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FULL COMMITTEE FIELD HEARING ON
THE IMPACT OF THE 2006-2007
DROUGHT ON GEORGIA’S ECONOMY

Tuesday, March 25, 2008

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 12:30 p.m., in the
Callaway Center for International Business Development, West
Georgia Technical College, 220 Fort Drive, LaGrange, Georgia,
Hon. Hank Johnson presiding.

Present: Representatives Johnson and Westmoreland.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN JOHNSON

Mr. JOHNSON. Ladies and gentlemen, I am going to call this
hearing to order. And I want to first take the opportunity to apolo-
gize to all of you all for being late here. I know that you all have
busy schedules and I know that you all are here to hear from these
fine panelists that we have. I look forward to hearing their com-
ments. And so I want to also extend a thanks to Congressman
Westmoreland and his staff for being very dutiful about bringing
this panel to you today. My office has been pleased to work with
his office to make this thing happen.

Just a note about process. Since the Democrats are in control of
Congress, that is why it had to be a Democratic Representative
who would be here to I guess lead this meeting. I am a first term
Congressman. Congressman Westmoreland has been on the Small
Business Committee for many years and so it is a little odd. But
this is the process. And so with that process in mind, that is why
we have the setup that we have today.

And so the fact that I was late, I am going to not continue with
the remarks, the opening statements that I had prepared, but I do
want to turn this meeting over to Congressman Westmoreland for
his opening remarks and then we will hear from the panelists and
any questions that we have, we will ask of these panelists. And
then we will proceed to the panelists on the second panel and the
third panel as well.

So thank you for your attention and your attendance and I will
now turn it to Congressman Westmoreland for his opening state-
ment.

o))
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OPENING STATEMENT OF MR. WESTMORELAND

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You can cer-
tainly see how important the highway funds are to west Georgia
now.

[Laughter.]

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this
hearing today and I would also like to thank all the witnesses for
their participation. I know all of you have very busy schedules and
feel honored that you would take the time to provide this Com-
mittee with your testimony. And I am sure that today’s testimony
will prove to be very helpful.

Georgia’s water crisis has been caused by a severe drought, by
the U.S. Corps of Engineers’ mismanagement of river basins based
on outdated science and population figures, and by water wars
among Georgia, Alabama and Florida that have been ongoing for
a number of years. The Corps, under an agreement reached in the
1980s with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the State of Georgia and
downstream users release 5000 cubic feet per second or CFs of
water, up to 3.2 billion gallons a day, downstream into the states
of Alabama and Florida. The figure was based on hydroelectric
power plants’ needs as well as concern for endangered species in
the river. But most importantly, this flow of water was based on
a consistent schedule of rain.

I, along with the entire Georgia delegation, have been very en-
gaged in this serious ongoing issue. To this end, we introduced leg-
islation in the U.S. House of Representatives, H.R. 3847, and in the
U.S. Senate, S. 2165, to alleviate the current water crisis by allow-
ing states suffering from droughts to be exempt temporarily from
the Endangered Species Act, which in Georgia is threatening our
low water supply by taking away large amounts of water from
north and middle Georgia and sending it downstream to protect
mussels and sturgeon.

Specifically, the Corps is managing releases out of Lake Lanier
and Lake Allatoona in a manner that is in the best interest of en-
dangered mussels in Alabama and endangered sturgeon in Florida,
instead of the best interests of the people of Georgia. Georgians
rely on this water, not only for drinking, cooking, bathing and
cleaning, but also for recreational purposes that creates jobs and
grows the local economy. Furthermore, we have requested and the
Corps has agreed to update the 20-year old water control plan for
the Alabama Coosa-Tallapoosa and the Apalachicola-Chattahoo-
chee-Flint river basins that runs throughout Georgia, Alabama and
Florida.

The current releases of water from these two basins are based
on science and population figures that do not reflect the tremen-
dous growth and modern day needs of Georgia. We have also re-
quested that the Corps start from scratch when compiling the plan
manual for the ACF Basin and not use the Corps current flawed
interim operating plan as a baseline for the new manual. It is im-
perative that we update the water control plan to reflect 21st cen-
tury water demand and uses in Georgia, Alabama and Florida and
to bring about a resolution among the states to see that the threat
to our Georgia lakes is stopped.
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Recently, it was announced that there are changes planned re-
garding the Corps’ operation in Georgia that will allow us to put
aside additional water during the unprecedented drought. The
Corps, in consultation with Fish & Wildlife, announced that they
had drafted an interim operating plan that reduced the minimum
flow from Woodruff Dam at Lake Seminole to 4750 cubic feet, a five
percent reduction. Subsequently, another ramp down to 4500 CF's
will be authorized, a total of 10 percent reduction. Unless the fed-
eral reservoirs recover drastically due to improved conditions, these
lower water flow levels will be implemented through June 1, 2008.

The plan would also allow reservoirs such as West Point Lake to
store additional in-flows above 5000 CFs. The Corps’ releases are
designed to provide enough water flow for human use and to sus-
tain these endangered species. I believe this is a small step in the
right direction to deal with a problem that immediately confronts
us.

Mr. Chairman, in some way this drought has affected everyone
assembled here today and I look forward to hearing from our dis-
tinguished panels and to continue working with you and the rest
of the Georgia delegation to address this important issue.

And Mr. Chairman, with that, I look forward to hearing the testi-
mony of the panelists.

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Congressman Westmoreland.

We will now move to the testimony from panel one. Each witness
will have five minutes for their remarks and their entire state-
ments will be entered into the record.

Our first witness is Mr. Dick Timmerberg of LaGrange, Georgia.

STATEMENT OF MR. DICK TIMMERBERG, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, WEST POINT LAKE COALITION

Mr. TIMMERBERG. Good afternoon, thank you, sir.

My name is Dick Timmerberg and I am the Executive Director
of the West Point Lake Coalition. I want to thank the House Com-
mittee on Small Business for the opportunity to testify here today
regarding how the economy of west Georgia in general and small
business in particular have been unfairly devastated by the
drought of 2006-2007 and the rigid management practices of the
Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.

In the fall of 2006, $268,000 was contributed by businesses and
individuals in west Georgia and east Alabama to study West Point
Lake economically and environmentally. This fundraising success
strongly demonstrates this area’s commitment to West Point Lake,
its concerns for the future of the lake and its recognition of the eco-
nomic value and importance of the lake.

The firm of Basile, Baumann, Prost, Cole & Associates, a nation-
ally recognized firm in the area of economic impacts and recreation,
completed an economic study in December of 2007 and I am sub-
mitting a copy of this study as part of my testimony here today.

Three alternative economic analyses were prepared. Full pool is
635. Alternative one was low water levels at or below 630; alter-
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native two, higher water levels in the range of 630 to 633 and al-
ternative three was optimal water levels in the range of 633 to 635.

The projected annual economic impact and value of West Point
Lake at the above three alternatives, I have listed below.

At alternative one, the lake is worth approximately $154 million
a year to the local economy.

Alternative two jumps up to almost $420 million, an increase of
almost $266 million.

And alternative three, optimal, it jumps to $710 million, which
is a plus of almost $556 million versus alternative one.

The lake was specifically authorized by Congress for five distinct
purposes—recreation, sport fishing, wildlife development, hydro-
power, flood control and navigation. Corps of Engineers documents
state that the initial recreation impact level on West Point Lake is
632.5. Now, note that at no time in 2006, 2007 and the first two
months of 2008, a total of 26 consecutive months, has the average
monthly lake level at West Point Lake met or exceeded that initial
recreation impact level. Speaking candidly, the Corps has not been
held accountable for their management of West Point Lake as au-
thorized by Congress. And their track record over the past 26
months, which has caused severe economic consequences, dem-
onstrates a disregard for recreation.

The lost economic impact from West Point Lake from January
2006 through December of 2007 ranges between $800 million and
$1.1 billion. Low lake levels severely affected visitation to the lake.
For example, at an extremely conservative estimate of $100 spent
per visitation, our community lost $10 million in 2007 versus 2006
due to the decline in visitation alone. At the risk of stating the ob-
vious, visitation to West Point Lake and tournaments decline sig-
nificantly when there is not a dependable lake level, when the lake
is unsafe, when people lose access to parks and swimming areas
and when people lose access to the water itself. Equally obvious,
when visitation declines significantly, the economic value of West
Point Lake drops drastically and the negative economic impact in-
creases substantially.

Let me turn to a few specific examples of the devastating impact
on small business. In the interest of time, I am just going to tell
you that in businesses one to three—and these are all lake-related
businesses—their revenues were down from a low of 30 percent to
a high of 75 percent, with one individual on boat sales down 100
percent because he had to give up his boat distributorship.

Business four, during the six months between September 2007
and February 2008, revenues were down $96,000 versus the same
period last year. Had their average monthly growth rate of 10 to
20 percent prior to the drought continued, lost revenues would
have exceeded well over $100,000. To try to minimize the losses,
they increased advertising by $15,000, repairs to damaged stock
ran another $12,000, and $3000 in dredging expense was incurred
in an attempt to keep the ramp open. Combined impact of
$126,000, and this does not include the loss of three bass tour-
naments, approximately 550 boats or 1100 fishermen and women,
plus the loss of at least 100 boats in their year end championship
tournament due to the low lake levels and the severely limited ac-
cess.
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Business five, bait and tackle sales were down a minimum of 48
percent. This is a quote, “Every credit card I have is maxed out and
every day I am losing money. I had to take an outside job to sup-
port my family and tread water long enough to hopefully somehow
hold onto my store.”

Business number six, and I quote, “When I bought this store five
years ago, it was a dream come true, I finally owned my own busi-
ness. The first three years were successful as we improved the
building and expanded both our products and inventory. Over the
past 24 months, due to the drought and the low water level, sales
have declined an average of 20,000 per month and we lost our gas
contract. In an effort to stop the bleeding, we added a kitchen and
began selling biscuits and other breakfast items. Finally, I had to
seek other full time employment and leave my wife and daughter
alone in the store. The store is currently for sale. If it does not sell,
we will lose it anyway.”

So what do the above businesses have in common? All of them
were successful until the drought and the ill-conceived interim op-
erating plan hit, and low, unacceptable water levels dragged on for
over two years. The small business men and women who are the
backbone of our country are fast becoming the endangered species
and no one is protecting them.

While West Point Lake was drained, water was sent downstream
to protect endangered mussels. We have quantified the economic
impact to our community and to small business, but I have yet to
see the economic benefit or value of the endangered mussels. As-
suming for the moment that the mussel species are viable long
term—and that is a huge question—why was action not taken to
relocate the mussels to a hatchery or to re-establish them in a like
stream or river? In fact, there never was a proactive solution. The
response from the Corps and Fish & Wildlife was simply releasing
water far in excess of what mother nature would have provided
and with no consideration for the dire consequences to the small
business man and woman. Apparently the use of common sense is
also an endangered species.

The federal reservoirs on the ACF—

[Applause.]

Mr. TIMMERBERG. The federal reservoirs on the ACF system and
the system itself should be managed in a fair and proportionately
equal manner. The federal reservoirs should be managed for their
authorized purposes, they should not be managed for unauthorized
purposes. We support growth and want to see a strong and vibrant
Atlanta metro area as the main economic engine for the state of
Georgia. That said, that growth must be intelligent growth which
is well-planned and recognizes the finite limited water supply in
the Chattahoochee River and acknowledges the economic needs and
the right to growth for downstream communities as well.

What we will never support is the transfer of economic wealth
from one community to another using water as currency.

We respectfully ask that Congress hold the Corps of Engineers
accountable to manage West Point Lake as it was authorized, so
that the lake’s economic benefit can be realized. We ask Congress
to uphold their promises made to this community when West Point
Lake was planned. We ask that the new interim operating plan re-
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flect and prioritize the authorized purposes versus the unauthor-
ized needs, while recognizing the devastating economic harm done
previously and minimizing the negative economic impacts in the fu-
ture.

Thanks once again for conducting this hearing in LaGrange and
for giving me the opportunity to testify.

[Applause.]

[The prepared statement of Mr. Timmerberg may be found in the
Appendix on page 36.]

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Timmerberg.

And ladies and gentlemen, I did not properly introduce Mr.
Timmerberg, he is the Executive Director of the West Point Lake
Coalition, a board member of the Middle Chattahoochee Water Co-
alition, a member of the West Point Lake Advisory Council, and at
the request of the Georgia Environmental Protection Division, he
has served for two years on the Chattahoochee Basin Advisory
Committee in Phase 1 of the Georgia Statewide Water Planning
Process.

So thank you for your testimony today, sir.

Next, we will have Ms. Mary Kay Woodworth, who is the Execu-
tive Director of the Metropolitan Atlanta Landscape and Turf Asso-
ciation. Ms. Woodworth.

STATEMENT OF MS. MARY KAY WOODWORTH, EXECUTIVE DI-
RECTOR, METRO ATLANTA LANDSCAPE AND TURF ASSOCIA-
TION

Ms. WoobpwoORTH. Thank you, Representative Johnson.

Mr. JOHNSON. You will have five minutes for your statement and
your written statement will be included in the record.

Ms. WooDWORTH. Thank you very much.

Yes, I am with the Metro Atlanta Landscape and Turf Associa-
tion and I do not want you to think Atlanta is a bad word down
here, but more importantly I should tell you I am President of the
Georgia Urban Agriculture Council.

Georgia’s urban agriculture industry represents one of the larg-
est and most successful industries in Georgia, with more than $8
billion in annual sales, 7000 companies and more than 80,000 em-
ployees throughout the state. Urban agriculture is defined as all
non-traditional agriculture and is the second largest industry in
the state of Georgia, second to poultry.

The industry includes retail garden centers, floriculturists, turf
grass and sod growers, the nursery and horticulture industry, land-
scape architects, landscape installation and maintenance busi-
nesses, irrigation contractors, green wholesalers, florists and golf
courses and their related businesses.

Georgia’s EPD Drought Management Plan uses outdoor watering
restrictions as the sole solution to address the drought conditions
that have impacted Georgia. While commercial exemptions are con-
tained in the plan, these exemptions can be further restricted lo-
cally. This action by local utilities and governments has had the ef-
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fect of imposing severe restrictions on businesses that rely on water
in their operations.

And in this case, in the last year and a half, these severe condi-
tions were primarily imposed on a single industry—landscaping
and horticulture. This is a problem that did not have to happen.
This was not because of the drought. The problems we have had
in our industry are because of the water restrictions that were re-
sulting from the drought.

The EPD Drought Management Plan rules and local govern-
ment’s heightened restrictions were exacerbated by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers’ increased downstream releases from Lake La-
nier in late summer of 2007. The increased releases resulted in
Governor Perdue’s mandate to water providers to release with-
drawals by 10 percent. This mandate, along with EPD’s Level 4
Drought Declaration for 61 counties on September 28, 2007 had an
im(rinediate and dramatic devastating impact on the industry state-
wide.

Due to the State’s actions and the additional whittling away of
the exemptions by the local municipalities there was little to no fall
planting season in Georgia and the financial impact was felt imme-
diately.

According to an industry and UGA survey that is dated February
2008, there have been more than 35,000 layoffs statewide. Between
June through December 2007, losses of over $262 million per
month are directly attributed to drought and the ensuing water re-
strictions. And at this rate, an annual loss of $3.2 billion is pre-
dicted. Several prominent businesses, including Pike Family Nurs-
ery, have filed for bankruptcy, have been put to auction, closed
temporarily or permanently or are reviewing their options. Most of
this could have been avoided had the state developed a drought
management plan that did not place the entire burden of water
conservation and outdoor watering and usage on conservation
alone.

Georgia’s urban agriculture industry will continue to lose profits
and employees if drought conditions remain over the state this
year, according to the UGA survey. UGA’s Dr. Ellen Bauske re-
ports that “In an industry with a median income of $800,000 per
company, most companies won’t be able to sustain losses of that
magnitude. We can expect more news of bankruptcies, business
failures and liquidation of company assets if the situation con-
tinues.”

Based on the survey, Bauske and her colleagues project dev-
astating losses in the next few months and coming year. The cal-
culated loss of $260 million per month can be contributed directly
to the drought and the water restrictions that were imposed on the
industry. If the current drought conditions continue, the report is
that an annual loss of $3.2 billion will occur and an additional
30,000 employees will be losing their jobs.

The frustrating part of this for most of us in the industry, and
just as you reported, these are small businesses. These are not na-
tional or international companies that can absorb the losses, they
are mom and pop companies that have been in business for years.
It is just frustrating and sad to see the companies, good companies,
that have gone out of business through no fault of their own.
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Governor Perdue has stated that as outdoor water use is incon-
sequential to the state’s water picture. Dr. Carol Couch, the EPD
Director, agrees: “We are not here because we consumed our way
into this drought, as some would suggest.”

Watering bans are little more than an attempt by water authori-
ties to divert attention from the failure to adequately plan for inev-
itable drought events. Droughts should never be a surprise to
water planners. They are a natural element in environmental life
cycles and should be factored into all water management plans. If
water is managed properly, a water crisis should be extremely rare.

Using water restrictions and conservation alone ignore the root
of the problem, rather than address the problem with a comprehen-
sive plan that tackles the issues of water supply and use. EPD and
the authority that is given to local governments to ban outdoor
water use create the impression that they are effectively dealing
with the larger issue. For most water authorities, this is the most
visible action they can take in the public eye to communicate a
water crisis, by cutting off the low hanging fruit, the visible water
that is used outside.

The urbanization and suburbanization of Georgia has been enor-
mous, providing jobs, economic opportunities and stability for mil-
lions of Georgians, but it has also brought problems. Urbanization
decreases water quality and increases use. About one-half of the
land cleared or disturbed for development is covered by impervious
surfaces such as roads, roofs and parking lots and that is a contrib-
utor to the current crisis. Urban agriculture is the best method for
addressing these problems, while development continues.

Healthy and properly maintained landscapes are critical to water
management and storage in an urban environment. Lawns, ground
covers, vegetation and even hardscapes are crucial to managing
ground water. Urban agriculture is one of the few industries in
Georgia that mitigates the environmental impact of development
and creates a sustainable quality of life for people, wildlife and nat-
ural systems.

When drought conditions persisted last spring, Georgians re-
sponded by conserving water. We were told that by saving water,
we would be saving money as well. Recent news articles in the AJC
report that local water authorities must not increase fees to make
up for revenue lost from reductions in water sold to their customers
during this drought period.

The drought has cost Georgians billions of dollars in economic
loss and now water conservation measures will cost us millions
more because local water professionals failed to plan.

Only in a government business plan can you have a decline in
revenues and maintain or grow your overhead while not going out
of business. These locally run bureaucracies now insult the citizens
of Georgia by raising their fees.

The urban agriculture industry is committed to being an active
partner in Georgia through its crisis. We will continue to work with
the state and local water authorities as they search for solutions
to developing problems. But we must insist that the state address
the lack of water infrastructure, including water storage needs, so
it will not become necessary to address a future water crisis on the
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back of our industry. We hope that we have your support in our
mission.

Thank you again.

[Applause.]

[The prepared statement of Ms. Woodworth may be found in the
Appendix on page 42.]

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Ms. Woodworth.

And ladies and gentlemen, I also failed to properly introduce my-
self. T am Congressman Hank dJohnson, I represent Georgia’s
Fourth District, which is DeKalb County, about 80 percent of
Rockdale County. Congressman Westmoreland represents the other
20 percent and also represents part of Gwinnett County.

So I want to at this time turn it over to Congressman Westmore-
land, who will introduce our next panelist.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Our next panelist is Robbie Nichols. He and his wife Lisa live on
West Point Lake. Robbie’s been in the banking business, the real
estate business and now he is in the marina business. He is the
owner of Southern Harbor Marina where he and his wife both live.
He has been involved in development around the lake and he has
lived the real experience of these lake levels going up and down.

So, Mr. Nichols, it is a pleasure that you are here and we look
forward to hearing your testimony.

STATEMENT OF MR. ROBBIE NICHOLS, SOUTHERN HARBOR
MARINA

Mr. NicHOLS. Thank you. Thank you for the opportunity to speak
to you on behalf of the marina and small business owners in west
Georgia and east Alabama.

Several of the purposes of West Point Lake authorized by Con-
gress are sport fishing, wildlife development and public recreation.
In my opinion, none of these purposes have been fulfilled. The
water levels must be maintained in the lake so the public can use
it safely. Let us not forget that Corps funding is based upon, to
some degree, traffic count and visitation.

I would like to thank those of you in Congress that have sup-
ported H.R. 4304, which allows our Corps of Engineers to retain
revenues generated by public parks and campgrounds. However, no
amount of public facilities can truly be justified when water levels
have reached unsafe conditions for the boating public.

From my own experience at the marina, revenues from January
through July were 20 percent ahead of the previous year. Revenues
for August were slightly lower, but I do not think anyone quite an-
ticipated that Labor Day would be the end of our season. Sep-
tember through December 2007 store sales were 50 percent off,
lodging revenues 35 percent, boat rentals 60 percent, and damages
to those boats exceeded $5000. Our wet slip revenues were down
only three percent due to the fact that I had a dozen boats stuck
in the mud and many others that would have left if not for inacces-
sible ramps. As the water level decreased and dock flotation settled
into the mud, the marina spent over $80,000 in dock extensions,
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electrical connections and additions to our sewer pumpout facilities.
These were all out-of-pocket expenses.

Another impact felt this fall was low tournament turnout and the
cancellation of several large fishing tournaments, resulting in a
negative economic impact to our community of well over a million
dollars.

The Governor of Georgia has announced a new “Go Fish Georgia”
program. The program is intended to promote fishing and tourism
and to bring people in from all over the southeast. The problem
with “Go Fish Georgia” is that it just may be a card game we will
be playing, the deck stacked against us by outdated operating
plans and lake levels we cannot depend on.

You have asked me to speak on my perspective and those of my
business associates as to the economic impact of the drought. Well,
I am here to say that it is the opinion of many that the drought
is being used as an excuse for ineffective and outdated water con-
trol plans.

[Applause.]

Mr. NicHOLS. The West Point Lake Advisory Committee has
been addressing the economic impact of lake fluctuations in West
Point Lake, including the predicted drought conditions that we are
now experiencing. This information was conveyed to state and fed-
eral agencies over a year ago. It was not until Atlanta was threat-
ened with the possibility of running out of drinking water did our
concerns become front page news. The Governor only then man-
dated a 10 percent reduction on all water use across the state. For
those of us who live outside the doughnut, we do not have a prob-
lem with reducing water usage and trying to conserve more. But
what we do not hear about are the restrictions in development and
growth in Atlanta. So in a simple man’s math, it appears that our
10 percent reduction is just allowing the growth in Atlanta to con-
tinue and not necessarily doing a whole lot to put the water back
infour lake. Unlike Atlanta, all we have asked for is shared sac-
rifice.

As to the growth, the state of Georgia has invested $500 million
to bring an automobile plant to Georgia. Besides financial incen-
tives, companies today value the quality of life offered to its em-
ployees. West Point Lake is a major factor in those decisions. In
fact, one Kia executive new to our area asked “Is your lake broke?”
And my only response was, “No, sir, our lake is not broke, but the
system that controls it is.”

[Applause.]

As for the system I refer to, I am not sure who is in charge. The
Corps of Engineers points the finger at Fish & Wildlife and they
point the finger back. It appears to me what we have done is pass
so many laws and created so many bureaucracies that common
sense has become extinct. The system needs to be simplified, agen-
cies need to work together so that there is accountability within the
decision-making process. There needs to be flexibility to adapt to
ever-changing conditions.

In closing, I do not mind competition. I compete with the Wal-
Marts, Bass Pro Shops and others who by their sheer size can sell
for less than I can buy most goods for. The advantage I have is you
cannot get there by boat. Do not take that away from us.
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[Applause.]
[The prepared statement of Mr. Nichols may be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 45.]

Mr. JoHNSON. Now that I have got the gavel, I can swing it a
little bit when you all clap a little bit too much.

But listen, I want to thank this panel for your time, I want to
thank you for your testimony. The Committee will likely follow up
with written questions for the record. And we will now call upon
our second panel. Thank you very much.

[Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON. And while the second panel is coming forward, I
will say that Congressman Westmoreland’s staff has been working
on this Small Business Committee field hearing for the last few
months and it has been my pleasure to work with your staff in
making this happen. And you also promised me that you would
show me some great fishing holes when I came down here, but you
are not dressed for that today. So we will have to make it a dif-
ferent time. And I look forward to coming back and learning more
about this area of our state.

Next, we have on our panel three individuals. The first is Mr.
Joe Maltese. He is an assistant to the City Manager of LaGrange,
Georgia and at this time, I will advise all of you that you have five
minutes for your opening statements and your entire written state-
ments will be entered into the record.

So at this time, I will ask Mr. Maltese to begin his testimony.

STATEMENT OF MR. JOE MALTESE, ASSISTANT TO CITY
MANAGER, LAGRANGE, GEORGIA

Mr. MALTESE. Thank you. Allow me to begin by thanking the
Committee, its members and the Congressional staff that worked
so hard to arrange for this hearing in LaGrange. It is an honor for
this community to have this body here to listen to our concerns.

Let me also note we have a great appreciation for those that
serve in the United States Corps of Engineers. While we have dis-
agreements with them from time to time over operations along the
river, you must always know that we are proud of their service to
this nation. We are also honored to have U.S. Fish & Wildlife rep-
resentatives here today to participate in these hearings. However,
we do not agree with or appreciate these agencies’ approach to
managing the river system, especially West Point Lake.

In 1962, the United States Congress authorized the Corps of En-
gineers to build a reservoir above West Point, Georgia for five pur-
poses—sport fishing and wildlife development, flood control, hydro-
power, general recreation and navigation. As the lake was built,
the Corps immediately established and has historically utilized a
system of very aggressive rule curves and action zones to guide
their management of water elevations at West Point Lake. In doing
so, the Corps set aside massive amounts of storage and attributed
that space for other purposes and demands elsewhere on the river.
This unused capacity left the lake empty for much of the year. Yes,
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we agree the Corps must provide for essential flood control, but
they failed to utilize the full capabilities of the lake.

Over the past two years, we have watched as the Corps system-
atically drained the entire basin during the onslaught of the worse
drought we have ever seen. While there was a drought and the
lakes would have been at somewhat lower levels, we believe West
Point Lake would have remained at far more usable elevations
with reasonable levels had the Corps not engaged in utilizing the
damaging IOP to guide its operations.

In the springtime when West Point Lake needed a recharge with
nature’s rains, the Corps sent vast amounts of water southward
downstream to the Gulf of Mexico, with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv-
ice’s blessing, and drained the lake so that sturgeon could spawn
on the Apalachicola River at a time when the lakes desperately
needed to refill. Remember, the sturgeon and mussel existed long
before there were any federal lakes on the Chattahoochee and to
presume they cannot exist after 50 years of a regulated system is,
at best, highly questionable.

The drought worsened, but the Corps continued to drain first
Lake Walter F. George, then West Point Lake and finally Lake La-
nier throughout the spring and summer. The Corps says they have
always had a flow of 5000 cubic feet per second or greater from Jim
Woodruff Lock and Dam onto the Apalachicola River. And I think
we all know that mother nature does not offer guarantees in writ-
ing with a five followed by three zeroes at any given point on the
river, especially when totally inflow into the ACF basin above that
point is almost half that amount. So the Corps made up their guar-
anteed flows from federal lakes that were not designed or author-
ized to provide flows for thermo electric power plants or sturgeon
or mussels.

To make matters worse, instead of shutting the valve off imme-
diately after meeting its flow demand for the Apalachicola, the
Corps with Fish & Wildlife blessing again, extended the drawdown
from lakes using a gradual ramp down rate that often lasted days.
This was to protect mussels from being stranded on the banks. It
would seem far more logical to turn the faucet off when you are
done rather than draining the federal lakes. But the so-called IOP,
interim operating plan, provided for a concept that we would scold
our children for if we saw them using this practice at home. In the
meantime, the three northern federal lakes continued to drain and
disappeared while the drought worsened.

Our frustration as a community is that the authorized uses for
West Point Lake that would yield the most economic benefit and
were associated with the highest level of expectation in our area,
based on commitments made by the government, seem largely ig-
nored. We see a Corps of Engineers overly concerned about flow
needs for thermo electric power generation for Plant Scholz and
Plant Farley, industrial needs and waste assimilation flows and
fish and wildlife to our south on the river. We were never told this
lake would be taken away and used for those needs. All we knew
was that West Point Lake and Lake Lanier disappeared and South-
ern Company’s Georgia Power lakes on the river within ten miles
of West Point remained full all summer long.
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When West Point Lake was filled and began operations in 1974,
the citizens that rely on West Point Lake took the federal govern-
ment at its word. Remember, West Point Lake was promised to the
community as a recreational lake, yet the Corps decided to make
West Point what they term “the workhorse of the basin”. Somehow,
this lake was taken away from us. We think we know where the
water is going and who is getting it. We beg that our Congress in-
tervene and assure that West Point Lake is returned to the hun-
dreds of thousands of citizens and businesses in the growing west
Georgia and east Alabama area and that a promise made for a rec-
reational lake to the citizens of this area is fulfilled. Please see the
Corps stops using West Point as a workhorse lake and that those
responsible for the management of this lake return it to its author-
ized uses.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Maltese may be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 51.]

[Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you.

Our next witness is Ms. Pat Stevens, who is the Chief of the En-
vironmental Planning Division of the Atlanta Regional Commis-
sion. Ms. Stevens.

STATEMENT OF MS. PAT STEVENS

Ms. STEVENS. Thank you, Congressman Johnson.

I want to highlight four points in my testimony.

One is that I think there is a major misunderstanding about the
capabilities of headwater lakes in major river basins like this.

Two is that the Corps obviously clearly exacerbated the impacts
of our recent drought.

Three, and my focus primarily is on the Lake Lanier area, the
Atlanta area; Lake Lanier today is at it lowest point for any March
25 that it has been at for the history of that lake since it started
normal operations. And we are very concerned that if the past op-
erations of the last two years resume this summer, we will be not
only back where we were last summer, but it will be much, much
worse. So we are very concerned about that.

And fourth, we do want to voice support for the recent announce-
ment by the Corps of Engineers to update their water control plan.

So let me talk a little bit about the misunderstanding when it
comes to headwater lakes. You can see by the map that is up there,
the land area above Lake Lanier is only five percent of the entire
land area in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint Basin. And what
that means is—it only controls, even though it is a large lake, it
only controls nine percent of the flow in the whole basin.

West Point Lake is similarly situated. It only controls 15 percent
of the land area that drains into it. This means that most of the
water that falls on the ground and flows to the state of Florida,
cannot be controlled by these lakes. So when you try to take the
water that is in these lakes, even though they are large lakes,
there is not much water flowing through them. If you try to use
these lakes to make up for a large river, 400 miles south, you can
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release that water for a short time but then you will drain the
lakes and everybody will be out of water. We were on a path last
year to do that. As the lower reservoirs were drained, the major re-
leases for the Apalachicola River were from Lake Lanier. The flow
at Lake Lanier is usually about 2000 cubic feet per second, the flow
in the Apalachicola is somewhere in the vicinity of 20,000 cubic feet
per second. So 60 to 80 percent of all the water that was being de-
livered to the state of Florida was coming out of a lake that only
controls nine percent of the flow. And you cannot do that for very
long. And that is a big problem.

Even though we have had low river levels, the Corps of Engi-
neers’ operations have exacerbated the impact of the drought and
we talked about that, the interim operations plan was developed
under threat by the state of Florida against the Corps of Engineers
over endangered species. It was developed without good science.
During May through November 2007, 100 percent of all the water
that flowed through the reservoirs in Georgia, was passed on to the
state of Florida and 75 percent of all the water stored in these res-
ervoirs was passed on to the state of Florida. In the face of
drought, all that means is you are on a path to emptying the res-
ervoirs. Lake Lanier, there are three million people that depend on
that lake for water supply. We have heard a lot about the jobs that
depend on West Point Lake. And so we need to make sure that
does not happen again.

The Corps recognized the danger that was coming. In November
of 2007, they changed their operations, they adopted emergency
drought operations and it really has helped the lower lakes recover,
but Lake Lanier has not recovered. So our main concern is we can-
not go back to that way of operating. The trigger that they have
got in the emergency drought operations plan is for it to be with-
drawn June 1. Without the recovery of Lake Lanier, if they go back
to the old way of operating, they can drain the lower lakes again
and then we will be so much worse off. So we ask that that not
happen.

Economic impacts. The level of Lake Lanier is related to eco-
nomic impacts in the metro Atlanta area. Recreation is a big busi-
ness around Lake Lanier. There are similar impacts up there that
you have heard about at West Point Lake. The water systems have
had to cut back their water usage. Just the major ones have $50
million in losses that they are going to have to recover and raise
rates because of. And we heard about the impact on the landscape
and garden industry. That is a huge industry in metro Atlanta.
There have been thousands and thousands of people laid off be-
cause of that.

And finally, I would just like to say, we are ready to move for-
ward. We support the Corps updating their water control plan. The
group of water providers in the metro area have hired consultants
to give other options for operating these systems. We think there
are better ways to operate.

We ask that the Corps do a three step plan. One is to continue
these emergency drought operations until Lake Lanier recovers.
Lake Lanier is in serious decline right now and so we are very con-
cerned about that.
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And to not ever go back to the interim operations plan. Two,
come up with a new temporary operations plan until the water con-
trol plans can be updated, because that will take years. We just
cannot go back to the way the interim operations plan was. And
so that is what we are asking and we stand ready to help with that
effort in any way we can.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Stevens may be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 126.

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Ms. Stevens.

[Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON. Our next witness is Mr. Mark Crisp, who is man-
aging consultant with C.H. Guernsey & Company, which is an en-
gineering consultant firm engaged by the City of LaGrange and by
the West Point Lake Coalition.

Mr. Crisp.

STATEMENT OF MR. MARK CRISP, PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER,
C.H. GUERNSEY & COMPANY

Mr. Crisp. Thank you. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, Congress-
man Westmoreland.

For many years, the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River
Basin has operated with minimal conflicts and relatively good
availability of water through natural rainfall. However, during the
last 20 to 25 years, our climatology has seen a significant change.
For the greater part of the 20th century, our climatology experi-
enced robust and extensive wet seasons during the months of De-
cember through April with additional contributions of rainfall dur-
ing summer thunderstorms that occurred almost daily across much
of the southeast, including Georgia. However, starting in the early
1980s and continuing today, our climatology has shifted to a more
arid condition. A critical and significant factor in the Corps’ oper-
ation of West Point Lake has been the extremely negative effect
caused by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service’s biological opinion and
the Corps’ interim operation plan initiated in the ACF Basin dur-
ing the spring of 2006, during this drought period.

During the time period from 1980 through the present, the ACF
has experienced three major droughts. The drought of 1981, the
droughts of 1986 through 1988 and the current drought that actu-
ally started in 1998 and continues today. Many climatologists and
meteorologists claim that the current drought is a separate cycle
from the one initiated in 1998. However, only a cursory level exam-
ination of rainfall data for this region for the period 1996 to 2007
clearly indicates that we never escaped the vise of the drought
started in 1998.

At the same time as the onset of our current more arid weather
cycle, the southeast and particularly metro Atlanta region, was ex-
periencing unprecedented growth in population. The conflicts start-
ed to arise between Congressionally authorized purposes of the
projects and those uses that were seen as beneficial. These conflicts
generated the now infamous water wars that have been going on



16

for the better part of two decades through at least two administra-
tions in the affected state houses and continues today with little
hope at the end of the tunnel.

As early as 2002, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and the Corps
of Engineers initiated informal discussions concerning several spe-
cies of freshwater mussels and the Gulf sturgeon. Fish & Wildlife
was in the process of declaring some of the mussels and the Gulf
sturgeon as endangered, per the Endangered Species Act. The en-
trance of U.S. Fish & Wildlife and the ESA, Endangered Species
Act, brought a whole new dynamic to the escalating water wars.
With little to no well-defined objectives or performance matrices,
the ESA has allowed Fish & Wildlife to dictate to the Corps how
much water must be released downstream of the Jim Woodruff
Dam during any seasonal period with little regard for upstream
users.

At this point, we now have major droughts, escalating water de-
mands in the upper region of the ACF, competing use issues for
reservoir storage other than Congressional authorized uses, three
states competing for a share of the pie and Fish & Wildlife playing
the nuclear option in the lower part of the basin. Unfortunately,
West Point Lake sits squarely in the middle.

Due to the political pressure to maintain reservoir elevations and
support water supply at Lake Lanier, which is operated more as a
backstop by the Corps to protect the system. Only if everything else
fails will Lanier be looked at as a resource to meet downstream
needs, even with the conservation storage that exceeds West Point
Lake by nearly a million acre feet, nearly three and a half times
what Lake West Point has in it. With West Point Lake in its loca-
tion, it is an easy target for the Corps to use, as recently referred
to by the Corps as the workhorse of the system. However, in this
case, this workhorse is being turned into the mistreated sway-back
nag due to over-use, rapid and repeated fluctuations in elevation
and excessive drawdowns to support functions Congress never an-
ticipated nor studies ever supported.

The nuclear option played by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife that initi-
ated the development of the biological opinion and the interim op-
erating plan has created havoc with regards to the operation of
West Point Lake during 2006 and 2007. Inasmuch as the plan
called for the release of huge volumes of water into the Apalachi-
cola River from Jim Woodruff project, the environmental assess-
ment performed by the Corps did not effectively investigate the im-
pacts it would have on upstream storage projects, particularly West
Point Lake.

The Corps and Fish & Wildlife’s zeal to accomplish some change
during a period of extreme drought and intense negotiations be-
tween states typifies the current philosophy employed in the fed-
eral negotiations and failed compact discussions, let us find an an-
swer and then we will develop the science to justify the answer.
Unfortunately for the Corps and Fish & Wildlife, this drought
turned into the drought of record and the extreme demands placed
on West Point Lake drained it to its lowest elevation on record. So
low that the Corps made the decision that it could not afford to
draw West Point any further. Therefore, they had to turn to Lake
Lanier in order to meet flow requirements of the IOP in the Apa-
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lachicola River. This action subsequently drained Lake Lanier to
an all time record low that now appears to be unrecoverable this
spring. All for the sturgeons and mussels that to date no one can
tell you quantitatively that the massive releases of 2006 and 2007
has done any good to restore habitat or population.

The Corps has claimed the IOP only accounted for 0.5 feet of the
drawdown of West Point Lake during 2007. However, if you com-
pare the operational results, such as reservoir elevations and re-
leases, during the drought of 2007 and that of the drought period
in 2000, it is easy to see that the Corps held the reservoir ele-
vations much higher during previous droughts while meeting the
downstream demands.

The major change between that drought and this one was only
four inches of rainfall less during this whole annual period of 2007
and the implementation of the IOP. Therefore, the IOP did cause
significant worse conditions than the 0.5 foot drawdown at West
Point as alleged by the Corps. If the Corps had taken a more ag-
gressive and conservative approach to water management, knowing
we were in the midst of a multi-year drought of significance, West
Point could have been sustained at levels well above 630 well into
the summer of 2007. Lake Lanier could have been held higher and
releases into the Apalachicola River downstream of Woodruff could
have been sustained at levels greater than those that were natu-
rally produced, but much less than the grossly exaggerated flows
required by the IOP.

Had the Corps been manning the rudder, tracking rainfall, track-
ing climactic conditions and reservoir response, the devastation
caused by an ill-conceived plan such as the IOP would not have
been exacerbated by the drought. Entering the summer of 2006,
West Point Lake’s elevation was 631.3, nearly five feet below the
summer pool. This equates to over one foot below the recreation
impact level, where opportunities for recreation are severely im-
pacted. I must remind you that recreation at West Point Lake was
specifically and deliberately authorized by Congress and intended
to be a significant part of the overall operational plan, not just an
ancillary benefit to be available only when the Corps found it con-
venient.

Beginning in May of 2007, West Point started a precipitous fall
that did not end until the lake reached a near historic low in early
winter at an elevation of 621.75. However, as also can be seen, the
reservoirs at Lanier and West Point were managed very delib-
erately between two droughts. During 2007, Lanier was held much
higher into the winter than in the corresponding 2000 drought,
while West Point Lake was dropped to its near historic level.

It is clear from Corps data that Lake Lanier elevation in 2007
was maintained higher than 2007 even with somewhat lower rain-
fall and unfortunately Lake West Point was placed in the unten-
able position by the Corps, it was looked at as described by the
Corps as the workhorse and drained.

What could have been done? During 2007 in the midst of the
worst drought, the basin in-flow during winter and early spring of
2007 was producing flows in excess of the 5000 CFs minimum flow
requirement. The Flint River by itself was producing 5000 CFs
minimum flow. In some cases, basin inflow during that period ex-
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ceeded 35,000 CFs. However, due to the overly aggressive nature
of the flow requirements of the IOP and the fact the Corps and
Fish & Wildlife did not anticipate nor track the evolving drought,
nearly all of the available water was flushed through the system
as required by the IOP, without any regard for refilling of the res-
ervoirs.

In fact, if a more conservative approach had been taken, there
would not have been such a rush to judgment about the loss of
mussels due to stranding, the flows would have been less variable
but still sufficient to support sturgeon. It is clear the IOP has been
and continues to be a significantly detrimental tool employed by
the Corps and Fish & Wildlife in the name of endangered species.

The Corps performed a perfunctory environmental assessment
and subsequently issued a premature finding of no significant im-
pact. However, the Corps’ alternatives did not examine the impact
of a severe drought, did not examine the effects of ramping, did not
examine in detail the economic and social damage that the IOP
would cause upstream, and did not examine other options available
to sustain viable species communities.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony. I again appreciate
the Committee taking time to convene the field hearing and I stand
available for questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Crisp may be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 199.]

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Crisp.

In the interest of time, we are going to proceed on to our third
panel. We do appreciate the testimony of the persons on the second
panel and you will probably receive questions from the Committee,
written questions, for your response so that we can include those
in the record. Thank you very much.

[Applause.]

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chairman, due to the limited amount
of time that we have for these hearings today, and we are only able
to hear from a limited number of the stakeholders that are affected
by this drought and by how the Corps has managed the basin, for
that reason, Mr. Chairman, I have written testimony from some of
those affected stakeholders that I would like to submit for the
record and I would also ask for unanimous consent to keep the
record of this hearing open for five business days so that people can
revise and extend their remarks based on what they have already
heard and what they will continue to be hearing today from the
General and Mr. Hamilton.

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir, without objection, so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON. And we will now proceed with testimony from our
third panel. Who we have here today is Brigadier General Joseph
Schroedel, who is Commander of the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers, the South Atlantic Division based in Atlanta, Georgia. And
also we have with us today Mr. Sam D. Hamilton, who is the Re-
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gional Director, Southeast Region, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, At-
lanta, Georgia.

Gentlemen, welcome today. You have five minutes for your testi-
mony. Your written statements will be included in the record.
Thank you very much for coming.

We will start with General Schroedel.

STATEMENT OF BRIGADIER GENERAL JOSEPH SCHROEDEL,
COMMANDER, SOUTH ATLANTIC DIVISION, U.S. ARMY CORPS
OF ENGINEERS

. G;leneral SCHROEDEL. Thank you, Mr. Johnson, Mr. Westmore-
and.

It was suggested today that I was a three and a half point under-
dog on an away game. I appreciate the warm welcome because
America loves underdogs. So it is great to be here.

[Laughter.]

General SCHROEDEL. Members of the Committee, I am Brigadier
General Joe Schroedel, Division Commander, as you have said, of
the South Atlantic Division of the Corps. I oversee the manage-
ment of 13 basins here in the southeast.

I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you today and to en-
gage the concerned citizens of this great community on our pre-
cious water resources. I would also like to take a moment, if I can,
to thank all of you as American citizens for your support for the
ongoing war, and especially for support to our American military,
my own son included who is in Afghanistan at the moment, and
for the civilians, approximately 800 Corps of Engineers civilian vol-
unteers who are deployed around the world also supporting this
nation’s national objective. So I appreciate the support that you
have given to your sons and daughters and husbands and wives
Wh‘(i) are supporting that effort. I think that is an important thing
to do.

[Applause.]

General SCHROEDEL. Gentlemen, in my testimony today what I
would like to do is emphasize just two simple points. The first is
the Corps response to this record drought in order to demonstrate
our flexibility and our lack of rigidity. And secondly, I would like
to highlight, if I can, what is really more important than trying to
agree on the past. And that is looking forward to the future as one
team, one group of American citizens who are faced with an ever-
changing climate and we have got to know how to deal with that
in a more responsive way.

So I would like to highlight in that regard the importance of the
public’s participation, each and every one of you here and those
who are not here, to get the word out that the entire public has
got to participate in the Corps’ updating of our manual. That is an
open, public process and if you want the rule curves changed as we
do, then you need to participate. That is my second point that I will
cover a little bit today. So our future success depends on every cit-
izen in this region.

The Corps of Engineers generally constructs and operates multi-
purpose water resource projects and manages those projects within
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a watershed as a system, irrespective of political boundaries. The
authorized purposes for the ACF and ACT systems are flood con-
trol, hydropower, navigation, water supply, water quality, recre-
ation and fish and wildlife conservation. And we have got to bal-
ance all of those needs. Our day-to-day operation of our multi-pur-
pose projects is guided by our water control manuals and seeks to
balance those often competing purposes.

During this drought, the competition for limited water resources
has been magnified and our management of the system has ad-
justed to meet the harsh conditions that mother nature has pre-
sented us. For example, by the way, if we were mindlessly fol-
lowing our guide curves, West Point Lake would be seven feet
lower than it is today. I think that is proof enough that we are not
mindlessly, rigidly following some kind of 50 year old manual. We
are not doing that. This lake is not even that old.

So what have we done to help manage the conditions of the
drought? Well, let me just list a few and I will cover a few of them
in detail.

First, I have authorized—and I have the authority—I have au-
thorized deviations on virtually every lake under our control in the
southeast. We have accepted greater risk by doing that, greater
risk in terms of flood control capacity, but we have done that
throughout the southeast to conserve water in our system.

Second, you have heard a lot about the interim operation plan.
And we suspended key features of that almost a year ago and we
have been managing the system in a more flexible way, as I men-
tioned. We developed the exceptional drought operations plan,
which you have heard a little bit about, which was intended to con-
serve more water in the system, and it has done that. Again, today
West Point Lake is three feet higher than it normally should be at
this point of the year and it is only two feet away from summer
pool and it is not even April yet. So I think that demonstrates our
flexibility.

About a year ago, I personally went to—

[Laughter.]

General SCHROEDEL. I will be glad to talk to you afterwards.

About a year ago, I personally went to Governor Perdue and to
Governor Riley and suggested that it looks like a major drought,
that this drought was going to get worse, and suggested that we
host a drought summit, we did that. And we have since conducted
on the ACF biweekly teleconference calls that average 50 to 60 peo-
ple wide open to the public, members of the Congressional staffs,
yours included, participate. And I will tell you that the majority of
the witnesses you have seen before you today also personally par-
ticipate in those calls. It is important that everyone know about
that because on those calls, we announce our impending decisions
and adjustments to the system ahead of time in order to allow—
I am talking weeks in advance—in order to allow the public to com-
ment on the decisions that we are about to make. We have had
that going on now for almost a year on both the ACT and ACF.

We have also done quite a bit of work to try to manage the haz-
ards that have presented themselves here at West Point Lake. We
have spent thousands of dollars helping to mitigate those hazards.
We have also done a lot of engagement with the public. Somebody
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commented to me earlier today that it is a shame we have to have
the members of Congress invite me here in order for me to show
up. Well, I will tell you what, I will come down any time and I have
asked all of my subordinate leaders to engage the community and
I usually check that. But I would personally welcome the oppor-
tunity to come back and do a town hall with all of you and maybe
we could take more time and dispel some of the other myths that
are out there. I would love to do that.

On the ACF, in September of 2006, we implemented the interim
operating plan, which provided for target flows to support endan-
gered species under differing hydrologic conditions. And by the
way, during the recent negotiations between the three states, there
was one true point of agreement that I think we got them all to
agree to. They all hated the IOP. So that was a good thing.

[Laughter and applause.]

General SCHROEDEL. With the extreme conditions of the summer
of 2007—and this drought hit hard and fast. If you look at the con-
ditions in about July, you will find that we were on a fairly normal
path, even with the drought. Let me tell you something that was
very different that had never happened before and we had never
experienced before, starting in about July and August, which
changed the conditions dramatically. We had never experienced
negative inflows into the system. USGS has stream gauges in every
stream and believe it or not, there was more water leaving the sys-
tem through evaporation than was actually coming into the system.
That had never occurred before and that was why we hurried up
and responded to try to change our system.

The biological opinion under which we are operating expires
June 1, 2008. We are currently revising our exceptional drought op-
erations plan and IOP and then putting together a biological as-
sessment which we will deliver to the Fish & Wildlife Service by
mid-April for them to do a biological opinion by 1 June so we can
adjust both the IOP and EDO. Cannot give you specifics right now,
but I will tell you we have listened to the states, we have listened
to the stakeholders. Everything I just said to you has been an-
nounced on those drought calls every other week when we hold
those calls. So that is not new information, we have been working
that for some time.

As the situation stands, it would appear that we could be enter-
ing the spring and summer season with the lowest amount of stor-
age ever on the ACF basin. Lake Lanier, as you heard, is about 15
feet below the summer pool. West Point Lake will be at the sum-
mer pool very soon. So we feel that we have got the southern part
of the system in pretty good shape. By the way, that is a function
of where the rain is falling.

As conditions deteriorated in the spring of 2007, as I mentioned,
we conducted the drought summit and then began our drought
calls to immediately engage the public, to listen to the public, and
to be very wide open and transparent about the decisions we were
about to make on the system. So in that regard, I would like to em-
phasize that open and continual communication between the Corps,
between other federal agencies and you the public is imperative.
We have got to know what you are thinking.
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Our coordination with federal agencies is also very important.
Not only do we rely on our relationship with the Fish & Wildlife
Service, but we also rely on the United States Geological Service.
Just so you know, all of our lake level gauges, all of the stream
gauges are not Corps gauges, they are USGS gauges. So we get
independent measures of what is going on in the system that we
use to manage the system. We also rely on NOAA for forecasts,
both short term and long term forecasts. And I will tell you, nobody
saw what happened in late summer last year coming. La Nina
aside, nobody saw conditions of negative inflows ever being a re-
ality. And it was and it hurt the system pretty quickly.

Last comment that I would make is regarding the manuals.
Water challenges are here to stay. And as I mentioned earlier, we
need everybody to participate in that wide open process.

I would like to make one other very strong point. As you all
know, the states, these three states on these two systems did not
come to an agreement on the allocation of water between the
states. The water control manuals will not resolve that problem.
That is a state right, that is a state issue and the water control
manuals will not ever—not ever—resolve the allocation of water be-
tween states. That is a separate issue. We are just in the beginning
of the process and I would invite each of you again to participate
in that process and let us all get together and look forward and en-
sure that as climate changes, as economy changes, as the popu-
lation changes, that we all figure out the ways out of these situa-
tions and not waste our time and our energy pointing fingers and
trying to figure out who did what to get where we are. That is not
what is important.

Again, I appreciate the opportunity for your support and I look
forward to answering your questions. I also look forward to spend-
ing more time if I can with this community in addition to my Dis-
trict Commander who is responsible for this lake.

Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Brigadier General Schroedel may be
found in the Appendix on page 226.]

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, General.

[Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON. And by the way, thank you, General, for serving
your country as a man in uniform.

[Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON. Next, Mr. Hamilton, Regional Director, Southeast
Region, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. Thank you for coming today,
sir. You have five minutes for your testimony. Your written testi-
mony will be included in the record.

STATEMENT MR. SAM D. HAMILTON, REGIONAL DIRECTOR,
SOUTHEAST REGION, U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE

Mr. HAMILTON. Thank you very much. It is good to be here, 1
think.

[Laughter.]

Mr. HAMILTON. And to be last.
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As you have heard, there is quite a bit of discussion about the
role of mussels and endangered species. I hope to touch on that,
but in five minutes, I cannot do it justice. But hopefully in the
questions and answers we can cover some of that.

I do represent the Department of Interior, I represent the United
States Fish & Wildlife Service and I have done that for 30 years.
The Southeast Region includes ten southeastern states and the
Caribbean.

The Fish & Wildlife Service is the principal federal agency that
is responsible for conserving, protecting and ensuring that fish and
wildlife resources are protected for your generation and for future
generations. And part of that role and responsibility is the Endan-
gered Species Act which was passed by Congress in 1973.

As you have all heard, this drought is significant. It not only af-
fects Georgia, it affects Alabama and Florida and all across the
Southeast. We are very actively working with the Army Corps of
Engineers and the Tennessee Valley Authority on a number of
river basins dealing with some extremely sensitive issues. This
drought has had a profound effect, as you all have heard and you
have experienced, on the economy of the state of Georgia. If we
were having this field hearing in the state of Florida, I expect they
would feel the same way. And similarly in the state of Alabama
with the ACF and ACT basins.

Oftentimes people say what is the worth and why should you
care about endangered species, you know, it is just a bunch of mus-
sels. The southeastern rivers are the most diverse rivers in the
United States, they always have been. The biodiversity that is
found there is unequaled. That is why the reservoirs in the South-
east are the most productive. The rivers are really like a lifeline
and the arteries of communities like this, but also all across the
Southeast. Where I grew up in Mississippi, the Mississippi River
is that very artery, it provides clean drinking water, recreational
opportunities, navigation, fish and wildlife habitats and food for
people. The Southeast is blessed in many regards in that respect.

In addition to the biodiversity that we have, it is the most imper-
iled biodiversity in the United States. Two-thirds of the nation’s
mussels are endangered. One in ten have already gone extinct and
40 percent of the fish in the United States are threatened with ex-
tinction. So our rivers are important not only from an economic
perspective but also from an environmental perspective. The health
of the river is made up by the biodiversity that you find there.

So we take our job very seriously and we understand the implica-
tions of what we do when we get into this. This issue, unfortu-
nately, has been characterized as mussels versus people. And most
of you know that this issue is not new and it has been around for
20 years. You have heard about the water wars. We have spent the
last five months negotiating and discussing with the three states
and the governors on how to hopefully bring an end to that issue.
Those discussions will likely continue into the future. We have
worked very closely with the Army Corps as we entered into a
drought and will continue to work with them as we understand
conditions in Lake Lanier are very serious as summer approaches.

We got into the 2007 interim operating plan under the eyes of
the federal courts in the state of Florida in litigation that has
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clouded many of these discussions. And we continue to have litiga-
tion surrounding all of these discussions and the management of
the ACF system.

We realized working very closely with the Corps in 2007, the
drought continued to worsen so the exceptional drought operation
plan was put into effect and the storage of all high flows, when
they come, are now allowed to be stored. We also agreed to drop
the endangered species required flows by ten percent from 5,000 to
4,500 CFs in a biological opinion. Recognizing the emergency situa-
tion or at least the seriousness of it, we did it in 15 days. The typ-
ical consultation period is four months. We did it in 15 days, the
first time that has ever happened.

We have a team of folks working with all the states right now
looking at contingency planning on how to relocate mussels as well
as bring them into captivity, which is highly speculative and often-
times not very successful. Nevertheless, we look for flexibility and
we are looking for ways to maintain the very rich biodiversity that
is found in the Apalachicola system and the Chattahoochee system,
recognizing the limitations that we have to face in the record
drought.

The 5,000 CFs that we hear talked about quite a bit historically
only happened in the last 100 years, maybe a handful of times, if
that. That is where 5,000 CFs comes into play. But we have au-
thorized incidental take of endangered species through the biologi-
cal opinion, for the Corps to go to 4,500 CFs. We will reissue a bio-
logical opinion based on a new plan when we get that some time
in the next month or so.

Secretary Kempthorne has invested quite a bit of time and effort
trying to negotiate and work with the states on how to allocate
these flows throughout the three state area, and continues to be
committed to try to work through those issues with all the stake-
holders and partners.

In the end, I would say that the Fish & Wildlife Service is very
sensitive to the competing needs and issues and very much recog-
nizes the effect on all these reservoirs as well as on the Apalachi-
cola system itself, one of the greatest estuaries left in the Gulf of
Mexico and certainly in the eastern United States. And we con-
tinue to want to work very closely with the Corps and all of you
as ;lve work through this exceptional drought that we are dealing
with.

And I will reserve the balance of time for questions. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hamilton may be found in the
Appendix on page 237.]

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Hamilton, we appreciate your ap-
pearance today to shed some light on your agency’s handling of this
issue.

Congressman Westmoreland has been concerned about the im-
pact that this drought has had on Georgia’s economy, specifically
this area of his district. And with that in mind, I think it is best
for me to yield to Congressman Westmoreland for questions.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, let me say, General Schroedel, I want to thank you
for being here today. I want to thank you for your openness. I think
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I met you about a year ago in Columbus and we were talking about
this same subject. And General Schroedel told me then that he
would be responsive to me in getting me any information that I re-
quested, and he has been true to that. I normally write him—I
think I have written him over 17 letters in the last year or so. And
in about two weeks, we will get a response. And trust me, that is
lightning fast for a government agency. So I do want to commend
you and thank you for that. And I want to thank you for all that
you have done for this area in the last year. I think we have seen
some improvement and I think we have seen the dialogue open. I
want to thank you for the years of service that you have given to
this country. And now I am going to ask you some hard questions.

General SCHROEDEL. Sounds great. Bring them on.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. General, this lake has got Congressional
authorization and I am sure you are aware of that. One of those
authorizations has been for recreation. And as you know, the recre-
ation level is about 632.5. Over the past 30 months, I think we
have actually had two months out of 30 that have been at that
level for recreation. And as you heard today testimonies from these
small business owners and from others the effect that it has had.
Where does that Congressional authorization fit in with the Corps’
management of the lake and the basin?

General SCHROEDEL. Sir, we often get asked the question, hey,
can we prioritize those Congressionally authorized purposes. And
we generally shy away from that because what we try to do is man-
age the lake levels in a way that we can provide some level of all
of those Congressionally authorized purposes. And in terms of
recreation, you know, some people would advocate that well, recre-
ation is less important than flood control, for example. Well, maybe
during certain times of the year, that may be true. But I think the
way we would come down on that is we take what mother nature
gives us, we manage it the best we can to meet all the purposes
and if the lake is not full or does not meet the recreation level, at
least there is some water in the lake and we need to figure out how
to adjust how we use what is in there.

I can tell you after being in this same level command in the west
for three and a half years, where five inches of rain is what is expe-
rienced out there versus the average here of almost 50 inches of
rain normally, what you will find in the lakes out west are three
levels of ramps. They have actually built three levels of ramps in
their lakes, depending on what mother nature gives them. So if it
is a good year, we will use the top ramp, if it is a bad year, we
will use the low ramp.

So, sir, I would suggest that one of the things we need to think
about hard as we face climate change and face more of these kinds
of droughts and more severe droughts, we ought to think about
maybe how we adjust our behavior to accommodate mother nature
and use what she gives us.

So we do not prioritize, we try to balance all of the competing
needs and all of the Congressionally mandated purposes.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. That is great and I think that we would
love to see some of these boat ramps extended where we would
have more than two ramps making the lake accessible. But also,
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this would have been some good thought for the Corps to remove
some additional stumps that are out there in the lake.

General SCHROEDEL. Absolutely.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Because when you get down below that 632,
there are many foots of some of these motors laying out there. And
I think Mr. Nichols testified to the damage of some of the boats
that he leased due to the fact of the Corps leaving some trees out
there that does not let us enjoy some of those levels.

I had written you a letter I think in February of 2008 talking
about the sensitivity studies and we have talked about, you know,
or at least heard today about rule curves, engineering designs,
modelings and other things. And I sent you a letter requesting
these sensitivity studies that you had sent out to California. And
you had written me back and said it was confidential information,
that it was an agreement with the governors and the states. But
that agreement is gone now and is there any way now that you
might—and I am not going to try to put you on the spot and we
will talk about it later, it is a hard question, I know. But we need
to know what those are so we could get Mr. Crisp and some other
people able to look at it. Not that we do not trust you, but there
have been some studies done and some studies released about eco-
nomic impact and use of these lakes where West Point really was
not included in those studies. And so we want to feel like we are
a part of it and at least we have something to kind of back up or
affirm what you may say.

General SCHROEDEL. Sir, I will go back and look at it, but you
know, the negotiations that we went through with the three gov-
ernors and their delegations over the last four months or so, we all
signed, including Sam here, a confidentiality agreement at the re-
quest of the governors and at this point, we are still told that any
of the information and discussions that were a part of those delib-
erations are still—we are still under the confidentiality agreement.

But I would tell you that those sensitivity analyses to which you
refer, you would not get a whole lot out of it, I will just tell you
that. It turned out not to be very significant.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. That does not surprise me, for some reason.

General SCHROEDEL. But I will go back and—

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I understand, but if you could just go back
and look at it.

General SCHROEDEL. Yes, sir, I will, gotcha.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Since the agreement is not working.

General SCHROEDEL. Yes, sir, I will.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. And here is the other thing. You know, in
a meeting that me and you and Mr. Hamilton and others were at
Senator Chambliss’ office I guess, you mentioned that the Corps
had used West Point as the workhorse of that basin. And I under-
stand. I do not know where that term came from, but is it not true
that it was not—that basin, the ACF, was intended to be part of
a three-legged stool. You had the Allatoona, the ACT and the ACF
and then you had the Flint.

General SCHROEDEL. Right.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. And if you look at the map right behind
you, and I know you are familiar with it, the Flint comes down
through Bainbridge into Lake Seminole. And General, I am sure
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you have gone back too and seen in 1945 that there were three
dams authorized for the Flint.

General SCHROEDEL. Yes, sir.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. That was de-authorized I believe in the
WRDA bill or the water bill of 1982 or 1986, I cannot remember
now. But it was de-authorized. But we have heard testimony today
and I think both of you or at least some other people mentioned
the water that comes in from the Flint, we really have no way to
control that water. And we are looking for a fix, not a bandaid but
a fix. And I think if we are ever going to get a fix, that we need
to be looking at some ways that we can control that water on the
Flint.

General SCHROEDEL. Absolutely.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. What is the Corps’ feeling on that and if
that was something that the Corps came up with in 1945—and I
know you were not with the Corps in 1945—probably were not born
in 1945, but in 1945, the Corps saw the necessity for this three-
legged stool to manage this water and now we have only got two
legs.

Can you just address that for a moment?

General SCHROEDEL. Yes, sir. I would tell you that my contention
is we probably would not have any discussions about the ACF if
we had those reservoirs on the Flint. For example, the 5000 CFs
that we talk about at the Chattahoochee gauge to support the en-
dangered species in Florida is really kind of the natural flow. And
what you would find if you look at the records of what the flows
actually are, since we cannot control what comes down the Flint,
you will find many days of 26,000, 30,000 CFs flowing, not 5000.
And the only reason it is that high is we cannot control it.

The significance of the Flint to the Chattahoochee is pretty sim-
ple. If you cannot control what comes down the Flint and it turns
out that water just flows right on out to the bay, and then you need
to augment the flows at Chattahoochee, where are you going to get
it. Well, we cannot control the Flint, so that is where we turn to
the Chattahoochee and be it Lanier or whatever, we have got to
rely on this system.

And today, the situation we find ourselves in because of the way
the rain fell, which basically the rain the last several months has
ignored Lanier, Allatoona, Carters, Weiss, all of the headwater
lakes of these systems have been ignored pretty much by the rain.
So they are hurting. The rest of the system like West Point is pret-
ty healthy. So what have we got to augment those flows? It is going
to come out of where you have the water. So if we had the ability
to control the water in the Flint, we would be in a much better
shape to preserve water on the Chattahoochee leg. So you are abso-
lutely right.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Well, thank you. And Congressman Deal
and I are working on legislation right now to kind of renew those
studies and we hope that the Corps will join us in that in maybe
relating to some of the powers that be that we think it would be
money well spent to do that study. And I am sure the people of Al-
bany and down river that have been flooded out would certainly
agree to that too.
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Mr. Hamilton, are you familiar with a study that was completed
by the Corps relative to I think it is the Fat Threeridge Mussel
that was prepared by Barry Payne of the U.S. Corps of Engineers?

Mr. HAMILTON. I am not necessarily familiar with that study, but
assume that some of the results have been factored into our biologi-
cal opinion.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Okay, so you think that—because if you
look at that report, it talks about maybe that there are more mus-
sels, they are a little more abundant than what had originally been
anticipated. And I think—and I am not sure if it is the same study
or another one that goes into the fact that at a time I guess that
one of these original studies was done, that there was not divers
and equipment and boats and other things that were made avail-
able to do this study.

Mr. HAaMILTON. Well, I think that is a good observation. You
know, when dealing with endangered species, oftentimes there is a
lack of information on the abundance and distribution of them. We
have found some small populations up and down the Apalachicola
as well as in a couple of other river basins. So we continue to get
new information. The states of Florida and Georgia as well as a
number of researchers are out working that river today. So we are
getting new information and an update on that one.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Okay, because I think that was an August
26, 2007 study where they looked at several different species of the
mussels.

Let me ask you another question. And I had asked you in Wash-
ington this same question and I think you referred me to one of the
other gentlemen, but did you ever find out what the natural flows
of the Chattahoochee and the Flint were?

Mr. HAMILTON. I did dig into that. You know, when you talk to
these hydrologists—

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I am going to keep asking him until he an-
swers.

Mr. HAMILTON. Yes, sir. I will give you the answer, but I am not
a hydrologist. There is a range of flows. You have median and me-
dium flows and you have peak high flows and medium monthly
flows. But the flows that I heard today dating back to I think the
1920s—the U.S. Geological Survey are the folks that manage the
gauges that General Schroedel talked about—the figures that I saw
were around 5,000 CFs for the low flow. I think since there were
impoundments, flows dipped below that just a couple of times. But
pre-impoundment, up to 291,000 CFs was the figure that I was
given today. So you have this wide range of high spring flows and
winter flows dating back in the 1920s to 290,000 CFs all the way
down to low flows of about 5,000 CF's.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I think that there are, at least from some
of the people that I have heard from not only in Troup County but
in Coweta County, there has actually been certain instances back
in the 1920s and the 1930s where people have actually walked
across the Chattahoochee River because of the drought. I had one
family tell me that their family had actually planted a garden
down in the river bed one summer to be able to water it, because
the drought was so extensive.
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So, you know, these species have adapted to the most severe
drought we can ever imagine that would come down, and that was
during a natural flow of the river. And as the General talked
about, we have got to learn to deal with climate change. But these
are cycles that we have been going through, you know, since this
place was created.

The other question that I was going to ask of the Fish & Wildlife
is—I think, is it June 1 that we go back to the old way of doing
business? It is not?

Mr. HAMILTON. No, sir.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Okay.

Mr. HAMILTON. We issued a biological opinion based on this ex-
ceptional drought that would carry us through June 1. And since
November, obviously we have been in discussions with the three
states, collecting information and looking at how to modify the in-
terim operating plan which nobody likes. And it did have unin-
tended consequences, the exceptional drought plan, and looking at
flows up and down the system. So we have gotten a lot of good in-
formation out of that. The Corps obviously has gotten a lot of good
hydrologic information. They are working to take that information
and they are going to update and modify the plans and do what
is called a biological assessment. Our hope is that that will come
to us sometime maybe in April. We intend to prepare a biological
opinion reacting to what they give us by June 1, 2008.

So I do not think anybody expects that we will fall back to the
interim operating plan. That will not happen, I do not see that hap-
pening.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Okay.

General SCHROEDEL. Sir, if I could add to that.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Yes.

General SCHROEDEL. The current scheme, the exceptional
drought operations procedures that we are using, the major dif-
ference between that and the old IOP is that 5000 is essentially the
maximum that we are letting go at the Chattahoochee gauge.
Under the IOP, what some people refer to that exacerbated the
problem was the fact that above 5000—if the inflows into the basin
reached 18,000 CF's, the old IOP said we let that go in addition to
the 5000.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. That is what I am getting to.

General SCHROEDEL. And everything above that, we let about a
third of that go. What the EDO or the exceptional drought oper-
ation scheme says is we are not going to do that. It is 5000. But
what the EDO also says is we can go below 5000, down to 4750.
What we are in the throes of doing is adjusting the IOP also.

But here is the key point. The way we manage making the deci-
sion to move to either a new IOP or the old IOP or something other
than the exceptional drought scheme is what we call triggers. So
what we do is we now have a composite entire basin storage rule
curve that has four zones—zones 1, 2, 3, 4. And we track composite
storage in all of the basins on the system. Today, the composite
storage is in zone 4. The trigger—the trigger—that would cause us
to come out of the exceptional drought operation is when the com-
posite storage gets back into zone 2. We do not see that happening
any time soon, in the next couple of years, which means right now,
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our expectation is we stay in the exceptional drought operation
mode probably for the next couple of years, because the composite
storage—we do not see that getting back there any time soon.

So we have done it on an event and on a situation basis as op-
posed to, you know, some unscientific or non-specific kind of trig-
ger.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Well, I take that as good news—I take that
as good news because we are able to store some of that water that
we have just been flushing out the Gulf.

General SCHROEDEL. Absolutely; yes, sir.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. General, my last question to you, you have
been here for a year and I think we have made great progress. In
your work with Sam, I mean you all are like twins, every time I
go somewhere, I see you all together, so I know you are working
very closely. But one of the problems that we have had with the
Corps is change of command. And we are right now in the process
of rewriting or updating these water manuals and, you know, we
hear about places on the Missouri River or other places that it has
taken eight years to update these manuals. And I am not saying
whoever comes after you is not going to be as good a communicator
as you have been, but how long—I mean honestly, how long do you
think it is going to take to update these manuals and, you know,
what kind of influence do you think you are going to have in the
common sense approach that you have taken to some of this in get-
ting these manuals updated in a speedy fashion?

General SCHROEDEL. Sir, I appreciate you asking the question.
First, in terms of me personally, I appreciate your comments and
I thank you for those.

My position is normally a two year command. I am going to stay
for a third year, so I will be here at least through next summer.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Good deal.

General SCHROEDEL. The other thing that we have done, we the
Corps have done, and the Chief of Engineers has done, at the re-
quest of the Congress is we have put in place a gentleman by the
name of Mr. Jerry Barnes, who is a long time Corps employee, a
general officer equivalent, senior executive service retired. We
brought him back and now his sole duty is to be the overseer of
the manual process. He was told by the Secretary of the Army spe-
cifically that he answers to the Congress, he answers to the Chief
of Engineers and he has the oversight. So we have put in place
that long term continuity.

So in the short run, we have already been given the go-ahead to
do the manuals. We have already announced them in the Federal
Register. The first step is a basin-wide EIS, that is an environ-
mental impact statement. And this is where the public comes in.
A part of that EIS process is developing alternative procedures for
how we operate the system. We will take that input and develop
alternatives and then ultimately come to a conclusion.

So the direct answer to your question on how long it is going to
take—and I am going to say this in a qualified way—and what we
have seen in writing is that the Corps has said it takes two to
three years. Well, that is two to three years, assuming nobody gets
in our way and that the public participates. So there are lots of
things that could happen that would slow us down, and I think
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most people know, or at least I hope you know that the Corps has
tried to begin to update these manuals for the last 20 years and
we get stopped every time we try. Our opinion right now is that
the time is right because of the drought, because of the mandate
of the people that you expect it, and through your elected members,
you will ensure that it does happen.

So in a positive, unimpeded environment, sir, we could probably
get it done in two to three years. How long is it really going to
take? Sir, your guess is as good as mine. I hope we can get it done
in the amount of time that we think we can do it. But we are going
to need the help of every citizen in the region and the Congress
and everyone else in the industry, municipal water supply, what-
ever. We need everybody’s help to figure out the right way to man-
age these systems. So you all have an important role to play in
helping us do that.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Thank you.

Mr. JOHNSON. All right, ladies and gentlemen, out of respect for
your time, I am going to not ask any questions and I will say that
I am very impressed with the number of people that are here for
this hearing and the fact that you hung around throughout the
hearing. So I am very much impressed, and once again, I would
like to thank Congressman Westmoreland for his efforts in putting
together this hearing as well as the distinguished panelists who
have appeared before us today.

This hearing, ladies and gentlemen, has been an excellent oppor-
tunity for me to hear the perspectives of the panelists on this ex-
traordinary situation and also to hear from those who reflect your
concerns about it as well. I think that it has been very helpful for
the federal agencies to hear the perspective of the small businesses
that are suffering as a result of this drought, and I also think that
the small businesses have benefitted by allowing the federal agen-
cies to explain how they try to balance the varied and complicated
needs of the ACT and ACF river systems.

It is my sincere belief that with the continued involvement of ev-
eryone present here today, Congress, federal agencies and the gov-
ernors of Georgia, Alabama and Florida, will arrive at an equitable
solution to the tri-state water sharing issue and this is definitely
in the interest of the public.

The testimony that I have heard today has been extraordinarily
helpful and I will continue to work towards a solution.

Having given my closing remarks, I will now ask for closing re-
marks from Congressman Westmoreland.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I want to
thank the General and Sam for being here. You know, we heard
several people talk today about common sense and the lack of it.
And there is nobody that has dogged the Corps and Fish & Wildlife
more than me. I have talked bad about them a lot, some they de-
served it and some they did not. But these two guys here—and I
am going to take up for you—they try to put as much common
sense behind the decisions that they make as they are allowed to
by law. And I was not a big believer in that, but I have met with
these gentlemen, this is probably the fourth time that we have sat
down and talked and I can tell you that these two guys right here
try to use as much common sense as they can.
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I want to thank you all for coming, you came into what could
have been some hostile environment today, but I want to thank
both of you for being here and taking your time.

And I want to thank all the witnesses who came and took their
time out to come and testify in front of us and let us hear it and
let Congressman Johnson hear it, because when we go back to
these delegation meetings that we have—and I want to tell you,
you know, you hear the term bipartisan and there is not a lot of
that in Washington, I can promise you, but truly bipartisan is the
Georgia delegation with both the U.S. Senators, with Mr. Lewis
and Hank and the Republicans. We have all worked together on
this issue and some of the correspondence that we have had with
both of these agencies.

I want to thank all of you in attendance today for being here, to
come out and to show the agencies, the General and Mr. Hamilton,
the kind of concern that this has and to show Congressman John-
son that this is a concern. And all those pictures that were up
there—and Mr. Hamilton, I think if you saw all those pictures,
surely we have got some kind of endangered species somewhere
that should be floating in that lake. And Mr. Nichols will give you
a boat and we can get some volunteer divers to look for some of
these things.

[Laughter.]

Mr. WESTMORELAND. But we have got to have something endan-
gered in that lake. But I want to thank all of you for being here
and giving me your support and letting these people understand
that what I have been telling them has been justified.

I also want to thank the people here at West Georgia Technical
College, who made all the arrangements and handled setup for to-
day’s hearing. I want to thank all the staff. We cannot go anywhere
without staff telling us what to do, and for them traveling to La-
Grange from Washington, D.C. and all the preparation that they
did for Hank and I in getting prepared for this hearing.

And I also want to thank this gentleman sitting next to me, Con-
gressman Hank Johnson. You know, one of the requirements, as he
stated before, is that in being eligible to have a field hearing, you
have to have somebody from the Majority party that is willing to
come down and hold a hearing for you. And when I went to Hank,
I mentioned it to him and he accepted immediately. He said yes,
I will do that for you, because he understood and he had heard me
talk in some of these delegation meetings about how we were suf-
fering down here. And so when I asked him to participate, he never
hesitated one minute, and said Lynn, I would be happy to do it.
So I want to thank him for taking that time out and I want to
apologize to him for getting caught in the road construction. But
I do want to thank you for coming down here and chairing this
very important hearing and I hope to return the favor to you one
day, that I can go up and sit in on a field hearing that is important
to your district as this hearing was for my district.

But Mr. Chairman, that is all I have got. Again, thanks to every-
body here and I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Lynn. And I will tell you, it takes you
to be in the Majority for you to have to come to my district to do
what I did for you.
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[Laughter.]

Mr. JOHNSON. And I do not think I want to see that happen any
time soon.

So I am going to ask unanimous consent that members of the
Committee have five days to enter statements into the record.
Without objection, so ordered.

This hearing is now adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 2:16 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]
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Opening Statement of
U.S. Representative Lynn A, Westmoreland
Committee on Small Business

Field Hearing on “The Impact of the 2006-2007 Drought on Georgia’s
Economy”

Tuesday, March 25, 2008

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing today. I would also like to
thank all of the witnesses for their participation. I know all of you have very busy
schedules and feel honored that you would take the time to provide this committee with
your testimony. I am sure that today’s testimony will prove to be very helpful.

Georgia’s water crisis has been caused by a severe drought, by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineer’s mismanagement of river basins based on outdated science and
population figures, and by water wars among Georgia, Alabama and Florida that have
been ongoing for a number of years. The Corps, under an agreement reached in the
1980’s with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the state of Georgia, and downstream users,
release 5,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) of water up to 3.2 billion gallons a day
downstream into the states of Alabama and Florida. The figure was based on
hydroelectric power plants needs, as well as concern for endangered species in the river,
but most importantly, this flow of water was based on a consistent schedule of rain.

L, along with the entire Georgia congressional delegation have been very engaged
in this serious on-going issue. To this end, we introduced legislation in the U.S. House of
Representative (H.R. 3847) and in the U.S. Senate (S. 2165) to alleviate the current water
crisis by allowing states suffering from droughts to be exempt temporarily from the
Endangered Species Act, which in Georgia is threatening our low water supply by taking
away large amounts of water from north and middle Georgia and sending it downstream
to protect mussels and sturgeon.

Specifically, the Corps is managing releases out of Lake Lanier and Lake
Allatoona in a manner that is in the best interest of endangered mussels in Alabama and
endangered sturgeon in Florida, instead of in the best interests of the people of Georgia.
Georgians who rely on this water for not only for drinking, cooking, bathing, and
cleaning, but also for recreational purposes that creates jobs and grows the local
economy.
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Furthermore, we have requested and the Corps has agreed to update the 20-year-
old Water Control Plan for the Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa (ACT) and Apalachicola-
Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River Basins that run throughout Georgia, Alabama, and
Florida. The current releases of water from these two basins are based on science and
population figures that do not reflect the tremendous growth and modern-day needs of
Georgia. We have also requested that the Corps start from scratch when compiling the
plan manual for the ACF Basin and not use the Corps currently flawed Interim Operating
Plan (IOP) as a baseline for the new manual.

It is imperative that we update the water control plan to reflect 21st Century water
demand and usage in Georgia, Alabama, and Florida and to bring about a resolution
among the states to see that the threat to our Georgia lakes is stopped.

Recently, it was announced that there are changes planned regarding the Corps’
operations in Georgia that will allow us to put aside additional water during this
unprecedented drought. The Corps-- in consultation with Fish and Wildlife-- announced
it had drafted an interim operating plan that would reduce the minimum flow from
Woodruff Dam at Lake Seminole to 4,750 cfs, a 5% reduction. Subsequently another
ramp down to 4,500 cfs will be authorized, a fotal of 10 percent reduction, unless the
federal reservoirs recover drastically due to improved conditions, these lower water flow
levels will be implemented through June 1, 2008. The plan would also allow reservoirs
such as West Point Lake to store any additional inflows above 5,000 cfs. The Corps
releases are designed to provide enough water flow for human use and to sustain these
endangered species. I believe this is a small step in the right direction to deal with a
problem that immediately confronts us.

Mr. Chairman, in some way, this drought has affected everyone assembled here
today. 1look forward to hearing from our distinguished panels, and to continue working
with you and the rest of the Georgia Delegation to address this important issue.
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Congressional Hearing
House Committee on Small Business
March 25, 2008

My name is Dick Timmerberg and I am the Executive Director of the West Point
Lake Coalition, a board member of the Middle Chattahoochee Water Coalition, a
member of the West Point Lake Advisory Council, and at the request of Georgia
EPD, I served two years on the Chattahoochee Basin Advisory Committee in
Phase 1 of the Georgia Statewide Water Planning Process.

I want to thank the House Committee on Small Business for the opportunity to
testify here today as to how the economy of West Georgia in general and the small
businessmen/women in particular have been devastated by the drought of 2006/2007
and the rigid management practices of the United States Army Corps of Engineers
and the US Fish & Wildlife Service.

In the fall of 2006, the communities of W. Georgia and E. Alabama came together in
a major fund raising drive spearheaded by the LaGrange/Troup County Chamber
of Commerce and the Greater Valley Area Chamber of Commerce. An amazing
$268,000 was contributed by businesses and individuals once again demonstrating
this area’s commitment to West Point Lake, this area’s concern for the future of
West Point Lake, and this area’s recognition of the economic value and economic
importance of West Point Lake.

The funds were and are being used to commission an economic impact study on
West Point Lake and an environmental impact study on West Point Lake. The firm
of Basile, Baumann, Prost, Cole, & Associates, Inc. (BBPC), which was
commissioned to do the economic report, is headquartered in Annapolis, Maryland,
and enjoys an outstanding national reputation. BBPC was selected over the other
firms interviewed because of their credibility and experience; BBPC has conducted
similar studies on other Corps’ reservoirs and for the Tennessee Valley Authority.

BBPC completed the economic impact study in December of 2007; and I am
submitting a copy of this study as a part of my testimony today. Three alternative
economic impact analyses were prepared:

» Alternative 1: Economic impact and value at low water levels of 630 MSL
and below (baseline)
» Alternative 2: Conservative estimate of economic impact and value at higher
water levels in the range of 630 up to 633 MSL
- » Alternative 3: Moderate estimate of economic impact and value at optimal
water levels in the range of 633 up to the full pool level of 635 MSL
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The projected economic impact and value of West Point Lake, at the above three
alternatives, is listed below:

» Alternative 1: $153,795,150.00

» Alternative 2: $419,349,599.00 Plus $265,554,449.00 versus Alternative 1

» Alternative 3: $709,765,619.00 Plus $555,970,469.00 versus Alternative 1
Plus $290,416,020.00 versus Alternative 2

We have already heard that West Point Lake was specifically authorized by
congress for five purposes and only five purposes: recreation, sport fishing &
wildlife development, hydropower, flood control, and navigation. US Army Corps of
Engineers’ documents state that the initial recreation impact level on West Point
Lake is 632.5 MSL. Please recall that one of congress’ five, specific authorizations
for West Point Lake is recreation, Then note that at no time in 2006, 2007, and the
first two months of 2008 (a total of 26 months) has the average monthly lake level at
West Point Lake met or exceeded the initial recreation impact level of 632.5 MSL.
Speaking candidly, the Corps of Engineers has not been held accountable for their
management of West Point Lake as authorized by congress; and their track record
over the past 26 months demonstrates a total disregard for the recreation and sport
fishing/wildlife development authorizations. We would submit that recreation
impact levels and economic impact levels are one and the same.

Basis the just completed economic study by the firm of BBPC, the economic impact
of West Point Lake to our area conservatively approaches between $821,524,918.00
and $1,111,940,938 during combined 2006 and 2007 at the documented levels. Low
lake levels severely affect visitation to West Point Lake. Visitations were down
100,000 in 2007 vs. 2006; and these same visitations are down 3,699,917 vs. the
Corps’ analysis which indicates that 6,900,000 visitors is the optimum visitation. At
an extremely conservative estimate of $100.00 spent per visitation, our community
lost $10,000,000 in 2007 vs. 2006 due to the decline in visitation alone; and the lost
economic impact opportunity was $369,991,700 vs. the Corps’ optimum visitation
numbers. At the risk of stating the obvious, visitation to West Point Lake declines
significantly when there is not a dependable lake level; when the lake is unsafe;
when people lose access to parks and swimming areas; and when people lose access
to the water either via boat or via land! Equally obvious, when visitation declines
significantly, the economic value of West Point Lake drops drastically and the
negative, economic impact or lost economic opportunity increases substantially!
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Having demonstrated the economic impact in general, i.e. the big picture, let’s turn
to specific examples of the devastating impact on the small businessmen/women. I
personally interviewed six different businesses which are “directly” dependent on
West Point Lake for their overall success or failure both short term and long term.
Thanks to these businessmen/women who have shared their data with me, I have
detailed the results below:

e Business 1: “Revenue was down 75% and my business would have gone
south had I not diversified into non, lake-related side businesses.”

¢ Business 2: “Tackle sales were down a minimum of 25% and I dropped
my bass boat distributorship due to declining sales; on the boat sales
side, I was down 100%.”

* Business 3: “Bait and tackle sales were down 30% speaking
conservatively; and we lost our gasoline business due to our inability to
compete due to low volume and higher retail prices.

* Business 4: “During the six months between September, 2007 and
February, 2008, revenues were down $96,000.00 vs. the same period last
year. Had our average monthly growth rate of 10% to 20% prior to the
drought continued, lost revenues would have exceeded well over
$100,000.00. To attempt to minimize the losses, we increased advertising
$15,000.00; repairs to damaged docks due to low water conditions
totaled $12,000.00; and $3,000.00 in dredging expense was incurred in
an attempt to keep our ramp open. Combined impact comes to
$126,000.00; and this does not include the loss of three bass
tournaments, approximately 550 boats or 1,100 fishermen/women; plus
the loss of at least 100 boats in our year end Championship Tournament
due to low lake levels and severely, limited access.”

¢ Business 5: “Bait and tackle sales are down a minimum of 48%; every
credit card is maxed out and every day I am losing money; I had to take
an outside job to support my family and tread water long enough to
hopefully, somehow, hold onto my store.”

¢ Business 6: “When I bought this store S years ago, it was a dream come
true; I finally owned my own business. The first 3 years were successful
as we improved the building and expanded beoth our products and
inventory. Over the past 24 months due to the drought and the low
water levels, sales have declined an average of $20,000.00 per month
and we lost our gas contract. In an effort to stop the bleeding, we added
a kitchen and began selling biscuits, etc. Finally, I had to seek other full
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time employment and leave my wife and/or daughter alone in the store. The
store is currently for sale; if it doesn’t sell, we will lose it!”

What do the above businesses have in common? All of them were, relatively
speaking, successful in their chosen niche until the drought hit and low,
unacceptable water levels dragged on for over two years. Each of them went over
and above the norm to increase and/or stabilize their revenues in an attempt to save
their business and their livelihood. Unfortunately, in some cases, it appears that
their efforts, through no fault of their own, will not succeed and their businesses and
their dreams will be lost.

Please note that the above economic impact instances do not include the ripple effect
throughout our community on restaurants, grocery stores, gas, rentals, home sales,
marine sales, etc.

The small businessmen/women who are the backbone of our country are fast
becoming the “endangered species”; and no one is protecting them! While West
Point Lake was drained, water was sent downstream to protect endangered mussels.
We have quantified the economic impact to our community and to several of the
small businesses; and I have yet to see the economic benefit or value of the
endangered mussels. However, I do favor saving an endangered species if someone
can demonstrate their value and/or worth and then prioritize that with the needs of
stakeholders. Assuming for the moment that the endangered mussel species are
viable long term, why was action not taken to re-locate the mussels to a hatchery or
to re-establish them in a like stream or river? In fact, there never was a proactive
solution; the response from the Corps of Engineers and the US Fish and Wildlife
Service was simply to keep releasing water far in excess of what Mother Nature
would have provided and with no consideration for the dire consequences to the
small businessmen/women! Apparently, the use of common sense is endangered as
well!

In conclusion, we want to see Lake Lanier full as well as West Point Lake and Lake
George. The federal reservoirs on the ACF System and the System itself should be
managed in a fair and proportionately equal manner; the federal reservoirs should
be managed for their authorized purposes; and they should not be managed for
unauthorized purposes. We support “percent of storage remaining” as a fair and
equitable measurement during times of drought and negative economic impact. We
support growth and want to see a strong and vibrant Atlanta metro area as the
main economic engine for the state of Georgia. That said, that growth must be smart
growth which is well planned and takes into account the finite, limited water supply
in the Chattahoochee River and acknowledges the economic needs and right to
growth for downstream communities as well.
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What we will never support is the transfer of economic wealth from one community
to another community using water as currency.

We ask that congress hold the Corps of Engineers accountable to manage West
Point Lake as it was authorized so that the lake’s economic benefit can be realized.
We ask that the new interim operating plan reflect and prioritize the authorized
purposes versus the unauthorized needs while recognizing the devastating economic
harm done previously and minimizing the negative economic impacts in the future,

Thanks once gain for conducting this hearing in LaGrange and for giving me the
opportunity to testify.

Respectfully submitted,

Dick Timmerberg
Executive Director
West Point Lake Coalition

Digital copies of the “Economic Impact of West Point Lake at Various Lake Water
Levels™ study can be obtained by accessing the site below:
http://ivic02.residentinteractive.com/programs/download,pdf?xinput=25203597 or
www.lagrange-ga.org and look for the report under the "documents, maps and forms" tab.
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b}\ruw\'s LANDSCAPE RESOURCE

March 25, 2008

To: The Committee on Small Business of the United States House of Representatives
From: Mary Kay Woodworth, Executive Director, MALTA

Re: “The Impact of the 2006-2007 Drought on Georgia’s Economy”

Georgia’s urban agriculture industry represents one of the largest and most successful
industries in Georgia, with more than $8 billion in annual sales, 7,000 companies and
more than 80,000 employees throughout the state. Urban agriculture is defined as all
non-traditional agriculture, and is the second largest industry in the state of Georgia,
second to poultry.

The industry includes retail garden centers, floriculturists, turf grass and sod growers,
the nursery and horticulture industry, landscape architects, landscape installation and
maintenance businesses, irrigation contractors, green wholesalers, florists and golf
courses and their related businesses.

Georgia’s Environmental Protection Division (EPD) Drought Management Plan uses
outdoor watering restrictions as the sole solution to address the drought conditions
that have impacted Georgia’s exceptional drought. This action has had the effect of
imposing severe restrictions on businesses that rely on water for their operation - and
in this case, these severe conditions were primarily imposed on a single industry,
landscaping and horticulture.

The EDP Drought Management Plan rules and local government’s heightened
restrictions were exacerbated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ increased
downstream releases from Lake Lanier in late summer, 2007. The increased releases
resulted in Governor Perdue’s mandate to water providers to release withdrawals by
10%. This mandate, along with EPD’s Level 4 Drought Declaration on September 28,
2007, had an immediate and dramatic devastating impact on the industry.

Due to the State’s actions and the additional whittling away at the exemptions by the
local municipalities, there was little to no fall planting season in Georgia and the
financial impact was immediately felt.

According to an industry survey dated February 2008, there have been more than
35,000 layoffs. Between June-December 2007 losses of over $262 million per month

METRO ATLANTA LANDSCAPE & TURF ASSUCIATION, INC.
2300 Hendersan Mill Road « Suite 227 « Atlanta GA 30345
770.732.9832 « 770.414.6805 fax - www,maltalandscape.com « maltalandscape@bellsouth.net
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are directly attributed to drought and the ensuing water restrictions - and at this rate
an annual loss of $3.15 billion loss is predicted. Several prominent businesses,
including Pike Family Nursery, have filed for bankruptcy, been put to auction, closed
temporarily or permanently or are reviewing their options. Most of this could have
been avoided had the state developed a drought management plan that didn’t place
the entire burden of water conservation on outdoor watering.

Georgia’s urban agriculture industry will continue to lose profits and employees if
drought conditions remain over the state this year, according to a University of
Georgia survey. “In an industry with a median income of $800,000 per company,
many companies won’t be able to sustain losses of that magnitude,” UGA’s Dr. Ellen
Bauske said. “We can expect more news of bankruptcies, business failures and
liquidation of company assets if the situation continues.”

Based on the survey, Bauske and her colleagues project devastating losses in the
coming year. “A calculated loss of $260 million per month can be contributed to the
drought and water restrictions imposed on the industry,” she said. “If the current
drought conditions continue, the results could grow to an annual loss of $3.15 billion
and 30,000 additional employees.”"

Governor Perdue has stated that outdoor water use is “inconsequential” to the state’s
water picture. Dr. Carol Couch, EPD Director agrees: “We are not here because we
consumed our way into this drought, as some would suggest.”

* Watering bans are little more than an attempt by water authorities to divert
attention from the failure to adequately plan for inevitable drought events.
Droughts should never be a surprise to water planners. They are a natural
element in environmental life cycles and should be factored into all water
management plans. |f water is managed properly, a “water crisis” should be
extremely rare.

» Using water restrictions and conservation alone ignore the root of the problem
- rather than address the problem with a comprehensive water use plan that
tackles the issues of water supply and use. EPD and the authority that is given
to tocal governments and utilities to ban outdoor water use create the
impression that they are effectively dealing with the larger issue. For most
water authorities, this is the most visible action they can take in the public eye
to communicate a “water crisis.”

' E. Bauske, W. Florkowski, G. Landry. 2008. Layoffs Increase and Losses Accelerate in
Response to the Drought.
http://apps.caes.uga.edu/urbanag/pubs/economicDroughtimpact. pdf
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« Finally, water authorities are not proposing or taking any other restrictive
action on any other commercial, industrial, or residential use. This is evidence
that these watering bans are little more than window dressing for water
planning failures.

The urbanization and suburbanization of Georgia has been enormous, providing jobs,
economic opportunities and stability for millions of Georgians, but it has also brought
problems. Urbanization decreases water quality and increases water use. About one-
half of the land cleared or disturbed for development is covered by impervious
surfaces such as roads, roofs, and parking lots and is a contributor to the current
water crisis. Urban agriculture has become the best method for addressing these
problems.

Healthy and properly maintained landscapes are critical to water management and
storage in an urban environment. Lawns, ground covers, vegetation and even
hardscapes are crucial to managing ground water. Urban agriculture is one of the few
industries in Georgia that mitigates the environmental impact of development and
creates a sustainable quality of life for people, wildlife and natural systems.

When drought conditions persisted last spring, Georgians responded by conserving
water, We were told that by saving water we would be saving money as well,
Recent news articles in the Atlanta Journal Constitution report that local water
authorities must now increase fees to make up for revenue lost from reductions in
water sold to their customers during this drought period.

The drought has cost Georgians billions of dollars in economic loss and now water
conservation measures will cost us millions more because local water “professionats”
failed to plan ahead.

Only in a government business plan can you have a decline in revenues and maintain
or grow your overhead while not going out of business. These locally run
bureaucracies now insult the citizens of Georgia by raising their fees. While Georgia
endures the drought, this is the unfathomable justification for local water providers
that have had their wells of public trust run totally dry.

The urban agriculture industry is committed to being an active participant in helping
Georgia through its current water crisis. We will continue to work with the state,
municipalities and local water authorities as they search for solutions to developing
problems. But we must insist that the state address the lack of water infrastructure,
including water storage needs, so that it won’t become necessary to address a future
water crisis on the back of just one industry. We hope that we have your support in
our mission.
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Robert Nichols

To the Committee on Small Business of the United States House of Representatives
In a hearing entitled:

“The Impact of the 2006-2007 Drought on Georgia's Economy”

March 25, 2008
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Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today on behalf of the marina
business and for all the small business owners in the West Georgia, East Alabama area.
Marinas are not the only business affected by lake levels in West Point Lake; motels, gas
stations, convenience stores, fishing guides, bait and tackle shops, restaurants, and boat
dealers all cater to and rely on tourist traffic generated by West Point Lake.

West Point Lake consists of 26,000 acres of water, 525 miles of shoreline, and
offers 4 county parks, 25 Corp operated parks, 7 campgrounds, 2 commercial marinas, as
well as 40,000 acres of wildlife management areas. Several of the purposes authorized by
Congress are sport fishing, wildlife development, and public recreation. In my opinion,
none of these purposes have been fulfilled.

The water levels must be maintained in the lake so the public can use it safely.
Let’s not forget that Corp funding is based upon, to some degree, traffic count and
visitation. I would like to thank those of you in Congress who have supported HR4304,
which allows our Corp of Engineers to retain revenues generated by our public parks and
campgrounds. Particularly, I would like to thank Congressman Lynn Westmoreland who
is a co-sponsor of this bill. However, no amount of public facilities can truly be justified
when water levels have reached unsafe conditions for the boating public.

Boat dealers that I have spoken with have reported decreased sales of 40-85%
from previous years. However, in our area alone, income from repairing boats is actually
up 30-40%, all of which can be attributed to damages occurring while boating on West
Point Lake. Bait and tackle stores located convenient to the lake, but not necessarily in

high traffic areas, have seen sales decrease by 50% or more in the past six months.
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From my own experience at the marina, 2007 started as a break through year, with
January through July revenues 20-25% ahead of the previous year. Despite fluctuating
lake levels, we were still above normal winter pool, but the concern about water levels
we had been expressing for the past year had become a reality and fueled somewhat by
media coverage. Revenues for August were slightly lower, but I don’t think anyone quite
anticipated that Labor Day would be the end of our season. September through December
0f 2007 store sales were 50% off, lodging revenues were off 35%, boat rentals were
down 60%, and damages to our boats due to low water exceeded 5,000 dollars. The odd
thing is that our wet slip revenues were down only 3%. However, [ had a dozen boats
stuck in the mud, and many others that would have left if not for inaccessible ramps. The
boat ramps at Southern Harbor were unusable beginning October, despite two attempts to
remove sediment caused by erosion of exposed shorelines. Our last two fishing
tournaments of the year had to launch at Rocky Point Park, one of the few remaining
assessable boat ramps at the time; even then, navigation to the main channel was
hazardous. As the water level decreased, the marina spent over 80,000 dollars in dock
extensions, electrical connections, and additions to our sewer pump-out facilities.
Constant repairs and adjustments have had to be made as dock floatation settled into the
mud. These were out of pocket expenses. Lending institutions no longer make decisions
on profit and loss statements or track record. Marinas are classified as high risk because
of unpredictable water levels.

Another impact felt this fall was the cancellation of several large fishing
tournaments. A typical 200 boat tournament made up of 400 fisherman, and 100+ family,

guest, and staff has a visitor impact of 160,000-170,000 dollars in two days. When
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applied with a 2.5 turn over rate the total economic impact exceeds 400,000 dollars. The
Georgia State Championship, a tournament held every year in the fall, consistently draws
300+ boats. This year, it drew only a few over 200 participants. Couple this with another
major tournament consisting of over 300 boats that eliminated West Point Lake from any
consideration this past fall and the negative economic impact to our community is well
over one-million dollars.

With regard to tourism, the governor of Georgia has announced a new “Go Fish
Georgia” program bringing excitement to a lot of us. The program is intended to promote
fishing and tourism and to bring people in from all over the Southeast. The problem with
“Go Fish Georgia” is that we realize it may just be a card game that we’re playing. The
deck is stacked against us by out dated operating plans and lake levels we can’t depend
on. Fishermen aren’t going to come here and risk damage to 50,000 dollar bass boats.

You have asked me to speak on my perspective and those of my business
associates as to the economic impact of the drought. I'm here to say it is my opinion and
of those I have talked with that the drought is being used as an excuse for an ineffective
and out dated water control plan. We understand we have been experiencing a drought,
we have had to deal with droughts over the last 35 years. West Point Lake has been the
work horse for the Chattahoochee River basin during all of our so called minor droughts.
The West Point Lake Advisory Committee has been addressing the economic impact of
lake fluctuations in West Point Lake, including the predicted drought conditions we are
now experiencing. This information was conveyed to state and federal agencies over a
year ago. It wasn’t until Atlanta was threatened with the possibility of running out of

drinking water did our concerns become front page news.



49

The governor has mandated a 10% reduction on all water use across the state. For
those of us who live outside the doughnut, so to speak, we don’t have a problem with
reducing water usage and trying to conserve more, but what we don’t hear about are
restrictions in development and growth in the Atlanta market. So, in simple man’s math,
it appears that our 10% reduction is just allowing the growth in Atlanta to continue and
not necessarily doing a whole lot to put water back in our lakes. Unlike Atlanta, all we
have asked for is a shared sacrifice during times of drought.

As for growth, the state of Georgia has invested 500 million dollars to bring an
automobile plant to West Georgia. This is much needed in an area that has been
historically dependant on the textile industry. Besides financial incentive, companies
today value the quality of life offered to its employees. West Point Lake is a major factor
in their decisions. In fact, one Kia executive, new to our area ask me, “Is your lake
broke?” and the only response I could come up with was, “No sir, our lake is not broke,
but the system that manages it is.”

As for the system I refer to, I'm not sure who’s in charge. The Corp of Engineers
points the finger at the Fish and Wild Life Agency and vice-versa, both referring to
various laws and regulations such as the Endangered Species Act, flood control
legislation, and so called rule curves. It appears to me that what we have done is pass so
many laws and create so many bureaucracies that common sense has become extinct. The
system needs to be simplified, agencies need to work together so that there is
accountability within the decision making process. There needs to be flexibility to adapt

to the ever changing conditions.
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In closing, I don’t mind competition. We compete with the Wal Marts, Bass Pro
Shops and others who by their sheer size can sell for less than a small business can buy
most goods for. The one advantage we have is that you can’t get there by boat. Please

don’t take this advantage away.
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Allow me to begin by thanking the Committee, its members, and the Congressional staff
that worked so hard to arrange and prepare for this hearing in LaGrange. It is an honor for
this community to have this body here to listen to our concerns and to hear testimony
about the drought and related issues associated with the ACF River basin.

Let me also note we have great appreciation and admiration for those that serve the
United States Army Corps of Engineers. While we have significant disagreements with
them from time to time over operations along the river, they must always know that we
are proud of their service to this great nation. We also are honored to have US Fish and
Wildlife Service regional representatives participate in these hearings today. However,
we do NOT agree with or appreciate the approach of these federal agencies in managing
this river system, especially West Point Lake.

In 1962 the United States Congress authorized the Army Corps of Engineers to build a
reservoir above West Point, Georgia for 5 specific purposes:

Sport Fishing and Wildlife Development
Flood Control

Hydropower

General Recreation

Navigation

* & & & o

A benefit to cost ratio and financial analysis was completed by the Corps attributing
values to justify the development of a lake at West Point. This analysis revealed, that
when combined, hydropower, recreation, and sport fishing and wildlife development,
yielded 79% of the benefit to cost for the project. To our knowledge, West Point Lake
was the first multi purpose lake authorized by Congress carrying “general recreation” as
an authorized purpose. Yet we see these three authorized uses are sacrificed in operations
by the Corps to meet other demands in the basin.

The authorized uses of hydropower, sport fishing and wildlife development, and
recreation seem to fit hand in hand in the use of reservoirs. Hydropower interests
generally like a full pool levels so they can have access to peaking power to meet
demands. Empty lakes mean the battery is also empty as the water doesn’t exist to
generate electricity. Recreation, along with sport fishing and wildlife development, also
have the same need- stable, reliable and full pools of water to provide for obstruction free
boating safety, usable lake surface arca, access to shoreline recreational facilities, and a
viable habitat for fish and wildlife. Yet the operations by the Corps of West Point Lake
have been almost the opposite. Consistently low water levels have plagued this lake over
its entire history as the Corps has utilized the resource for other needs, some of which
were not the original intent of Congress.

As the lake was built, the Corps immediately established and has historically utilized a
system of very aggressive rule curves and action zones to guide their management of
water elevations at West Point Lake. In doing so, the Corps set aside massive amounts of
storage and attributed that space for other purposes and demands elsewhere on the river
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system. This unused capacity leaves the lake at very low elevations and below the initial
recreational impact level for much of the year. Yes, we agree it is essential that the Corps
must provide for flood control, but they fail to utilize the full capabilities of the lake.
West Point has flood storage above the normal pool of 635, but they have rarely used that
additional capacity. Their 1981 Master Plan reveals that the maximum desiﬁn pool
elevation is 646.20 m.s.1.- a full 11 feet above the normal pool of 635 m.s.1". This
additional storage has never been fully utilized for flood control - clearly a wasted
resource.

The rule curve system in place today for West Point is the harshest of any lake on the
entire ACF system with typical variance of at least 7 feet between winter and summer.
That’s under the best of conditions. Based on information provided to us by the Corps in
2006 (attached chart), before the worst part of the drought, it appears that using historic
averages, West Point Lake has only been above its initial recreational impact level of
632.5 m.s.] about 20 percent of the time, which is the level at which recreation begins to
be impaired. At the time when the drought was upon us, the Corps failed to utilize
valuable capacity to store water in the lake. This past summer we saw the virtual
destruction of the lake when it was dropped 13 feet from its normal pool to 622 m.s.1.,
only 2 feet above its dead pool. What we have seen demonstrated using their current rule
curve and action zone system is that the Corps won’t store water, particularly when it is
so desperately needed to meet the needs of mankind.

Over the past 2 years, we watched as the Corps systematically drained the entire basin
during the onslaught of the worst drought we’ve ever seen. In the springtime, when West
Point Lake needed to recharge with nature’s rains, the Corps sent vast amounts of water
south downstream to the Gulf of Mexico, with Fish and Wildlife Services blessing, and
drained the lakes so sturgeon could spawn on the Apalachicola River at a time when
lakes needed to refill. Please remember the sturgeon and mussels existed long before
there were any federal lakes on the Chattahoochee, and to presume they can’t exist after
50 years of living in a regulated river system is at best highly questionable.

The drought worsened, but the Corps continued to drain first Lake Walter F. George, then
West Point Lake, and finally Lake Lanier throughout the spring and summer of 2007.
The Corps maintains they have always had a flow of 5,000 CFS or greater from Jim
Woodruff Lock and dam to the Apalachicola. That may be true of the Corps’ operations
using water stored in upstream reservoirs. But what mother nature offers in support of
that flow has been much less during the drought. I think we all know that mother nature
doesn’t offer guarantees in writing with a “5” followed by 3 zeros at a given point on a
river, especially when the total inflow into the ACF basin above that point is almost half
that amount. The Corps deliberately ignored that nature was only providing between
2,000 and 3,000 CFS naturally in the river system while they offered 5,000 CFS and
more to the Apalachicola River under the IOP. So the Corps made up their guaranteed

! Design Memorandum 37, West Point Lake, Master Plan, Savannah District USACE, April 1981,
photocopy, p.1
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flow from the federal lakes that weren’t designed or authorized to provide flows for
thermo electric power plants, sturgeon, or mussels.

To make matters worse, instead of shutting the Jim Woodruff Dam off immediately after
providing a flow for the Apalachicola, the Corps, with a Fish and Wildlife Service
blessing, continued to draw down from the Federal lakes using a gradual “ramp down”
rate that lasted days at the end of a discharge cycle. It would seem far more logical to turn
the faucet off when you’re done with it rather than to keep it running. But the “so called”
IOP (Interim Operating Plan) provided for this new concept - a concept that we would
scold our children for if we saw them using this practice at home. In the mean time, the
three northern federal lakes - the source of the water - continued to drain, and disappeared
while the drought worsened. This ramp down rate concept of the IOP was supposedly to
protect mussels that might be stranded on the banks of the river.

Our frustration as a community is that the uses authorized for West Point Lake, recreation,
hydropower, and sport fishing and wildlife development, that would yield the most
economic benefit, and were associated with the highest level of expectation in our area
based on the commitments made by the government, seem largely ignored. In fact our
community often wonders how our lake continues to be misused. We see a Corps of
Engineers overly concerned about the flow needs of thermo electric power generation for
Plant Scholz and Plant Farley, industrial needs, waste assimilation flows and fish and
wildlife to our south on the river. Remember, Plant Scholz on the Apalachicola River
existed long before the advent of West Point Lake. Plant Farley could have been (and still
could be) designed so as to operate on the lowest possible natural yield of the river and
not require guaranteed flow augmentation from lakes to the north. Last summer the
Corps reminded area stakeholders of the need to meet these downstream flows.
Sometimes we’d hear the need was for required flows on the Apalachicola for
Endangered species, other times we heard that the flows were required to support these so
called essential thermo electric facilities, and at other times we’d hear downstream flows
were needed for waste assimilation. All we knew was that West Point Lake and Lake
Lanier disappeared, and Southern Company’s Georgia Power lakes on the river within 10
miles of West Point remained full all summer long.

Our feeling is that if Southern Company operations on the lower part of the river need
water for thermo electric power generation, then let them use the water stored in their
own lakes to meet that need, and leave the federal lakes alone. We can’t find anywhere
where Congress said West Point Lake was built to provide flows to support Southern
Company operations or their stockholders. If species on any segment of the river need
water, especially during drought conditions, then aliow them access only to the yield
offering flows that would be provided by nature. Let’s not provide artificially high flows
guaranteed and augmented by the Corps of Engineers that are two times the natural yield
of the river in drought conditions.

Congress made clear that the federal lakes were designed and to be utilized for
hydropower, not thermo electric power generation, among other uses. Hydropower as a
source of energy is compatible with other uses and represents an important mix in the
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source of energy for many cities and electric co-ops as an electric source. LaGrange is
one of those communities that rely on hydropower generation in its mix of generation
resources. Because of the way the Corps operated river systems in the south during the
drought, we lost access to over 1 million kilowatt hours per month of energy from
hydropower resources over the past two years. Fortunately, we were able to make that up
from other sources. But those sources are less environmentally friendly than hydropower.
The cost paid for that replacement energy was far higher, and cost this community over
$50,000 per month. Ultimately that cost is born by residential, small business,
institutional and industrial customers in our community. Draining the river system for
downstream endangered species or thermo electric facilities owned by private industries
damages small communities along the river like LaGrange.

Any thought of moving waters from federal lakes downstream for heat or waste
assimilation is another concern. Flow augmentation for such needs downstream activities
is not listed as an authorized use for West Point Lake waters. Taking valuable water from
federal lakes to dilute waters for communities and industries over and above the natural
lowest flow of the river is simply the wrong thing to do, especially in the middle of a
drought. Our society has the technological capabilities to clean the wastewater we use
better than when we withdraw it from a source. There are ways to stabilize temperature
and to treat wastewater without diluting it with the limited stored water we have available.
Downstream communities and industries that want to avoid the cost of cleaning up their
waste treatment operations should be told to take actions to improve their systems to
eliminate any demand for additional flows from federal lakes. When extra water is taken
from the federal lakes for such uses, our government is simply taking the wealth and
resources that were committed to our community in the form of water in a lake, and then
transferring it to others downstream who want to avoid spending money to properly treat
their wastewater. We’d hope our colleagues at the Corps realize they should not provide
water for downstream waste assimilation demands in excess of what the lowest natural
yield of the river is at a given point. If this is happening we believe it should be stopped.
If it has not started yet, it must be prevented from happening.

We are also concerned about the myopic approach to the attention given to aquatic life in
the ACF basin. We challenge the US Fish and Wildlife service to show us the same
intensity of scientific study on the fishery and habitat of the West Point Lake region as
they have on the Apalachicola River, much less provide upstream stakeholders comfort
level as it relates to the adequacy of the science justifying their actions on the
Apalachicola. If the US Fish and Wildlife Service is so concerned, then show us the
alternative actions taken to protect sturgeon and mussels rather than destroy a river basin
by draining it during a drought.

Under the IOP and EDO (Extreme Drought Operations) plans used by the Corps in 2007,
we saw significant problems emerge with blue green algae in West Point Lake. While
this phenomenon is typical of southern lakes in the summer, it can be controlled by
managing water resources in the basin with closer attention to water quality issues.
LaGrange system users faced unpleasant odors and aesthetic problems in their treated
water in the late summer as lake water diminished under the IOP. More inflow from



56

upstream lakes could have helped avert this situation and brought better water quality for
West Point Lake and the citizens and businesses that rely on the lake as their source of
water.

As lake water diminished throughout the summer of 2007, and the lake approached the
620 m.s.1. level, our city became concerned over the Corps intentions and the ability of
the lake to sustain human needs in the West Georgia area served by the LaGrange water
system. Our water intakes must be kept at usable levels, yet we sense more concern by
our government for downstream fish and wildlife needs than we sense for human needs
on the river.

Local businesses have been impacted by reduced water levels at Corps reservoirs and the
drought. This past year the state of Georgia imposed significant water conservation
restrictions on water suppliers like the City of LaGrange and its customers. Probably the
most serious impact to business from the conservation efforts were the restrictions on the
landscape industry and increased water rates. Institutional, business and residential
landscapes and plant material took the brunt of the damage. Yards, trees and shrubs were
seriously injured and needed the remedy of water that could have been supplied by the
City. The restrictions prohibited watering and nursery and landscape businesses were
seriously impacted as a result of the limits placed on watering. We have been told of local
landscapers that have had difficulty and experienced reduced revenues and increased
costs. It was very difficult for local public officials to justify conserving water to reduce
water withdrawals from West Point Lake, just so the Corps could take that water for
unauthorized purposes then drain it into the Gulf of Mexico.

This also placed significant additional financial risk on the City’s citizens. Our water
system is financed through the issuance of tax exempt municipal revenue bonds. The
covenants associated with the bond issues that finance the water system require that
certain amounts of revenue must be generated, and a multiplier is placed on top of that to
assure there is adequate revenue in place to pay for the systems operations and the debt.
If enough water is not sold to cover these obligations, the city must then require
customers to pay more- for less water used- to satisfy the bond covenants. This impacts
all system customers. The ten percent reduction required by the state of Georgia will
require the city to bill existing customers and existing $1.5 million dollars per year over
their existing payments.

When West Point was filled and began operations in 1974, the citizens that rely on West
Point Lake took the federal government at its word. Remember, West Point Lake was
sold and promised to the community as a recreational lake. Yet the Corps decided to
lessen the relevance of recreational use and sport fishing and wildlife development and
make West Point what they term the “workhorse” of the basin. Instead of generating
hydropower needed by small towns and electric co-ops, the Corps addresses other
concerns in the basin. Rather than fulfill the recreational authorization promised to the
region, the Corps seems to manage the lake so as to guarantee flows for privately owned
thermo electric power producers, downstream industries, cities that need water to dilute
their waste stream, and for fish and wildlife concerns on the Apalachicola River.
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In 1981, the Corps prepared and approved the Master Plan for West Point Lake. The
message from the report was clear. The concept of West Point Lake being used for
recreational purposes was to be far more than a pipe dream. Design Memorandum 37 laid
out a very clear plan for the long term development of West Point Lake as a recreational
facility.

The Corps, with Congressional mandate, acquired 5,009 acres specifically for 43 public
use recreational areas and 6,386 acres were acquired for a public wildlife and game
management area.” The Corps, in the same document recognized, “The Lake contains
25,900 acres at normal recreational pool, elevation 635 m.s.l.”® This same analysis
indicates that “...the 6,900,000 visitors projected for 1985 is the optimum visitation.” *

On March 4, 2008 the Corps reported in its Environmental Assessment supporting the
reduction in flow at Peachtree Creek from 750 CFS to 650 CFS, that annual park
visitation at West Point Lake was:

2,620,642 for 2002
2,691,920 for 2003
2,947,170 for 2004
3,199,052 for 2005
3,300,836 for 2006
3,200,083 for 2007-

a drop of over 100,000 visits for this past year, and 3,699,917 fewer visits than what the
Corps thought was optimal for 1985°. I think it’s safe to say that missing water creating
low lake levels is the major contributing factor to the problem of diminishing visits and a
failure to launch the anticipated recreational visits listed in the report.

This past year, the Chambers of Commerce, citizens, businesses, industries and local
governments of west Georgia and east Alabama joined together to commission an in
depth economic study and environmental assessment of the West Point lake project. The
environmental study is ongoing. The economic study is complete and revealed rather
stunning information. The current approach to operations by the Corps with consistently
low lake levels, yields an economic contribution to the local economy of about
$125,000,000. If the lake was managed with a consistently higher and more stable pool
level at or above the initial recreational impact level of 632.5 m.s.l., the potential

2 Design Memorandum 37, West Point Lake, Master Plan, Savannah District USACE, April 1981,
Photocopy, P. 10,

Tbid.
4 Ibid.
* Environmental Assessment, Georgia Environmental Protection Division Proposal for a temporary
Reduced minimum Flow requirement at the Chattahoochee River at Peachtree Creek for Drought
Contingency Water Management Operation in the ACF River basin and Temporary Waiver from ACF
Water Control Plan, prepared by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, Planning and
Environmental Division, Environment and Resource Branch, Inland Environment Team, p. EA-17
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economic impact could yield $710,000,000 a year to the west Georgia and east Alabama
economies.

Remember that the Corps of Engineers initially conceived and planned for a West Point
Lake that was focused on the recreational values approved by Congress. Their Master
Plan made clear the purpose for this lake was as a demonstration project for recreational
purposes.® So if Congress said to use this lake for recreation, if the Corps agrees, and the
market potential exists for a far greater fulfillment of a recreational use, one must ask
what happened to the water and why?

This year we saw an effort by the Corps to be more prudent with the storage capabilities
and resources of West Point Lake. General Schroedel issued a variance this spring that
allowed for the storage of additional waters in the project by increasing storage which
raised pool elevations. We appreciate and commend the General’s approach to managing
this resource and hope the Corps will continue to utilize the West Point project in a more
practical manner such as this, and avoid future activities that overstress the reservoir.

Somehow this lake was taken away from us. We think we know where that water is going
and who is getting it. We beg that our Congress intervene and assure that West Point
Lake is returned to the hundreds of thousands of citizens and businesses in the growing
west Georgia and east Alabama area and that the promise made for a recreational lake to
the citizens of this area is fulfilled. Please see that the Corps stops using West Point as
their “workhorse lake” and that those responsible for the management of this lake return
it to its authorized uses and sees that the mandate issued by Congress for its development
is fulfilled.

Specifically, Congress can help with several actions:

e Compel the Corps to revise the rule curves on West Point Lake to make them
more reasonable and limited in scope and magnitude to maintain a lake elevation
of not less than 632.5, except in the direst emergency.

¢ Instruct the Corps to limit the uses of West Point Lake specifically to the
authorized purposes set by Congress. In doing so, these uses should relate to the
benefit to costs associated with the lake.

® Bring accountability to the federal agencies involved with management of federal
lakes. The Fish and Wildlife Service should only institute actions under the
Endangered Species Act when they have sound validated science that is beyond
question, and then actions related to endangered species should explore a wide
range of alternatives that do not adversely impact mankind’s use of resources.

* Compel the Corps to operate the lakes of the basin in concert and not sequentially
draining them one after another. The current practice extends damage to the
southern lakes of the ACF longer. Operating the lakes in balance using

¢ Design Memorandum 37, West Point Lake, Master Plan, Savannah District USACE, April 1981,
photocopy, p. 2
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percentage of conservation storage remaining as an operating benchmark is a far
more fair and equitable approach to stakeholders throughout the basin.

e Compel the Corps to study and recognize water quality impacts associated with
their operations. The blue green algae blooms on West Point could have been
mitigated this past year by providing more inflow into West Point at the time they
were draining the lake.

e Find ways to eliminate the use of water in federal reservoirs for waste
assimilation needs for downstream interests, Compel downstream interests to
clean up their operations so such flows are never needed.

»  When downstream interests demand excessive flows from upstream lakes simply
to provide a river elevation for their water intakes, the government should compel
that user to modify the design of their intakes to utilize water at levels based on
the lowest possible natural flow of the river.

On behalf of the City of LaGrange, GA, its citizens, businesses and institutions; and the
thousands of stakeholders surrounding West Point Lake in east Alabama and west
Georgia; we ask the Committee to please accept our profound appreciation for
considering these issues and for the honor bestowed upon us by holding this hearing in
LaGrange, GA.

Note: Included with this testimony are numerous pictures of the West Point Lake project
during the fall of 2007 when West Point Lake was under the most severe stress associated
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Economic impact of West Point Lake at Various Lake Water Levels
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Economic impact of West Point Lake at Various Lake Water Levels

|8 INTRODUCTION

A. Background

This study was commissioned by the
City of laGrange, Georgia, Troup
County, LaGrange-Troup County
Chamber of Commerce and other
significant east Alabarna/west Georgia
stakeholders. The analyses were also
prepared in partnership with the Valley
Chamber of Commerce and the West
Point Lake Coalition, a non-profit, non
partisan group of area residents
dedicated to the protection and
promotion of West Point Lake. All of these entities are interested in maintaining
stable and high water levels at full pool for recreational use at West Point Lake.

This analysis compares the total economic impact of West Point Lake at current
depressed water levels, with the total potential economic impact of West Point
Lake if water levels were to increase {o specific levels all-year round. Much
information was gained from researching past studies and conducting local
interviews {see Appendix A for a list of stakeholders interviewed).

Estimates of economic impact and economic value associated with an increase in
water levels are presented. These estimates capture the way in which spending
ripples through the economy to support job and income creation.

The study provides estimates of net econoric impact, i.e., the jobs and income
that would accrue to the region from local and nonresident spending should Jake
levels be maintained ail year round at or near 635 feet above mean sea level
{msl}, which represents the lake’s “Normal Summer Level”, according to the US
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE or Corps), who constructed and manages this
lake. Also presented are estimates of gross economic impact, which reflect
changes in spending from a change in lake levels.

B. Purpose of Study
West Point Lake has been plagued by low water levels in recent years. As a man-

made reservoir, water levels are controllable. The USACE manages the water
levels and releases water at the dam site.

The chart below presented to City officials in November 2006 depicts the
historical water levels as compared to the current USACE operating plan water
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levels at West Point Lake. Water levels depicted in the red and green lines
{historic highs and lows)} as compared to biue line {USACE operating plan) explain
that since about May 2006 the USACE has operated for below its own plan for
water levels at West Point Lake. Further, the next chart shows that basin storage
at West Point Lake {13% of storage capacity) is far below that of other USACE-
operated lakes in the region, such as Buford/Lake Lanier {(51%), WF George {21%)
and Lake Seminole {51%).

The water level is highly influenced by the level of rainfall that occurs, by inflow
from upstrearn sources and by releases to downstream interests. In a period of
prolonged drought, lake levels would logically be drawn down from lack of
incoming water streams, At the same time decreased amounts of water would
expect to be released from the dam, which would help to stabilize lake levels
around a predictable range year-over-year. However, increased withdrawals
from the Atlanta region and forced releases downstream to accommodate other
demands results in fow and volatile water levels.

When rainfall is abundant, officials would be expected to release greater
amounts from the dam te stabilize water levels, In recent years lake water levels
have been volatile, have reach surprising lows and have infrequently if ever
returned to full pool in a few months. This volatility has local officials concerned
enough to seek a study on the economic impact of volatile lake water levels.
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Existing key pool lake level thresholds set by the USACE are:

e 641 feet msl: top flood capacity pool

e 635 feet msh: optimal pool level

e 632 feet msh initial recreational impact level
e 630 feet msl: second recreational impact level
s 528 feet msh: winter tlood control level

As of October 2007, though, the lake pool level was significantly lower at 622
feet msl. According to officials interviewed for this report, and to the USACE
itself, for maximum enjoyment and safety, the full lake poal should be 635 feet
msl. At levels of £33 feet msl and below, the lake and local economy are
negatively affected in many ways including:

& diminished recreation value

e continued shoreline erosion and sedimentation

s significant financial impacts on marinas, lake related businesses, and
home owners

¢ boat ramps and floating docks becoming grounded

e dangerous safety conditions

e environmental harm

o aesthetically displeasing to prospective industries

e disincentive to new development uses

Hence, BBPC has been commissioned to identify and, where possible, guantify
these economic impacts. A baseline was established which described total direct
and indirect economic impacts at current water levels. Much of the data ysed to
establish the baseline was derived using standards set by the US Army Corps of
Engineers. Then, two other analyses were performed to illustrate economic
impacts if higher-than-current water levels were maintained.

Thus, the purpose of the study results can be used by decision makers to answer
a fundamental question:

Do the economic benefits derived from higher lake water levels offset the costs of
downstream flood measures, upstream uses and downstream demands, thereby
making the case to incur these costs to reolize the greater economic benefits of
muaintaining higher lake water levels?
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Definition of Economic Impact

Economic  impact occurs when a
resident or visitor to an area spends
money in that area — no matter what
the reason. The benefits to local
economy, however, go beyond the basic
impact of the dollars spent in the area,
These resident / visitor expenditures
create a chain effect. The direct effects
or impacts of these expenditures
become evident as the recipients of
these maonies in turn pay wages, earmn
income and pay taxes.

Furthermore, these diract recipients spend their income, thereby creating
indirect impact for more jobs, wages, salaries, proprietary income and tax
revenues. These direct and indirect effects together equal the total economic
impact of all expenditures in the area.

The primary economic effects of lake draw-downs are reduced recreation
spending {restaurant, retail, motel/hotel, etc), reduced value (i.e. personal
satisfaction, quality of life, leisure opportunities, etc) from the recreation
experience and reduced property values that arise from limits on lake access and
from deterioration in the quality of scenic views. Some of these impacts affect
regional well being, while others may affect national welfare. These effects are
the focus of this report.

Specifically, the analysis is intended to offer guidance on the economic benefits
to a change in lake management pelicy that would raise West Point Lake to
optimal levels year-round. The study provides estimates of economic impact, or
the benefits that accrue from recreation-related spending within the region and
the value of real estate immediately abutting West Point Lake and/or US Army
Corps of Engineer property. There is also an undeniable “intrinsic value” to the
public from higher average annual water levels, No economic impacts from
hydroelectric generation were calculated.

Economic Impact Analysis

Economic impact analysis captures the way in which spending ripples through an
econoamy creating income and expands government tax bases. Economic impact
analysis is often used to examine the consequences of changes from external
and internal events and practices on business activity on a regional economy,
These economic impact analysis techniques have been used for the West Point
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Lake study to estimate the economic affects arising from changes in recreation
and tourism activity.

Regional economic impacts remain
highly relevant from the perspective of
the region that makes decisions and
invests resources to enhance its own
welfare. Residents, as well as state and
jocal  governments, are  rightly
concerned about the gains and losses
that may be experienced through the
economic development process.

Economic Value

Economic value is not the same as expenditures, income or jobs. Value is instead
what persons are willing to pay to purchase a good or service abave and beyond
the cost to producers of supplying the good or service. Increased value means
people are willing to pay more to buy and consume something; increased
willingness to pay is a reflection of increased value. In the current context, if
year-round {ake levels could be increased 1o and sustained at a minimum of 633
feet msi, value and willingness to pay would likely increase on the part of many
visitors and homeowners.

. Woest Point Lake: Background and Characteristics

West Point lake is a 25,864-acre mainstream Chattahocochee River
impoundment that has been in existence since 1974, and is located an hour
southwest of Atlanta, Escalating consumptive use of water by those areas north
and upstream pose a real threat to activities at West Point Lake. Although most
of West Point Reservoir is in Georgia, the lake lies on a 45 mile stretch of the
Chattahoochee River between Franklin and West Point Georgia.

The lake was authorized by Congress to provide flood control, hydroelectric
power, navigation, sport fishing and wildlife development, and general
recreation for the region. The 7,250 foot long West Point dam is remote-control
operated by the Mobile District via microwave signals from Walter F. George
Dam, located about 90 miles downstream.

West Point Dam is located on the Chattahoochee River
3.2 river miles upstream from West Point, Georgia.
West Point Lake’s main water body is located in Troup
County, Georgia, with the lake’s upper reaches
extending into Heard County. The southwestern pertion
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of the lake extends into Chambers County, Alabama, with & very small portion
extending into Randolph County, Alabama.

From the dam site, the lake extends 35 river miles northward along the
Chattahoochee River. The lake’s shoreline stretches 525 miles and contains an
area of 25,900 acres at the maximum power pool elevation 635.0 m.st. The
total project acreage is 58,129 acres, which include a buffer area around the lake
from 300 to 500 feet wide. The lake drains an area of 3,440 square miles. West
Point Lake is shaped like a “shallow bowl,” which causes the exposure of
expansive mud flats when water levels drop even inches.

West Point Lake offers an abundance of wildlife and a number of ways to enjoy
it. When the lake was created, a forested valley was flooded, trees and other
structures were left standing to provide excelient fish habitat.

Man-made fish attractors also improve fishing at the lake. Short mild winters,
long warm summers, and gradual transitions between seasons characterize the
climate making the project conducive to year-round recreational use. There is
some seasonal variation in rainfaill with the heaviest rains occurring in the winter
and the lightest during the fail.

West Point Lake: Water Levels Controversy

A key factor distinguishing management practices at West Point Lake from other
multiple-purpose water reservoir projects managed by the USACE is that in
November 1373, West Point Lake was identified by the US Congress and by the
Chief of Engineers for development as a recreational demonstration project. As
such, local officials and stakeholders contend that the Corps has a greater
responsibility to ensure recreational uses are not negatively impacted in favor of
other Corps responsibilities such as flood control, navigation and hydroelectric
power generation, consumptive use upstream and other unauthorized
downstream uses.

Local government contentions that Corps management practices must place
greater emphasis on recreational impacts are further bolstered by the Corps own
Master Plan for the lake, which states:

West Point Lake was developed as a demonstration project for the purpose of
providing o wider variety of recreational facilities and opportunities for the public
than normally provided ot Corps Lakes (Preface to Master Plan),
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The Master Plan further states:

As stewards of these londs in the public domain, the Corps of Engineers will
continue to provide access ond encourage use of the project to the fullest extent
possible.  We will continue to onalyze the existing recregtion aregs and the
changing demand to determine the proper focility mix and identify areas needing
rehabilitation, closure or expansion (Master Plan, P.13} (see Appendix B for
additionol related master plon excerpts reflecting USACE recreational goals).

The USACE recreational plans for West Point Lake also have not been met. The
USACE Master Plan {P.32) calls for future development of four {4) “public service
areas” or marinas. To date, only two marinas exist -- Southern Harbor {a private
property} and Highland. These four public service areas are:

Crossroad ~ currently undeveloped

Potts Road - currently undeveloped

Wehadkee Creek — currently undeveloped

Whitaker ~ currently undeveloped - Highland Marina holds lease

e @ @&

Further, since recreation is a Congressionally-authorized purpose at West Point
take, and is the first US Army Corps of Engineers Lake in the US to have been
specifically authorized and designated by Congress as a “demonstration
recreation project,” local officials and stakeholders feel justified in demanding
that the Corps maintain higher water levels.

However, in recent years, the Corps has
dropped water levels at West Point Lake for
extended periods of time. large expanses of
exposed mud shoreline, bank erosion and
smaller lake surfaces have become the norm,
rather than the exception. Complaints from
lakefront property owners, boat slip renters
and a wide range of other lake uses and
visitors have greatly risen.

Further, it is reported that the City of LaGrange spends mere to treat drinking
water when water levels fluctuate or inflows are lower than cutfiows to the lake.

In response to these concerns, the West Point Lake Coalition was founded in
2000 with the goal of promoting and protecting West Point Lake for the use of
everyone in and around the community. Focuses of the Coalition include lake
safety, water level, cleanliness and environmental protection and overall
enjoyment and promotion of the lake.
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The Coalition, joined by the City of LaGrange, Troup County, LaGrange-Troup
County Chamber of Commerce and other interested parties, simply want the
Corps to manage West Point Lake as it has been g :
mandated to do—as a recreation project. local
officials and stakeholders point to an “antiquated
and inequitable rule curve” being used by the
USACE, and an interim Operating Plan {10P) that
adversely impacts this lake. While other major
lakes in the “system” {Lakes Lanier and George)
are allowed to normally fluctuate 1-2 feet,
resulting in a 1-7% loss of water surface, a 13 foot range resulting in a 33% loss
of water surface and greater bank exposure is permitted at West Point Lake.

Demands for heightened downstream flows for Florida marine life has also risen
from efforts to protect endangered sturgeon and two species of mussels. Many
lawsuits have been filed in the last 15 vears in the tri-state “water wars” by
Georgia, Alabama and Florida over these issues.

Additionally, lake uses continue to be adversely affected. Below is a recitation of
those impacts reported during stakeholder interviews:

e canceled fishing tournaments:

* cancellation: Georgia Bass Federation Tournament, October 13%-
14", 2007

s past event, return is contingent upon future water levels ~ FLW Wal-
Mart Fishing Tournament in February 2007. This past winter
tournament officials commented that they would not come back if
the water ievels were low, as they were in February.

s damages to hoat bottoms and motorized propeliers due to hitting
submerged objects and obstructions

® hoats aground that can not be retrieved or used until lake levels rise

e atlocal boat and tackle shops:

& owner had to find a second job for supplemental income not only to
keep his business alive, but himself. Still, everyday is a struggle.

e revenue has decreased approximately $20,000 a month

= foot traffic as well as total revenue has decreased approximately
45% - 50%




82

Economic impact of West Point Lake at Various Lake Water Levels

e as a result of the lack of business, the owners gas contract with a
local gas/oil company was terminated; the shop is now no longer
providing unieaded fue! to consumers who once filled up their boats
angd/for vehicles,

® minnow, a small silvery fish used as bait, sales have dropped
dramaticaily; at optimal water levels, the shop would easily sell 50-
75 a day; today, with low water levels, it is a stretch to sell 15 a day;
the sport of fishing at the lake has nearly disappeared.

e overall revenue has dropped more than 50%

e hard to keep business up and running

e foot traffic into the store has decreased by roughly 50%-80%

+  recently, one shop spent 518,000 after clearing and prepping land
located next to the shop, and built a fenced lot to store boats, boat
trailers, and campers; currently, only one boat is in storage, even
though the maximum capacity of lot is approximately 75 — 100 boats

#  most public boat launching ramps are unusable

e the USACE 10P demands release of water downstream to Florida for
endangered mussels, which results in inadequate time for the lakes to
refill; because of the drought, what is going out is twice what is coming in

= low water levels have directly and indirectly negatively impacted the
recruitment of industrial and commercial businesses in and around West
Point Lake

e direct impact

s the recruitment of small businesses has been difficult greatly
due to the fact that smaller businesses are more susceptible to
the financial and market risk.

e large corporations and businesses have much larger facters to
take into consideration; however, after assessing the region
and learning how the lake has effected the surrounding
community in such a way, such impact becomes an important
decision making factor.

s indirect impact

e drawing large numbers of people to the region has been
challenging; West Point Lake is Troup “County’s biggest tourist
attraction, and now without it, it is hard to bring money and
business to the local economy.
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s employees and their families who relocate to the region choose
not to reside near the lake due to the poor quality of life and
low water levels... why live near a lake where there is no
water?; for exampie, one of the KIA executives decided to buy a
house on Lake Harding rather than West Point Lake simply
because Lake Harding has the competitive advantage of normal
water levels; with West Paint Lake’s quality of life slowly
deteriorating, money and business for the local economy has
been redirected elsewhere.

F. Summary of Research Methods and Approach
Three alternative economic impact analyses were prepared:

o Alternative 1: Economic impact and Value at Low Water Levels of 630
Feet MSL and Below {baseline)

e Alternative 2: Conservative Estimate of Economic Impact and Value at
Higher Water Levels {range: 630-633 feet msl)

e Alternative 3: Moderate Estimate of Economic impact and Value at
Qptimal Water Levels {range: 633-635 feet msl)

These three alternative calculations utilize and closely follow approaches used by
the Corps and the Tennessee Vailey Authority {TVA), another public steward of
water reservoirs in this region, when it prepares economic impact analyses
{“Economic Effects of TVA Lake Management
Policy...”, May 2003). As such, these figures
should be considered defendable.

Those differences arise where the economic
value of additional activity precipitated by
higher sustained lake water levels has been
added. Data was comptlied from several
sources to calculate economic impacts for lake
activity at West Point Lake. The lake is a
revenue generator for multiple stakeholders including the U.S. Government,
local land owners and real estate brokers, marina and tackle shop owners,
fishing and beating guides, restaurants and retail store owners and the local
citizenry in the form of jobs, which provide salaries and benefits.

In estimating economic impact to fluctuating lake levels, baseline data reflects
the current economic impact with the lower than normal lake levels. In addition
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to these direct impact analyses, indirect impacts have also been measured. The
theory that links spending at more secondary levels of activity not directly
traceable to an activity such as recreation and leisure is derived from economics
and the models that posit that a dollar spent in the economy has a multiplier
effect. This theory is particularly prevalent in Keynesian economic theory,

in Keynesian models, money that is introduced into an economy at any level will
he spent several times before it is either saved or invested and therefore not
turned over again. For example, a dollar in wages will be spent on groceries,
housing, household effects, and leisure activities. A portion of that dollar may
even be saved or invested. The dollar will continue to be spent as it changes
hand.

Until the dollar is taken out of the economy through savings, investment or
perhaps economic loss there will be a multiple of its value to its spending power.
Based on this theory, economic agencies over the years have established data
sets that are referred to as multipliers. These are simply whole or fractional
numbers tied to specific economic sectors and activities.

Though a variety of multiplier models exist for engaging in economic impact
analysis, data sets from the U.S. Commerce Department’s Bureau of Econamic
Analysis were used. This model is widely-recognized in the industry as the best
tool to use when calculating the economic impact of a change in demand, in
earnings or in employment on a region’s economy. These data sets are calied
RIMS # Multipliers, and they are used to gauge effects that spending directly
attributable to one economic activity within a defined economic region will have
on other activities. For this exercise the RIMS data covers the west Georgia and
east Alabama region.

The data will predict spending that West Point Lake activities has on other
related and unrelated activities. In order to prevent double-counting, the direct
spending we already have noted is subtracted from the data that the RIMS
model offers as an estimate of total economic activity—direct and indirect—that
accurs from the activity under analysis.

See Appendix C for the sources and assumptions used in all economic impact
calculatians.
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ALTERNATIVE ONE: ECONOMIC IMPACT AND VALUE AT CURRENT LOW WATER

LEVELS

A. Economic impact Categories

The set of tables below illustrates the elements that provide direct annual
economic impacts to the region. The first set of data compiles revenues from
Corps of Engineers campgrounds and marinas, This data includes land rents
from those providing recreational services at West Point Lake. These figures
assume no additional land is rented,

vels

impact 2. Gas/Oi for Boat 59,094,124
A, Corp of Engineers Revenue $879,148 3, Misc, Boat Expenditures 51,676,612
1. 857,811 4. Fishing Guide Fees S650,000
2. 5, Bait & fee $4,492,171
Camping expenditures $654,186 6. Tackle & Fishing Equip. 53,675,265
Beach access fees $34,760 7. Misc. Fishing £quip 55,743,488
Visitor Canter fees 146,440 8 Beach Accessorias $1,588,426
Honor vault fees $40,951 9. Misc. Beach Expenses 51,132,710
3. Perannum dock permits $45,000 10. Camping Supplies $3,849,788
11, Misc, Camping Expenses 53,198,227
B. Real Estate $25,500,000
1. Value added of real estate with docks. $725,500,000 F. Hospitality & Foed Services $31,899,787
Hotel revenua 36,120,000
€. Marina / Recreation $3,006,652 Food & restaurant ravenue $25,779,787
1. Boat Slip / Dry Dock Revenue 5916,652
2 51,840,000 H. Government Revenue 51,849,354
3. Boat Rental Revenue $350,000 1. License & registration fees £933,379
3. Fishing licenses $515,975
D. Retail & Services $58,659,850
1. Automotive Gasoline $14,041,277 4, Jobs $3,300,000

1. Direct lake jobs and avg. selaties
Total $12°

Acreage is leased to: Georgia DNR at West Point Wildlife Management Area
{12,000 ac.), Southern Harbor Marina (478 ac.), Highland Marina {198 ac.), Pyne
Road Park {460 ac. to Troup County), Bush Creek Park {152 ac. to Heard County},
Riverside Park {22 ac. to City of Franklin}, Camps Lumpkin and Gallant BSA areas

{500 ac.); and others for smaller areas.

The most recent available visitor expenditure figures covering camping, heach
access, the lake’s Visitor Center and honor vault fees and dock permit revenues
were provided by the USACE at West Point Lake.

,094,791
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The value-added of real estate is also an important component of economic
impact especially as it affects homeowners and their access to the lake for
recreational uses. A key value-add for homeowners is direct access to hoat
docks or by proximity to lake shoreline adjoining their properties on lakefront
areas. The permitting of such docks is believed to add considerable value to
homes,

For those homeowners whose docks are currently unusable due to low lake
water levels, property values were decreased by an assumed $30,000 per
property {see Appendix C}. The value added of real estate with docks was
derived from estimates by multiple real estate brokers in the area, and by
brokers at other nearby lakes.

Approximately 850 docks
are permitted 1o
homeowners on  West
Point lake. The Corps
states  this lake will
accommodate over 3,000
privately-owned  docks,
under current guidelines
and shoreline allocations.
At current fake levels it is
estimated that nearly all of these docks are unusable or are non-functional in
that inadequate surface water exists that would allow for boat moaring and full
ingress and egress at the dock sites. It is conservatively estimated that current
value-added of boat docks at West Point Lake is $25.5 million (assumed only 40%
of docks were unusable; see Appendix C).

Private owners and operators of marinas at West Point Lake generate about $3
million in revenues annually under current conditions. These revenues are
derived in part from the existing 664 boat slips and dry dock spaces. Lodging
revenue is the biggest component of these revenues are about $1.8M, which
was collected from 54 rental units at the two marinas. Boat rental revenue is
about 10% of all ather revenues, according to both existing marina owners.

Retail services that support the thousands of visitors each year also have a large
impact on the local economy. Estimates updated from a TVA study in 1997 for
Cherokee Lake can be used to project similar annual spending related to
recreational pursuits at West Point Lake at $58.7M. Other retail-based revenues
include hotel {hospitality} and restaurant revenues, which are estimated to be
$31.8 million by the US Army Corps of Engineers and the TVA.
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Government licensing and user fees in addition to the fees from Corps’ sites
listed earlier total $1.8 million. Salaries tied to jobs directly attributable to lake
recreational and management activities total approximately $3.3 miilion. Both
sets of figures were derived from the US Army Corps of Engineers and the TVA.

8. Total Economic Impact and Analysis

The sum of these direct economic impacts is $125.1M in current dollars.
indirect impacts are the cutcome of the RIMS data generated hy the US Bureau
of Economic analysis {BEA} {see Section ! {F} for explanation) and each economic
activity already noted in this section. A total of $28.7M of indirect spending is
attributable to current West Point Lake activities, as shown below:

1. Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting
2. Mining

3. Utilities

4. Construction

5, Manufacturing

6. Whotlesale trade

7. Retail trade

8, Transpartation and warehousing

2. information

10. Finance and insurance

11. Real estate and rental and leasing

12, Professional, scientific, and technical sves.
13. Managemaent of companies and enterprises

14, Administrative and waste management sves,
15, Educational services

186. Health care and social assistance

17, Arts, entertainment, and recreation

18. Accommadation and foodd services

19, Other services

Total

Indirect impacts Less Spending Noted
Sum of the total indirect impact columns
e Dok Economit Analysis

$2

$

B

S

$240,984
$152,200
$800,517
§388,130
6,536,002
§352,597
1,042,571
$552,994
1,116,134
$273,060
1,463,658

$380,647
$337,377

3174,232
$170,050
$294,103
§221,623
$616,083
§136,598
$578,449
$323,374
$648,141
$174,232
$315,011

$281,558
$58,542
$590,993
$13,953,856
$198,321
$234,167

$18,599,601
$5,061,078

52,448
5175032
$190,944
£292,536
$214,200
$565,488
$118,728
$552,024
$299,880
§517,752
$130,968
$264,384

$318,240
$52,632
$525,096
$13,464
$12,432,168
$231,336

$16,914,456
54,674,456

$17,136

T —

$2,578
$327,403
$208,816
$634,183
$775,972
$1,268,366
§283,578
$1,013,146
$551,687
$1,067,283
$211,394
$139,211

$268,110
$103,119
$1,036,347
528,358
$26,205,153
$353,183
$34,529 447
8,748,660

3
3
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The total of direct and indirect economic impacts at West Point Lake at current
lake water levels is over $153,.8M, as shown below:

Corp of Engineers Revenue $879,148

Real Estate $25,500,000
Marina / Recreation $3,006,652
Retail & Services 858,659,850
Hospitality & Food Services 531,899,787
Government Revenue 51,849,354
lebs $3,300,000
Total Direct Spending $125,094,791

Clindirect Spendmgl venues
Retail §10,215,165
Ammusements, Recreation 35,061,078
Accomodation $4,674,456
Food/Drink Places $8,748,660
Total indirect Spending 528,700,358

Total Direct and Indirect $153,795,150
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1N ALTERNATIVE TWO: CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF ECONOMIC IMPACT AND VALUE
AT HIGHER WATER LEVELS

A. Economic impact Categories

Using the same baseline data for currant lake conditions BBPC Associates
constructed twe additional estimates of economic impact from assumed higher
lake levels than now exist. The first of the two estimates is illustrated below:

5. Corp of Engineers Revenue $934,137
1. iandrent $57,811
2, itures
xpenditures $684,082]
ch access fees 536,349
or Center fees 48562
Honor vauit faeg 542,822
3. Per annum dock permits $64,510
8. Real Estate 5289,185,0001
1. Value added of real estate with docks. $31,875,0001
2. Premium: value added - lakefront lots $257,310,000
. Marina / Recreation 53,540,747,
1. Boat Slip / Ory Dock Revenue 51,468,852,
2. Lodging Revenue 52,123,077
3. Boat Rental Revenue $348 808,
D. Retail & Services $51,398,338;
1. Automotive Gasoling $14,682,963
2. GasfQil for Boat 59,509,725
3. Mise. Boat Expenditures E
4. Fishing Guide Feeg

5. Bait & fce

6. Tackle & Fishing Equip.
7. Misc. Fishing Equip

g, Beach Access
3. Misc. Beach €
10. Camping Supptt
11, Misc, Camping Expe
F. Hospitality & Food Services
1. Hotelrevenue

2. Food & restaurant revenue
H. Government Revenue

s

1. Ucense & registration fees $976,034
3. Fishing licenses S957 835!
I. jobs $3,300,000
1. Direct lake jobs and avg, salaries 33,300,000
TQ?AL DiBECT IMPALT

$384 850,005,

Soliftasi Co igteens, TUA BBRC Assbelates
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The assumptions used to derive
these estimates include increased
tevels of spending for camping and
recreational opportunities, as well
as increased leve!l of spending for
retail and restaurant activities,
fishing ficenses, boating rentals
and  accommodations. The
increases  are  attributed  to
increases  in visitation on an
annual basis of approximately
4.57%, the same rate of increase
in the Consumer Price index {CP1) since 1995,

An additional 200 boat slips, 200 additional dry dock spaces and 10 additional
rental lodging units were assumed to be added to marinas given higher lake
levels and less water level volatility.

Per annum dock fees were also assumed to increase, as the planned 385 docks
to be constructed at the Highland/Settings projects were added to the dock
inventory. Alse, it was assumed only 25% of docks would remain unusable at
this higher water level. The greater utilization of privately owned boat docks on
lakefront properties was also assumed to add significantly more value to
homeowners properties,

Most importantly, if lake levels were maintained at higher levels, it is assumed
that more of the available shoreline would be developed into residential units.
As shown in Appendix C, Trimble Appraisal Services completed an analysis which
concludes that the premium for a lakefront lot versus an interior lot currently is
$67,500. Since 288 miles of shoreline can still be developed if lake water levels
are attractive to builders and home purchasers, the premium value added of
takefront residential units {assume each lot has 200" of lake frontage) equates to
over $0.5 Biilion,

For purposes of Alternative 2 {conservative estimate), only one-half of the
available shoreline is assumed to be developed (5257,310,000) at higher water
levels. At optimal water levels {Alternative 3), 95% of the premium value
{S488,889,000) is assumed.

. Total Economic Impact and Analysis

The sum of these direct economic impacts is $384.9M in current dollars. Indjrect
impacts are the outcome of the RIMS data. A total of $34.5M of indirect
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spending is attributable to this conservative estimate of economic activity at
higher West Point Lake water level, as shown helow:

1. Agﬁcu.iuté, forestry, fishing, and hunting 534,484 $30,551

2. Mining $2,653 $1,528 $2,696
2, Utilities 5751,9961 $190,941 $183,031 $342,366
4. Construction $156,156 $188,359 3199,670 §218,355:
5. Manufacturing $541,671 $322,309 $305,905 $663,165
&, Wholesale trade 3405,847 §242,877 $223,989 $811,433
7. Retail trade 827,748,791 $675,168 $591,331 51,326,330
8. Transportation and warehousing $368,711 §149,698 $124,154 5296,537
9. information 1,080,216 $633,925 §577,251 51,059,446
10, Finance and insurance $578,266 $354,387 $313,585 $576,9001
11, Real estate and rental and feasing $1,167,142 $710,301 $541,413 $1,116,058
12. Professional, scientific, and technical services $180,941 5138,953 5221,055
13, Management of companies and enterprises 51,530,547 5345222 $276,466 $145,573
14, Administrative and waste management services $575,613 £308,561 $332,784 $280,362
15. Educational services $119,367 564,156 $55,037 $107,832
18, Health care and social assistance 51 $647,673 §548,093 51,083,709
17. Arts, entertainment, and recreation $28,179 615,292,102 $14,078 529,654
18. Accommodation and food services $408,500 $218,437 $13,000,318 527,402,729
18, Other services $352,785 $256,625 $241,808 $369,324
Total 837,207,943 520,821,760 $17,687,447 $36,107.442
indirect Impacts Less Spending Noted 513,841,258/ $5,883,236! 85,347,447 $10,327,655

f the total indirect impact column; $34,489,594
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The total of direct and indirect economic impacts at West Point Lake assuming
conservative estimates at higher West Point Lake water levels is over $429.3M,
as shown below:

$934,137
Reaf Estate $289,185,000:
Marina / Recreation $3,940,737
Retail & Services $51,338,338
Hospitality & Food Services $34,157,923
Govarnment Revenue 1,933 869
Jabs $3,300,000
Total Direct Spending $384,850,004

Category (ndivect Spending)

Retail

Ammusements, Recreation 46,883,236
Accomodation 85,447,447
Food/Drink Places 510,327,655
Total indirect Spending 534,499,594

Total Direct and indirect $419,349,599
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. ALTERNATIVE THREE; MODERATE ESTIMATE OF ECONOMIC IMPACT AND VALUE
AT HIGHER WATER LEVELS

A, Economic Impact Categories

The second alternate estimate assumes the
optimum {ake level for West Point Lake to be 635
ft. above msl. This final estimate of economic
impact assumes that visitor levels would increase
by more than 11.2% from current levels. These
assumed increases apply the “conservative”
estimate for higher water levels from the TVA
studly,

As well, boat slip revenues increase from the
assumed addition of more than 600 additional
boat slips and 500 dry dock spaces, if the Maple Creek site is developed {see
below). Also, 25 new rental lodging units were assumed to be added to the
marinas. And, property values will increase as all boat docks are fuily functional
and thus enhance home values to the maximum extent, as shown below:

3. Mise. Boat Expenditures $1,864,392
4. Fishing Guide Fees 5722,800
5. Bait &ice

1. tand rent 5
?

2. Visitor expenditures
Camping
Beach ace
Visitor Cent:
Hong

£ 9. Misc, Beath Dxpensas
fees 10, Camping Supp

fees

vy

g 1. Misc. Camping 215es
0,337 T Hospitaiity & Fond Services

3. Per annum dock permits 57

8. Real Estate $531,389,000 1. Hotel revenue

1. Vatue added of real estate with Gocks $az500,0000 {2, Food & restaurant revenus

2. Premium: valued added - lakefront Iois $488 8RS 000! H. Governmant Revenus 32,085,482
. Marina { Recreation $5,458,663 1o & ragistration fees [ 917
1. BoatSlip / Dry Dosk Revenue S2,8 ticenses

2. todging Revenue

3. Boat Rental Reverue © jobs and avg, saiaries

. Retall & Services

Automative Gasoling
Gas/Oil for 8oat

TOTAL DIRECT BAPACT 322,921
SOHRAS ChIpUO ERRIERIE T B 8

Also, these estimates assume per annum dock permits increase to 1,388, or 500
more permits issued than under current conditions. And, it is assumed at these
higher water levels that al docks are rendered usable,
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1. Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 836,670 150! $57,334
2. Mining $2,821 $3,740 $3,307 52,867
3, Utilities $267,974 $217,464 $236,463 5384,073
4. Construction $169,247 8212,245 $257,960: $232,204
5, Manufacturing 51,001,375 $367,079 $395,208 705,211
6. Wholesale trade 3431,579 5276614 5289,378 $862,881
7. Retaii trade $29.508,138 S768,952 $763,958 61,410,423
& Transportation and warehousing $392,088 170,452, $160,398 $315,338
9. information $1,159,339 5721,980 $745,768 41,126,618
10 Finance and insurance $614,929 5403,613! $405,129 $613,477
11. Real estate and rental and leasing $1,741,141 $808,965 $699,468, 41,186,818
12 Professional, scientific, and technical services $304,644 §217,464 $176,934 $235,070
13. Management of companies and enterpris $1,627,588 $393,174 $357,175 5154,802;
14. Administrative and waste management services $612,108 $351,421 $423,333 $298,138
15. Educational services $126,935 573,068 871,104 $114,669
16, Health care and social assistance 31,229,858 5737,637 $709,38% 31,152,418
17. Arts, entertainment, and recreation £31,029 317,416,238 518,189 $31,534
18. Accommodation and food services $434,400 $248,779 516,795,493 $29,140,135)
19, Other services $375,163 $292,271 §312,528 $382,740
Total $39,567,025 §23,713,988 522,850,933 $38,396, 7501
TOTAL INDIRECT IMPACY 514,200,338, $9,775,465 $10,610,933 512,616,963
indirect imp i

Total Economic Impact and Analyses

The sum of these direct economic impacts is $635.3M in current dollars. Indirect
impacts are the outcome of the RIMS data. A total of $47.2M of indirect
spending is attributable to this moderate estimate of economic activity at higher
West Point Lake water levels, as shown below:

The only assumption that makes the final scenario different from the previous
two is the addition of construction spending that is assumed to take place from
optimal water levels. The one-time construction impact noted in the table below
assumes additional economic impact due to construction of the planned 125-
room hotel at the Maple Creek site {see Appendix D for details),




95

Economic Impact of West Point Lake at Various Lake Water Levels

The total of direct, indirect and construction-related economic impacts at West
Point Lake assuming moderate estimates at higher West Point Lake water levels
is nearly $709.8M, as shown below:

Corp of Engineers Revenue 4997,645
Real Estate $531,389,000]
Marina / Recreation 55,458,663
Retall & Services $54,657,128
Hospitality & Food Sarvices 537,464,002
Government Revenue §2,058,482,
lobs $3,300,0001
Total Direct Spending $635,322,971

512,200,338

Amrmnusements, Recreation $9,775,465
Accomodation $10,610,933
Food/Drink Places $12,615,963
Total indirect Spending $47,203,608
Construction Spending bmpact 27,239,000
Total Direct and indirect and $709,765,619

Construction Spending
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V.

ADDITIONAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT IMPACTS

A. Summary: Measurable Direct and Indirect Impacts

Shallow water levels at West Point Lake have
impacted not only life on the lake, but the
surrounding local economy as well.  After
consultation with several local officials and
business owners, a general consensus can be
made that such abnormal water levels have
dramatically impacted the regions economic
status.

e Individuals, businesses and land that are located on and/or near the 525
miles of shoreline have taken the brunt of the impact.

# local marina owners have reported that majority of the docks and boat
slips available on the lake {about 40%-60%) have become grounded,
disrupting their business and resulting in lost revenue. One individual
stated that his business had missed out on “an easy $25,000 - $30,000” in
revenue {equating to approximately 50% of his overall revenue) for the
2007 season. As a result, many owners have been forced o accept a
financial loss. Others have taken a different approach by investing in the
construction of costly slip extensions in hope of increased business. Most
notably, one owner has been obligated to pursue alternative business
practices.

» Boat sales, service and water sport rentals have all decreased
significantly.

» Local lodging facilities along with restaurants, gas stations, bait/tackle,
retail and canvenience stores and all who service the thousands of
tourists at West Point have all been negatively impacted.

® The safety and water conditions of West Point Lake have been questioned
and placed under deep scrutiny.

» With low water levels, it is natural to have increased water hazards
{sticks, rocks, low depth, etc,) that ane might not be aware of and that
cause unsafe conditions. The Chattahoochee River area is known to be
extremely dangerous due to low depths. If beaters remove themselves
from the marked channel, they will go “from 20 feet of water to ankle
deep in a matter of seconds.” Even though, attempts have been made to
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place markers where possible danger zones exist, several cases of minor
hoat damage have been reported.

Many locals, all of whom are avid boaters, have been obligated to place
their boats in storage for the past two years due to such conditions.

As a result, many individuals, families and tourists have decided not to
take part in such dangerous water activities,

It is safe to conclude that the water level of West Point Lake has a direct
correlation with its local economy. At this time, with the water level below its
optimal range, the lake has negatively impacted the iocal economy by deterring
tourists and investors. Land values have decreased and less money has been
attracted to the local economy. With less money being drawn into the West
Point Lake region, in general, local businesses have reportedly seen annual
revenues and sales decrease by approximately 30-60%. Home values and sales
along with West Point’s resort image have also been negatively affected.

As the summary table below shows, economic impact is expected to increase as
West Point Lake water levels increase to optimal levels from currently lower
than normal levels. At optimal levels, additional impacts to recurring impacts
include additional construction activity for both residential and commercial uses.

f Econpmic Impacts and Dilisting Water Lavels

Current Level  iHigher Level  [Optimal Level
Direct Spending impact $125,094,791 5$384,850,005 $635,322,9211
indirect Spending Impact $28,700,359 $34,499,594 547,203,698
Total Consumer Impact: $153,795,150 $419,249,599]  5$682,526,61% f

impact from New Construction
Total Impact $153,795,150
Change for Each Scenario
Total Change in Impact

$27,239,000}
$708,765,619}
$290,416,020

$555,970 469§

$419,349,599
$265,554,449

The total additionat impact from returning West Point Lake to historic levels is
estimated to be more than $556 million. That amount is about 362% more than
the current impact. Such an impact would echo throughout the communities
situated in and around the lake and would bring more stability to businesses
located in the area who are dependent in part on the visitor spending generated
by recreational activities at West Point Lake.
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8. Additional Impacts and Muitiplier Effects

1

impacts of KiA-related job growth

KiA, the world's sixth leading and fastest growing automaker, will soon open
a new 28M SF plant in West Point. This plant, the largest project in state
history, will create 2,500 direct jobs, 2,000 more indirect jobs and about
10,000 jobs with related suppliers, some of which will also locate in this area
{see below). Automobile population at this $1B plant, which will have a 650-
acre foundation, will begin in November 2009.

Not only will the new residents taking jobs with KIA utilize West Point Lake,
but alse business visitors to the plant will stimulate local businesses, such as
hotels and restaurants. Lodging patronage mix will likely shift from the
current 60% leisure/40% husiness ratios to more business overnight stays.
More business-oriented restaurant offerings likely will occur, as well,

planned focal residential and commercial project construction

Given that the West Point Lake area is the only non-metropolitan area in the
state where two interstate highways cross, and given how close this area is
to Atlanta, much more development activity is anticipated. More residential
and commercial construction has already been announced that will generate
additional economic impacts at West Point Lake.

About 12,000 additional housing units will be added to the local housing
inventory when numerous residential projects in the planning stages of
development are built. These projects have been discussed with local
officials, most would be located within a few miles of LaGrange and most are
part of the anticipated wave of growth heading toward West Point Lake from
Atlanta.

Inevitably, some of this residential growth will gravitate to the shoreline of
West Point Lake; as such, additional dock construction will occur. Economic
impacts tied to dock construction and maintenance activities will be
generated. Due to recent changes in regufations at the lake, dock
construction can now occur 100" {was 80') from the 635 pool level for
privately-owned boat docks. And, projects like the Settings at West Point
Lake {470 acres, 220 lots) will generate dock construction activity. Home site
sales at The Settings has not suffered as much due to the fact that majority of
the properties are fortunately located near the deepest parts of the lake. As
a preventative measure, though, management at The Settings has decided
not to install private docks for each home site, but to instead construct seven
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large community mutti-slip docks strategically placed where fluctuating water
level has very little influence on its use.

Maoreover, as noted in Alternatives 2 and 3 above, if water levels were higher
and more stable, over 7,600 residential units could be constructed on
lakefront lots not yet developed. The one-time construction impacts of these
residential units would be tremendous; but, to be conservative, none of this
construction spending was included in the economic impact figures detailed
in Alternatives 2 and 3.

tikewise, more commercial construction is anticipated. A 100-room
Courtyard by Marriott will soon be built in downtown LaGrange. And, several
business/industrial expansions will occur near West Point Lake due to the
opening of the new KiA automobile plant in West Point in 2009 (see above).
included will be new job creation (150 jobs) at the Molded Products facility in
LaGrange, a new Dae-Lim USA facility in LaGrange (75 jobs) and a new auto
supplier facility (Mobis) next to the KIA plant {600 jobs} in 2010.

3. impacts of expansion of Fort Benning

As a result of recent DoD decisions related to
base realignment and closure nationwide,
nearby Fort Benning located south of
LaGrange will experience a significant
increase in personnel. Home of the US
infantry Schoot and headquarters of the 3™
Brigade and 3™ Infantry Division, Fort
Benning will grow by 5,500 permanent military and 5,600 civilian employees
and contractors by 2011,

Estimates are that an additional 17,000 new jobs will result in the
surrounding 7-county area in Georgia and Alabama. And, several surrounding
residential projects under discussion -- one is a new 1,200 unit subdivision,
and the other is a new 2,000 unit project on 1,100 acres that will also have
over 3M SF of commercial space -- will undoubtedly also generate economic
impacts at West Point Lake.

C. Matrix: Future Development Potential and Ability to Attract Commerce

Six types of impact are likely as future developments occur and the region's
ability to attract commerce is enhanced:

® impacts on visitor expenditures
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® impacts on marina and recreation services

e impacts on retaif and services revenues

° impacts on hospitality and food services revenues
s impacts on government revenues and jobs

® impacts on industrial recruitment

The cumulative effect of the new KIA plant and its spin-off activities, the planned
residential/commercial construction in the area and the expansion of the Fort
Benning personnel and its economic multiplier impacts will generate impacts on
a number of lake-related activities. Below is a matrix depicting the expected
degree and timing of these six types of impacts:

Impacts Matrix

Likely Degree of lmpacts tmpact Timing
Impacts On Low Medium High Next 3-5 Years Thereafter

Visitor Expenditures at Lake s v

Marina and Recreation Expenditures Vv v

Retail and Services Revenues v + e
Hospitality and Food Services Revenues v v
Government Revenues and Jobs e v v
industrial Recruitment v ¥ v

The degree of impacts on these six categories should range from medium to high; given the
influx of residents, businesses and related activities, no low degrees of impacts are projected.
And, given the resulting time it may take for support activities (retail and hospitality services)
and resulting taxes/jobs to occur, more immediate impacts are foreseen on existing lake
activities, such as campgrounds, marinas, fishing and the lake.

D. Floodplain Real Estate Valuation and Cost/Benefit Analysis

1. downstream flood prevention/recl estate acquisition costs
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Vi

According to the 1998 Draft Environmental impact Statement, in the 500
year flood plain south of the dam there were 11 residential structures, 18
public buildings and 220 commercial structures. Total value of these
structures and buildings, including contents, inventory and equipment, at the
time was about $130 million,

However, the same document stated that if flood storage was completely
eliminated, possible downstream flooding would be limited to only $5.1
million in annualized damages. Accordingly, even doubling this figure would
result in a possible $10 million in annualized cost.

2. comparison: velue of economic benefits vs. downstream costs

Comparing a possible one-time $10M cost to a net annual economic benefit
ranging from $265.5M to $528.7M [difference between Alternative 1, and
Alternatives 2 and 3} is not a difficult exercise.

Conclusions

It is clear that USACE operating and management practices at West Point Lake have
negatively impacted the economy of this region in a significant way. While the
USACE may attempt to point to the drought being experienced as the reason for
those adverse impacts, that would be subterfuge to divert attention away from the
facts.

This lake was mandated by Congress nearly 35 years age 1o be a recreational
demonstration project. The USACE had devised plans to respect this mandate by
monitoring water levels high enough to the allow recreational pursuits intended.
However, the USACE has failed to adhere to both this mandate and its own
operating plans since about May 2006.

instead, the USACE has allowed water levels to drop to disastrous levels. The havoc
created in terms of lost recreational opportunities, missed economic benefits,
damages to business retention and industrial recruitment, and other negative
impacts have been thoroughly documented and detailed in this report.

it is now the responsibility of the USACE to reform its efforts at West Point Lake to
stem these damages and restore water levels to accommodate the pursuits
Congress intended and authorized to benefit citizens in this region.
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Appendix A

List of Stakeholders Interviewed
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Representing

imroductory Mtg & Overvrew o
Co-Chairs of SOS Camrmttee C:ty of LaGrar\g,P et ai
’Realtor Developer

 Participant

3oe Ma%tese & Dick Tunmerberg

Mayor Jeff Lukkeﬁ Jeff Brown and Patrick Crews et al
}im Daniel, Dan el Reai(y

Realtor Developer
Leisure tndustry
Reaitor Developer
Re itor Developer

Major Deveiepment
Ciy of West Point _
New

o\rernmeht Offsc»a;

Local Govemment Ofﬂcsa

Majcr Deueicper i

Chamber and Tourism

Local Governmem Official

Chamber and Tcurxsm

‘\fal}ey Chamber ) )
Economic dﬂ(“ nduat! al Deve!opment - K(A ‘
Corps {Land USt)
Marina Operator
Marina Operator
Maj Deve!opmeni ) )
Marina Dock Constructton

Boat Sales o
Bait and Tacki‘e Shop ‘{Gr“asshoppers‘) .
Bait and Tackle Shop (DF's)
Fishing Guide - :

Fishing Guide

Fishing Guide

Lacal

. Roy Spinks, Sp inks Brown Durand
' Scatt Matone, Best Western
- Joe and Rob Upchurch )
‘ ‘Joyce T i mhwe Comerstone Pmpemes

Mike Agf‘e et al “The Settings” Development
Darren Kefley {Councilmany and Ed Moon CM

Jennifer Schrader LDN
_ Richard English (Lo}\ )
' Norma Tucker (City)

Ron Orr

:Jane Fryer

Rick Wolfe {Chair) and Mike Dobhs {CM)

' ! Dianne Holbrook

Eieanor Crowder

M ke Cri dd‘e Ray Couéombe .
) siephen Logan and Bob Chwtwoud(a! Corps Ofﬂce}

Robbie Nichols {a tSouthem Harbor}

 Danny and Chris Firich at Highland Marina

Brian McQuarters, The Settings Developméﬁi

- Don Hale, Don's Dock’s

Adam Mi tthe! Mitche | Mar ine

: Amanda Bowen
- Larry Grizzard
| Keith Hudson .

Joey M‘nes

. Paul Parsons
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Appendix B

Excerpis: USACE Master Plan
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3.3.3 PROTECT AND FURTHER DEVELOP THE FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS
ON ALL PUBLICLY OWNED LANDS AND WATERS TO INSURE THE CONTINUED PUBLIC
ENJOYMENT OF BOTH CONSUMPTIVE AND NONCONSUMPTIVE USE OF THE FISH AND WILDLIFE
RESOQURCES GF THE PROJECT.

All Forest and fish and wildlife management activities will be coordinated with the Georgia
Game and Fish Division or the Alabama Department of Conservation as appropriate. We will
plan f o r the development of facilities and activities for compatible nonconsumptive use and
provide for sound game and nongame management practices. Fishery benefits will be
maintained through a variety of the following methads, all of which will be coordinated with
the appropriate State fishery agencies:

Protection of existing water quality

Replacement and addition of fish attractors and shelters
Maintenance of boat ramps and Fishing piers
Dissemination of public information

Management of lake water levels

Conducting fish population studies.

4.1 RESOQURCE CAPACITY AND ANALYSIS.

b. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Institute for Water Resources (IWR) Research
Report 74-R1 was used as a guide to check the previcus attendance projection and to make
final determination for the facility design day load and maximum practical use of the natural
resources of the project. This analysis determined that the 6,900,000 visitors projected for the
year 1985 is the optimum visitation. Studies indicate that when space requirements for boating
related activities were applied to the size of the lake using the IWR guide formuias, a good
correlation was achieved. This verified that the optimum use of the lake will occur when the
ultimate visitation of 6,900,000 is reached.
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Appendix C

Economic Impact Calculations:
Sources and Assumptions
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SOURCE

Armvy Corps

Army Corps/TVA Study
Army Corps/TVA Study
Army Corps/TVA Study

Army Corps/TVA Study

Army Corps/TVA Study

Estimates decreass property value by $50,000 per unuzabie
dock, valug added as estimated by multiple lecal real estate
brokers

Trimbde Appraisal Services

Artay Corps/TVA Study
Armay Corps/TVA Study
Army Corps/TVA Study
Army Corps/TVA Study and focal guide interviews
Army Corps/TVA Study
army Corps/TVA Study
Army Corps/TVA Study
Arrny Corps/ TVA Study
Army Corps/TVA Study
Arrmy Corps/TVA Study
Army Corps/ TVA Study

Army Corps/TVA Study
Array Corps/TVA Study

Army Corps/TVA Study

Army Corps/TVA Study

Army Corps/TVA Study

BEA {US Dept. of Commarce]

Armry Corps

d on conversations with local maring owners.
ates based on conversations with tocal marine owaers,
Estirmates based on conversations with focal marina owaers,

e

i R

act Anéaysis Variables
A, Corp of Englnesrs Revenue

1. Landrent

2. Visitor axpenditures

Camping expenditures
Beach access fees
Visitor Center fees
Honor vault fees
3. Per annum dock permits
8, Real Estate

1. Value added of real estate with docks.

2. Premium: value added - iakefront lots

€. Marina / Recreation

Boat Slip / Dry Dock Revenue
2. Lodging Revenue

3. Boat Rental Revenue

D. Retail & Services
Automotive Gasoline
Gas/Oil for Boat

c. Boat Expenditures
Fishing Guide Fees

Bait & lee

Tackie & Fishing Cquip.
Fishing Equip

ch Accessories

. Beach
10. Camping
11, Mise. Camping Expanses

ea

. Hospitality & Food Services

1. Hotel ravenue
2. Food & restaurant revenue

H. Government Revenue
1. license & registration fees

3. Fishing licenses

i Jobs

1. Direct lake jobs and avg. salaries
TOTAL DIRECT IMPACT
TOTAL INDIRECT IMPACTS

TOTAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT IMPACTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION SPENDING {ONE TIME REVENUE}

TOTAL ECONOMIC IAPACT
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A, Corp of Engineers Revenue
i Landrent
2. Visitor expanditures

Camping exparsditur

Beach access fees

Visitor Center fees
Hanor vault fees
3. Perannum dock pesmits
8. Real Estate

1. value added of real astate with docks.
2. Premium value added - lakefront jots

€. Mayina / Recreation
1. Boat 8lip / Dry Dock Revenug

2. todging Revenue
3. Boat Rental Revenus

D. Hetail R Services

1 Autametive Gasoline

2. Gasg/Qi for Boag

3. Misc. Boat Expenditures
4, Fishing Guide Fees

5. Bait&ice

& Tackle & Fishing B

7. Misc. Fishing Equip

&  Beach Accgssories

Mise, Beac
10, Camping Sui
11 Misc. Camping Expenses

F. Hospitality & Food Services
1. Hotel revenue

2. Food B restaurant revenus
H. Government Revenue

1. ticense & registration fees

3. Fishing licenses

1 jobs
1 Direct lake jobs and avg. sateries

TOTAL DIRECT IMPACY

TOTALINDIRECT IMPACTS

TOTAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT IMPACTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION SPENDING {ONE TIME REVENUE]

TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACY

.

tion grew @ 11.2% {conservative

5 AlL 3: Assumes
s from TVA study}

ion grew @ ASSUMEs Vi
imata for higher water lavels from TVA study)

Alr 21 Assumas visitation grew £ 4.57%; Alt 3: Assumas visitation grew @ 11.2
or higher water levels from TVA study)

Alt 2 Assumes visitation grew @ 4 At 3 Assumaes visitation gre
astirnate for higher watar levels from TVA study)
Alt 2 Assames 385 ks constructsd as planned
docks totai @ than current number)

tation grew @ 11.2% {conservative

s {conservative

b {conservative

1 3t assumes these 1388

bie, At 2 Low: 25% unusable, Aft 3 High: Altusabie

Al 2200 bost ship: 500 hoat slips {Assm. Maple Creek Maring built)
Al 20200 dry dock spaces Al 3: +500 dry dock spa ., Maple Creek Marina built)
At 20 assumes 10 cabing added; Alt 3t assumas 25 cabins add
Boat rental is 10% of alf other revenues {both marina owners offered the same figur

Al Z: Assuimes visitation grew @ 4.57%; Alt 3; Assumes visitation grew @
Al 2: Assumes visitation grew @ 4.5 Assures visitation grew &

@ 4.57%; Alt 3 Assumes visitation grew @ 11.2
tion grew @ 4. 2%

2%

: Assumaes visitation grew & 11
Assumes visitation grew @ 11
ssumas visitation grew @ 1%
3 Assumes visitation grew @
Assumes visitation grew @ 11.2%
Assumes visitation grew @ 11.2%
Assumes visitation grew @ 11.2%
on grew @ 11.2%

Isitation grew @ 4.57%

o grew @ 4.

Aft 2 Assumas visitation grew @ 4.5
t 2: Assumnes visitation grew @ 4.
Alt 3 Assumes visitation grew @ 4.
v 4577

Alt 3; Assumes visitat

PLUS @ new
Fooms.

stimate assumes hotel growth of 13
s associated foad/restaurant revenuel, 1
tation grew @ 11.0%

sumes visitation grew @ 4
CCUpancy, $100 per roem fincl
n grew & 4.57%; A

Al 21 Assumes visita SSUMEs Vi

tnciudes Army Corps job revenue

Utitizes BEA RIMS I} Maodel impacts
Al 3: Adds in indirect impaets from construction

Construction Assurnptions detaited in Appandix D
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West Point Lake - Marina Slip/Dock Revenue

Southern
Highland Marina Docks Harbor Docks
Wet 208 All Slins 260
Dr 198 Total 260
Total 404
Docks % of Total Space

Wat Dock % of Total Space 51,925 5% §96
$6860 0% 366 $3,300 5% $165
$1,155 70% $309 $3,410 5% $171
$1,595 20% $319 53,630 5% $182
Avg Annuat Cost of Wet Stip $1,194 $3,740 5% $187
$1,155 10% $116
Dry Dock % of Total Space $1,375 15% 8206
3550 10% $55 $1,185 10% $116
$1,375 20% $275 $1,485 15% $223
$1,045 25% 3261 31,155 10% $118
$1,155 25% $289 $1,928 5% $96
$1,265 0% $127 52,695 10% 3270
Avg Annual Cost of Dry Slip $1,007 Avg Annual Cost of Slip  $1,942

Alternative 1: Current Water Level

864 Current Number of Slips/Docks
$1,380.50 Average Price

$916,652.00 Marina/Slip Revenue

Alternative 2: Higher Water Leve!

1,064 Estimated Number of Slips/Docks
$1,380.50 Average Price

$1,468,852.00 Marina/Slip Revenue

Alternative 3: Optimal Water Level

1,764 Estimated Number of Slips/Docks
$1,380.50 Average Price

$2,435,202.00 Marina/Slip Revenue
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Calculation:
Premium-Value Added of Lakefront Lots
West Point Lake, GA
Miles of Shoreline: 525 miles
Miles of Limited Development of Protected Shoreline t 288 miles
e linear feet 1,524,746 LF
Average Width — Lakefront Lot %/ 200 LF
Remaining Lake Lots to be Developed 7624 lots
Lot Values
Premium for a Lakefront Lot %/ 467,500 °/
Value of Remaining Lakefront Lots to be Developed if $514,620,000

Lake Levels Attract Builders and Buyers

For Alternative 2, assume 50% impact: $257,310,000
For Alternative 3, assume 95% impact: S488,889,000

Notes

Y/ source: City of LaGrange, GA

%/ source: Trimble Appraisal Services, LaGrange, GA

*/ asacheck, Trimble determined that the average recent sales price of 40 lakefront homes
was $283,500, and the average sales price of 886 other Troup County homes was $139,300,
a difference of $144,300 {only $67,500 is used above)
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Economic Impact of West Point Lake at Various Lake Water Levels

Fishing Guide Fee’s

Based on telephone interviews with multiple fishing guides who service West Point Lake,
financial information was obtained determining the amount of fishing guide revenue that is
generated annually. Currently, approximately ten {10} fishing guides operate their husiness at
West Point Lake. Majority of the guides are considered part-time with the exception of two {2)
who operate full-time and may account for 40% of total revenue of fishing guides at West Point
Lake.

The following data was obtained regarding sales revenue for fishing guides:

business at West Point Lake, The guide stated that he operates nearly 175 trips/year
charging $475/trip. As a result, annual revenue generated from Fishing Guide #1
equates to $83,125.

Fishing Guide #1 suggested the following information regarding full-time fishing guides
and stated that another full-time guide he knows may account for nearly 15% - 20% of
the fishing guide business at West Point Lake. The full-time guide operates nearly 250
trips/year charging $525/trip. As a result, annual revenue generated from the full-time
Fishing Guide equates to $131,250.

business at West Point Lake. The guide stated that he operates nearly 100 tripsfyear
charging 5550/trip. As a result, annual revenue generated from Fishing Guide #2
equates to $55,000.

» Fishing Guide #3 operates part-time and accounts for 5% - 10% of the fishing guide
business at West Point Lake. The guide stated that he operates nearly 75 trips/year
charging $450/trip. As a result, annual revenue generated from Fishing Guide #3
equates to $33,750.

% of Total Fishing Guide Business Revenue

Part Time Guide 10% - 15% 583,125
Full Time Guide 15% -~ 20% $131,250
Part Time Guide 10% $55,000
Part Time Guide 5% - 10% 533,750
Totals 40% - 55% $303,125

it can be concluded that based off the information provided, 40% - 55% of the overall business
generated from fishing guide services equates to about $300,000. Therefore, annual revenue
generated from all fishing guides at West Point Lake is approximately $550,000 - $750,000, or
on average about $650,000 per year.
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Appendix D

information on Proposed Project on Maple Creek Site:

Amendment #2 to the US Corps of Engineers
Master Plan for West Point Lake, GA
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Background

The US Army Corps of Engineers commissioned a “Feasibility and Economic Study for
Developing the Maple Creek Site at West Point Lake”. The study concluded the following:

The time period 2000-2002 appears to be appropricte to support a 100-125 unit
lodging/conference complex with an 18-hole golf course operation, and possibly o maring.

The surrounding loke offers appecling views and extensive water occess..(the site offers)
panoramic loke views and extensive water front access.

Additional amenities such as o compground, tennis courts, picnicking facilities, a beach and
trails should be provided to enhunce the overall development.

The ability to offer access to luke cruises, dinner boots, fishing excursions, pleasure croft rentals
is attractive to meeting planners.

Volatile water levels, in part, likely played a role in the delay of construction of this project.
Low water levels in the protected cove discouraged dock construction, and the lack of water
front access and pleasurable waterfront views mitigated interest in lodging and meetings uses.
These conditions, which occurred in a climate of favorable business conditions and a hospitable
lending climate in the early 2000's, certainly could have contributed to missing the 2000-2002
window of market opportunity.

Since no competing facilities have been contributed elsewhere at the lake, if higher water fevels
could be maintained, market conditions could still lead to development of this project. Below is
a summary of projected direct project costs and indirect economic impacts.
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Appendix E

USACE PLAN FOR WATER LEVELS
During Recreation Season at
West Point Lake
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Written Statement
of
Pat Stevens
Chief, Environmental Planning Division
Atlanta Regional Commission

before

The Committee on Small Business
United States House of Representatives

on

The Impact of the 2006-2007 Drought on Georgia’s Economy
March 25, 2008

I Opening
Madam Chair and Distinguished Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you on the issue of drought. I am testifying
today in my capacity as Chief of the Atlanta Regional Commission’s Environmental Planning
Division, a position that I have held since 1985. Prior to that time I was a planner with the
Atlanta Regional Commission and a planner with the Georgia Department of Natural Resources.
The Atlanta Regional Commission is a metropolitan area planning and development commission
for 10 counties and all the cities within in the metropolitan Atlanta area. In this capacity I am
responsible for directing the agency’s planning efforts in the areas of water resources programs,
implementation of the Metropolitan River Protection Act, and providing planning staff for the
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District.

Recent drought conditions have focused much attention on the water supply in north Georgia anc
the operations of Federal reservoirs. [ will provide testimony on the water supply situation and
provide our recommendations for the future. The main focus of my comments today will be on
the Apalachicola Chattahoochee Flint River Basin (ACF)."

I1. Metro Atlanta Water Resources Background

Metro Atlanta obtains 99% of its water supply from surface water sources — rivers, lakes and
streams. Groundwater is an insignificant source of water because the bedrock is typically
nonporous crystalline type bedrock as exemplified by Stone Mountain granite. Although the
region receives an average of 50 inches of rain a year, this rainfall can be extremely variable - as
low as 30 inches to as high as 70 inches of rain a year. Because of this variable rainfall and

! A slideshow providing an overview presentation for the Subcommittee is attached as Exhibit A.
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because there are no natural lakes in north Georgia, metro Atlanta must use manmade reservoirs
to store water during rainy periods to use during times of drought.

Knowing that a major metropolitan area in north Georgia needed a major reservoir, Atlanta’s
Mayor Hartsfield and Georgia’s Senator Richard Russell worked with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and the Congress in the 1940s and 50s to create Buford Dam and Lake Lanier, 50
miles northeast of the city.

Lake Lanier is the primary source of drinking water for the metropolitan Atlanta area, as it was
intended to be. Indeed, the Corps has stated on numerous occasions—including in its testimony
before Congress seeking authorization for the project—that the need to ensure an adequate water
supply for metro Atlanta was one of the “principal” and “primary” purposes of Lake Lanier.
Other authorized purposes, in addition to water supply, include flood control, hydroelectric
power generation, navigation and recreation.”

Nearly 70% of the metro Atlanta area’s water supply comes from Lake Lanier and the
Chattahoochee River. About 20% of the metro area’s water supply is withdrawn directly from
the reservoir, while most (50%) is withdrawn from the Chattahoochee River below the dam.
Although these systems do not take water directly out of Lake Lanier, they do rely on the
reservoir to maintain sufficient flows in the Chattahoochee River to cover their intakes.

Lake Lanier is one of five reservoirs the U.S Army Corps of Engineers operates on the
Chattahoochee River. Over three million people in metro Atlanta depend on the storage in Lake
Lanier for water supply. Lake Lanier is the northernmost federal reservoir in the Apalachicola
Chattahoochee Flint (ACF) River Basin. It is the single largest reservoir in the system. Many of
us in the metro Atlanta region are aware that the water in Lake Lanier is a resource that must be
shared. But it is also important to understand the limitations of this lake in the headwaters of the
river basin.

Lake Lanier only has 5.3% of the ACF River Basin drainage area above it and it controls only a
very small part of the water in the basin. This means that almost all of the rainfall that flows into
the river system comes in downstream of Lake Lanier. Lake Lanier is a headwaters reservoir
that controls just 9% of the total flow of the basin above the Florida line. While Lanier is 60% of
the storage in the system, it is important not to overestimate the ability of this storage to make a
significant difference in the river flows in Florida. Even with the influence of storage from
Lanier and the other reservoirs on the system, the river as it flows into Florida is 10 times the

size it is below Lake Lanier, and when it flows into the Apalachicola Bay it is typically 13 times
the size it is below Lake Lanier. The small ratio of drainage area to storage volume in Lake
Lanier means that, once depleted, it takes a very long time for this reservoir to refill.

Large releases might help downstream users over the short term, but large releases from Lanier
to create artificially high flows in the Apalachicola River are unsustainable throughout an

% See 33 C.F.R. § 222.5 (listing the authorized purposes of Lake Lanier and other reservoirs); see
also “Q&A,” Exhibit B.
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extended drought and could imperil a critical supply of water for all of us in the ACF basin. This
was made clear this past year.

Figure 1. Source USACE

TENNESSEE NORTH CAROLINA . - .
ALABAMA. | | GEORGIA -y ’Z;UTH CAROLINA
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III.  Current Drought Conditions and ACF Reservoir Operations

Conflicts and litigation among the states of Georgia, Florida and Alabama as well as drought
have made the reasonable management of the ACF reservoirs increasingly difficult for the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers. Although the region is in serious drought, earlier this decade we
experienced three back to back drought years that some consider worse, without as much
disruption to the economy. The current drought has caused record low flows throughout the
ACF River Basin, but it is the management plan implemented by the Corps in 2006 that
exacerbated the impact of the drought on ACF reservoirs.
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In March of 2006, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers adopted a new operating plan called the
“Interim Operations Plan for Jim Woodruff Lock and Dam,” (the “lOP”). The IOP was
hurriedly adopted in response to litigation threatened by the State of Florida.

As many parties protested when the IOP was first adopted, this operating plan is not sustainable
because it requires large releases from reservoir storage to meet artificially high flows at the
Florida line without ever allowing the reservoirs to refill. In budgetary terms, the IOP draws
heavily on savings (water stored in reservoirs) during the summer and fall, when river flows are
naturally low, without allowing savings to be replenished in the winter and spring, when river
flows are naturally high. This is like running a deficit year after year without ever allowing a
surplus. This unsustainable plan nearly emptied the federal reservoirs in 2007.

Although the nominal purpose of the IOP is to protect threatened and endangered species that
inhabit the Apalachicola River (the threatened Gulf sturgeon and three species of threatened and
endangered mussels—the threatened purple bankclimber and Chipola slabshell and the
endangered fat threeridge), the plan was developed and implemented before the Corps or the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) had collected sufficient information to
understand the needs of these species. Moreover, because the plan was adopted and
implemented without sufficient analysis to determine whether operations under the IOP could be
sustained through a record drought such as we are currently experiencing, the plan has proved to
be bad for all users, including the federally-protected species.

As required by the IOP, the lower reservoirs on the ACF were essentially drained to provide
artificially high spring flows for the sturgeon and then, as the system proceeded into the drought,
unsustainable releases from the conservation storage in Lake Lanier were made in the fall of
2007 to provide much of the minimum required flow to the Apalachicola River. Due to the IOP,
from May to November 2007, the water delivered from the federal reservoirs on the
Chattahoochee River to the Apalachicola River amounted to 220% of the river’s natural,
“unimpaired flow”—i.e., the flow that would have been experienced if there were no reservoirs
and no depletions anywhere in the ACF River Basin—during that same time period. There were
weeks Jast October and November that Lanier was being called upon to provide 80% of the flow
in the Apalachicola River. As a result Lanier reached the lowest level on record and is still now
only half full.

Although conditions in the basin have improved over the past couple of months, such that lower
reservoirs have completely filled, it will take a much longer time to refill Lake Lanier because its
drainage area is so small. Lanier is currently fifteen feet below full pool, which is a record low
for this time of the year. Unless we have extraordinary rains over the next two months, Lake
Lanier will not refill this year.

Our concern now is that Lake Lanier is lower than it has ever been at this time of year, and we
may be entering the next year of a severe multi-year drought. The low level of storage places the
security of the water supply for 3 million people at great risk. It also places the environment
downstream at great risk. If Lake Lanier has not recovered by June 1, the result could be very
detrimental to the entire ACF Basin, but especially to north Georgia.
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The economic impacts to the metro Atlanta area can be directly linked to the level of Lake
Lanier. The recreational economy surrounding Lanier generates over five billion dollars
annually. The Lake Lanier Association is in the process of documenting the impact but initial
estimates show millions of dollars in lost revenue and many job layoffs. The loss to the major
water systems that depend on Lanier is estimated at $50 million. This loss is due to the outdoor
water bans and the 10% reduction in use imposed by the State. We believe that much of this loss
could have been avoided if Lanier had been maintained at a higher level. Finally, much of the
State’s revenues in the landscape and garden industry are generated by businesses in the metro
Atlanta area. We believe that the low level of Lanier and the resulting outdoor water restrictions
have had a direct adverse impact on this industry statewide. The economic impacts to this
industry have been recently documented by the University of Georgia Center for Urban
Agriculture. The losses are astounding at $260 million per month and the loss of 35,000 jobs.

IV.  Metre Atlanta’s water use is not the problem in the ACF,

Downstream water users cite metro Atlanta’s water use as the cause of the ACF tri-state water
crisis. Farmers believe there would be more water in the basin for their crops were it not for
metro Atlanta; fishermen in Florida believe their livelihood is threatened because of metro
Atlanta’s demands for water. But these claims are not supported by the facts.

The fact is that metro Atlanta uses 1% of the annual water volume in the ACF basin during
normal years and just 2% even during extreme drought. In other words, if metro Atlanta did not
withdraw a single drop of water, flows at the Georgia-Florida border would improve, at best, by
a mere 2%.

This is a function of the geography detailed above. Because Lake Lanier controls only 9% of the
total flow of the basin above the Florida line, 91% is geographically inaccessible to the metro
area. Therefore our maximum impact on the system-—the impact that would result if the area
consumed 100% of the water that passes through Lake Lanier without returning anything to the
system—would be to reduce the flow of the Apalachicola River by just 9%. In reality, of
course, we use only a fraction of the flow that is actually accessible to us, and we return the
majority of the water withdrawn. That is why our total impact is on the order of just 1 to 2%.

Furthermore, Metro Atlanta is not even biggest user in the ACF Basin. Consider the following:

s Depletions to the Flint River due to agricultural irrigation in South Georgia average
approximately 268 mgd (415 cfs), which is about 66% more than metro Atlanta’s net
water consumption. Total agricultural withdrawals for irrigation are even higher.
The number cited above is the total depletion of surface waters in the Flint River due
to the combination of surface and groundwater withdrawals.

* Metro Atlanta’s net water withdrawal is 162 million gallons per day (mgd) or 250
cubic feet per second (cfs).
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o The State of Florida has authorized a large interbasin transfer from the lower Chipola
River, a tributary to the Apalachicola River, to the town of Port St. Joe. The Florida
Department of Environmental Protection has stated that the withdrawal varies
monthly but can reach a monthly high of 126 cfs. Therefore, it appears the very small
town of Port St. Joe is diverting about half as much water from the ACF River Basin
(and from the Apalachicola Bay) as is used by the entire Atlanta metropolitan area
combined. See Florida DEP, See 2005 Water Quality Assessment Report for the
Apalachicola-Chipola at 31 & 94. Florida DEP has acknowledged that the water
diverted to Port St. Joe “is transferred out of the basin and could affect salinity levels
in the Apalachicola Bay.” Id.

V. Water conservation by all users in the ACF Basin is crucial to protect our precious
water resources.

In order to protect our precious water resources, all users in the ACF Basin must practice
conservation--that includes municipal, industrial and agricultural users.

That said, conservation has different effects and is important for different reasons for different
users within the basin. For example, water conservation within the metropolitan Atlanta area has
a negligible impact on river flows at the Florida line. As has already been explained above, if the
entire metropolitan area ceased to use water altogether, flows at the Florida line would increase
by only 1 to 2%. Nonetheless, conservation in the metropolitan area is vitally important to
protecting the water supply of the metropolitan area and protecting our immediate downstream
neighbors such as West Point Lake. We cannot expect to meet existing and future demands
without practicing best-in-class conservation. Therefore the metropolitan Area is strongly
motivated and fully committed to conservation even though we understand that our efforts will
have no perceptible benefit to the Apalachicola River.

A. Metro Atlanta Recognizes the Need to Adopt Aggressive Conservation Measures

Metro Atlanta is doing its part and making significant progress in water conservation efforts.
Sixteen counties, 98 cities and 61 water systems are working within the Metropolitan North
Georgia Water Planning District to develop and implement an aggressive water conservation
program. This plan, developed in 2003 through the District, has been approved by the Georgia
Environmental Projection Division and adopted by local governments.

All jurisdictions in the District are committed to implementing the top ten water conservation
measures that have been identified for water savings and cost effectiveness:

¢ Conservation pricing (the more you use, the more you pay). Ninety-eight percent of
the water district’s population is subject to increasing or tiered rates.

e Replacement of old toilets. The District has just launch a cooperative toilet rebate
program that covers one of the largest areas in the nation.

s Reduction of water system leaks.
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¢ Rain sensor shut-offs for irrigation systems.

e Pre-rinse spray valves for commercial restaurants and food service operations.
¢  Sub-unit meters in new multi-family buildings.

e Residential water audits.

o Low-flow retrofit kits.

¢ Commercial water audits.

¢ Education and outreach.

The District requirements when coupled with other State and Federal activities are projected to
reduce water withdrawals by 20% when fully implemented.

The State of Georgia displayed foresight and leadership by enacting in 2004 a drought
management plan that authorized the state to impose restrictions on outdoor water use during
times of drought. Under this plan outdoor water use is restricted to three days per week during
non-drought periods. In drought, the State has the authority to further reduce outdoor water use.
In October 2007, during the severe drought, the State imposed a ban on virtually all outdoor
water use in the northern third of Georgia. In addition, the Governor mandated a 10% reduction
in withdrawals for all water utilities and other permit holders in North Georgia. Those measures
have recently been revised to authorize local governments to allow some limited outdoor water
use.

While metro Atlanta has made progress in water conservation and will continue to make
progress, it is incumbent that ALL users in the basin adopt conservation measures aimed at
reducing water usage over time. Metro Atlanta is doing its part, but we must all play a role.

B. Agricultural Users Must Adopt Reasonable Conservation Measures As Well

No discussion of water management in the ACF would be complete would be complete without a
discussion of agricultural withdrawals and their effects on the flow of the Flint River. Although
most agricultural withdrawals in the ACF are from groundwater, these withdrawals reduce
baseflow into the tributaries of the Flint River and thus have a major impact on surface water
levels. Agricultural withdrawals in Southwest Georgia, Southeast Alabama and Northwest
Florida are largely unregulated. These withdrawals have a major impact on the operation of the
system.

According to the 2006 Flint River Basin Regional Water Development and Conservation Plan
(“FRP Plan”) adopted by Georgia Environmental Protection Division (“EPD”), as much as 250
mgd (357 cfs) may be withdrawn for irrigation from surface waters during peak irrigation
months. FRB Plan at 15. Groundwater withdrawals also have a major impact on stream flows,
reducing stream levels by as much as 257 mgd (398 cfs) at peak season. Therefore, according to
the data in this plan, the total impact on stream flows during the peak irrigation months is in the
range of 507 mgd (786 cfs). The average annual impact therefore appears to be in the range of
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268 mgd (415 cfs). In contrast, the average annual consumptive use for the entire metropolitan
Atlanta area is just 161 mgd (250 cfs).

The situation with agriculture raises an important question about the authorized purposes of Lake
Lanier and the other federal reservoirs. Although the federal reservoirs on the Chattahoochee are
not authorized to support irrigation, they are in fact being used to support irrigation in the Flint
River Basin to a large degree. This is a direct result of the Corps” decision to operate the
Chattahoochee reservoirs to meet a single minimum flow target at the Chattahoochee gage in the
Apalachicola River. Because the flow at this point is made up of the combined flow of the Flint
River and the Chattahoochee River, for any depletion of the Flint River an equivalent amount
must be supplied from the Chattahoochee River to meet the minimum flow requirement. Thus,
by agreeing to meet a single minimum flow regardless of the flow of the Flint River, the Corps
has, in effect, agreed to use reservoir storage to supplement any reduction in flows caused by
agricultural withdrawals in the Flint River Basin. This unauthorized use of the federal reservoirs
is having a significant impact on other authorized purposes and on the system as a whole.

C. The Corps Must Also Adopt Reasonable Conservation Measures

Although we recognize that water conservation is essential, the fact is that we cannot conserve
our way out of the current crisis. The amount of water that can be saved through conservation
pales in comparison to the amount that is continuing to be wasted through improper reservoir
operations. It is literally a drop in the bucket.

From the standpoint of Corps operations, the Corps needs to conserve storage to the maximum
extent possible. The Corps also needs to draw on its expertise to manage the system wisely.
This is especially critical now, given the extreme drought conditions.

VI. Recommendations for Reservoir Operations

We recommend that the Corps adopt a three-step recovery plan for Lake Lanier and for the entire
ACEF reservoir system. The first step is to adopt an emergency recovery plan to weather the
current crisis. The second step is to replace the IOP with a better, more sensible plan to ensure
we do not repeat the mistakes of 2006-2007. The third step, for the longer term, is to adopt a
comprehensive water control plan for the ACF Basin that is based on facts and sound science.

A. Continue the Emergency Operations Plan Until All of the Reservoirs Refill

The Corps took the first step on November 15, 2007 by adopting a recovery plan known as the
Exceptional Drought Operations Plan (EDO). The EDO suspends restrictions in the IOP that
prevent the reservoirs from refilling. The EDO also reduces the minimum flow requirement for
the Apalachicola River to more reasonable levels.

As proposed by the Corps, the EDO would be a permanent feature of the IOP that would be
triggered whenever reservoir storage is depleted to certain levels and would remain in effect until

® See Streamflow Depletions in the Flint River Basin Caused by Irrigation Pumping from the
Floridan Aquifer in Drought Years, Exhibit C.
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the reservoirs have recovered. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has only
approved the EDO through June 1, 2008. Therefore, if the EDO is not extended, there is a good
chance that operations will revert back to the unsustainable IOP on June 1 even if Lake Lanier
has not yet recovered. This would be disastrous indeed. Therefore it is essential to continue the
EDO beyond June 1.

In addition, the “trigger” for determining when normal operations should resume (i.e., when
operations under the EDO should cease) needs to be changed. Currently the IOP is triggered
when the “composite storage” reaches “composite zone 2.” Composite storage is a measure of
the total amount of water in storage in all of the reservoirs. This measure is flawed because it is
possible for composite storage to be relatively high even when storage in Lake Lanier is
relatively low. In February 2008, for example, the lower reservoirs were full—and “composite
storage” was approaching composite Zone 2—while Lake Lanier was still in its lowest zone.
The EDO should be continued at least until each reservoir is in zone 2.

B. The Corps Should Adopt a New Interim Plan to Replace the IOP After the
Reservoirs Have Recovered

The TIOP should be replaced with a new sustainable operating plan. This cannot wait for the
development of a long-term plan.

The combined effect of the IOP and the EDO is to keep the reservoirs in the lower zones for an
extended period of time. The reservoirs might not empty, thanks to the emergency relief
provided to the EDO, but the IOP will take effect to prevent them from refilling before they are
ever allowed to completely refill. This type of plan will not benefit anybody.

C. New water control plans based on facts and sound science must be adopted by the
Corps for the ACF reservairs.

In the longer term, we need a comprehensive new water control plan based on facts and sound
science. The Corps has recently announced that they are going to update the Water Control
Manuals for the Apalachicola Chattahoochee Flint River Basin.

The Atlanta Regional Commission and the metro Atlanta area Water Supply Providers that
depend on Lake Lanier strongly support the Corps’ current initiative to update water control
plans for the ACF Basin. We support this effort because we believe that the update process can
lead to a more balanced approach for the river basin. We also believe that the ACF basin has
sufficient water to meet the reasonable demands of all users—including towns and cities, power
generation, farmers and fishermen and endangered species.

As the Corps reviews operational approaches we would like to provide one alternative for
consideration. This approach was developed with the support of ARC and the metro water
supply providers and is call the “Maximum Sustainable Release Rule.” A summary explanation
of this proposal is attached as Exhibit D. Our analysis shows that the alternative we propose
would be better for all parties, including the endangered species that inhabit the Apalachicola
River.

10
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The Corps should be encouraged to study this and other alternatives as it develops the new water
control plans for the ACF Reservoirs. The Corps should also be encouraged to collaborate with
its stakeholders. The ARC and the metro-area water providers stand ready to cooperate with the
Corps and with the other stakeholders to find creative, constructive solutions to this long-
standing controversy.

VII. Thank you and Closing

Madam Chair, thank you for allowing me to provide testimony on this important issue. The
Atlanta Regional Commission and the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District look
forward to being a part of solutions that will help reduce the impacts of future droughts on the
metro Atlanta area and the State of Georgia
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Q&A re Authorized Purposes of Buford Dam
Lewis B. Jones, King & Spalding LLP
March 11, 2008

QUESTIONS
1. Questions about the authorized purposes for Buford Dam............ocvvrreeerconmsencrecsenenene 2
1.1.  What are the authorized purposes of Buford Dam and Lake Lanier?...........cc....... 2

1.2.  Does any official document specifically enumerate the “authorized
purpose” of Buford Dam? If so, what does it say? ........cccocovvereecirecivinsencneneecnenes 2

1.3, What does the authorizing legislation say about the purposes of the
PIOJECET oo ivricettres oo escistss b e aennsesrbr b s st ss et maab b assresatrasstbstebresarassesssssserns 2

1.4, What do the “project documents” referenced in the authorizing legislation
say about the authorized purposes of Buford Dam?..........cc.ccomveveenrenvecensneonusnsennns 3

1.5.  What did the “survey report” approved by the Chief of Engineers say
about the authorized purposes of Buford Dam? .......c.ccoecvivinivnererensisiereenessensaens 4

1.6.  What did the Army Corps of Engineers tell Congress about the purposes
of the project when it requested authorization for it? ..........ccovevirerresesrenernennns 4

1.7. What did the Army Corps of Engineers tell the State of Georgia about the
purposes of the project when it requested the State’s support for the

PIOJECE ...t eeerecneseetererer et s s sa st va s s eb s s s s b e s s ras bt e b s s s s e e st s s bt nsevaesenien 5
1.8, What did the Army Corps of Engineers tell the public when it requested
support for this project prior to its authorization? ............cccoevevevrmvesrereiniererereeennns 6

1.9.  What did the Corps say about the purposes of the Buford Project in the
“Definite Project Report”—the report that was the basis of congressional

appropriations for Buford Dam?..........ccuverinrivernininssiesseseenssessesesssssssssssssenns 6
2. Questions about the HEGAtON ...........orvvreeerccrsirriesies s ssesesses s sssseessssessseenees 7
2.1.  Has the authority issue been presented to any COUTt? ........ovvvveerrriseriresrnereersseins 7

2.2, Has any court issued a decision regarding the authorized purposes of
Buford Dam?...........ccocmmccnennsircennsin s st seses st sresesaesssen 7

2.3, Does the decision of the United States Court of Appeals for the D.C.
Circuit (Southeastern Federal Power Customers v. Geren) invalidating the
Settlement Agreement for Lake Lanier mean that water supply is not an
authorized purpose of Lake Lanier? ..........cccocvecerrmecrincineeomeriissiaresesnrons 7

2.4.  T've seen a quote from an Eleventh Circuit opinion that appears to address
this issue. Doesn’t that mean the issue has been decided by the Eleventh
CAICUI? oottt et s st e n bttt snas 8
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ANSWERS

1.  Questions about the authorized purposes for Buford Dam

L1,

1.2,

1.3,

What are the authorized purposes of Buford Dam and Lake Lanier?

The authorized project purposes for the reservoir are: flood control; hydroelectric
power generation, navigation, recreation, water quality, water supply, and, fish and
wildlife conservation.

Does any official document specifically enumerate the “authorized purpose” of
Buford Dam? If so, what does it say?

Short Answer: The Corps’ official position regarding the authorized and operating
purposes of its projects is set forth in the Code of Federal Regulations at 33 C.F.R.

§ 222.5. This regulation identifies “municipal and industrial water supply” as one of
the “authorized” and “operating” purposes of Lake Lanier.

Long Answer:

Neither the authorizing legislation nor the documents referenced by the authorizing
legislation enumerate specific “authorized purposes.” In fact, this terminology was
not even used by the Corps in 1946 when Buford Dam was authorized by Congress.

However, the Corps’ official regulations enumerate the “authorized” and “operating”
purposes for each and every one of its reservoirs. This regulation identifies
“Municipal and/or Industrial Water Supply” as a “Project Purpose” of Buford
Dam and Lake Lanier. See 33 CF.R. § 222.5.

The Corps promulgated these regulations response to a congressional mandate.
Section 311 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1990, Pub. L. No. 101-640
(“WRDA 1990”), directed the Secretary of the Army to “conduct a study of the
operations of reservoir projects which are under the jurisdiction of the Secretary (1) to
identify the purposes for which each such project is authorized; and (2) to identify the
purposes for which each such project is being operated.” The report—duthorized and
Operating Purposes of Corps of Engineers Reservoirs (First Printing July 1992,
Second Printing (with revisions not related to Buford Dam) November 1994)—was
issued in 1992. The 1992/1994 Report specifically distinguishes “authorized
purposes” from “incidental purposes.” The report identifies “water supply” as an
“authorized purpose” of Buford Dam based on the original authorizing legislation.
See id. at E-74. The report is the basis of the information published in the Code of
Federal Regulations.

What does the authorizing legislation say about the purposes of the project?

Short Answer: Nothing,

Long Answer:
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Buford Dam and Lake Lanier. Buford Dam and Lake Lanier were authorized by the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945 (PL 79-14,) as amended by Section 1 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act of 1946 (P.L. 79-525). This legislation does not, however, provide
any details about the project or its authorized purposes.

Both bills were omnibus bills in which Congress “adopted” and “authorized” certain
water projects “to be prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary of War and
supervision of the Chief of Engineers, in accordance with the plans and subject to the
conditions recommended by the Chief of Engineers in the respective reports herein
designated.” 60 Stat. 634. The list of authorized projects included certain works
within the Apalachicola Chattahoochee Flint (“ACF”) River Basin, including the
Buford Project, which were to be prosecuted in accordance with “the report of the
Chief of Engineers, dated May 13, 1946.” (JA0834).

What do the “project documents” referenced in the authorizing legislation say
about the authorized purposes of Buford Dam?

Short Answer: The say that water supply for the Atlanta area was one of the purposes
of the project.

Long Answer:

The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1946 authorized Lake Lanier/Buford Dam to be
constructed in accordance with “the report of the Chief of Engineers, dated May 13,
1946.” The report of the Chief of Engineers, which Congress approved, is a 7-page
report generally recommending approval of a study prepared by the Division
Engineer. See H.R. Doc. No. 80-300 (1947). With respect to Buford Dam, the Chief
of Engineers noted that “[t]he city of Atlanta and local interests in that area urge
that a reservoir be constructed above Atlanta to meet a threatened shortage of
water for municipal and industrial purposes.” See Chief of Engineers’ Report
99. The Chief of Engineers further explained that the Division Engineer had
proposed construction of just such a dam: specifically, that he had proposed
construction of the Buford Reservoir on the Chattahoochee River that would, among
other things, “assure an adequate supply of water for municipal and industrial
purposes in the Atlanta metropolitan area.” See Chief of Engineers’ Report

9 11(d). Finally, the Chief of Engineers generally recommended that the previously-
authorized plan for the development of the ACF basin “be modified to provide for
construction of Buford multiple-purpose reservoir . . . in accordance with the plans of
the Division Engineer.” Chief of Engineer’s Report  16.

The Chief of Engineers, in turn, recommended approval of a “Survey Report”
prepared by the Division Engineer. The Survey Report explains the recommended
plan of development together with its expected benefits.
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1.5. What did the “survey report” approved by the Chief of Engineers say about the
authorized purposes of Buford Dam?

Short Answer: that the proposed project would provide “assured water supply for the
city of Atlanta.”

Long Answer:

The 1946 “Survey Report” by the Division Engineer is an extensive document that
explored all aspects of the planned developments for the Chattahoochee River.
Despite the breadth of its focus, the Survey Report discussed the water supply needs
of metropolitan Atlanta in some detail. See Division Engineer’s Survey 1Y 79-80,
reprinted in HR. Doc. No. 80-300 (1947) at 34.!

Paragraph 79 of the Survey Report provided estimates of the region’s present and
projected future water supply demands. Paragraph 80 described how Buford Dam
might operate to meet these demands. To meet the area’s then “present needs,” the
Division Engineer recommended that the dam release up to 600 cfs for withdrawal
near Atlanta. See id. 9 80. The Survey Report had already explained, however, that
the area’s projected future demands for municipal and industrial water supply would
reach 800 cfs by the year 1965. See id. 979. Thus, the Division Engineer suggested
that adjustments to the 600 cfs maximum release would probably have to be made in
the future to accommodate increasing demand as the area developed. See id.

The Division Engineer also considered the trade-off between the need to make such
adjustments and the impact on hydropower. He first noted that a small off-peak
generator could be installed to capture the energy that would otherwise be lost by
virtue of water supply releases. See id. He also noted, however, that increases in
water supply releases in the future would impinge somewhat on power returns from
the dam. See id. He did not view this as a problem. Instead, he noted that such
adjustments would not materially affect returns from the dam and would not affect
downstream power benefits at all. See id. In any event, the Division Engineer
concluded that “the benefits to the Atlanta area from an assured water supply for
the city and the Georgia Power Company’s steam plant downstream would
outweigh any slight decrease in system power value.” See id.

1.6. What did the Army Corps of Engineers tell Congress about the purposes of the
project when it requested authorization for it?

Short Answer: That “water for the City of Atlanta” was one purpose of the project.

! The Division Engineer’s Survey was reprinted, along with the recommendation of the Chief of
Engineers, in H.R. Doc. No. 80-300 (1947). Note, however, that House Document 80-300 was
complied in 1947, after the vote on authorization. For this reason, it includes documents from
both before and after the vote on authorization.
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Long Answer:

When asked about the authorized purposes of the Buford Project, the Corps
specifically stated that it was a multiple-purpose project that would provide “water for
the city of Atlanta”:

Q: Is this a power project mainly?

A: Colonel Feringa: This is basically a multiple-purpose project.
***% [Tlhere is proposed a multiple purpose dam at the Buford
site. which would provide power; also water for the city of
Atlanta....”

Hearings on Rivers and Harbors Bill (May 3, 1946). This exchange is the only
instance during the pre-authorization hearing that the authorized purposes of Buford
Dam were discussed.

1.7. What did the Army Corps of Engineers tell the State of Georgia about the
purposes of the project when it requested the State’s support for the project?

Short Answer: The Corps of Engineers told Governor Amall that the project for
which it sought authorization would “ensure adequate municipal and industrial water
supply for the Atlanta metropolitan area.”

Long Answer: In its consultation with the Governor of the State of Georgia prior to
submitting its recommendation to Congress, the Corps stated the Buford Project
would “ensure adequate municipal and industrial water supply for the Atlanta
metropolitan area.” Specifically, the Corps told Governor Amall that it was
recommending ...

[T1hat a2 multi-purpose reservoir be provided on the Chattahoochee
River at the Buford site, about 45 miles above Atlanta, to regulate
the stream flow for navigation below Columbus and for the
economical operation of the existing and proposed power plants
downstream, to ensure adequate municipal and industrial water
supply for the Atlanta metropolitan area, and to reduce flood
stages and damages in the valley below.

See Letter of Ellis Arnall, Governor of the State of Georgia to Chief of Corps
Engineers (April 29, 1946).2

% Governor Amall’s letter pre-dates the report of the Chief of Engineers, which was issued on
May 13, 1946. The State’s comments were based on the survey prepared by the Division
Engineer.
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Note that Congress specifically directed the Corps to consult with the State before
submitting any plans, proposals or reports to Congress. See Pub. L. No. 79-14 (1945)
§ (a). Congress directed the Corps to consult with the State because it recognized the
“interests and rights of the states in the development of the watersheds within their
boundaries.” See id. For this reason, the Corps “traditionally defers to the adverse
view of a Governor on a proposed project located in his or her state.” See EP 1165-2-
1 §3-3 (*Opposition by a State™) (July 30, 1999). See also Pub. L. No. 79-14 (1945)
§ (a). If the Corps were to recommend a project over a Governor’s objection, the
Governor’s opposition would have to be fully documented and submitted to
Congress. See id. See also Pub. L. No. 79-14 (1945) § 2. Therefore it is highly
significant that the Corps described the project as a water supply project in its
communications with Governor Arnall.

‘What did the Army Corps of Engineers tell the public when it requested support
for this project prior to its authorization?

Short Answer: That the proposed project would “ensure an adequate municipal and
industrial waters supply for the Atlanta metropolitan area.”

Long Answer: The public notice stated the following about Buford Dam:

“[TThe report recommends ... that a multiple purpose reservoir be
provided on the Chattahoochee River at the Buford site ... to
regulate the stream flow for navigation below Columbus and for
the economical operation of the existing and proposed power
plants downstream, to ensure an adequate municipal and
industrial water supply for the Atlanta metropolitan area, and
to reduce flood stages and damages ...”

Public Notice (March 30, 1946)

What did the Corps say about the purposes of the Buford Project in the
“Definite Project Report”—the report that was the basis of congressional
appropriations for Buford Dam?

Short Answer: that water supply was one of the “principal” and “primary” purposes
of the project that Congress authorized.

Long Answer:

The Definite Project Report for Buford Dam describes the authorized purposes of the
project in two places, both of which include “water supply for Atlanta™

“In addition to flood control discussed above, the primary
purposes of the Buford project are production of hydroelectric
power, increased flow for navigation in the Apalachicola river and
an increased water supply for Atlanta.”
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Definite Project Report at 34 (1949).

“As previously stated, the principal purposes of the Buford project
are: to provide flood control; to generate hydroelectric power; to
increase the flow for open-river navigation; and to assure a
sufficient supply of water for Atlanta.”

Definite Project Report at 41 (1949),

2. Questions about the litigation

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

Has the authority issue been presented to any court?

The authority issue is presented in several pending cases, but it has never been
decided by any court. Specifically, the issue is pending in Georgia v. United States
Army Corps of Engineers, 3:07-cv-251 (M.D. Fla.) and Alabama v. United States
Army Corps of Engineers, 3:07-cv-249 (M.D. Fla.). 1t is also a peripheral issue in
Southeastern Federal Power Customers v. Caldera, Appeal No, 06-5080, which is
currently pending before the United States Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia.

Has any court issued a decision regarding the authorized purposes of Buford
Dam?

No.

The issue is directly presented in Georgia I and was partially briefed to the court in
2001. Briefing was interrupted, however, when the court decided to stay proceedings
to avoid any conflict with proceedings in the Alabama case.

After Georgia raised the authority issue in Georgia I, the Alabama and Florida
amended their pleadings in the Alabama case to allege that water supply is rnot an
authorized purpose of Lake Lanier. There have been no substantive proceedings no
these claims in the Alabama case, however.

Does the decision of the United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit
(Southeastern Federal Power Customers v. Geren) invalidating the Settlement
Agreement for Lake Lanier mean that water supply is not an authorized
purpose of Lake Lanier?

No. The issue was not directly presented in the SeFPC appeal and the court
specifically declined to address it.

The SeFPC appeal related to a settlement agreement between the Water Supply
Providers, the Southeastern Federal Power Customers (“SeFPC”), the United States
and Georgia. The settlement agreement provided for the execution of interim
contracts between the Corps and the Water Supply Providers to secure water supply
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storage space in Lake Lanier. Alabama and Florida challenged the Corps’ authority
to enter irito this agreement and the D.C. Circuit sustained this challenge.

The court’s decision, however, is strictly limited to the authorization provided by the
Water Supply Act of 1958 (the “WSA™). There are two potential sources of authority
for the Corps’ water supply operations—the WSA is one, and the original
authorization for the project under the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1946 is the other.
The settling parties disagree about the original authorization. Therefore, for settling
purposes only, the settling parties agreed to rely exclusively on the WSA in
constructing and defending the settlement agreement.

The WSA provides general authority for the Corps to include water supply storage in
all of its projects subject to certain constraints. The authority provided by the WSA is
limited to projects that do not severely impact other project purposes or require a
“major operational change.” These constraints do not apply to projects that were
originally authorized for water supply.

The SeFPC court determined that the settlement agreement could not be authorized
under the WSA because the agreement would require a “major operational change.”
Although we disagree with this holding, it does not have any bearing on the authority
provided by the original authorizing legislation. Therefore this issue is still pending
and will decided in subsequent litigation.

I’ve seen a quote from an Eleventh Circuit opinion that appears to address this
issue. Doesn’t that mean the issue has been decided by the Eleventh Circuit?

The quote is from Alabama v. United States Army Corps of Engineers, 424 F.3d
1117, 1122 (11th Cir. 2005), in which the United States Court of Appeals for the
Eleventh Circuit vacated a preliminary injunction issued by the Northern District of
Alabama. Before getting to the substance of a scathing opinion holding that the
Northern District of Alabama had abused its discretion in multiple instances in its
handling of the litigation, the Eleventh Circuit stated as “background” that “Lake
Lanier was created for the explicitly authorized purposes of flood control, navigation,
and electric power generation.” The court also stated that, “although not explicitly
authorized by Congress, the Corps has historically maintained that water supply use is
an “incidental benefit” flowing form the creation of the reservoir.” 7d.

These incorrect statements are included in the “Background” section of the opinion
because they were not relevant to the issues addressed in the substance of the
Eleventh Circuit opinion. None of the parties to the case discussed the issue in their
briefs to the court. In legal terms this language is “dicta” with no legal effect.

The United States and the Southeastern Federal Power Customers—who strongly
disagree with Georgia and the Water Supply Providers about the authorized purposes
of Buford Dam—are both on record that the Eleventh Circuit’s statement is dicta that
should be disregarded.
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We have no idea why the 11th Circuit included this language in the opinion or where
it got its information. The court did not cite any authority to support its statement. It
is clear that court did not actually read the authorizing legislation for Lake Lanier,
because the authorizing legislation does not “explicitly” authorize any purpose
(contrary to the court’s statement). What appears to have happened, instead, is that
court may have searched the internet for newspaper articles or other similar sources
for background information to fill out its opinion. Not realizing that the issue is a
source of controversy, the Court appears to have accepted as true statements that
parties with an interest in the litigation have made about the authorized purposes of
Buford Dam.
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EXHIBIT C



168

Streamflow Depletions in the Flint River Basin Caused by Irrigation Pumping from the
Floridan Aquifer in Drought Years

Depletions
Caused by
Surface
Depletions Caused by Water
Groundwater Pumping*® Withdrawais Total™
Spring
Creek Bainbridge Total Total
Gage Gage GW SwW
{cfs)' {cfs) (cfs)’ (cfs)* cfs mgd®
January - - - - - -
February | - - - - - -
March 3.8 42 46 481l 94 60
April 8.8 79 88 92 179 116
May 32.9 252 285 297 582 375
June 40.9 320 361 376 737 476
Jul 33.7 338 372 388 759 490
| Aug 29.5 352 382 398 779 503
Sept 21.9 341 363 378 741 478
‘Oct 10.5 220 231 240 471 304
Nov 8.3 171 179 187 366 236
Dec 4.7 130 135 140 275 178
Average 203 cfs 212cfs || 415 cfs | 268 mgd

Source: Flint River Basin Regional Development and Conservation Plan (Mar. 20, 2006)
*Actual groundwater withdrawals for irrigation are much higher.

**Depletions for municipal and industrial use within the Flint River Basin are not included.

! See Flint River Basin Regional Development and Conservation Plan (“FRB Plan”) at 111,
Table 6.2(c) (“Backlog” column). Spring Creek is a former tributary of the Flint River that now
flows directly into Lake Seminole.

? See FRB Plan at 112, Table 6.2(e) (“Backlog” column).

? Numbers in this column exclude minor streamflow reductions from irrigation pumping within
the Ichawaynochaway Creek drainage area. See FRB Plan 110, Table 6.2(a).

* The FRB Plan does not provide monthly data for surface water withdrawals, It does state,
however, that “approximately 250 mgd [387.5 cfs] are used basin wide by agricultural surface
water withdrawals in July (the peak month) of a typical irrigation season during a drought year.”
FRB Plan at 15. The estimates of monthly use and yearly average provided in this column were
derived by assuming that surface water withdrawals vary seasonally in the same manner as
groundwater withdrawals, which we believe is a safe assumption.

% The conversion between mgd (millions of gallons per day) and cfs (cubic feet per second) is as
follows: 1 mgd = 1.55 cfs; 1 cfs = .646 mgd.



169

EXHIBIT D



170

47171 Buipteds % Buiy
SSUOI £ Simen)

‘ouy ‘s0i1BOTCIpAH
I'd 'Qud 48sys dieiueg

800¢ Uoiey
o|Ny asealay S|gruUIRISNS WNWIXEIA U1 JO MBIAIBAQ

wCOzmgmm_O JOAIDSOH 4Dy 2AlleUIa])y




171

‘parepdn aq
UBD S|ENUBI [CUCD 181BAA 841 [nun padojaaap aq jsnw uejd
WILISIUI MBU B ‘Biojalay] 40| 2yl 0} uinal jouued Ajdwis app

"z 8u07 seyoeal abeiolg aysodwon i payll og |im pue
900z ‘L BUNp U SlBUILLLIGY O] PAINPBYIS st 0T 2U) ‘JoAeMOH
2002 J8qwiaAoN Ul 03 eyl Aq papuadsns sem dO| ayL

1007 Ul SHOAIBSSS 40V U] pandwe Auesu 40yl

Ian Bjoooredy

syl Ul smojl ybiy uizpuiew Ajeniyiue o) abelols JjoAassal asn

0] sdion oyl seanbal pue Bupjysd WOl SHOAISSS) au) sjusaald §
‘2jgeulelsns JoU pue pamely >Em.:mc0:._®m S Y

"epuold Aq
uonebni o1 asuodsal ul gooz ui paydope Ajsey sem 40} suL

40V @y} 40} suoneladQ
(dOl) ueld suonesadQ wusu| a8y




172

Lan?

‘B|gejieAr aie
dO1 84l 01 SaAELISHE PUNOS 1Y) Selelisucwap i ‘siapjoysyels
Jay1o woyy indui uo paseq paacidull g URs MMSIN Ul SIIUM

‘Payiluspl uesq asey
18y saanosiqo jeuonelado jjg 1S0We 10} 4O 8yl UByl Jenaqg
wopad pinom 1eyl— MHSIL 10 BjNY aseljay 8|gRuIBISNG

winwixepy, syl—suonesado jo uejd uo pssodoid aaey app

‘paielado Auadosd aie
SHOAJSSS) 8U] Il SPUBLISD 25941 81RpOUILLIOOIE UBD WasAs sy

Jeah ybnoup sweixe ue ur 9,z 1snl pue Jesh sbeiear
UB Ul UISBG JaAnd 40V eyl u1eBpng Jejem jenuue ayl jo % isnf
T QIGBUOSEA) S| 8SN JSlBM BAIR ONBW 1BY] MOUS [jIM SIDB) 3y |

‘BouUsIoS
punos pue sioey uo paseq uejd Bunelado mau e pasu opp

s1as( ||V JO spuewa(]
ay] 81epowiuoIy UB) jey| s|gelieAy
suond uswabeuel sAlRUISYY 8ly 1oy




173

saAloalqo jeuonelado
olyoads 198w 0] suonelado jsnipy

ajes|ie] e se ,Sobrl0)g 9AI9SaY, UIRJUIB

L aunp Aq [j4aJ jo Ajjigeqoud %06 e apInoid
MOJJUl PBISEDBICY
pue abelo}s JIOAISSBI B|gR|IRAR IBPISUOD

LIy 196png peouejeqg,
B uodn paseq suoisioap asesajal oy

so|dioulid Uiy aaiy] ony
9Sea|ay 8jgeuie}sng WnWIXe




174

‘awiifel moy [Banleu 8iow B $9onposd
osie 1ng (penduls eq 10u (jIm siioaesal jeyl Buunsua Ag) Alddns
191BM 10] AJIN08S AlBSSansu sepiacid ainy 1ebpng paoueieg syl

“BLUICOUL [ENUUE Pa80oX9 AJJeIUBISANS 4O 8U} Jepun spuewsp

enuue sloesey ) Buuds pue s syl Ul el 01 SHOAIBSS] B}

Bumole Tnoylm (B} PUE JBLULLING 8U) Ui SMO|} Wnwiuiw poddns o) sbBeiois
Joaesal uo spuswep ubiy ssoeid 1t 18yl st JOj Byl Ul mej Jofew oy

“9WI0oU; paoadxa pesoxe jou op abelols woly
s9sEa|al 1Y) SINSUS [[IM SHIOAIBSaL aY] o) 8|ny 18Bpng paoueleqd, v

(Bwoow} mopul fenuue o1 Jusieainbs Alybnos sle
(sasusdxa) saseaial [enuue JI Aiuo eigeuieisns st ued Buelado uy

Welgosd MOY-USED B SAJ0S O SWOOUI 8Uminy J0 uonedidiue Uy unoooe
sBuises & wioly Aauow Buipuads oy st abeiois wolj Jeiem Buisealay

196png a8y} 8SE8.J0UI 10U 0P SIHIOAISSS]
Ing 196png [enuue sy} sbeuew o} sjqgelieae si abrio)s JIoAIssaY

Jaeah usnb e ul sesodind e
10} BIgBJIZAE 1312M JO WUNOWE [B10] 8U S1 186png Je1epn [Bnuuy ayj

a|ny 186png psouejeg |




175

‘SjiauUSq azZILIXRW O} PaIsSnipe ainpayds B Ylim a0ueploode
Ul paseajal aq 0] abelcls sjgejieAr ||g Jol 1ebpng

obriols ejqejieas, oyl SI JUNCWE SiU] JO SS80X8 Ul JOJBAA =

'L aunp Ag jjusi jiim

snonssal e 1euy Aljgeqold ybiy e epiacud o1 ebeloss ul
1dey 8g 1SNW 18U} 19]1EM [0 JUNOWE 8y} 81BINdjED ‘1SBO3104
MOJUL 841 pue obelols WeIsSAS 10 SNiels syl uo paseq

| sunp aiojaqg peyadxa
MOJJUI JO BUINJOA BU] S1BWIISS O} 1SBOSI0) MOjjUl ue aledald

slioAlasal oy} ul eBelols Ul siiatem yonul Moy auusiag

Moam yoes sdes essy)
mojjol ‘ajnu 1@Bpnq peouejeq ayj swejdwi o]

a|ny 18bpng paouejeqg |




176

T~

Alajes jo uiblew ajeudordde ue ppy

WBNoIp piooas e Inoybnolyl (SMol [BIUaWILOIAUS
winwiuiu se fjam se Alddns Jeiem) spasu euessa jeauw patinbal
abelols jo WUNowEe 8yl 81BNo{ED 0} Sj2pOW USIIBINUIS 28

:sdeis asay) mojjo) ‘sebelio}s aniasay a1gnNoes o
aonoeld ui paiebbu ag Ajpiey

‘safielo]s anIasay Byl O [9AB] By} mojaq siie) abieliols ajgejieae
usym (Smoj wnusuiw) saunseaw AsusBuiuod wbnolp ayeniul

wbnosp syl ihoybnoayy
18Ul 84 UBD Spasu [BNuUesss Jey) ainsus o1 ubnoip e jo BUIOUIESG
BUTIE sjgejieas ag 1snwl 12U] s2brl0is aie sabelojg aAlesey By

Huoim ale
S1SED2I0) BU] 288D Ul ajes|ie) e apiacid  sebeliolg anlasay,

sabelo)g aAIesey ‘7




177

sigploysyes

jje Bucwe peasuejeg oq pinoys saanssiqo jeuoneiado

—uod Bunieis e snf ale syusuwisnipe pesodosd ing
(Aeprsio o) seied Buiduwies WNWIXER

SI2SSNLW 10} SMOY JBLILUNS MO) JO Joddns
au Buipnpoui ‘sesodind 12U1o Joy pa1sbpng ag ued Isiem paicis

1engey Bujumeds uosbinis Ul 9SBaIOU 8RN
sjassnw 0} anjea jussedde oN

S19 000‘01L 8acqe abeb saysooyeneyD auyy e smoy Juswbne
O} Pasn 84 J8A2U pINcUs a0 101s HOAISSS) WOY SOSES|aY

Jejnoided ur sjuswisnipe omy sapniour jesodoud Jng

sannoalqo
jeuonelado sjgeinsesw ‘oy10ads 198w 0} suonesado 1snipy

saAoslgo jeuonesadp
olnadg 199\ 0] suawisnlpy




178

-

asuodsey wySnoiqg

saanselqo
juawefeueny 015109ds A21y0w 01 M0Yg 1snipy
*
I
DOUTRISNS 3¢ URD 1EY] MO
WNUITKEUE 318]10[eo 03 9F0I01S 2]qRIRAR 8S[)

i

(g g0 Auprgeqord 213 Sunedun nogim
Pasealal aq Uo 1Ry AFRIONS JO JNOue
s 2 T—oBRIOS | SIOR[IRAR,, DIRMORD

01 1520210} 98T PUR ISEDRI0} MO[JUI UE 18]

1. FBEI0IS DAIISY,,
JO [9A2] 3Y3 2A0QR JoTEM
P2I01S JO JUNOWE [J0] 9} S|

3
I

2801018 NOAIISIN UL PIOH] 19V JO JUNOWY [RI0] SYL BINOE)
Avpuo yoed]

99l UOoISIDa(] BN

oseajay 9|qeule}sng WNWIXe




179

‘seunseaw souewouad
258U1 UO 401 84 01 MMSIN oy aseduiod sapis Buiuiewss ay |

uolessuab 1emod
edwl UoneaIOaY
abelois WeIsAs pue SaAs] BYeT
ANAROBUUGD ueidpooiH
eugeH vosbing
{SMO} MOL) SMOJ 2SN
saanaeiqo
Buimoljo) eyl 1o} sainsesul soueuLiouad Buisn S)Nsal siEnieA]

‘O0H/dC! eyl ueyl Jeyeqg
Apeen Apealie Ing ‘siepjoysyels 4aulo woyy indur yum paacidus aq uen

"SIBUIO0 [[B UO [jom SB 1529} 1B LoPad pue ‘SaInsesll [BIUSWUONALS AB)
al Buipnjour ‘saunsesw Juepodiul AUBLL U0 GOI/40! 8y suuopading

“gAlleuIs)E N

synsay Jo Alewwng




180

‘sjessnw patabuepua pue pausieayl
ay} s199104d J8laq pue ainsesaw sosuewiouad
siyy ucdn paseq Jouadns Aes|o st HMSIA 9YL

‘0a3/dol
ay) 0} patedwod usym sio 000 0L ULl SS8| SMO|)

jo Aouanbauy Jamo] Ajjuesiiubis sey MMSIN 2uL

"S}0 000°01 uey;

883] SMOJ} JaAly ejooiyoejedy AQ pajoalje Ajasianpe

aq Aew sjassnuw pauajealyl pue passbuepus
‘90IAI8S BJIIPIIM 8 USI4 SN 8y} 0} Buiploody -

0d3/dol 8y
swuopading YHSIN 9YL :SMoj4 [9SsnNN




181

{sAep J0 %) pepaaoxa Aousnbalg

00t g6 06 ois] 08 Gl 0L 59
- 0
folar 0asz
HUSIA

(8iH) oUleseg 008 o
=
23
[
008 &
[er]
B
o
0000 =~

00segl

00091

afiegy asynsooyeneyd eyl 1g Aousnbeld moj4 v' 22 v dOoig

S|aSSNA|
l0j sbuey [eonn ul smoj4 JaybiH




182

©

)

- :
(E g g
el

2 .

3 L%y @
o) _— 4" 3

" e A
E g %% £

o h o]

. :

0 3 :

QO - R

) 5 3

e

C Y £

o c

- 5 [E—

3 lt : - 0‘”’, g
D O g

R :

g g ) piooss

G} @ 40 pouad uy sfep 2 1se9| 18 10§ pjoYysaIy)

LL .,_J MOJBG SUTRWISS MO} SOUH] J0 JOguUInY




183

i

‘seale Buiumeds uoabinis |BonLO

asay} Bupoajosd Ul OQ3/dOI du} ueyy
Ja1aq 1o ||am se suiopad HHSIA 8y -

jeugey bulumeds
uoabinis ajgejieAR pue Mo|) JaAL
usamiaq diysuonejal auj pauluexs

Sey 90IAI9S alPII PUB Usi4 SN 8yl -

uaeAInb3 Ajjeuonound si jelgeH buiumeds
a|ge|ieAy JoO Junowy ay | 1eliqeH uocsbinig




184

St

(sAep jo 9,) papasoxa Aousnbaiy
ool 06 08 0L 09 0s oY o€ 0z o

0

et 1SIH) BUYESEG e

Aigerieay jeligeH Buiumeds jo Aousnbaid v'e'Z v doig

(sau0e) JBIIqRY

1eligeH buiumedg uosbinig ajgejieAy
Ul 82uUaJlayi(] jeuonoun4 ou si a1ay |




185

91

(s1eoh 9} papesoxa Kouanhsi
0ot 06 08 0L 09 0s ov og 0e ol

7 cazdoi—
HEHSW -

(s1H) suyosEg e

/
)

N

Suiumeds Buunp sAep Qg 1seaj Je Jo} pauieIsng EENI XeW g-¢-z-v doig

oL

132

€l

Gl

gl

gl

JelgeY JO sasor

JejigeH buiumedg uosbing
paulelsng [ejo] ul uoionpay sl




186

L1

001

{shep j0 %) pepaeoxs Aousnbaig

06 08 0L 09 0s 414 0E 0e 01 4]
HHSN —
: (1siH) suesEg e v

m g g
i f . -9 wM.
| 3
M 2

/,/ oL

vl

S01 Wy Augejieay yenqeH Bujumeds jo Aousnbeid ve'z'y doig

1SON 8y} 10} 4OI/0A3 8y} uey |

1911eg 10 |[SM SY SWIOHSd HHSIN 2L




187

81

(s1e84 9,) papasoxa Acsuenbaid
001 06 08 [o73 09 0s [0)4 0g 0¢ ot 0

0
L
00Ot~ ot Z
UGN~ ¢
(1SIH) BUlESEY ~e | 2
w
S s 2
9 &
&
i
+ 8
-6

<
-

501 W
Buumedsg Buunp sAep og 1ses) 1g 1o psuielsng JelqeH Xel g-¢-Z-¢ doig

1eligeH buiumedg
uoabun)g uepodw| 1Soj 8y} 10} 4OI/Oa3 8y}
uey] Iepag JO [|SAN SY swlopad HHSIN YL




188

61

(sy0) morq

¥ {656 P FOR 0T 07 Sany foane
i e Gadp [ L) O £ F0 pdap o

t3g7] 2B sy

BAET T HEEE R A BB WK

e
g d .

' g
" .m_. W o,
L. 8
S a
[92]
ve e

e

FOGT CE AMENCRY URT eusidedsdl WiTeyul Wl pIvupons ISy worurdc (oo

MO|4 pue jeligeH bBuiumedg usamieqg
diysuopejay ayj o} enQ s! siyl




189

0T

e s et s e SOANSDIWL 2OUDMLAO 4D

- I3)eM
—=——~] JO SOUIN[oA uey) LdYjel

uo paseq suonerddo
$sasse 0) yueyaoduur st 3]

"'MOJ}. PUE Jejiqey
usamiaq diysuole|as siy) UsAiS)




190

"SUOIJIPUOD
1ybnoup sweJixa Japun Ajubajul wo)sAs
alnsus 0} djay pue Ajljigixsy) Juswabeuew
9SBaIoul S|oA8| JIoAIesal JaybIH =

‘sasodind payiuapi Jay)o 1esw

0] SMOJ} Juaioiyns Bulpiaocid ajiym suonipuoo

Bunesado |je AlJeau Japun S|eA8| JIOAISSS
Jaybiy Apuslsisuod saonpoad YHSIN 8yl =

obelioig
JIOAIBSDY pPUB SMO|4 JOAIY Ul0g SOZIWIXB

HYSIN 8yl :96eIi0)S WaSAS pue SjoAaT] ayeT]




More water in system storage

.




192

£C

001

papeaoxs obeis shep 9,

08 09 04 0¢
HHUSN—
QQ3/dO v
_r_._ (1SIH) BUIESET wm UoIoLISal J8)eMm
/f r.ﬂ/ 1oeduwi jBUORESIOS!
/ FJ//v 1oedW [eUOITE8II8] Rl

/

sabels jo Aousnbayy Joiue]

0504

gGol

0901

S0}

040}

GL0l

0801

(u) ebeys

Jalue ul Ja}em SO




193

S8jNJ [0U03 pouy

£ Juauno Jepun sabejs
ejqissod 1saybiy,
papaaoxe abels shep v,
00l 08 09 ov oz 0
029
RO —
, OGI/dOl e
 (ISIH) SUOSEg e uonouisal 1siem e
. e . )
e oeduwy [puoyealDal g
0c9 ®
oedul feuonesioss feiul =
Lood uciealasuoo jo QQ\
0t9

sabejs jo Aouanbal) U0 1SapA

JUIOd 1S9\ Ul JoJem 8o\




194

4

pepasoxe abels sAep o,

00l 08 09 oy 0z 0
: : . 281
LONDISO 18]BM
- 1oeduwl [eLOnes.Do) 8l
/ 1oedw jeuoneasoal feniu 98l
83 2
[(w]
(44
s 01
. 00dOl— |
(1s1H) ausEg — Vel
961

sebejs jo Lousnbay abiicen Jap

|eoLIo)sIy
ueyj ab1099) JAA Ul Ja1BM IO\




195

9t

‘sasodind payiuapi

18yJo 198w 0} smoyj jusioiyns Buipinoad ajiym

sajiunyoddo jeuoijessoal Buisealoul snyj

pue sjeAs| JioAlasal Buiziwixew Aq syjeuaq
O1LIOU029 9S8y} seoueyua HHS 8y =

"uoljjiq G UeY) aiow e pajewss usaq sey
auo|e Jajue aye Jo Joedull 2IWoU029 8y =

. Ssauisng biq, si uiseg 40V
9] Ul SIIOAISSDI |BIBpPa) 89U} UO UONBaI9Y =

uonesloay




196

LZ

HHSN 0g3/doi sujsseqy

D4M dM uey O3M

- 00§

- (0G4

- 0052

sAB(] Jo JaquinN

-4 DOOE

- ﬂ s

008

000%

a0s¥

(roeduy ey} | 1eae oedwy -~ (LODZ-6/6L) 19BdW} UolRaIDeY

10edwj|
uoIjeald9y |eniu] Jo sAeq Joma4




197

87

HHSI 0a3/dol (1siH) euyeseq

O4M dm ue DM dih ue

Ddm

-+ 008

-1 0001

ek 00G

sAe( Jo 1equnN

!

R 0002
Tmtmm

00%2

(1oeduwy ooy) 7 19T 10edwl; ~ (L00Z-S261) 10edW| UojEBIDEY

Joedul| uonealtoay Jo sheq Joma




198

67

Qa3/doi suysseg

1shed

(uonosey 1sem)
¢ 1eAen oedul) ~ (L00Z-6/61) 10edw) UonesIosy

-~ 002

ooy

=+ 009

- 008

o000t

- 0024

0oL

oogl

sAe( jo Jequiny

joedul| 09y aI1aA8g JO sAe( Joma




199

COMPLETE TESTIMONY OF

MARK W. CRISP, PE
MANAGING CONSULTANT
C. H. GUERNSEY & COMPANY

SPEAKING ON BEHALF OF
THE CITY OF LAGRANGE
AND
THE WEST POINT LAKE COALITION

BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS
ON THE CONDITION OF WEST POINT LAKE AND THE IMPACTS OF THE
INTERIM OPERATING PLAN AND THE DROUGHT

MARCH 25, 2008

1100 Circle 75 Parkway -
Suite 950

Atlanta, Georgia 30339
770.857.1250



200

Good morning Members of the House Committee on Small Business. Welcome to West
Georgia, the City of LaGrange and the West Point Lake Community. My name is Mark
W. Crisp, PE. 1am an engineering consultant engaged by City of LaGrange, Georgia and
the West Point Lake Coalition to examine a number of issues and opportunities
associated with West Point Lake. My primary areas of practice are water resources,
basinwide hydrologic system operations, and hydropower operations. For many years the
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River Basin (“ACF™) (See Exhibit 1) has operated
with minimal conflicts and relatively good availability of water through natural rainfall.
However, during the last 20-25 years, our climatology has seen a significant change. For
the greater part of the 20™ century our climatology experienced robust and extensive wet
seasons during the months of December through April with additional contributions of
rainfall during Summer thunderstorms that occurred almost daily across much of the
Southeast, including Georgia. However, starting in the early 1980"s and continuing
today, our climatology has shifted to a more arid condition, Winter and Spring storms
are less frequent and our Summer thunderstorm patter has moderated, as well. The cause
of this climate moderation is a topic for another day. However, the effects of climate
moderation and the Corps of Engineers operational response is the topic for discussion
today, especially as it relates to how the Corps has operated West Point Lake during the
last two (2} years in particular. A critical and significant factor in the Corps operation of
West Point Lake has been the extreme effect caused by the US Fish & Wildlife’s
Biological Opinion and the Corps Interim Operation Plan initiated in the ACF Basin in

the Spring of 2006.
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During the time period from 1980 through the present, the ACF has experienced three (3}
major droughts; the drought of 1981, the drought of 1986-1988, and the current drought
that actually started in 1998 and continues today. Many climatologists and
meteorologists claim the current drought is a separate cyele from the one initiated in
1998, However, only a cursary level examination of rainfall data for this region for the
period 1996-2007 clearly indicates that we never escaped the vise of the drought started
in 1998. As a matter of fact, we continue to suffer from this drought to the tune of some
56.1 inches of rainfall below average that we have not received during the 1998 to 2008
time frame {See Exhibit 2). To exacerbate matters, during three years in the early 2000s
that we received above average rainfall it was only due to remnant hurricanes that moved
up from the Gulf coast. However, as beneficial as this rainfal! was, it was short-lived and
only benefited the reservoirs by providing a needed immediate boost to the lake
clevations. The intense rainfall over a very short duration (1-2 days) mostly provided for
immediate runoff into the major rivers and provided Hitle to no benefit to restoring
“order” to the hydrologic cycle (See Exhibit 2). If we discount this tropical rainfall, we
are actually some 100 inches below average for the 12 years since 1996, That is over 8
feet below average. At the same time as the onset of our current, more arid weather
cycle, the Southeast and particularly the Metro. Atlanta Region was experiencing
unprecedented growth in population. The planning agencies of the region looked
primarily to the least expensive and most readily accessible source of water, storage of
the Federal reservoir system, as a “savior” for water supply resources. The Corps of
Engineers eagerly obliged the water supply utilities without formally undergoing the

necessary processes to establish contracts. The conflicts started to arise between the
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Congressionally authorized project purposes and those uses that were seen as incidental
benefits. These conflicts generated the now infamous “Water Wars” that have been
going on for over two decades, through at least two administrations in each of the

affected statehouses and continues today with litle hope “at the end of the tunnel.”

As early as 2002, the US Fish and Wildlife and the Corps of Engineers initiated informal
discussions concerning several species of freshwater mussels and the Gulf sturgeon. Fish
& Wildlife was in the process of declaring some of the mussels and the Gulf Sturgeon as
Endangered per the Endangered Species Act (“ESA™). Declaring the species
“endangered” provided the Fish & Wildlife with almost an unlimited arsenal of methods
to effect change in the operations of Federal water projects that had been in operation
with established operating plans that date back as far as 50 vears. The entrance of the US
Fish & Wildlife and the ESA brought a whole new dynamic to the escalating Water
Wars. With little to no well defined objectives or performance matrices, the ESA has
allowed Fish & Wildlife to dictate to the Corps how much water must be released
downstream of the Jim Woodruff Dam during any seasonal period with little regard for

upstream uses.

At this point, we now have major droughts, escalating water demands in the upper
regions of the ACF, competing use issues for reservoir storage other than Congressional
authorized uses, three States competing for a “share of the pie” and Fish & Wildlife
playing the “nuclear option” in the lower portion of the basin. Unfortunately, West Point

Lake sits squarely in the middle of the basin. Lake Lanier (Buford Project) sits at the
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upper boundary of the basin and makes up a significant portion of the Metro Atlanta’s
water supply storage. Recreation, although not an authorized purpose of Lanier is also a
significant economic incidental benefit of Lanier, However, unlike Lanier, West Point
Lake does have recreation, sport fishing, and wildlife development as a specified and
well defined Congressional Authorization. Political pressure on the Corps to maintain
pool elevations at Lanier has been intense over the years. There is also significant
concern that Lanier also holds over 60 % of the storage in the ACF basin vet it sits so far
towards the headwaters of the Chattahoochee River. Aq such, it controls huge volumes of
water (1,087,600 ac-ft in the conservation storage). Due to the political pressure to
maintain reserveir elevations and support water supply, Lake Lanier is operated much as
the “backstop” to the system. Only if everything else fails will Lanier be looked at as a
resource to meet downstream needs, even with conservation storage that exceeds West
Point Lake by 780,000 acre-ft, nearly 3.5 times that of West Point Lake (See Exhibits 3-1
& 3-2). With West Point Lake in itg location, it is an easy target for the Corps to use, as
recently referred to by General Schroedel, SAD Commander, as the “workhorse” of the
system. However, in this case, the workhorse is being turned into a “mistreated sway-
backed nag” due to over use, rapid and repeated fluctuations in elevations, and excessive
drawdowns to support functions Congress never anticipated nor studies ever supported.
The reservoir continues to suffer due to outdated operational plans and rule curves that
penalize the reservoir when there is good rainfall. An example of the unauthorized
purposes not conveyed to the Corps for use of storage at West Point Lake or any other of
the Federal storage projects includes “providing cooling water associated with

thermoelectric power as well as the accommeodation of other municipal and industrial
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needs such as non-Federal hydropower generation...” as stated to Congressman
Westmoreland by General Scroedel in his letter dated November 27, 2007 (See

Exhibit 5).

The “nuclear option” played by the US Fish & Wildlife that initiated the development of
the Biologic Opinion and the Interim Operating Plan (“10OP") created havoc with regards
to the operation of West Point Lake during 2006 and 2007. In as much as the plan called
for the release of huge volumes of water into the Apalachicola River from the Jim
Woodruff project, the Environmental Assessment performed by the Corps did not
effectively investigate the impacts it would have on upstream storage projects,
particularly West Point Lake, As a matter of fact, personnel from the Corps actually
stated during public comment sessions that they did not look at upstream reservoirs
because “the EA and IOP was for only Jim Woodruff project and downstream.” This
myopic viewpoint and total lack of understanding of how the projects are linked
hydrologically is troubling at best. The Corps has been operating this system for over 50
years, and certainly should understand by now that gay modification to operations that
requires the release of as much as 37,000 cfs into the Apalachicola River cannot be
sustained by Woodruff itself. The Corps and Fish & Wildlife’s zeal to accomplish
“some” change during a period of extreme drought and intense negotiations between
states typifies current philosophy employed in the Federal negotiations and failed
compact discussions; “let’s find an answer and then we will develop the science to justify
the answer.” Unfortunately for the Corps and Fish & Wildlife, this drought turned into

the drought of record and the extreme demands placed on West Point Lake drained it to
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near its lowest elevation on record. So low that the Corps made the decision that it could
not afford to draw on West Point any further. Therefore they had to turn to Lake Lanier
in order to meet the flow requirements of the IOP in the Apalachicola River. This action
subsequently drained Lake Lanier to an all time record low level that appears to be
unrecoverable this Spring. At Lanier’s present elevation (1055.9, March 20, 2000), if we
do not receive extraordinary rainfall during April and May, Lanier will enter the Summer
of 2008 at an unprecedented low elevation. All for the sturgeon and mussels that, to date,
no one can tell you, quantitatively, that the massive releases of 2006 and 2007 has done

any good to restore habitat or populations.

The Corps of Engineers has claimed the IOP only accounted for 0.5 feet of the drawdown
for West Point Lake during 2007 (Letter from Gen Schroedel to Congressman
Westmoreland, dated November 15, 2007, subsequently confirmed in Westmoreland to
Schroedel, dated, December 5, 2007, copy attached ). However, if you compare the
operational results, i.e., reservoir elevations, etc., of this drought (2007) with that of the
drought period in 2000, it is easy to see that the Corps held reservoir elevations much
higher during the previous droughts while meeting the downstream demands. The major
change between those droughts and this one was approximately 4 inches less rainfall
spread over the year and the implementation of the IOP. Therefore, the [OP did cause
significantly worse conditions than the 0.5 foot drawdown at West Point as alleged by the

Corps (See Exhibits 6 & 7).
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1f the Corps had taken a more aggressive and conservative approach to water
management, knowing we were in the midst of a multi-year drought of significance, West
Point Lake could have been sustained at levels above 630.0 well into the Summer of
2007, Lake Lanier could have been held higher and the releases into the Apalachicola
River downstream of Jim Woodruff Dam could have been sustained at levels greater than
those that were naturally produced but much less than the grossly exaggerated flows
required by the IOP. As poiated out earlier, the drought of the Summer of 2007 is a
continuation of a multi-year drought stretching back to 1998 as its origin. The rainfall we
have received over the last 12 years cumulatively is 56.1 inches below the cumulative
average (See Exhibit 2). If we discount the effects of tropical precipitation during this
period we are 100 inches below average. For the last 12 years, only four of those years
have produced rainfall greater than the long term average. During these four (4) years of
above average rainfall, we did not receive sufficient rainfall to overcome the long term
effects of the remaining eight (8) years. Had the Corps been “manning the rudder”
tracking rainfall, tracking climatic conditions and reservoirs response, the devastation
caused by an ill conceived plan such as the IOP would not have been exacerbated by the

drought.

Entering the Summer of 2006 (June 1, 2006), West Point Lake’s elevation was at 631.3,
4.7 feet below the Summer Full Pool Elevation, This also equates to over 1 foot below
the “recreation impact level” where opportunities for recreation are negatively impacted.
I must remind you that recreation at West Point Lake was specifically and deliberately

authorized by Congress and intended to be a significant part of the overall operational
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plan not just an ancillary benefit to be available only when the Corps found it convenient.
As the Summer progressed, the lake continued to operate within a 2 foot band width
through most of 2006 and into the Spring of 2007 (See Exhibit 8). Beginning in May of
2007, West Point started a precipitous fall that did not end until the lake reached a near
historic low in the early Winter of 621.75. This rapid fall has been characterized as
exclusively due to the drought, except for 0.5 feet. However, when compared with other
droughts periods during the last 25 years, there is no evidence to support this argument.
The Water Control Plan for West Point Lake is the same as that utilized during each of
the earlier droughts. While there are some day-to-day operational decisions that are made
that may not be consistent form one drought to the next, the overall operational guidance
is the same. The Corps has said that they maintain consistency with the Water Control
Plans, therefore, it must be assumed that, in general, the management of the project was
essentially the same for the 2006-2007 period as it was for the 1981 drought, 1986-1988
drought and the 1998-2001 phase of the current drought. The only change fo the
management plan was the adoption of the onerous characteristics of the IOP. As can be
seen in Exhibits 6 & 7, the regional rainfall that occurred was reasonably consistent with
the rainfall pattern of the year 2000. However, as can also been scen, the reservoirs at
Lanier and West Point were managed very differently between the two droughts. During
2007 Lake Lanier was held higher well into the Winter of 2007 than the corresponding
2000 drought, while West Point Lake was West Point Lake was dropped to its near
historic low by November of 2007. West Point Lake was not dropped nearly so steadily
or precipitously in 2000. As a matter of fact, in 2000 West Point Lake was maintained

nearly flat at elevation 631 while receiving very similar rainfall patterns during this time.
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Again, the only, plausible explanation, since the Corps is adamant about operating
according to their Water Control Plan which has not changed, is the adoption of the IOP,
For the Corps and Fish & Wildlife to continue to refute this is absolutely ludicrous.
Compounding the detrimental effects of the IOP on West Point Lake is the fact that the
Corps, in its selfish efforts to preserve Lake Lanier for water supply and recreation,
curtailed releases compared to their operations in 2000, which would have made up
additional inflow into West Point helping to slow the massive drawdown (See Exhibit 7).
Exhibit 7 clearly shows that the Lake Lanier elevation during 2007 was maintained
higher than in 2000, even with somewhat lower rainfall occurring in 2007.
Unfortunately, West Point Lake was placed into an untenable position by the Corps. It
was looked at, as described by the Corps, as the “workhorse.” However, as the
workhorse, West Point was called upon to make massive releases for downstream flows
into the Apalachicola River that could not be sustained from storage. Meanwhile, the
Corps was making smaller releases at Lake Lanier to preserve its elevation. Qperating in
this manner constrained West Point by limiting inflows from upstream while

simultanecusly ordering large releases from storage.

The 10OP also required that the releases from Jim Woodruff Dam be reduced according to
a “ramp down process.” The ramp down was developed to ostensibly minimize stranding
of mussel species as the tailwater elevation was reduced as hydropower generation was
curtaited, This theory is predicated on the assumption that the mussels had time and did
“move” up into shallow water as the generation schedule released more water thereby

increasing the tailwater elevation. Unfortunately, the Corps nor US Fish & Wildlife can

10
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predict with any reasonable accuracy the movement of mussels, their response rate to
increasing or decreasing water levels, or the ability of mussels to anticipate the need to
move into shallow water. Therefore, the whole ramping issue is one of suppaosition and
speculation. Absent sound science, the ramp down rate (See Exhibit 9) causes serious
upstream impacts to storage due to the need to augment flows simply to accommodate the
ramping process. Again, a process that neither the Corps nor Fish & Wildlife anticipated,
understood, or modeled in their original EA and FONSIL. Therefore, the upstream
impacts were overlooked and, subsequently, the FONSI did not accurately portray the
cumulative effects of the IOP. The ramp down process requires a slow progression of
flow curtailments that translate to a slow decay of tailwater elevation from 0.25 feet per
day to 0.5 feet per day, if flows are within the powerhouse capacity. If the powerhouse is
gencrating at full capacity or about 16,000 efs when it is determined the need for
downstream flows has been met, it will take another 10 to 12 days just to shut down the
units and stay within the ramp down criteria. However, the normal operational cycle will
require the units to be loaded the next day for a power generation schedule. Therefore,
thearetically, as long as the flows downstream for the mussels and sturgeons are requiring
turbine capacity flow or greater, the units will run 24/7 due to the ramping criteria, The
requirement to run 24/7 in order to meet the ramp down criteria causes the upstream
reservoirs, primarily West Point, to release water from stﬁrage just to sustain this illogical
approach to system management, Not only is this illogical from a system management
perspective, it is counter productive to one of the stated goals of the State of Florida, that
of protection of the Apalachicola Bay and Estuary, The influx of this continuous

abnormal flow of freshwater into the bay creates a “plume of freshwater” that dilutes the

11
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salinity concentration in the plume region, changing the critical habitat of the fishery and
nursery of the bay. So, while at one end of the Apalachicola River, the Corps and Fish &
Wildlife seek to establish a new habitat criterion for mussels and sturgeon, it

simultaneously placed the valued oyster industry of the Apalachicola Bay in jeopardy.

What could have been done to avoid such a damaging situation from occurring? During
2007 even in the midst of the worst drought of record, the Basin Inflow during the Winter
and early Spring of 2007 was producing flows in excess of 5,000 cfs, the Flint River, by
itself was producing flows in excess of the 5,000 ¢fs minimum flow requirement (See
Exhibit 10). In some cases the basin inflows exceeded 35,000 cfs. However, due to the
overly aggressive nature of the flow re‘quiremems‘ of the TOP, and the fact the Corps and
Fish & Wildlife did not anticipate nor track the evolving drought, nearly all of this
available water was “flushed” through the system, as required by the IOP, without regard
to refilling the system reservoirs. Had the flow requirement at Woodruff Dam taken into
account the need to refill critical storage, nearly 1 Million Ac-Ft. of water over the yearly
period of 2007 couibd have been preserved in the upstream reservoirs. If West Point had
received just 20% of this, not only would the reservoir been able to refiﬂ before the
Summer period, something it has not done since the July of 2003, but it would have had
much more water storage in reserve that may have averted the catastrophic events of the
Summer of 2007 that impacted the economy and livelihood of so many residential, small
business and commercial interests of the LaGrange, West Georgia and East Alabama
region, While “carving” out some of the basin inflow for storage replenishment, the Flint

River, by its self could have produced flows at Woodruff in excess of 10,000 cfs for

12
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much of the Spring and with a contribution of approximately 3,000 ¢fs from the
Chattahoochee River (Flow atiributed to normal instream requirements plus incremental
inflows) it is extremely doubtful the mussels or sturgeons would have noticed there was
much of a drought. In fact, if the more conservative approach had been taken, there
would not have been such a “rush to judgment” about loss of mussels due to stranding.

The flows would have been less variable but still sufficient to support sturgeon spawning.

It is clear the IOP has been and continues to be a significantly detrimental tool employed
by the Corp and Fish & Wildlife in the name of Endangered Species. Asking the Corps
and Fish & Wildlife if the operation under the TOP has been beneficial fo the sturgeons
and mussels, they cannot state with irrefutable scientific evidence that it has been
beneficial nor can they, quantitatively, provide evidence that it will be beneficial in the
future. Yet, we have documented severe negative impact to West Point Lake, West
Georgia and the East Alabama region that the Corps never addressed in their so called

“Finding of No Significant Impact.”

Concurrent with the [OP process in the Apalachicola River, there are rivers and habitats
that Fish & Wildlife has identified in surrounding regions of the Gulf coastal area that
they characterize as having these same threatened and endangered species (See Habitat
Designation at US Fish & Wildlife Web Site for mussels and sturgeon, respectively:

httpe/Awww, fws, cov/southeast/drought/CH-FinalRule-PublishedFederaiRegister.pdf and

httpe/fwww fws. gov/alabama/gs/GS final rule.itmi). However, in many of these

habitats, there are no storage projects to use to aid in flow augmentations nor are there

i3
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projects that create modified hydrologic flow regimes that Fish & Wildlife claim is a
prime cause of mussel and sturgeon decline. While Fish & Wildlife and the Corps, under
the umbrella of the ESA and the IOP, actively search for some beneficial matrix of
operations that will produced the desired results of habitat improvement and species
protection in the Apalachicola River, their combined efforts have placed an extraordinary
burden on West Point Lake, specifically, and the entire ACF system of storage reservoirs.
The Corps performed a perfunctory Environmental Assessment (“EA™) and subsequently
issued a premature Finding of No Significant Impact (“FONSI”). However, the Corps
alternatives did not examine the impacts of severe droughts; did not examine the effects
of the ramping rates; did not examine in detail the economic and social damage that the
10OP would cause upstream; did not adequately examine the options available to sustain
viable communities in other river basins; has not provided sound science to back up
supposition, speculation and guesswork about the actual life cycle of the species and their
actual response to changing conditions; nor did they examine the cumulative impacts as
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and other standards such
as Environmental Justice. Again, the Corps and Fish & Wildlife had an “end game” in
mind and there process was formulated in such a manner as to facilitate that end game

with total disregard for the upstream reservoirs and particularly West Point Lake,

This concludes my testimony. Again, I appreciate the Committee taking time to convene
this Field Hearing on such an important issue to the West Point Lake community, West
Georgia and East Alabama. [ am available to the Committee for questioning at your

convenience.
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Exhibits
Exhibit 1 ACF Map
Exhibit 2 Yearly Precipitation
Exhibit 3 Storage Tables for Lake Lanier

and West Point Lake

Exhibit 4 Congressman Westmoreland
Letter to General Schroedel

Exhibit 5 General Schroedel Letter to
Congressman Westmoreland

Exhibit 6 West Point Lake Elevation vs.
Rainfall

Exhibit 7 Lake Lanier Elevation vs. Rainfall

Exhibit & West Point Lake Elevation

Exhibit 9 Ramping Rates

Exhibit 10 Rasin Inflows
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Exhibit 4

LYNN &, WESTMORTLAND
I T, R

WAEHR TN BRIGE:

1243 mng&mmrrs Puows @Bﬁgﬁ?ﬁﬁ ﬂt tht m‘“’t?h %tateg
SETHCT OFeE: ;%mlﬁ? of }&wresmmﬁmg

et E&A\\E;; g@wv H
et Witazhingtoy; BE 205151008
December 5, 2007

Brigadier General Joseph Schroedel
Comianider

1.8, Army Corps of Englueers
South Atlantic Division

60 Forayth Street, SE

Atlanta, GA 30303-9901

Dear General Schroedel,

MRS
TRAMSPORTATION AND
INFRASYRUDTURE
Wk O 1% BUACCRIMITTES B AWARON
MEMNER 2F T SURCOMMITIEY ON Ragansns,
PrrRINES, a0 HATEBODLS MATENALS
QVERSIOHT AND:
GOVERNMENT REFORM
WzaiR OF TE SUGERATRRITE G Moy
Seomry Ak Pk Aveams
SMALL BUSINESS

RAsuiig Wil G vige BUNROMITTES DR
Fresur AT, Health Cane, Al TBADE
WiEhaREs DF 17 SUBCIMBITIER PN
IHVESTSARYIDNE R TRy

HEFUBLICAN FOLIDY COMMITTEE

I'am in receipt of your Novornber 15% 2007 response to ity letter requesting
clarifieation about the UL.8. Army Corps of Engineer’s position as to the cause of Tow lake

levels at West Polnt Lake, Thank you very duch far your yuick response,

In the above mentioned lefter addressed 10 me you stated that, “Concerning the
impacts from the Interim Qperations Plan (10P) on weter levels o West Point Lake,
modeling-has indicated thut imph Tor of the JOF would result in a 0.5 or Jess

reduiction fnthe loke level ”

L'am requesting a copy of that modeling stody and any supporting documentation

that would support such-a eonclusion,

It you huve any questions please feet froe to call me, or my Chief of Staff, Chip

Lake, at 202-225-5901,

PRRSTED 0N MRS FASER
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Exhibit 5

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARNY
SOUTH ATLANTIC IVISION, CONPS OF ENGINEERS
ROOM W15, 80 FORSYTH ST, S\,
ATLANTA, GA 303038801

CESAD-DR November 27, 2007

The Honorable Lynn A, Westmoreland
1213 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, INC, 20515

Dear Congresstnan Westimoreland:

Thask you Tor your November 13, 2007 letter regarding our Water Roundtable mecting
on Novsmber 8% and your subsequent gueitions. 'We it working expeditiously to-assist the
States in resolving the ultimate issuss related t the allocation of water in the ACF Basin.

The Corps of Enginteers operates the ACF systei and its projects in accordance with
Congressional authorization and applicable environmental Taws.. These Congressions! sithorities
arg-set forth eithir as specific projest purposes o as more general Congressional authodzations
for purposes that are niot associated with specially named projects. As n Pederal Ageney, we
may not aet beyond the extent authorized by Congress. Therefore, when making decisions a8 to
management of the ACK systen, we look to Congressions] suthdrizations to giids those
decisions.

We belicve we are reasonably managing the ACF syster and West Point Lake, ¢onsistent
with curtentauthorities snd limited available supplics. of water. The droughtis adversely
affecting all options. We are dolng our best to act consistently with Congressional suthorizations
and 1o alance competing iierests for that lirnited available water in these exteeme drought
conditions. The Corps of Erigincers is not thsmaping the ACF Basin for thermoelectric pOWET:
Norare wemanaging the ACF system for any unauthorized purpeses. The Corps doos operate
these projects on 4 cooperative basis with States and Tocal governments by making water supply
storage space in reservoirs available to'govermmental entities Tor mumicipal snd industrial use,
pursuant o the authority of fhie 1958 Water Supply Act, where that is possible and sppropriate,
and by taking the needs of all stakeholders and users along the system into account. We
aceommplish this latter objective by monitoring water flows at various points along the system so
that sufficient supplies of good quality water are available for various uses, including providing
cooling water associated with the thermuclecttic power you mentionsd as well as the
accommadation of other municipal and industial needs such ag non-Federal hydropo wer
generation at other sites and the suppliss of drinking water that are drawn dirsotly from the river.

W are aware of the impacts the-drought is having on cormmunities, The eiakeholdet
input obiained during our bi-weekly drought telosonferences has besn very bereficial in our
decision-making.
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1 trust this sufficiently answers the questions you have asked concerning the management
of the water resources'of the ACF Basin during these extiemie drought conditions, 1f1can beof
further assistance; please do not hesitae to contast me.

Sincerely,

%Z&@g‘ﬁahrmdek

i /Bripadier General, US Ammy
Commanding

e



221

fequrey JO sayau

uqgiyeg

LO0TA3T A
0007 A913 cinh e

Hejuiey SA UGREBASIT JUIOd 158/

- Q7Y

paac)

At

979

8z

0eg

289

28]

9e9

g9

ore

uoneas|y



222

GE0L

g
g oviL
S¥0i
Gl
m 0solL
Z gL
@
2 5501
-y
wﬂ. 0z
= 0901

5Z
S901

0g 0461

g¢ - 8101

Heey SANBINWING 1007 e

HEIUIEY SANBINUINGD DO0T s
1002 Feig detiey
0002 A°i Jerue"

{{EJUIBY SA UOHBADLY Jolu] oye

L3qrgxzy

HeAsls

Qo



223

{esyoul) neiwey ol

0zg

9z8

T 928

og

4%

2]

ot B8

L2800 4 o 888

oegs

| (53U} EJUIRY s UOJEASIT (00 N4 SOWING s UONGASI SE'T IO 1S9 M e

frejusey Ajyuop) feyo),
SA
[EininEE] UORRASIT ABUOY IUNWIXEH 1O 1Sap4 9YE

GIUO i uoneASlY Xeyy



224

Exhibit 9

IOP migimum discharge from Woodruff Dam by month and by basin flow
(B rates.

~ Basln inflow {efs) Releages from Woodruff Dam (efs)
March - May High  »=37.400 not less than 37,400
Mid = 2400 and-< 37,400 >= 70% Bl not less than 20,400 -
Low < 20,400 >= 8 not less than 5,000
June-February  High > 23,000 hot less than 16,000
Mid  >=80008nd<23000  >= 70% BI; notless than 8,000
Low <8000 == Bl not less than 5,000

s The running 7-day avarage daily inflow to the Corps’ ACF réservoir projects; excluding releases

from project siorage.

Relpase Range {ofs) Maximum Fall Rate (f/dayv)s
> 30,000 Fall rate is hot limited,
> 20,000 and < 30,000 1ot 2.0
» 16,000 and < 20,000 051010
= 8,000 and < 18,000 0251005
< 8,000 G285 orless

«. Consistentwith safety requirements, fluod control purposess, and equipment capabilities, the
1OP indicates that the Corps will atteript to limit fall rates (o the lower value specified for sagh
relggse range.
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INTRODUCTION

Madam Chair and members of the Committee, | am Brigadier General Joseph
Schroedel, Division Commander, South Atlantic Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
{Corps). Thank you for this opportunity to provide testimony regarding the Corps
management strategies for federal reservoirs during these times of extreme drought. We
take this issue very seriously and | commend you for holding this hearing.

| will start my testimony with an overview of the current drought situation, followed by
basic information about Corps roles and responsibilities and a description of how the
South Atlantic Division has been operating the federal reservoirs in the Apalachicola-
Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) and Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa (ACT) Rivers basin
systems and how we have intensified our communication and coordination during these
difficult imes. | will conclude with my views on future programs and actions that could
increase communication and cocrdination among all affected parties.

STATUS OF THE SOUTHEASTERN UNITED STATES DROUGHT

Drought conditions in the southeastern United States began in 2006 and continued to
worsen over most of the southeast during 2007. The latest U.S. Drought Monitor
(hitp:/fdrought. uni.edu.dm) indicates over 70% of the southeast is classified as being in
a drought. The condition in almost 20% of that area is classified as “exceptional,” which
is the worst drought category. Record rainfall deficits reached 20-25 inches (about 50%
of normal) for much of the southeast during 2007. Many streams also reached record
low flows during the fall of 2007. Record low lake levels were ohserved at Lanier and
Carters lakes. Municipal and industrial water supply, agriculture, navigation, recreation,
hydropower, and the snvironment all have been severely affected by the drought.

The multi-year 2006-2008 drought persists across north Alabama and narthwest
Georgia, though seasonal winter rainfall has ameliorated conditions somewhat. The
primary concern now centers on the headwaters of the ACF Rivers basin system, which
is located north of Atlanta. Lake Lanier is presently at 1054.8 feet (March 14, 2008
reading). This is the lowest elevation ever recorded in mid March, and it is some 13 feet
below the level it was at this time last year. Below normal rainfall is forecasted by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) for the remainder of the
spring of 2008, therefore it is unlikely that Lake Lanier will be refilled by spring rains. If
drier than normal conditions persist, the situation could become more problematic by
this summer. On the ACT Basin, Allatoona and Carters lakes are beginning to show
signs of recovery. However, it is still unknown if the lakes wifl be refilled by summer.
Drought conditions in southern Alabama, southern Georgia and the panhandie of
Florida appear to have ended, as indicated in the iatest NOAA Drought Monitor (March
13, 2008.)
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U.8. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The Corps generally constructs and operates multi-purpose water resource projects.
Purposes can include flood damage reduction, production of hydropower, recreation,
navigation, water supply, water guality, irrigation, and fish and wildlife conservation.
Day-to-day operation of our multi-purpose projects seeks to balance these competing
and often conflicting purposes.  During drought, these conflicts are magnified due to the
limited water resources and higher demands.

Under the authority of the 1958 Water Supply Act, the Corps may make water supply
storage available for municipal and industrial (M&I) uses. By making storage available,
it conveys the right to store a resource in a Corps reserveir project, but this does not
include a guarantee that the water will be available. The federal government makes no
representation with respect to either the quantity or quality of water and assumes no
responsibility for the treatment or availability of the water. it is critically important for all
engaged in water resource issues to recognize that water supply withdrawais are
regulated by individual states.

Under normal circumstances, the Corps operates and manages federal reservoirs to
meet all authorized project purposes in accordance with water control plans. These
plans establish modes of operations under different conditions. it is when drought
occurs that complicated issues begin to develop within these basins. Balancing the
various reservoirs with available water to maintain project purposes becomes more
difficult as available water continues {o dwindle. If drought conditions worsen, some
project purposes may be temporarily adversely affected. We are often able to
concurrently meet several of these needs with one action. For example, aithough there
may not be sufficient water to make special releases for hydropower, water released for
water quality or other downstream purposes can also be run through a generator to
produce some hydropower benefits,

CORPS ENGAGEMENT IN THE ACF AND ACT RIVERS BASIN SYSTEMS

The South Atlantic Division’s area of responsibility includes all or significant portions of
the states of Georgia, Florida, South Carolina, Alabama, Mississippi, and North
Carolina. There are four districts within the South Atlantic Division that have water
management responsibilities — Jacksonville, Mobile, Savannah, and Wilmington. The
ACF and ACT Rivers basin systems fall under the jurisdiction of the Mobile District.

The Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint Rivers Basin System

ACF Rivers Basin Description. The ACF Rivers system is a multipurpose system
authorized for flood control, hydropower, navigation, water supply, water quality,
recreation, and fish and wildiife conservation. The system covers 18,600 square miles.
Seventy-four percent of the basin lies in the state of Georgia, 15% in Alabama, and 11%
in Florida. The ACF system includes five federal and 11 non-federal reservoirs. The
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federal projects on the basin system begin with Lake Sidney Lanier at the headwaters,
Waest Point Lake, Lake Walter F. George, George W. Andrews and Lake Seminole at
the lower end of the basin. There are also run-of-the-river hydropower facilities
operated by private and public utilities along the system.

ACF Rivers Basin Operations. The ACF Rivers Basin system operation is guided by a
draft water control plan developed in 1989 that defines action zones for each of the
major storage projects on the ACF, i.e., the Lanier, West Point and Walter F. George
reservoirs {finalization of the draft 1989 plan was halted by litigation). The zones are
used to manage the lakes for flood control, hydropower generation, navigation,
recreation, and other authorized purpases. These zones were derived based on the
past operation of the projects which considered the time of year, historical pool
level/release relationships, and operational limits for conservation and recreational
resource impact levels.

The three lakes that represent the major storage facifities in the ACF system are
operated so as to maintain water levels in the same zones concurrently. However, due
to the hydrologic and physical characteristics of the river system and other factors such
as time of year, there may be brief periods when one lake is in a lower zone than the
other. - if this occurs, efforis are made to bring the lakes back in balance with each other
as soon as conditions allow. By doing this, impacts to the river basin are shared
equitably among the projects.

Under drought conditions, meeting all authorized purposes becomes challenging.
Meeting certain authorized purposes may temporarily take precedence over some other
purposes. Federal actions that could affect endangered species are governed by the
Endangered Species Act and consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) may be required depending on the actions being contemplated.

Management of the ACF in Drought Conditions. On the ACF, an Interim Operating
Plan (IOF) which provided for target flows to support endangered species under
differing hydrologic conditions was implemented in September 2006. The summer of
2007 brought extreme heat and drought conditions in Georgia which, coupled with flow
requirements in the ACF system, caused system storage to be depleted at a rapid rate.
In particular, flow requirements at the Jim Woodruff Dam at Lake Seminole to support
industry and endangered species were driving water management decisions.
Therefore, in September 2007, the Corps and USFWS initiated discussions to
temporarily modify the IOP in response to the exceptional drought conditions and
rapidly declining conservation storage in the system.

The resulting Exceptional Drought Operations plan (EDQ) is a temporary modification of
the existing IOP. The intent of the EDO is to minimize adverse impacts to listed species
in the Apalachicola River while making allowances for increased storage opportunities
and/or reductions in the demand of storage in order to provide continued support to
project purposes and minimize impacts to other water users during a severe multi-year
drought.
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Formal consultation on the proposed EDO was completed with issuance of a Biological
Opinion by the USFWS on November 15, 2007, and the Mobile District was able to
immediately lower the flow requirements and increase the storage provisions of the
Corps {OP to conserve water in the system. The EDO allowed for reduction of the
5,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) minimum flow requirement in the Apalachicola River,
as measured at the Chattahoochee gage, to a 4,750 cfs minimum flow requirement (the
reduction in flows follows the 1OP maximum fall rate schedule) when Composite
Storage falls below the bottom of Zone 3 into Zone 4.

The Biological Opinion for the EDO will expire on June 1, 2008. In the near term, the
Corps is working with USFWS to extend short-term drought operations beyond that
expiration date. We are in consultation with the USFWS to determine what, if any,
maodifications need to be made to the EDO or the I0P given current and projected
conditions in the basin. As the situation stands, it appears we could be entering the
spring and surmnmer season with the fowest amount of storage ever in the ACF basin.
Our goal, given this situation will be to meet as many basin needs as possible with the
basin resources available.

Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa Rivers Basin System

ACT Rivers Basin Description. The ACT Rivers system is a multipurpose system
authorized for flood control, hydropower, navigation, water supply, water quality,
recreation, and fish and wildlife conservation. The basin covers 22,800 square miles.
Seventy-seven percent of that area is in Alabama, the remainder is in Georgia. The
system has five Corps projects and ten Alabama Power Company (APC) dams. The
Corps projects consist of two major storage projects, Allatoona and Carters in Georgia
at the upper end of the basin and three run-of-the-river lock and dam projects at the
fower end of the basin in Alabama — Robert F. Henry, Millers Ferry and Claibome. The
Corps projects constitute 22% of the available storage in the system. APC projects are
located on the Coosa and Tallapoosa Rivers and are operated in conjunction with the
Corps. The APC projects constitute 78% of the available starage in the ACT system.
The Corps oversees the APC projects only for purposes of flood control operations.

ACT Rivers Basin Operations. The ACT Basin is also operated as a system. The
majority of the drainage area and storage capacity, however, belongs to Alabama
Power Company. Emphasis is placed on maintaining storage in headwater projects
(i.e., Allatoona, Carters) during periods of reduced flow. Carters Lake is a pumped
storage project that provides a significant portion of generation within the Southeastern
Power Administration’s AL/GA/SC system and is operated to maximize hydropower
production during periods of reduced flow. Water is released from Carters Lake only to
achieve minimum flows necessary to support instream water quality requirements.

On the ACT, there is a 4,640 cfs minimum flow requirement from the Coosa and
Tallapoosa Rivers, This flow requirement, contained in an agreement between the
Corps and the Alabama Power Company, is determined by a minimum seven day



231

average flow, rather than a single day measure. The flow is made up of flows from the
APC projects (Jordan, Bouldin, and Thurlow) which augment flows to meet either the
flow requirement below Claiborne Dam to make navigation on the Alabama River
possible or a 6,600 cfs flow requirement (the 6,600 cfs standard is the lowest stream
flow that is likely to occur for seven consecutive days within a ten year time period).
When drought conditions indicate that a drought is imminent, the Corps evaluates the
impact to the Alabama Power projects, Corps projects, and navigational interests, of
operating under the low flow agreement. The Corps coordinates with APC to determine
if a change in flow agreement is warranted.

Management of the ACT Rivers Basin System During Drought. As conditions
deteriorated in the spring of 2007, the South Atlantic Division and Mobile District held a
Drought Summit for the ACT Basin in Columbus, Georgia on June 25, 2007. Affected
stakeholders in Georgia and Alabama, as well as state and federal agencies that deal
with the system attended the summit. The summit allowed the Corps to gain a better
understanding of their views and concerns, and allowed them to share technical
information with the Corps. During this meeting, the Corps briefed summit participants
on the current and future operations in the system.

As the drought worsened through the late summer of 2007, the Mobile District and
division staffs have worked closely with state agencies in Georgia, Alabama and the
APC to coordinate and develop drought management policies. On November 14, 2007,
the Corps bagan coordination with the state of Alabama and the APC and jointly
developed ten proposals for drought management within Alabama. The actions
included short and long-term items. To date, seven of the ten proposals have been
implemented, and work continues on the three long-term proposals.

Coordination with the public and other agencies intensifies during drought
conditions

Open and continual communication has figured prominently in our approach to
managing the ACF and ACT Rivers basin systems during this historic drought. On July
11, 2007, the Mobile District began to conduct weekly teleconferences for ACT
stakeholders and on September 20, 2007, the district began holding biweekly
teleconferences for ACF stakeholders. These teleconferences allow all to hear the
latest information on system conditions, {o be informed of future operational changes,
and to adjust their actions andfor expectations based on the information provided. The
calls also provide a venue through which participants transmit information to the Corps.

Division and district community outreach has been robust. Corps staff has engaged in
hundreds of community forums including meetings, local news programs, and radic and
newspaper interviews, all in an effort to inform the public about the roles and
responsibilities of the Corps and the challenges it faces. We have gained an in-depth
understanding of the concerns of the industry, user and supply groups, and the public.
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Coordination with other federal agencies such as the Department of Interior, USFWS,
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, NOAA, and the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) is extremely important. We believe it is vitally important that we
act as an integrated federal team given the complexity of the issues that span muitiple
state and local governments, and affect numerous user groups and private industries
such as those which provide hydropower.

Our work with NOAA is an excellent example of federal cooperation as we look to their
expertise in drought monitoring and prediction to assist our programs and actions. They
have briefed us extensively during this drought and we value their continued support.

Our coordination with the USFWS has been extremely successful. Under drought
conditions, the impacts of our actions on endangered species, such as three species of
mussels and the Gulf sturgeon on the Apalachicola River, require consultation under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). During informal consultation and as
new scientific information became available, the Corps adjusted its operations at the
Jim Woodruff Dam as needed to provide adequate flow conditions to afford protection
for the Gulf sturgeon and protected mussel species in the Apalachicola River. Our team
approachto ESA coardination has aliowed both agencies to cut review times to lengths
never imagined possible.

Consideration of the potential impacts on drinking water supplies and energy production
has prompted us to coordinate with the Department of Homeland Security (DHS).  After
initial briefings for DHS staff we provide weekly data to DHS on the status of the
projects where water shortages are most acute.

Near Term Drought Mitigation Strategy: Updates of Water Control Plans

Project operations at each reservoir are described in water control plans andior
manuals. These manuals typically outline the regulation schedules for each project,
including operating criteria, guidelines, rule curves, and specifications for storage and
releases from the reservoirs. The water control manuals also outline the coordination
protocol and data collection, management, and dissemination associated with routine
and specific water management activities (such as flood control operations or drought
contingency operations). Updates or revisions to the water control plans are typically
integrated with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) public involvement and
documentation process.

The district water managers in the southeast have been diligent in adjusting operating
and drought plans to manage the limited water rescurces during this drought. When the
conditions became so severe that our approved plans could no longer support the
systems, in accordance with our regulations, the district water managers requested
approval for temporary deviations from the division.

Current and up-to-date water conirol plans are the most important management tool
water managers have. Without updated water control plans, the Corps runs the risk of
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any or all of the following: adversely affecting water quality downstream; failing to
provide sufficient water where and when needed to meet the authorized purposes of our
projects and the needs of stakeholders, whether domestic or municipal and industrial;
adversely affecting endangered species; expending water resources too early, thereby
reducing our ability to maintain the system to meet project purposes and the needs of
the stakeholders; and flooding people and facilities that are now within flood plains.

Updates of water control plans are done in accordance with statutory (Flood Control Act
of 1944) and reguiatory requirements (Engineer Regulation (ER) 1110-2-240 and ER
1110-2-B158), that comply with NEPA and account for demographic, hydrologic,
environmental, and technological changes that have occurred within the basins. The
Water Resources Development Acts (WRDA) of 1988 and 1990 also provide for public
involvement of all interested stakeholders during the development of new or revised
water control plans, which ensures consideration of the current public interests within
the basin.

The South Atlantic Division is now in the process of updating several water control plans
in accordance with Corps reguiations. The Mobile District has recently been directed by
the Secretary of the Army to update the water control plans for the ACF and the ACT
Rivers basins. These water control plans were being updated in the late 1980s and
early 1990s when work was stopped due fo litigation.

Future: Southeast Regional Water Resource Council Concept

if any of the agencies - whether federal or state, industry or the public - are to
successfully manage water, we must find a way to work more closely and cooperatively
across boundaries, missions, and jurisdictions. Towards this end, almost a year ago |
introduced the concept of a state-led forum to develop a regional vision for integrated
solutions to water resource challenges in the southeastemn region. My intent was to
establish a process whereby the Carps and other federal partners couid ensure our
programs and priorities are in concert with states needs and priorities across the region
and to foster a more collaborative and consistent effort for development and use of
water resources in the region.

Early informal feedback from our contacts with governors and state government officials
was generally favorable, but cautious. Initial feedback from a variety of constituent
groups with direct interest in water resources issues was quite favorable. They saw the
regional council of states as an opportunity to reduce fragmentation, establish more
consistent approaches to water resources issues across the region, set some
overarching regional water resource priorities, and build a collaborative working
relationship among states and federal partners. We have since assigned a team of
division and district staff to refine the concept and to further communicate with the
states and stakeholders. We are in the process of that coordination now.

The concept, as it is now defined, is a state-led forum among the southeastern states to
address existing and emerging regional water resources challenges in the region. A
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regional water resources forum in the Southeast would provide a means to: (1)
maintain ongoing multi-state regional dialogue on water resources issues and priorities;
{2) develop regional strategies and establish regional priorities for water resources
management and investments; and (3} promote creation of innovative interstate
partnerships to address critical water resources issues.

I strongly believe establishing a southeastern water resources council could provide
enormous benefits to the states, federal partners, and residents of the region.

CONCLUSION

Madam Chair, members of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to testify
before you. This concludes my testimony. | would be happy to answer any questions
you might have.
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APPENDIX
Provisions of the Exception Drought Qperation Plan for the ACF Rivers Basin

Consistent with the existing 10P which uses Composite Storage to trigger whether the
desired minimum flow (8,500 cfs) or the required minimum flow (5,000 cfs) is
maintained, the proposed action also uses Composite Storage to determine when the
EDO is required. The Composite Storage is calculated by combining the storage of
Lake Sidney Lanier, West Point Lake, and Walter F. George. Each of the individual
storage reservoirs consists of four Zones. These Zones are determined by the
operational guide curve for each project. The Composite Storage utilizes the four Zone
concept as well. .

The EDOQ is "triggered” whenever the Composite Storage falls below the bottom of Zone
3 into Zone 4. At that time the provisions of the 10OP are suspended and management
decisions are based on the provisions of the EDQ. The provisions of the EDO remain in
place until conditions improve such that the Composite Storage reaches a level above
the top of Zone 3 (i.e., within Zone 2). At that time, the EDQ provisions are suspended,
and the provisions of the 1OP are reinstated.

The EDO includes the following provisions and triggers:

® Immediate suspension of all IOP provisions including seasonal storage
limitations, downramping restrictions, and minimum flow thresholds, and volumetric
balancing accounting whenever the Composite Storage falls below the bottom of Zone 3
into Zone 4;

® immediate reduction of the 5,000 c¢fs minimum flow requirement in the
Apalachicola River, as measured at the Chattahoochee gage, to a 4,750 ¢fs minimum
flow requirement (the reduction in flows will follow the 1OP maximum fall rate schedule)
when Composite Storage falls below the bottom of Zone 3 into Zone 4;

® Reduction of minimum flow requirement in the Apalachicola River, as measured
at the Chattahoochee gage, to 4,500 cfs when (1) cumulative annual basin inflow above
WF George Dam is less than 5" percentile, (2) menthly basin inflow above the Newton
Gage on the Flint River is less than 5™ percentile, and (3) West Point and WF George
projecis are at the bottom of zone 4 (top of inactive storage) and Lake Lanier is in zone
4

® Additional reduction of minimum flow requirement in the Apalachicola River, as
measured at the Chattahoochee gage, to 4,150 cfs is anticipated if severe drought
conditions persist and will be based on appropriate triggers or criteria, vet to be
developed in consultation with the USFWS;

10
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® implementation of a monthly monitoring plan that tracks Composite Storage in
order to determine the appropriate water managemant operations (the first day of each
month will represent a decision point) and whether EDO triggers are applied;

® Reinstatement of the 5,000 cfs minimum flow requirement, but none of the cther
{OP provisions, once conditions improve such that the Composite Storage reaches a
level above the top of Zone 4 (i.e., within Zone 3);

® Suspension of ali EDO provisions and reinstatement of the normal 1OP

provisions ance conditions improve such that the Composite Storage reaches a level
above the top of Zone 3 (i.e., within Zone 2).

11
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TESTIMONY OF SAM D. HAMILTON, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, SOUTHEAST
REGION, U.S, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR, BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

REGARDING
DROUGHT ISSUES IN THE SOUTHEAST
March 25, 2008

Madame Chairwoman, and Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to
testify on behalf of the Department of the Interior regarding the impacts of the current
drought in the Southeast. 1am Sam Hamilton, Regional Director for the Southeast

Region of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, headquartered in Atlanta, Georgia.

The Service is the principal Federal agency responsible for conserving, protecting, and
enhancing fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the
American people. The Southeast Region of the Service includes the states of Georgia,
Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, Kentucky, Tennessee, North

Carolina, and South Carolina, as well as Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

As you are aware, the Southeast is in the midst of an historic drought. Many reservoirs
are at their lowest recorded elevations and several cities and towns support significantly
higher populations and demand more water than they did during previous droughts. In
2007, parts of Georgia, Alabama, North Carolina, South Carolina and Tennessee had
their lowest annual rainfall on record and stream flows in many areas have been at all
time lows. While some forecasts for 2008 suggest that conditions may improve later this

vear, the situation today remains very serious.

Federal Role in the Apalachicola~-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River Basin

Water is a public resource governed by state governments, not Federal agencies.
However, Federal agencies play an important cooperating role, and the Federal
government has made significant investments in the construction and maintenance of

reservoirs to meet multiple public use purposes. In the ACF basin there are four large
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Federal reservoirs. One of the Department’s roles, through the Service, is to advise

Federal agencies with regard to their obligations under the Endangered Species Act.

In the ACF River basin, this means working closely with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the states of Alabama, Florida and Georgia, and other partners to ensure the
threatened Gulf sturgeon and three species of endangered mussels — the Purple
bankclimber, Fat threeridge and Chipola slabshell - are not jeopardized by any agency
action. Collectively, we are working towards the recovery of these species, which require

flowing water to survive.

Balancing the water needs of millions of people across three States is not easy,
particularly during this extreme drought. The river system supplies water for many
municipal and industrial purposes, including power generation, flood control, navigation,
drinking water, agriculture, pollution dilution, fish and wildlife habitat, and recreation. It
is important to understand that the Service is not putting the needs of fish and mussels
ahead of the needs of people. Conserving aquatic species is a means to ensure the health
of our rivers and streams, and mussels are the canary in the coal mine for our rivers -
declines in native mussel populations indicate an emerging problem with the health of the

river that could affect people.

The Service has been working with the Corps since the 1980s when drafting of revisions
to the ACF Water Control Plan began. Shortly thereafter the “ACF Water Wars” ensued
in several Federal courts. Throughout the era of the tri-state water compact in the 1990s,
the Service provided assistance as additional data was collected and as the States
negotiated water allocations. With the listing of the Gulf sturgeon as threatened in 1991
and the mussels as endangered in 1998 under the Endangered Species Act, the Service

consulted with the Corps as it managed flows within the system.

In addition to our participation in these overarching negotiations, the Service is working
proactively on the ground in the ACF basin to help communities meet their growing

water demands. For example:
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e 1In 2001, we provided $200,000 to agricultural producers in the Flint River basin
to retrofit irrigation systems 1n order to conserve water;

e In 2004, we helped develop guidance for streamlining the review process for
water supply reservoirs throughowt Georgia;

® In20035-2006, we helped develop a water supply plan protocol to assist
municipalities with securing water supply while minimizing impacts to federally
listed species north of Atlanta; and

& In 2006, we provided $130,000 to the State of Georgia to begin the planning
process for the development of a habitat conservation plan for the lower Flint
River basin which would help engage basin stakeholders, primarily agricultural
users, in water conservation and mussel protection.

e For many years, we have been working in high priority areas throughout the basin
on mussel surveys and monitoring. By entering into partnerships with
communities, landowners, and local, State and Federal agencies, we continue to

explore opportunities to restore and protect aquatic habitat.

Regardless of these and other proactive efforts to conserve species, in 2006, the basin
experienced diminishing precipitation levels and the situation worsened in 2007. Without
rainfall, the Corps had to adjust its operations to meet the multiple purposes of the

reservoirs, the needs of fish and wildlife, and the needs of basin stakeholders.

To address potential effects of reservoir operations, the Corps developed the Interim
Operating Plan (I0P) in 2006, and the Service formally consulted on this plan. While
some mussels could be affected by the IOP, we concluded that the 2006 I0P was not
enough to avoid jeopardy to the species” continued existence. Measures to avoid and

minimize harm to the species were recommended and accepted by the Corps.

As the drought worsened, the Corps and the Service agreed to several adjustments to the
IOP in October 2007, to help maintain water in reservoir storage. The Corps then
formally amended the TOP on November 1, 2007, producing the Exceptional Drought

Operations (EDO) plan to increase opportunities to store water during rain events.
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Knowing that extreme drought was continuing, and given our close working relationship
with the Corps, the Service marshaled a large team to collect additional data, complete
the needed analyses, and complete formal consultation on the EDO in only 15 days, a

process that typically takes up to 135 days.

Today we continue to work closely with the Corps, the States, and other Federal agencies
to enhance flexibility in water management on the ACF, while considering the needs of
fish and wildlife resources. Most recently, we have been supporting Secretary
Kempthorne and his staff as they assist the States in negotiating a water sharing

agreement for the ACF.

Drought Throughout the Southeast
Of course, the ACF hasin is just one of the stressed river systems throughout the
Southeast. In addition to working with Alabama, Florida, and Georgia, we are working
with partners in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee as they wrestle with
assessing and understanding the ongoing and future impacts of droixght. For example:
¢ We are actively working with the Corps, the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, and Alabama Power Company in the Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa
(ACT) River Basin to address the impact of operational changes on listed species.
s We are working with six States most deeply affected by the current drought (AL,
FL, GA, NC, SC and TN) to develop a drought contingency plan for freshwater
mussels. The plan will gaide decision-making with regard to appropriate actions
that should be carried out in the event of extreme drought conditions.
Contingency planning will identify a monitoring network of specific actions to be
taken, expected consequences of these actions, and triggers for initiating actions
and expectations regarding evaluation of any actions that are implemented.
e In Tennessee, we worked with the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) when they .
reduced flows at Normandy Dam on the Duck River in October 2007. The Duck
River supports significant populations of three federally listed mussel species. In

February 2008, we developed a plan with TVA and the state of Tennessee to
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further reduce flows from Normandy Reservoir in order to conserve water for
future needs of humans and mussels if the drought continues.

s In South Carolina and North Carolina, we are working with key partners on
strategies to save a number of mussel species. We have also initiated emergency
rescue operations for one species, the federally endangered Carolina heelsplitter,
of which only 10 small populations remain.

e In North Carolina, we are working with the Corps and other partners to manage
reservoir levels and river flows in the Raleigh area.

s In Florida’s Everglades, we are working with many partnets including the South
Florida Water Management District, local govemments, and the Corps to manage
the significant drought challenges currently found throughout the entire
ecosystemt. Lake Okeechobee, known as the liquid heart of the Everglades, is
facing record low water levels that are expected to drop even further as the dry
season continmues. We are working together to strike a balance that meets south
Florida’s water needs, protects important habitat such as the Arthur R. Marshall
Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge, and conserves species including the snail

kite, a highly endangered bird.

Information Needs

The Department is sericusly commuitted to working with states affected by drought now
and in the future. The drought has highlighted data gaps and information needs that, if
filled, would facilitate future decision-making for the Service and our State and Federal
partners. For example, for the ACF we have created a list of projects that would increase
our understanding of river hydrology and the habitat needs of sturgeon and mussels;
implement key habitat restoration efforts; and provide incentives to private landowners to
conserve water. We are developing similar lists of information needs for the ACT and

other basins.

The drought has also highlighted existing areas of work that are crucial for understanding
water shortages. For example, USGS stream gauges throughout these river systems have

been important monitoring tools over the course of the drought. Data resulting from this



242

program is basic to our ability to understand changing hydrology and manage these river

systems.

‘While we need information to make decisions, partnerships with key water users and
education efforts that encourage the public to conserve water are also needed. Water may
soon become a limiting factor for growth and development in many areas of the
southeast. While we cannot produce more rain, we can all do more to maximize the use

of the precipitation that the Southeast receives to best meet the needs of all water users.

Conclusion

The Department and its State and Federal partners have been working proactively for
many years to implement solutions that balance the many uses of these systems,
including meeting the water needs of people, while at the same time conserving species.
Maintaining healthy river systems is critically important to the cconomy and natural
environment of the Southeastern United States. The drought has taught us that more
needs to be done to keep these systems healthy for generations to come. These lessons
are particularly important in light of climate change predictions, which suggest more
intense droughts, sea level rise and increased temperatures in the Southeast. The
Department is committed to help states find practicable and balanced solutions, based on

the realities of Mother Nature, to manage their water supplies.

Madame Chairwoman, thank you for the opportunity to testify today. This concludes my
prepared remarks, and I would be happy to respond to any questions that Members may

have.
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