was used as a surrogate for the unimpaired daily 
“natural inflow” but the entire 68-year period of unimpaired record was 
apparently used for making the monthly 7Q10 determinations. Use of 
synthesized “unimpaired” flows for such a long historic period (i.e., 1939 - 
2007) for current purposes of 7Q10 determinations can be a significant 
problem if the underlying historic flow regime has itself shifted over time 
in which case older record periods are not reliable indicators of current 
and probable future low-flow conditions. The reasons for shifting low-flow 
conditions over time can include reservoir construction and diversions in 
the upstream area of the basin, urban expansion with increasing 
impervious area and reduced stream base flow contribution, land use and 
land cover changes affecting evapotranspiration, increasing amounts of 
upstream consumptive use, lowered ground water tables resulting from 
increasing ground water withdrawals, and climatic shifts. The USGS 

http://www.giec.org/WaterWorkgroupActivities.shtml
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Surface Water Branch Technical Memorandum 79.06 illustrates the 
variability of low-flow frequency curves based on different periods of 
historic record. (See 
http://water.usgs.gov/osw/pubs/memos/sw79.06.attachment.html.)  
 
To be certain, there have been significant on-the-ground changes across 
Georgia since 1940 that have undoubtedly influenced or impaired the 
instream flow regime in many, if not most, Georgia streams. For example, 
the population of Georgia has grown more than three fold since 1940, as 
illustrated by Figure 1 showing the magnitude and distribution of 
Georgia’s population growth between 1940 and 2010. Further, today’s 
use of agricultural irrigation, as illustrated by Figure 2 showing the 
inferred magnitude and distribution of permitted agricultural water use 
across Georgia in 2011, is very different than 1940 conditions when large-
scale agricultural irrigation was virtually nonexistent in Georgia. The point 
is, there are real and permanent changes that are today’s reality as the 
appropriate starting point for water planning using more realistic 
instream flow regime criteria. We submit that to now essentially ignore 
today’s reality by proposing post facto to use unimpaired flow regime 
criteria as the basis for water plans and water supply allocations would be 
a critical water supply policy mistake for water users in Georgia and we 
urge you to reconsider as follows.  
 
If contemporary estimates of low-flow statistics are needed for current 
forward-looking planning purposes, and we believe that is the case, then 
low-flow frequency analysis should be based on a period of actual 
streamflow record that is long enough to be statistically robust (e.g., at 
least 10 years of record for determination of 10-year-return low flows) 
but not so long as to reflect long past basin conditions that are no longer 
applicable today. With these considerations in mind, using the most 
recent 20 years of actual streamflow record (e.g., 1991 through 2010) 
would be an appropriate contemporary period of record for estimating 
monthly 7Q10 flows as they now actually exist. Of course, using the 7Q10 
statistic as a basis for setting flow-regime criteria carries with it the 
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inherent 1-in-10 risk, or 10-percent probability, that the actual 7-day low 
flow observed in any one month will be less than the 7Q10 flow for that 
month, and it carries an even greater risk that actual daily flows will be 
less than the 7Q10. This inherent risk of actual flows dropping below the 
7Q10 level should be noted in the water quantity gap analysis of the plans 
in order to put the number and percentage of calculated shortfall days in 
better perspective.  
 

2. The draft water plans cite use of the 2001 DNR Interim Instream Flow 
Policy as a rationale for setting monthly 7Q10 flow regime criteria for 
unregulated streamflows in each of the regional plans. The original 
context of the DNR Interim Instream Flow Policy is important to 
understand in considering the potential implications of now applying that 
DNR Policy for overall flow-regime criteria in the context of the draft 
regional water plans. The DNR Interim Instream Flow Policy is applicable 
to new (after April 1, 2001) non-farm surface water withdrawal 
applications. It is not applicable to intermittent agricultural irrigation 
withdrawals that neither give nor receive instream flow protection under 
the DNR Interim Instream Flow Policy, and the policy is not applicable to 
ground water withdrawals. Municipal and industrial surface water 
withdrawals that are subject to the DNR Interim Instream Flow Policy are 
typically required to pass the lesser of the actual “inflow”at the point of 
withdrawal or the “non-depletable flow” The non-depletable flow consists 
of the monthly 7Q10 flow plus an additional flow amount specifically 
calculated to protect water availability for downstream permitted non-
farm surface water withdrawals that typically have required low flow 
limits imposed on them by their withdrawal permits. In other words, for 
municipal and industrial permits that are subject to the DNR Interim 
Instream Flow Policy, if the stream reaches a certain low flow level, 
permittees may not withdraw any water from the stream and must 
instead rely on off-stream stored water or other permitted water sources 
until suitable streamflow levels return that support resumption of 
permitted withdrawals. Importantly, the DNR Interim Instream Flow 
Policy is based on the use of actual flows for the stream inflow values and 
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monthly 7Q10 determinations and is decidedly not based on the use of 
“unimpaired flows” as is proposed by EPD for flow-regime criteria in the 
draft regional plans. While we support the DNR Interim Instream Flow 
Policy as a reasonable basis for flow-regime targets in the draft plans, it 
must be based on the use of actual contemporary streamflow records and 
not based on the use of synthetic unimpaired flows. 
 
In contrast to municipal and industrial permittees that are subject to the 
DNR Interim Instream Flow Policy, farm withdrawal permittees are 
typically authorized to withdraw at any streamflow level. We are 
concerned that the practical effect of now imposing unimpaired monthly 
7Q10 criteria as flow-regime targets in the regional water plans is that all 
withdrawals (municipal, industrial and agricultural) would essentially be 
subjected to new unimpaired flow regime criteria. The enormity of 
adopting an “unimpaired flow-regime policy” is exemplified by the 
magnitude (>800 MGD) of the unimpaired streamflow “gap” as calculated 
by EPD for the Flint River at Bainbridge. EPD’s unimpaired flow regime 
requirement tends to create higher minimum instream flows than the 
actual available low-flow regimes can support and still maintain existing 
uses in developed regions. This proposed unimpaired flow-regime 
approach increases instream flow protection levels but it reduces water 
available for consumptive use and, thereby, increases reservoir 
storage/yield requirements to meet water supply needs for everyone. We 
think adoption of the “unimpaired flow-regime policy” is a major strategic 
mistake and urge EPD to instead apply the DNR Interim Instream Flow 
policy as originally intended using actual contemporary streamflow 
records rather than using synthetic historic “unimpaired” flows as the 
draft plans now propose.  
 

3. There are a number of remaining technical uncertainties about the water 
quantity modeling and associated assumptions used in the draft plans. 
The sheer magnitude of the calculated streamflow shortfall in the Flint 
River at Bainbridge serves to highlight the interrelated nature of water 
management among planning regions. Any actual shortfall in streamflow 
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contribution to the downstream Apalachicola River from the Flint River 
must necessarily be offset by the use of stored water from the large 
Federal reservoirs on the Chattahoochee River (in another planning 
region) in order to maintain minimum downstream flow criteria in the 
Apalachicola River at Jim Woodruff Dam. In effect, stored water from the 
Chattahoochee subsidizes or augments streamflow shortfalls from the 
Flint River because there are no large storage reservoirs on the Flint River 
and the majority of water used in the Flint Basin is through agricultural 
water withdrawal permits that do not include instream flow protection 
criteria as a condition of withdrawal.  
 
On a shorter planning horizon, the conversion of Flint basin surface water 
withdrawals to ground water sources would seem logical in combination 
with a program to identify and convert to deeper aquifers those areas 
where current groundwater withdrawals from the Floridan aquifer are 
known to be highly connected to the surface water system. The selective 
use of groundwater pumping to seasonally augment instream low flows 
may also have merit in some areas. Whatever is used for instream flow 
regime criteria, verification of any “calculated gaps” should include a 
peer-reviewed surface water and groundwater hydrologic budget for the 
region that is based on a credible data base and reasonable assumptions. 
The current draft plans do not provide such a water-balance verification. 
(See attached “Water Balance Considerations”.) It seems reasonable for 
the State to insist that all regional plans include a commitment to begin 
closing whatever verified “streamflow gap” may exist at the downstream 
boundary of a water planning region.  
 

4. The draft plans assume septic tank systems and land application systems 
are 100-percent consumptive of water based on the unsupported 
assertion that the water they return to streams is not returned within a 
time frame that offsets the water withdrawal they represent. We believe 
this “time-frame rationale” fundamentally misrepresents the ongoing and 
continuous nature of the significant base flow returns to streams that 
septic tank systems and land application systems represent statewide. 
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Our position is supported in recent reports, including Onsite Wastewater 
and Land Application Systems: Consumptive Use and Water Supply by D.E. 
Radcliffe, L.T. West, L.A. Morris, and T.C. Rasmussen 
(http://apps.caes.uga.edu/urbanag/WasteManagement/Consumptive_wa
ter_use.pdf) and Influence of Septic Wastewater-Treatment Systems on 
Base Flow in Southeastern Gwinnett County, Georgia, October 2007, by 
Mark N. Landers and Paul D. Ankcorn 
(http://www.gwri.gatech.edu/uploads/proceedings/2009/5.5.1_Landers.
pdf.). Notably, some of the draft plans indicate that more than half of the 
municipal and industrial wastewater generated is treated in septic tank 
systems or land application systems. To ignore the base-flow returns from 
such a large proportion of generated wastewater overstates consumptive 
use amounts in those plans. And in some plans, the consumptive use 
assumption for septic tank systems and land application systems appears 
to have given rise to a wastewater management strategy favoring the use 
of point source discharges on the mistaken premise that septic tank 
systems and land application systems are harmful to streamflows. Such a 
point-source strategy for streamflow improvement would be very costly 
to implement in terms of additional sewer infrastructure and treatment 
capacity requirements and yet such a strategy would not yield 
proportionate streamflow benefits because septic tanks and land 
application systems already support base flow returns to streams.  
 
We suggest that the plans note that as a “simplifying and conservative 
assumption” stream base flow returns from septic tank systems and land 
application systems have not been accounted for in the initial plans and 
will be included in future plan updates. The “time-frame rationale” should 
not be included in any of the plans as it provides no substantive value and 
otherwise serves to hurt technical credibility of the plans.  
 
The ten draft plans provide a great deal of basic descriptive information 
and analyses in one place and will serve as a useful reference source in 
that regard. However, much of the modeling and associated assumptions, 
along with the nagging lack of a credible data base in many settings, 
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makes the plans generally unsuitable for specific permitting purposes.  
 
The ten draft plans and the Metro plan will need to be integrated and 
optimized on a statewide scale to build a Statewide Water Plan that is not 
unduly constrained by regional boundaries or myopic views about the 
need for ample water supplies to meet all reasonable future water needs 
statewide. The Statewide Water Plan will need to be much more than just 
the sum of eleven different regional plans. We are concerned that 
without a well-integrated state water plan, some parts of the state may 
suffer recurrent water shortfalls causing economic stagnation or decline 
even as other regions enjoy a water surplus. The key to a successful 
Statewide Water Plan is to invent and optimize solutions at the right 
scale.  
 
We appreciate your consideration of our comments.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
GEORGIA INDUSTRY ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION, INC.  
Gregory L. Jones Tammy R. Wyles Vice Chair, Board of Directors Chair, 
Board of Directors Chair, Water Resources Workgroup 
 

Katie 
Kirkpatrick 

6/23/2011 Posted • Altamaha 
• Coastal Georgia 
• Coosa North 

Georgia 
• Lower Flint 

Ochlockonee 
• Middle 

Chattahoochee 
• Middle Ocmulgee 
• Savannah Upper 

Ogeechee 

June 23, 2011  
Mr. Allen Barnes Director, Georgia Environmental Protection Division  
2 Martin Luther King Jr., Drive Suite 1152  
Atlanta, GA 30334  
 
RE: Draft Regional Water Plans Comprehensive Statewide Water Management 
Plan  
 
Dear Director Barnes:  
 
The Georgia Water Alliance is a broad coalition of stakeholders representing 
business, local government, water service providers, utilities and agribusiness 



Comments Submitted Through the Web Comment Tool Online 

Name Date Status Comment Received by Comment 
• Suwannee Satilla 
• Upper Flint 

Upper Oconee  

interests. The Georgia Water Alliance (Alliance) was formed in 2006 to provide a 
unified voice during the development and implementation of Georgia’s 
Comprehensive Statewide Water Management Plan (State Water Plan). We fully 
support the legislature’s water policy statement that “Georgia manages water 
resources in a sustainable manner to support the state’s economy, to protect 
public health and natural systems, and to enhance the quality of life for all 
citizens.” 
 
 Given our history with the development and implementation of the State Water 
Plan, we offer the following comments and recommendations on the content of 
the regional plans.  
 

1. Implementation of Regional Water Plans. The State Water Plan states 
in Section 14 that “upon adoption, the Director shall use the water 
development and conservation plans to guide decisions regarding 
permitting.”  However, in the background contained in Section 14 the 
following statement is made: “Once adopted by EPD, the regional 
WDCPs will be used by EPD as a basis for making permitting 
decisions.”  Further, O.C.G.A. 12-5-522(e) states “the Division shall 
make all water withdrawal permitting decisions in accordance with 
this chapter, the comprehensive state-wide water management plan 
that has been approved or enacted by the General Assembly as 
provided by this article, and any applicable regional water 
development and conservation plan.” (Emphasis added).  
 
These statements contradict each other and do not provide clarity in 
how the Georgia Environmental Protection Division (GEPD) will 
implement the regional water plans with regard to permitting. This is 
especially troubling considering the iterative and adaptive nature of 
planning as well as numerous calls by regional councils for additional 
monitoring, data collection and modeling needs. The Alliance 
recognizes that the initial plans are based on the best data available at 
the time of development. However, with overarching concerns about 
the flow data used to model current and future water availability, it is 
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unwise to require permitting decisions to be made solely on the 
regional plans.  
 
Recommendation: The Georgia Environmental Protection Division 
(GEPD) should clearly state in each regional plan the following:  
 
This regional water development and conservation plan shall be used 
to guide permitting decisions by the Georgia Environmental Protection 
Division but should not be considered as legally binding when 
developing water withdrawal and discharge permits. The Division 
retains the legal authority to issue permits that are consistent with 
state law and that consider, but may not fully conform with, this 
regional plan.  
 

2. Use of Unimpaired Flows  
 
The Alliance remains very concerned that use of unimpaired flows in 
the water resource assessment will become an EPD permitting 
requirement replacing the 2001 DNR policy on instream flow 
protection which utilizes real streamflow data.  GEPD staff has 
explained that the intent of the water resource assessment is to 
provide general guidance on the future availability of water.  GEPD 
also stated that the specific gap numbers generated are not intended 
for current or future water withdrawal permit decisions. However, 
GEPD stated that the connection between planning and permitting is 
unclear.  
 
Future surface water withdrawal permitting decisions will be made by 
EPD staff and, if appealed, by administrative law judges. We can, 
unfortunately, foresee the possibility of future decisions requiring use 
of virtual unimpaired flows rather than real streamflows on the basis 
that the water resource assessment is part of the State Water Plan 
and that the Plan supersedes previous DNR policy.  
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Recommendation: Each water resource assessment and regional 
water plan should contain a clear discussion on the use of unimpaired 
flows and the use of the assessment. This discussion should 
definitively state that the assessment is for general planning purposes 
only and is not to be used for permitting decisions. Also, the 
discussion should verify that the 2001 DNR policy, using real 
streamflows, is operative until such time it is changed by the DNR 
Board.  
 

3. Future Work of Regional Councils  
 
Multiple regional councils identified the need for additional data 
collection, modeling efforts, state action and plan revisions. Yet, the 
State Water Plan did not address future needs for regional planning 
upon completion of the first iteration. It is critical that each council 
and council member continue the work that has only just begun and 
that continuity is ensured. In addition, the regional councils have 
identified various practices and projects that require funding and 
technical expertise. The regional plans also contain recommendations 
that are similar in scope. Implementation of resources should be 
coordinated to prevent duplication across the regions. There remains 
no mechanism for this to occur. The regional planning effort has 
produced 10 regional planning documents with no implementation 
strategy.  
 
Recommendation: Each regional water council should be 
reconstituted. Each regional water plan should include an 
implementation strategy with funding sources identified. These 
sources should not rely solely on local governments but a mix of local, 
state, federal and private dollars. Human capital must also be 
assessed and immediate action items should be included.  
 

4. Measurement of Progress 
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Each regional council should be commended on their tremendous 
leadership and time expended in the development of each plan. With 
the scope and technical complexity related to water analysis, these 
plans are an extraordinary achievement for Georgia born out of 
countless volunteer hours. The plans have identified the potential 
gaps in water supply and assimilative capacity as required and 
proposed various management practices to close the gap. However, it 
appears that the practices have not been modeled to confirm their 
positive impact. Further, to fully understand our progress, each region 
must benchmark existing water conditions and define metrics by 
which to measure progress. The regional water plans do not consider 
or discuss how progress is reported and ensured. In addition, the 
regional approach to water management maximizes local control over 
regional water resources. No region should be allowed to have 
conditions at an exit node below the flow guidance (the monthly 7Q10 
or inflow, whichever is less) or below the assimilative capacity needed 
by downstream users. Recommendation: Each regional plan should 
establish reasonable benchmarks by which progress can be measured. 
The basin plans should also offer a reasonable glide path to closing all 
modeled gaps, over time, to assure both water quantity and water 
quality for downstream users.  
 

5. One “State” Water Plan  
 
At the end of this process, Georgia will have 11 regional water plans 
(10 regional water plans and 1 Metropolitan North Georgia Water 
Planning District plan). It was the intent of the State Water Plan to 
create one plan for Georgia through the efforts of regional planning. It 
is important to ask how will these 11 plans be integrated and, once 
combined, does the new State Water Plan address the top water 
issues for the State of Georgia. For example, collectively, do the plans 
address the ongoing dispute over the ACF and ACT river systems? Do 
the plans secure water supply for North Georgia? Do the plans address 
the agricultural water needs of Southwest Georgia? Recommendation: 
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The Georgia Environmental Protection Division should develop and 
publish a strategy for integrating the 11 regional water plans into one 
document. A rationale should also be developed demonstrating that 
the plans have met the long-term water needs of Georgia. In 
conclusion, Georgia must remain a competitive state and remain open 
for business. Perception by our peers and critics is that Georgia is out 
of water. These plans are a critical link to demonstrating that Georgia 
is taking proactive steps to ensure adequate water resources for our 
water future. 
 
 Sincerely,  
 
American Council of Engineering Companies of Georgia 
Associated General Contractors, Georgia Branch  
City of Austell“ Public Works  
Council for Quality Growth  
Georgia Agribusiness Council  
Georgia Association of Manufacturers  
Georgia Association of Water Professionals  
Georgia Beverage Association  
Georgia Chamber of Commerce  
Georgia Chemistry Council  
Georgia EMC Georgia Industry Environmental Coalition, Inc.  
Georgia Mining Association  
Georgia Paper and Forest Products Association  
Georgia Power Company  
Metro Atlanta Chamber  
Oglethorpe Power Corporation 
Regional Business Coalition of Metro Atlanta  
The William L. Bonnell Co., Inc.  
Urban Ag Council  
 

Please direct inquiries about the Georgia Water Alliance, c/o Ms. Katie 
Kirkpatrick, Vice President - Environmental Policy, Metro Atlanta Chamber of 
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Commerce, 235 Andrew Young International Boulevard, NW, Atlanta, GA 30303 
or kkirkpatrick@macoc.com. 

Alex Kearns 5/11/2011 Posted • Coastal Georgia  Regarding the projected estimates for Camden County, Ga, is the EPD aware of 
this http://www.propertysystemsland.com/images/idlewildebook.pdf ?  
 
The Idlewilde project, combined with the previously-approved Cabin Bluff 
development plan (DRI #1905), means that the number of single family units 
being considered for future development is a staggering 52,948 homes. 
http://www.co.camden.ga.us/DocumentView.aspx?DID=732  
 
If the estimated 53,000 (approx.) single-family homes are built and occupied over 
the coming years (and assuming a family size average of 3.5), that would mean an 
increase of 185,500 people in Camden County - thus effectively tripling our 
population and water demands. 
 

James Haun 5/12/2011 Posted • Coosa North 
Georgia 

The chickamauga creek located in walker county runs north to Chattanooga 
Tennessee. This is an excellent source for water. Why not use Georgia water for 
Georgia residents. This would not have legal complications because all water 
originates in Georgia. 

William 
Moore 

5/9/2011 Posted • Coosa North 
Georgia 

The current and future water demand and wastewater assimilation of the Upper 
Chattahoochee River located in parts of Dawson, Habersham, Lumpkin, and 
White Counties do not appear to have an appreciable negative impact on the 
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District. 

Bryan Tolar 6/27/2011 Posted • Lower Flint 
Ochlockonee 

The agriculture industry is the state’s largest economic engine and in this region, 
it represents 43% of the land use in row crops and pasture alone. It has a strong 
record of stewardship and current efforts to develop even more efficient 
irrigation systems suggest our conservation practices are not wavering.  
 
We commend the Lower Flint - Ochlockonee Regional Water Council for their 
countless volunteer hours to analyze, plan and suggest implementation for water 
management practices that would benefit their area with regard to the economy, 
the environment and the population. We believe they have done just that and 
are pleased to support many of their findings and suggestions.  

http://www.co.camden.ga.us/DocumentView.aspx?DID=732
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We agree with the Council that the criteria used to determine gaps for surface 
water flows are not the appropriate metrics to use when evaluating the impacts 
of consumptive water use. Measuring our progress is of critical importance in 
future planning efforts and we support efforts to assess the extent of existing 
water conservation activities.  
 
It is indeed important to highlight the impacts water use has on the resource, but 
the data generated to establish “gaps” for this region of the state appears far 
from perfect. Furthermore, the continued evaluation of irrigation water as being 
100% consumptive contributes to conclusions that are misinformed. As long as 
these variables remain off target, the results will draw incorrect conclusions.  
 
In fact, preparing for the future should be considered the most important aspect 
of the water planning process. The Council’s recommendations to analyze the 
possibilities of new reservoirs, best management practices for agricultural permit 
holders, and the development of farm ponds are all solid aspects of water 
planning that should be carefully considered and implemented as practicable.  
 
Protecting the integrity of agricultural water use permits is of the utmost 
importance as it contributes to protecting the investment of crop production for 
those rural communities, input suppliers and consumer markets.  
 
We appreciate the willingness of the Environmental Protection Division to take 
input regarding this important issue and for providing technical assistance 
throughout the process. Please contact us if we can be of further assistance.  
 
Respectfully,  
 
Bryan Tolar Daniel Groce  
President Public Affairs Coordinator 
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Neil 
Fleckenstein 

6/23/2011 Posted • Lower Flint 
Ochlockonee 

June 23, 2011  
 
Ms. Arnettia Murphy 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources Environmental Protection Division  
2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive Suite 1152, East Tower  
Atlanta, GA. 30334  
 
Dear Ms. Murphy,  
 
I would like to offer the following comments on behalf of the Tall Timbers Land 
Conservancy (TTLC) in Tallahassee, Florida. The TTLC is one of the largest regional 
land trusts in the southeastern United States, holding conservation easements on 
nearly 115,000 acres of land in south Georgia and north Florida. We have 
significant conservation interests in both the Ochlockonee River and Flint River 
watersheds. Our staff have reviewed the Lower Flint-Ochlockonee River Regional 
Water Plan and offer the following comments.  
 

• Overall, the Lower Flint-Ochlockonee River Committee and the planning 
consultant did an admirable job given a highly complex task, time 
limitations, and data constraints.  
 

• Staff agree with the committee’s “High Priority Management Practice” to 
continue to improve agricultural water efficiency through innovation. 
Aggressive conservation measures should be the centerpiece of any water 
planning effort. We would expand the recommendation to include 
aggressive water conservation measures by all users including agriculture, 
municipalities, residences, business and industry, and electric power 
producers.  
 

• Staff agree that additional study and data are needed to better 
understand the critical issue of shortfalls (“gaps”) in the capacity of water 
resources to meet water supply needs. Any effort to study water supply 
gaps should focus on meeting human needs and the ecological needs of 
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the Flint and Ochlockonee Rivers and their respective tributaries.  
 

• Staff agree with the need for continued funding for water resource 
planning in the Lower Flint-Ochlockonee River watersheds and 
throughout Georgia. Funding is needed to address data gaps including 
(but not limited to): impacts to natural systems from reservoirs and large 
impoundments; re-examination of groundwater modeling for major 
aquifers in the state; and research on the rate and proportion of return to 
the system for water used in agricultural irrigation.  
 

Funding is also needed for professional water resource planning staff at the 
regional level. As Georgia’s population and agricultural economy grow, demand 
for scarce water resources will require that regional water councils (or water 
management districts) have the professional expertise necessary to inform policy 
makers regarding difficult water resource decisions.  
 

• Staff disagree with the recommended “High Priority Management 
Practice” to evaluate reservoir storage options in the Lower Flint River 
Basin. Specifically, staff are concerned about the potentially adverse 
impacts associated with large volume, main stem and tributary 
impoundments in the Lower Flint (e.g. altered flow regimes, changes to 
sediment transport, impacts to water quality and habitat, etc.).  
 

• Staff recommend as regional water planning in the Lower Flint-
Ochlockonee River watersheds continues, that the advisory committee be 
broadened to include members with scientific, academic, and 
conservation backgrounds.  
 

• Understandably, the vast majority of the Committee’s efforts have been 
directed toward the Lower Flint. However, the Ochlockonee River could 
benefit from additional study regarding water quality impacts, flow 
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requirements to meet reasonable beneficial uses while maintaining a 
healthy river and tributary system, and management recommendations 
â€“ specifically tailored to the Ochlockonee River â€“ to achieve these 
outcomes.  
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Regional Water Plan. Do not 
hesitate to contact me should you require any additional information.  
 
Regards,  
 
Neil Fleckenstein, AICP Planning Coordinator  
Tall Timbers Research Station & Land Conservancy  
13093 Henry Beadel Drive  
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
 

bradley 
currey 

6/22/2011 Posted • Lower Flint 
Ochlockonee 

This is in reply to your request for comments on the regional water plans. The 
following are my comments on the Lower Flint Ochlocknee Water Plan.  
 
This plan clearly identified a big gap in resource availability in the event of a 
severe drought. What is missing is any indication of what the agriculture interests 
and the local water utilities are prepared to do to reduce the gap in order to help 
themselves. Therefore, the gap would presumably be met by drawing more 
water from the Chattahoochee basin in order to meet the minimum flow 
requirements at the Florida line. It seems to me at the bare minimum folks in the 
Flint River Basin need to implement conservation measures such as those that 
have been implemented in the Metro North Georgia Water Planning District to 
reduce demand. Those measures have made a significant dent in the per capita 
consumption in the Upper Chattahoochee Basin and an improvement in the 
quality of the returns.  
 
The agriculture sector, as the largest user in the Flint basin, needs to refocus on 
all possible effective conservation measures in order to avoid "the tragedy of the 
commons," particularly because of the dire economic consequences to itself and 



Comments Submitted Through the Web Comment Tool Online 

Name Date Status Comment Received by Comment 
for the economy of the state if they do not. Clearly, there do need to be efforts to 
develop water storage in the upper reaches of the Flint River, but there is much 
that could be done here and now. We all know that reservoir building will be 
slow and contentious and it does not seem to be prudent to wait on that.  
 
The fundamental problem is that at the point when a drought would have gotten 
really severe, Lake Seminole, Lake Walter F. George and West Point Lake will 
have been drawn down to the point where virtually 100% of the water supply will 
have to come out of Lake Lanier. That in itself is an unsustainable solution.  
 
The bottom line is that we are going to need a State Water Plan that reconciles 
differences between and among the regional plans and sets standards to which 
the regional plans must comply in order to get water and wastewater permits. 
Given how long it will take to get additional reservoirs built and operating, 
conservation measures like tiered pricing, plugging leaks, appliance replacement, 
etc, etc., need to start now.  
 
Thank you for considering these comments.  
 
Brad Currey 

James 
McClatchey 

5/23/2011 Posted • Lower Flint 
Ochlockonee 

The Lower Flint is one of the finest agricultural areas in the state. With the price 
of corn and cotton at record highs, it is a golden time for agriculture in South 
Georgia. The basis of this economy is irrigation from the aquifers which lay under 
the entire region. These aquifers are vast and quickly recharge from rainfall, but 
they are not unlimited and have direct effects on surface water flows which go 
far beyond the usage in the immediate area. It is regrettable that this plan is so 
inadequate to the task it lays out for itself of assuring the sustainable use of the 
valuable water resources in the area.  
 
The key paragraph to understanding the intention of the council is on page 8 in 
the Executive Summary:  
 
The Lower Flint-Ochlockonee Council questions whether the criteria used to 
determine “gaps” for surface water flows are appropriate metrics by which to 
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evaluate the impacts of consumptive water use on the state’s water resources. 
The “gaps” do not provide for reasonable use by lawfully permitted users. 
Moreover, the “gaps” are not defined in terms of any demonstrable 
environmental harm. Closing the identified “gaps” could ultimately cause 
significant harm to the region’s economy and would be counter to the Council’s 
Visions and Goals. Therefore, the Council insists that no modifications to existing 
water withdrawal permitting practices be enacted based on the assessment 
model results.”  
 
In more direct words: we don’t believe the data presented by EPD, we are not 
changing anything, and, as a matter of fact, we intend to use even more water in 
the future. This is not a sustainable plan for the resource.  
 
The entire ACF basin is an integrated system. Water taken from anywhere in the 
basin of the two rivers has an impact on all users of the basin. This is true of the 
users in the metro Atlanta area and is true of the irrigators in the Lower Flint. 
Because of the direct interchange between groundwater and surface water in the 
lower Flint, agricultural irrigation has a direct effect on the flow in the Flint. It 
may seem like groundwater to the farmers, but they may as well be pumping 
directly out of the river. Indeed, from the point of view of Woodruff dam at the 
Florida line, a gallon of water used to flush a toilet in Atlanta is the same as a 
gallon of water used to irrigate a corn field in Camilla. The “gap” at Bainbridge 
has significance far beyond the users downstream of Bainbridge.  
 
The Corp of Engineers operates Woodruff Dam at the Florida line with a 
minimum flow of 5000 CFS. For a variety of reasons, it is highly unlikely the 
resolution of the tri-state water wars will lead to a lower number in the future. If 
anything, it is more likely to be a higher number than a lower one because of 
endangered mussels in the Apalachicola River, thermoelectric generation on the 
Apalachicola, and the impact on the fishery in Apalachicola Bay.  
 
It is critical to realize that because of the flows required at Woodruff Dam, flows 
of the Flint River that fall below the normal historical contribution(below 7Q10) 
of the Flint River to the Apalachicola River must be made up from the 
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Chattahoochee, or more particularly, from the reservoirs in the Chattahoochee. 
In other words, during drought conditions, water from Lake Lanier and the other 
Chattahoochee reservoirs is being used to facilitate unlimited use of groundwater 
in the Lower Flint. This is neither just nor sustainable. The Lower 
Flint/Ochlockonee plan expresses disbelief at EPDs data. This disbelief is correct 
not because it has overstated, but because it is most likely has understated the 
water usage in the lower Flint. There are three obvious flaws. First, the 
permitting system for agricultural groundwater withdrawals generally covers 
wells sized 6” or above. There are numerous 4” wells scattered all over the area 
which pump unknown amounts of water; some of them running 24 hours a day. 
Second, wells are permitted by bore size and not by volume. The state program 
designed to measure irrigation flows has been continuously underfunded. It is a 
near certainty that groundwater use far exceeds the official measurements. 
Finally, the dry year groundwater use numbers are based on a 75th percentile 
flow. 25% of the time, groundwater use will be even higher. It is in the time of 
this highest need that the effects up and downstream become the most severe.  
 
But even taking the numbers at face value leads to striking conclusions. A 
comparison of the Lower Flint/Ochlockonee Plan against the North Georgia 
Metro Planning District 2009 Metrics document is a starting point. Keep in mind 
that many in the lower Flint think Atlanta is using too much water.  
 
Page 8 of the Lower Flint document contains the following paragraph:  
 
Current water use in the Lower Flint-Ochlockonee Region is approximately 872 
million gallons per day (MGD). Water use in the region is projected to increase to 
1,037 MGD in 2050. Currently, agriculture is the largest water using sector in the 
region by a significant margin, and it is expected to remain the largest water user 
through 2050. As a result, much of the Council’s planning effort has been focused 
on the agricultural sector. The Council notes the importance of agriculture to the 
region’s economy in its goals. Wastewater flows in the region are currently 
approximately 317 MGD and expected to remain at a similar level in 2050.  
 
From this paragraph, the net consumptive use in the lower Flint would be 872-
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317 = 555 MGD. (The 317 MGD return figure includes septic systems and land 
application systems (LAS) of 32 MGD per day- see page 23. There is dispute as to 
whether these systems should be included in calculations of wastewater returns.)  
 
The North Georgia document contains the following information on page 34. 
Withdrawals in the metro district from the Chattahoochee and Flint basins in 
2009 were 370 + 16 = 386 MGD and net returns 292 + 8 = 300 MGD. (This net 
return does not include septic tanks.). Net use then from these two basins in the 
metro area was 86 MGD. The amount used in the lower Flint (555 MGD) is more 
than 6 times what is used in the metro Atlanta area! It is important to also note 
that the net use in the metro area has been reduced from 213 MGD since 2000 - 
an almost 60% reduction.  
 
Riparian rights allow for “reasonable” use. The current unlimited issuance of 
groundwater permits in the lower Flint is a threat to every other user in the basin 
all the way back to the headwaters of the Chattahoochee in far north Georgia 
and falls far outside reasonable use. EPD should modify this plan to close the 
Bainbridge “gap” . In particular,  
 
EPD should consider adding the following to the plan:  
1. A moratorium on new agricultural well permits in the lower Flint.  
2. An invigorated and adequately funded program to permit and measure water 
that includes smaller wells down to at least 4” bore size.  
3. Quantity based groundwater withdrawal permits along with implementation of 
an absolute cap on irrigation flows during drought conditions.  
4. Additional funding for the UGA Stripling Irrigation Research Center and in 
particular for the replacement of three recent vacancies in faculty at UGA-Tifton 
specializing in water resources. This research should be directed at more efficient 
irrigation systems as well as research on the effect of crop selection on water 
use.  
5. Mandatory use of best practices in irrigation throughout the lower Flint.  
6. Development of a meaningful plan to reduce irrigation during droughts so that 
the Flint contributes its historical percentage of flow into the Apalachicola River 
and does not over commit the Corp of Engineers reservoir system on the 
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Chattahoochee.  
 
What is underway in the lower Flint is a classic “tragedy of the commons”. 
Because individual users are shielded from the full impacts and costs of their use, 
the groundwater and surface water resources are overused and over-committed. 
The impact of this overuse is being felt throughout the ACF system. Current usage 
in the lower Flint coupled with the operation of the reservoir system on the 
Chattahoochee to assure flows at the Florida line creates the largest inter-basin 
transfer in the state from the Chattahoochee to the Flint. The proposed plan fails 
to protect the sustainability of its own resources and threatens the availability of 
water throughout the ACF. The “gap” at Bainbridge must be closed.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  
 
James N. McClatchey Atlanta 

Brad Moore 6/23/2011 Posted • Middle 
Chattahoochee 

These comments regarding the Georgia Regional plan for the Middle 
Chattahoochee River come from the Indian Hills Neighborhood Association 
(IHNA), an organization of homeowners living on Lake Walter F. George 
interested in protecting and promoting the lake.  IHNA applauds the work of the 
GEPD and the councils in developing the plans and we hardily support most of 
the recommendations.    
 
We support the Middle Chattahoochee recommendations concerning reservoir 
level for Walter F. George and the 2000 cfm average daily flow at Columbia, 
Alabama.    
 
We are quite concerned about the projection for increased nutrient levels coming 
from metro Atlanta point sources over the next 10 years.  The consequences of 
these high levels of nutrients could have significant adverse impacts on fish and 
other aquatic life in the lake.  IHNA recommends increased monitoring the 
middle Chattahoochee and Indian Hills residents will be glad to assist in sampling 
and reporting to aid GEPD. In addition, we would like to see stronger effluent 
controls on the point sources to ensure nutrient levels do not reach detrimental 
levels.  
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We thank GEPD for the opportunity to comment on the regional plans. 
 

Steven 
Burns 

6/23/2011 Posted • Middle 
Chattahoochee 

Following is the text of comments submitted on behalf of Tri Rivers Waterway 
Development Association by its President, Billy Turner, with respect to the Initial 
Plans prepared by the Middle Chattahoochee, Upper Flint, and Lower Flint-
Ochlockonee Regional Councils. A letter with the same text, which includes 
attachments, is also being submitted today via e-mail to 
EPDComments@dnr.state.ga.us.  
 
Ms. Arnettia Murphy  
Georgia Department of Natural Resources Environmental Protection Division  
2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive Suite 1152, East Tower  
Atlanta, Georgia 30334  
 
Re: Initial Recommended Regional Water Plans for the Middle Chattahoochee, 
Upper Flint, and Lower Flint-Ochlockonee Regional Water Councils  
 
Dear Ms. Murphy:  
 
As part of Georgia’s water planning process, the Environmental Protection 
Division of the Georgia Department of Natural Resources (“EPD”) has solicited 
public comments on Initial Recommended Regional Water Plans (“Initial Plans”) 
developed by the regional water councils. This letter provides the comments of 
Tri Rivers Waterway Development Association (“TRWDA”) regarding the Initial 
Plans for the Middle Chattahoochee, Upper Flint, and Lower Flint-Ochlockonee 
Regions.  
 
For 51 years, TRWDA has worked on behalf of its members in Alabama, Florida, 
and Georgia to support the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (“ACF”) River Basin. 
TRWDA is guided by the following mission:  
 
To promote an understanding of the true value of the ACF navigation channel 
and sustainable flows to the people of the ACF Basin and to work with the Corps 

mailto:EPDComments@dnr.state.ga.us
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of Engineers, federal, state, and local agencies, and other stakeholders to 
develop environmentally sound solutions to channel maintenance problems such 
that a reliable channel can be maintained with reasonable flow support. These 
efforts must take into account the various uses of the system including 
agriculture, industry, municipal use, economic development, tourism, water 
quality, and recreation.  
 
TRWDA supports Georgia’s efforts to initiate the planning process while 
recognizing the water resources in the ACF River Basin are highly complex with 
significant political, economic, and environmental issues unresolved. TRWDA 
applauds the hard work of the Councils and EPD in developing the plans. In 
general, we support most of the recommendations contained in the three 
reports. We offer the following specific comments and suggestions.  
 
As issues are resolved or operating plans change, the basis for certain 
assumptions made in this planning process are also subject to change, and the 
planning projections, conclusions and recommendations may require 
reconsideration. For example, the Corps of Engineers is planning to release a 
draft Master Water Control Manual for the ACF Basin (“ACF Master Manual”) 
later this year. That document is subject to change, depending on public 
comments and the outcome of the multidistrict litigation. Any changes to the 
Master Manual that deviate from current practices may affect the Initial Plan’s 
assumption of “no shortfall along the Chattahoochee River . . . on the basis that 
the current Revised Interim Operations Plan (RIOP) remains unchanged and 
conservation storage (in both Lake Lanier and Lake West Point Reservoirs) is 
available to fulfill demands,” as stated in Section 5.1 of the Middle 
Chattahoochee Initial Plan. To the extent any of those changes result in 
limitations not accounted for in the Initial Plan, we urge EPD to remain cognizant 
of the needs of the Middle Chattahoochee area and review and reconsider any 
unforeseen impacts to the region.  
 
Industry is a significant contributor to the economy of the State of Georgia and 
the region. However, the need for water to support existing and future industry is 
not adequately recognized in the currently recommended plan. For example, at 
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Figure 4-3, Water Demand in 2010 and 2050, the Middle Chattahoochee Initial 
Plan assumes total industrial water demand for 2010 to be 4 million gallons per 
day (“mgd”), and it projects no increase in industrial water usage through 2050. 
The same figure assumes total industrial wastewater flow for 2010 to be 3 mgd, 
also with no change projected for 2050. Those assumptions significantly 
underestimate present industrial activity on the Middle Chattahoochee. We 
understand that Georgia planners did not receive water usage data from 
Alabama, and that may contribute to the report’s underestimate of current 
industrial water usage and wastewater discharges. However, TRWDA is aware of 
a single facility in the ACF Basin with actual withdrawals from the Middle 
Chattahoochee River of 27.0 mgd in 2010 and wastewater discharges of 21.2 mgd 
in the same year. Further, whatever the correct figures for 2010 may be, the 
Initial Plan should not assume indefinite zero growth in the region, to the extent 
that assumption may contribute in any way to a limitation on future decisions to 
site critical and much-needed industrial or manufacturing sites in the Middle 
Chattahoochee region.  
 
In general, TRWDA supports the recommendations to the State made by each of 
the Councils contained in Section 7.4 in each of the three plans. Specifically, we 
would like to add TRWDA’s strong support to the Middle Chattahoochee 
recommendation concerning reservoir elevations and stream flows. These 
elevations and flows are shown in Table 5-1 on page 7-14. These requirements 
have been developed by the Middle Chattahoochee Water Coalition and adopted 
by the TRWDA Board. In addition to the 7-day average flows in Table 5-1, other 
minimum flow rates are required. These include an 800 cubic feet per seconds 
(“cfs”) continuous minimum and a 1,350 cfs average daily flow at the Columbus 
gage and a 2,000 cfs average daily flow at the Columbia, Alabama, gage.  
 
In addition, the three Councils have statements in each of their reports under 
Section 7 entitled, “Coordinated Recommendations with Neighboring Councils.” 
These common sections address (1) the need for more storage, (2) improved 
modeling and data, and (3) justification for minimum flows at Woodruff Dam. 
TRWDA wishes to add its support to these coordinated recommendations to the 
State.  
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At the same time, TRWDA urges EPD to acknowledge that the Middle 
Chattahoochee River and Flint River Basins have independent needs, both of 
which depend on adequate flows in the two respective rivers. TRWDA is 
particularly concerned about minimum flow requirements at Woodruff. In the 
past, when rainfall has been relatively heavier in the Flint River Basin, the Corps 
has used the “windfall” of stronger flow from the Flint to justify reduced releases 
from its Chattahoochee reservoirs, for purposes of maintaining minimum flows at 
Woodruff. We urge EPD to support and defend adequate flows for the Middle 
Chattahoochee region, regardless of the volume of Flint River flows.  
 
Another TRWDA concern is for water quality and the assessments performed in 
the planning process. It is our understanding that the water quality model 
outputs arrived very late in the planning process and that the Councils had very 
little time to evaluate and comment on their content. Specifically, TRWDA 
members have raised concerns about (1) the timing and quantities of reservoir 
releases to maintain and/or improve water quality in the Chattahoochee River 
below the Columbus planning node; (2) how the nutrient loadings (as measured 
by Chlorophyll A) below the Columbus node in Walter F. George Reservoir were 
developed; and (3) substantial variations in nutrient levels predicted by the 
models (both higher and lower) compared to actual field measurements. In 
addition, there appears to be a limited amount of field data points used for 
model calibration. We urge EPD to evaluate nutrient levels in a manner that 
acknowledges the extent to which upstream nutrient loading affects downstream 
areas and is beyond the ability of a downstream community to control.  
 
As noted above, navigation in the ACF River Basin is an important component of 
TRWDA’s mission. TRWDA would like to highlight the statement contained in 
Section 3.2 of the Middle Chattahoochee Initial Plan concerning navigation. 
Navigation is a Congressionally authorized purpose of the Federal reservoir 
projects on the Chattahoochee River, and we agree as stated on page 3-5 that it 
is the responsibility of the Corps of Engineers to maintain a channel 9 feet deep 
and 100 feet wide.  
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TRWDA submitted to the Corps two sets of comments on the scope of the 
environmental analysis for purposes of revisions to the ACF Master Manual. In 
these two documents, dated November 21, 2008 and December 30, 2009, and 
attached for your convenience, TRWDA emphasized that the Corps must abide by 
the Congressionally authorized purposes of the ACF River System. TRWDA 
demonstrated that navigation was a lawful and Congressionally authorized 
project purpose for all five of the Corps’ 
ACF reservoirs. Judge Magnuson’s court order of July 7, 2009, has confirmed that 
navigation is among the authorized purposes of the ACF River System. The 
Middle Chattahoochee Initial Plan indicates in several places an intent to fulfill 
the authorized purposes of the ACF. Table 2-1 correctly shows navigation as 
being among the Congressionally authorized purposes of the five Corps of 
Engineers reservoirs in the ACF Basin. Section 3.2 correctly states, “Navigation is 
important to the regional economy and must be maintained between Columbus 
and Apalachicola Bay.” Section 1.3 also acknowledges the role of navigation.  
 
However, some of the Plan’s references to authorized purposes are incomplete. 
For example, the Initial Plan states at page 2-9, “The Middle Chattahoochee 
Water Planning Council has identified that the action zone values as developed 
contradict and compromise authorized purposes, specifically, recreational use at 
West Point Lake.” The Initial Plan also refers to challenges to recreation at West 
Point in the context of Congressionally authorized purposes on pages 3-5 to 3-6 
and 3-15. To the extent the Initial Plan indicates support for ACF project 
purposes, that support should extend to navigation. Most importantly, at Table 6-
1, where Management Practice IU-2 references “Congressionally authorized 
purposes of federal reservoirs in the ACF Basin,” that list of authorized purposes 
should include navigation. Further, to the extent Management Practice IU-2 
references “Congressionally authorized purposes,” the list should include only 
those project purposes shown in the far right column of Table 2-1. To the extent 
any purpose listed there is not a “Congressionally authorized” reservoir purpose, 
it is incorrect and inconsistent with Table 2-1.  
 
TRWDA concurs in supporting the Congressionally authorized uses of the Corps’ 
ACF reservoirs, including navigation. Congress intended to provide 308 navigable 
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river miles for the ACF River System, and flows sufficient to provide for navigation 
also support industrial and municipal water users to stimulate much needed 
economic development for the middle section of the ACF Basin. TRWDA has been 
developing a plan that would improve navigation in a manner that minimizes 
impacts to upstream reservoirs and complies with the RIOP. Our intent is to 
submit this work to the Corps in the context of proposed revisions to the ACF 
Master Manual, but we would be pleased to discuss our studies and modeling 
with EPD as well.  
 
TRWDA commends the State of Georgia for initiating this planning process, and 
we thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments. If you have any 
questions, please feel free to call Executive Director Billy Houston at (334) 688-
1000 or me at (706) 596-1630.  
 
Sincerely,  
/s/ Billy Turner Billy Turner President  
Attachments 
 

William 
Moore 

5/9/2011 Posted • Middle 
Chattahoochee 

Middle Chatahoochee River Basin does not appear to be negatively impacted by 
the current water demand or the current wastewater assimilation upstream in 
the Metropolitan North Gerogia Water Planning District. 

Bryan Tolar 6/29/2011 Posted • Middle Ocmulgee The Middle Ocmulgee region is made up of many industry sectors and water 
uses, and the future forecasts of population growth indicate the strength of the 
region. Agriculture plays a vital role in the economies of counties located in the 
southern part of the region, specifically in Houston, Pulaski and Peach Counties.  
 
It is important to plan for the expected population increase that will occur over 
the next 40 years. For this reason, water conservation and storage are of the 
utmost importance. We commend the work of the Georgia Soil and Water 
Conservation Commission for educating and assisting Georgia’s agriculture 
industry on innovative ways to conserve water and improve efficiency. We 
encourage the state to invest needed funds in these efforts as well as planning 
for reservoir development.  
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Preparing for the future should be considered the most important aspect of the 
water planning process. The Council’s recommendations to analyze the 
possibilities of new reservoirs, best management practices for agricultural permit 
holders, and the development of farm ponds are all solid aspects of water 
planning that should be carefully considered and implemented as practicable.  
 
We had an opportunity to work with lawmakers in crafting legislation dealing 
with agricultural withdrawal permits, and we support the Council’s 
recommendation of implementing this new process. Reclassifying dormant 
permits will help the Region assess the impact agricultural irrigation has on the 
water management of the area. Furthermore, the continued evaluation of 
irrigation water as being 100% consumptive contributes to conclusions that are 
misinformed. As long as these variables remain off target, the results will draw 
incorrect conclusions.  
 
We appreciate the willingness of the Environmental Protection Division to take 
input regarding this important issue and for providing technical assistance 
throughout the process.  
 
Respectfully,  
Bryan Tolar Daniel Groce President Public Affairs Coordinator 
 

Rachel 
Jones 

6/23/2011 Posted • Middle Ocmulgee As the Planning Contractor for the Middle Ocmulgee Council, we received the 
following comment from Dr. Johnny Bembry, a member of the Middle Ocmulgee 
Council, and are posting it on his behalf. 
 
A number of rural neighbors here in Pulaski County who rely on private wells for 
their water supply have run out of water during the past week (as of June 6, 
2011). This prompted me to try recollecting when and how we addressed such 
situations on our regional water plan. In reviewing the document which is now 
available for public comment, I couldn’t find rural residential water deficiencies 
addressed in any manner. This is not a new problem in our area. It has occurred 
during extreme drought periods in the past and is often resolved by the 
homeowner having a well drilling contractor lower the submersible pump or in 
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some cases having a new well drilled. It is obvious that the problem occurs most 
often during drought periods (which obviously are concurrent with periods of 
heavy irrigation water usage). I asked some related questions of the 
geologist/hydrologist who gave us the “updated information” on aquifer water 
supply. My question was more specifically related to the obvious “drying up” of 
flowing springs in our region since irrigation has become so prevalent, but 
obviously the rural well situation would be related. As best I can recall, his 
response was that there is no gap (between supply and demand). With full 
appreciation that he was addressing supply from each respective aquifer and that 
these residential wells very likely don’t draw from an aquifer which he studied, it 
still seems that we should consider those sources before we declare there is no 
“gap”.  
 
It seems to me that the public would be surprised to find that this issue was not 
addressed in our regional water plan, especially those members of the public 
who are without water at their sink. Furthermore, it seems that the last section in 
the plan which addresses issues which should prompt review or reassessment of 
the plan should include extreme weather events, such as severe drought or 
flooding.  
 
Johnny Bembry 
 

Frank 
Stephens 

5/13/2011 Posted • Middle Ocmulgee Priority management practice WS2 states the importance of reclaimed water 
discharges to the sustainable yield of the basin. Gwinnett County is currently 
completing a $277 million upgrade of its 22-mgd Yellow River Water Reclamation 
Facility. 

Jerry 
Murkerson 

5/13/2011 Posted • Middle Ocmulgee Please insert the 2010 census data on tables 2-1 and 4-1. 

Sam Booher 6/22/2011 Posted • Savannah Upper 
Ogeechee 

Arnettia Murphy  
22 June 2011  
Subject: Public Comment: Savannah River -Upper Ogeechee Regional Water Plan 
 
Dear Ms. Murphy:  
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My name is Sam Booher. The following are my comments concerning the above 
referenced plan. I attended all of the Regional meeting and several Joint Regional 
meetings since they were initially formed and began meetings in 2008  
 
I was very pleased both with how well I was welcomed and included in all of the 
Savannah Water -Upper Ogeechee Water Planning meetings and the Public 
Meeting held by the Water Planning Council. I recommend the Governor 
continue this program and that future regional council meetings continue 
including one or more public meetings solely for the purpose of presenting 
information and gathering public input. The Savannah River -Upper Ogeechee 
Water Planning council welcomed and included my comments at any time during 
their meetings and left an open period at the end for any additional comments I 
wished to make.  
 
Looking at the continuing drought conditions across Georgia and then at all of the 
Regional Water Plans. There seems to be a disconnect with regional water 
planning. As a Southern Company Shareholder I have been reading about future 
planned power plants that Southern Company intends to build in Georgia. I 
looked for this information being mentioned in the Regional Water Plans. There 
seems to be another disconnect.  
 
At a join Regional meeting held in Macon, the lack of information on water needs 
of future Southern Company planned construction of New Electrical Power Plants 
was evident. I offer that without this information, Regional Water Plans could be 
made irrelevant. The lack of this information presents a State wide problem that 
must be resolved.  
 
While water conservation measures were discussed, they are missing from the 
Final Recommendations to the State. The Savannah-Upper Ogeechee council’s 
plan specifically included water conservation as a cost effective way to close 
water shortages, (see parg 6-1A/B). For some reason, this topic was dropped 
from the Final Recommendation to the State.  
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Having attended all of the Savannah-Upper Ogeechee Council’s meetings, I am 
aware of the discussions and time spent discussing Inter Basin Transfers (IBT). 
Looking at the final report, I only find IBT mentioned in Section 1, parg. 1.312. 
Again the Final Recommendations to the State does not mention IBT. I can not 
imagine the council leaving it out so I can only conclude someone is making 
changes to the individual council’s final reports. In fact the only topic left in the 
Savannah Water -Upper Ogeechee Water Council’s Final Recommendation to the 
State concerned management of the water in Clark Hill Lake. One could conclude 
a lot of time was spent on this topic and that is not true.  
 
In conclusion, I recommend several actions.  
 
First, Metro Atlanta needs to look at raising Buford Dam two feet in height. This 
inexpensive method would add an enormous amount of water for Atlanta’s 
future growth.  
 
Second, Georgia must not implement water management plans that impact 
downstream communities of future economic growth through Interbasin 
Transfers.  
 
Third, future Regional Councils need upfront information from Southern 
Company on specific locations, size, and planned water consumption of future 
power plants being considered. This information must be a priority for EPD to 
obtain and provide all councils.  
 
Last, Georgia should focus on aggressive water conservation measures which will 
provide water at a cost less than the expensive options currently being 
considered. Georgia can no longer continue wasting existing water. 
 

Harris Little 6/7/2011 Posted • Savannah Upper 
Ogeechee 

I continue to be concerned that all the enforcement of any rules that may be 
written as a result of this plan will be brought to bear on local governments, 
while local governments are responsible for withdrawals and discharges of water 
most do a great job of returning water back to the streams that is of higher 
quality than is in the stream. Because of this, governments that do a good job 
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managing water and waste-water should be encouraged to use water not 
penalized for that use. While conservation is something that people should make 
a personal decision whether to do or not do, it (conservation) should not be the 
linchpin of our water planning. Increasing treatment capacity and doing 
everything possible to encourage interconnections between systems is by far the 
better way to insure we all have adequate drinking water supplies.  
 
There needs to be more examination of exactly how much water we have 
compared to what we use. All uses of water, whatever they may be, are a 
collective drop in the bucket compared to what we have available to us. Georgia 
gets a huge amount of rain, even in drought years, we get in the 30 inch per year 
range. Let the public know this, tell them how much water we have. 99% of 
people have no clue. Further effort must be made in regards to how the Corps of 
Engineers manages the federal reservoirs inside and on our state borders. 
Drinking water and other public uses must be the first priority. Work with our 
legislative delegation in Washington to make these changes. We have more than 
enough storage of water in this state, use what we have. Building more little 
"buckets" (reservoirs) is a colossal waste of time and money. People need to get 
off this fear of transferring water where you need it. Water is just a natural 
resource, like wood, natural gas, and others. Nobody cares where the wood that 
built your house comes from, or where the natural gas you cook or heat with 
originates, why this concern over water. If Atlanta needs the water we have, treat 
it and sell it to them, they have the money and we have the water. Thank God we 
can't hem up the air we breathe, some folks would want to stop the wind from 
blowing. One last point on transfers, water transfers happen and have been 
happening since the earth started. You'll notice I don't call them inter-basin 
transfers because there is only one basin, all water flows to the oceans and all 
the oceans are connected. These natural water transfers are commonly called 
rain. Surely nobody thinks the water that falls on Georgia evaporated from 
Georgia? 
 
 Lets start thinking more regionally when it comes to water supply, and I don't 
mean basin regionally. I'm thankful that these resources have been studied and 
concern has been placed on water supply, I hope the people involved began to 
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realize that we have an abundant supply of water, and maybe they understand 
that we need more aggressive plans to use what we have and encourage 
interconnections and regional cooperation. 
 

Larry 
Walker 

5/31/2011 Posted • Savannah Upper 
Ogeechee 

I was a member of the Savannah Upper Ogeechee Council. I think our plan 
became much too technical as the process evolved. I believe that by far the most 
important contributions of the Council are in the Goals, and by far the most 
important one of those is regarding inter-basin transfers. No other factor, now or 
in the future, will or could have as much bearing on this watershed as inter-basin 
transfers. If nothing else is said or done regarding this effort, it should be 
remembered that this Council raised a flag of concern about inter-basin transfers, 
especially those that might be done to feed an insatiable appetite for water by a 
water wasting society in metro Atlanta. 
 
 

Michael 
Massey 

5/18/2011 Posted • Savannah Upper 
Ogeechee 

Disappointment –  
 
Plenty of good data gathering and documenting in sections 1-5 but: It is another 
well documented work of suggestions, guidelines and benchmarks for 
monitoring. I am not sure WHO or WHAT AGENCY will grab this and move 
forward with it. There are no strong legislative recommendations. Perhaps they 
have recognized that they have little strength to go forward with a hard 
recommendation.  
 
The final paragraph on page 8-5 says it all:  
 
The Council requests to form a permanent Savannah and Ogeechee water 
planning organization as the conduit for bringing together all stakeholders and 
assisting the State with implementation of water resource goals in the entire 
basin. One third of the current Water Planning Council will be grandfathered on 
the permanent organization. The discussions on this new organization are in the 
very initial stage. The Council recommends that any plan amendments be 
reviewed and approved by EPD until a future organization is formed. Any 
meetings conducted to review and approve future plan amendments should 
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invite stakeholders and allow for general public input.  
 
MY REVIEW:  
 
It certainly does little to provide a feeling that there will be major 
accomplishments resulting from this list of proposals.  
 
This is a disappointing end (at this point) for a lot of hard work. Little 
accomplishments in the pipeline. 
 

Bryan Tolar 6/29/2011 Posted • Suwannee Satilla Agriculture plays a vital role in the economies of counties located in the Suwanee 
Satilla region. For this reason, water conservation and storage are of the utmost 
importance. We commend the work of the Georgia Soil and Water Conservation 
Commission for educating and assisting Georgia’s agriculture industry on 
innovative ways to conserve water and improve efficiency. We encourage the 
state to invest needed funds in these efforts as well as planning for reservoir 
development.  
 
Preparing for the future should be considered the most important aspect of the 
water planning process. The continued evaluation of irrigation water as being 
100% consumptive contributes to conclusions that are misinformed. As long as 
these variables remain off target, the results will draw incorrect conclusions.  
 
Protecting the integrity of agricultural water use permits is of the utmost 
importance as it contributes to protecting the investment of crop production for 
those rural communities, input suppliers and consumer markets. The economic 
importance of an abundant water supply cannot be overstated.  
 
We appreciate the willingness of the Environmental Protection Division to take 
input regarding this important issue and for providing technical assistance 
throughout the process.  
 
Respectfully,  
Bryan Tolar Daniel Groce President Public Affairs Coordinator 
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Larry 
Hanson 

6/21/2011 Posted • Suwannee Satilla The City of Valdosta would first like to commend the Georgia Environmental 
Protection Division (EPD), Suwannee-Satilla Council, and all others involved for 
their efforts throughout the regional water planning process. Each plan is specific 
to its region’s water supply and needs, while also encompassing the intent of the 
Georgia Comprehensive Statewide Water Management Plan. Through the 
available data, reasonable recommendations have been identified for water 
supply, wastewater, conservation and stormwater. The recommendations reflect 
specifically our water sources, the agricultural, industrial, and municipal users, 
and recognizes the implementation needs of technical support, guidance, and 
funding.  
 
While a tremendous amount of data is available for the Suwannee-Satilla, there 
are areas that need attention and continued studies, including the regional 
management of stormwater. In early 2009, 46 counties in South Georgia were 
declared disaster areas as the result of flooding. The City of Valdosta was greatly 
impacted by this event as a result of being located on the downstream end of 
where the Withlacoochee River and Little River sub-watersheds join together. 
Valdosta contributes only approximately 1% to the total 1,450 square miles that 
drain into these watersheds, so without regional coordination our local efforts 
cannot solve the massive stormwater issue we inherit, and certainly we cannot 
prevent another event of the 2009 magnitude without state assistance, funding 
and regional support.  
 
Based on the EPD website, there are 105 cities and 39 counties that are 
permitted by the State through the Phase I or II programs. These federal 
regulations have helped to implement stormwater measures across the state; 
however, every community is impacted by stormwater and a large number of 
communities in Georgia are not taking appropriate measures to address the long-
term impacts. By implementing a regional approach, this would help to 
streamline stormwater management through consistent control measures, 
regulations, and provide a more cost-effective approach. Through the proper 
evaluation, a series of storage areas could be identified to control stormwater 
flows, while providing additional benefits such as water quality, water quantity, 
and additional water supply. To implement such measures, the coordination 
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between local, state and federal organizations is critical.  
 
In addition, a regional task force or sub-committee should be formed, to continue 
the work of the Suwannee-Satilla Council, while representing all stakeholders and 
providing a formal planning mechanism to address the regional stormwater 
issues. Such a planning effort presents a unique opportunity to address multiple 
concerns as identified in the proposed regional water plan. For example, by 
seeking the opportunity to merge regional needs associated to agriculture, 
drought, and low flow with a regional challenge such as stormwater, the two 
issues can be addressed simultaneously and provide environmentally responsible 
solutions that best utilize our precious resources.  
 
The Suwannee-Satilla plan specifically recognizes the drought and low flow 
conditions experienced throughout the state and particularly in this area where 
agriculture is so important to the economy. Dramatic decreases in the average 
water depth of rivers has occurred based upon measurements from 1965 and 
2000 as compared to present measurements. According to Brian McCallum, 
Assistant Director of the U.S. Geological Survey, the river data measured on June 
17, 2011, shows all the waterways in South Georgia are at record lows and 
becoming more severe. In areas of South Georgia the normal rainfall should be 
25 inches; however is currently at 16 inches. The U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) completed a recent survey and determined that as of June 12th, 42% of 
the state’s corn crop was poor or very poor, 46% of the state’s cotton crop was 
poor or very poor, and 73% of the state’s pastures and ranges were poor or very 
poor. As a result, Governor Deal has requested the USDA to declare 22 counties 
agricultural disaster areas.  
 
By considering a number of practices, including the use of regional reservoirs, 
stormwater can be captured, stored, and utilized to address surface water gaps. 
While the benefits can include irrigation purposes, drought relief, and low flow 
conditions in streams, it is important to carefully evaluate the placement of such 
reservoirs so that environmentally sensitive areas are not lost and other negative 
adverse impacts are created. It is our position that addressing the regional needs 
collectively is sound science, public policy, and efficient use of resources. We 
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commend the efforts put forth through the 2011 Water Reservoir Act and believe 
the associated funding for reservoirs should look beyond the needs of metro 
Atlanta and that projects in south Georgia should have equal priority and 
commitment.  
 
The City of Valdosta is committed to seeking viable solutions so that our water 
resources are protected and managed, while providing the highest quality service 
to our community for generations. 
 

Bryan Tolar 6/29/2011 Posted • Upper Flint Agriculture plays a vital role in the economies of counties located in the Upper 
Flint region. For this reason, water conservation and storage are of the utmost 
importance. We commend the work of the Georgia Soil and Water Conservation 
Commission for educating and assisting Georgia’s agriculture industry on 
innovative ways to conserve water and improve efficiency. We encourage the 
state to invest needed funds in these efforts as well as planning for reservoir 
development.  
 
Preparing for the future should be considered the most important aspect of the 
water planning process. The continued evaluation of irrigation water as being 
100% consumptive contributes to conclusions that are misinformed. As long as 
these variables remain off target, the results will draw incorrect conclusions.  
 
Protecting the integrity of agricultural water use permits is of the utmost 
importance as it contributes to supporting the investment of crop production for 
these communities, input suppliers and consumer markets. The economic 
importance of an abundant water supply cannot be overstated.  
 
We appreciate the willingness of the Environmental Protection Division to take 
input regarding this important issue and for providing technical assistance 
throughout the process.  
 
Respectfully,  
 
Bryan Tolar Daniel Groce President Public Affairs Coordinator 
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Randall 
Starling 

6/14/2011 Posted • Upper Flint The recommendation on page 7-18 item 3 was not agreed to by the council and 
should not be in the plan. Item 2 on the same page was the final agreement. Page 
6-6, GFC awards program should be GFA awards program. Page 7-16, the GFC 
should be mentioned along with forest industry as conducting periodic BMP 
surveys. 

William 
Moore 

5/9/2011 Posted • Upper Flint Upper Flint River Basin does not appear to be negatively impacted by the current 
water demand or the current wastewater assimilation capacity of the 
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District. 
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