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To:  Middle Chattahoochee Water Planning Council 
 
From:  Jim Hawkins, Robert Osborne, and Steve Simpson, Black & Veatch 
 
cc:   Tim Cash, Assistant Branch Chief, GA EPD 
 
Subject:  Meeting Summary: Council Meeting 10 on April 13, 2011 
 
 
The council meeting was held on April 13, 2011 at the Bartlett’s Ferry Dam Clubhouse 
(Lake Harding). The list of attendees is follows (Attachment 1).  In addition to these 
minutes, the presentations (slides) discussed in this meeting will be posted on the Middle 
Chattahoochee web portal (http://www.middlechattahoochee.org/). 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
 
Council Chair Matt Windom stated that a quorum was present and thanked everyone for 
attending. Chair Windom said he was impressed with the council member turnout. Chair 
Windom recognized the passing of council member Larry Clark with a moment of silence 
and then provided an invocation. After an introduction and safety message from Arnold 
Lindsay, Southern Company’s Plant Supervisor at Bartlett’s Ferry Dam, Windom 
allowed members of the public to introduce themselves.  The public sign-in sheet is 
included as an attachment.  
 
Next, Windom asked if there were any comments for the last two Council meeting 
summaries.  There were no comments and both summaries were approved by consensus. 
Next, Chair Windom said they needed to again have elections for chair and vice-chair. 
Council member Jeff Lukken nominated Matt Windom and Harry Lange for Chair and 
Vice-Chair, respectively.  The Council approved this nomination by consensus. Windom 
thanked the Council. 
 
Chair Windom commented the Plan Review Committee had met since the last Council 
meeting so there were a few more items to vote on today. Chair Windom reviewed the 
Council objectives which were the following: 
 

1) Chair and Work Group Reports 
2) Consensus on the Draft Plan 
3) Resolution to submit Draft Plan 

 

Page 2 of 17



Overview of Plan Revisions and Plan Review Committee Recommendations 
 
Council member Jeff Lukken asked Jim Hawkins to provide an update on the 
Committee’s recommendations. Jim said most comments were incorporated into the draft 
plan; however, there were a few more comments that were received and are summarized 
as a handout to the Council. Jim provided a brief overview of comments incorporated 
into the draft since the last Council meeting. 
 
Jim reviewed each of the eight items in the handout, beginning with the following Item 1: 
 

 Item 1. page 3-14, insert the following additional impact:  
River Flow Impacts. In addition to Corp operations and the affects on 
river flow, the Council is concerned about upstream and regional 
consumptive use and flow returns to the river. Upstream interbasin 
transfers and increases in consumptive use reduce downstream flows and 
reduce the natural flows in the river. The Council encourages better 
stewardship through land use planning and permitting to maximize flow 
returns to the river. Furthermore, a more scientific understanding is 
needed for such uses as agricultural irrigation, wastewater land 
application, and septic systems in order to better quantify the water 
balance with truer representations of consumptive uses associated with 
these uses. 

 
Council member Ken Penuel asked if this item speaks to the upcoming ACF Master 
Water Control Manual update. Jim said yes and also mentioned that actually all of the 
points in Chapter 3 relate to the updated control manual.  Council member Steve Davis 
asked if this language also addresses issues during times of drought.  Jim said yes.  
 
There was no further discussion on this item. 
 
Next, Jim reviewed the following Item 2: 
 

 Item 2. page 3-12, add the following to the first paragraph:  
Similarly, the relationships between water turbidity, water 
detention/velocity, water temperature, precedent weather/flow conditions, 
pH, growing season duration and algal growth require further study in 
West Point and Walter F. George lakes to establish a chlorophyll-a 
standard that is appropriate for these reservoirs. A chlorophyll-a standard 
of 25 micrograms/liter for Walter F. George Lake has been suggested as 
reflective of Southeastern Plains Ecoregion reservoirs (Raschke 1994, 
EPA 1999). 
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Council member Steve Davis commented that there were inconsistencies with the 
chlorophyll-a modeling and we need more scientific study especially for different 
ecoregions.  
 
Next, Jim reviewed the following Item 3: 
 

 Item 3. page 3-5, add the following to the second paragraph under Navigation:  
Navigation is important to the regional economy and must be maintained between 
Columbus and Apalachicola Bay. 

 
Ken Penuel commented that he had heard the locks will be potentially reduced to three 
times a day for maintenance and suggested we may need to address funding. Council 
member Paul Chappell thought this language implies funding.  Jeff Lukken agreed they 
did not want to interject the Council into the ACOE business.  Penuel agreed with 
Lukken.  
 
Jim reviewed the following Item 4: 
 
 

Item 4. page 6-4, Table 6-1, revise WW-2 as follows:  
 

WW-2: Encourage studies to determine 
the appropriate water returns ratios for 
agricultural irrigation and wastewater 
land application and septic systems 

The assumption of 100% consumptive use 
is believed to inadequately reflect the 
quantity and timeliness of water returns 
from agricultural irrigation and wastewater 
land application and septic systems. This 
exacerbates the magnitude and duration of 
gaps in the EPD resource assessments. The 
studies would be scaled to reflect 
appropriate geographic and physiographic 
provinces, since returns would be 
dependent on topography, soil, and climate 
differences.  

 
 
There was no discussion on this item.  
 
Jim reviewed the following Item 5: 
 

Item 5. page 7-14, Section 7-4 Recommendations to the State, at the end of 
Recommendation 1, insert the following:  
 

The following modeling constraints are the beginning point for revisions 
to the Corps’ water control manual.  
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INSERT Table 5-1 showing the desire flows and lake levels 
 
Chair Windom commented that the language really tried to look at the entire basin and 
not just Middle Chattahoochee.   
 
Next, Jim reviewed the following Item 6: 
 
Item 6. page 7-16, revise the third recommendation to read as follows:  
 

3. Metro North District Returns and Nutrient Loading  
 
The May 7, 2009 Metro North District Plan includes ambitious 
predictions of returns to the river for which the Middle Chattahoochee 
resource assessments now greatly depend. The Council would like a 
comprehensive audit of these predictions and ongoing measurement and 
regular reporting on the progress to achieving these goals. Furthermore, 
the Council desires that such progress be reported as a range of statistical 
flows, including mean, minimum, and maximum values of consumptive 
use.  
 
The Middle Chattahoochee Council is also concerned about the nutrient 
load increase projected for 2050 that is estimated at the Whitesburg 
gauge. Nutrient loadings of phosphorus and nitrogen are expected to 
increase 200 percent by 2050. The Middle Chattahoochee region should 
not be burdened with additional waste water treatment or storm water 
BMPs caused by increases in upstream discharges.  
 
Specific to nutrients, the Council is concerned about the increases in 
phosphorus and nitrogen and the resulting chlorophyll-a to West Point 
Lake and Lake Walter F. George and the potential for degradation of lake 
water quality.  
 
The Council requests that the Metro North District provide: 1) specific 
details of how the increased nutrient load will be mitigated before it 
reaches the Middle Chattahoochee basin, and 2) provide annual progress 
reports of nutrient levels and reduction effectiveness. 
  
Finally, the Council recommends a peer review of the lake and watershed 
models to better understand the methodology as it relates to the output 
and calibration. Pending the review, the council recommends that the 
model outputs not be utilized for setting water quality standards instream 
or for any other regulatory purposes, including point source permitting in 
the region. 
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Lukken asked the Council what we are asking EPD to do with this language.  Lukken 
continued and asked if the Council wanted EPD to permit without modeling. Council 
member Steve Davis thought we were asking EPD to “holdup” on the modeling until the 
model is peer reviewed.  Chair Windom said he felt many council members were uneasy 
about the model.  Steve Simpson noted that these ideas about the model are reflected in 
different parts of the plan.  After some more discussion, there was consensus to leave the 
text as suggested. 
 
Next, Jim reviewed the following Item’s 7 and 8: 
 

Item 7. page 8-6, insert the following text as follows:  
The Council recommends an increased awareness of water balance in the 
region and therefore, has requested that additional measurement and 
water return ratio studies be performed to better understand consumptive 
uses and related water returns. Once completed, this information will 
better equip the Council and region for managing consumptive uses and 
allow the Council’s vision of an abundant water supply for our 
descendants to be achieved. 

 
Item 8. pages 8-5 to 8-7, the following change will be made:  

Referring to EPD discussions with Black & Veatch about the draft plan  
Section 8-5 will be removed and will be incorporated into an Executive 
Summary that will be inserted at the beginning of the plan. 

 
 
There were no discussions on these items. However, a council member did ask if the 
Council needed to revise the census number to reflect the actual census numbers for 
2010.  Chair Windom thought this would not change the results much in the plan and was 
probably better to defer this change.   
 
There was no further discussion.  Each of the items will be incorporated into the plan. 
 

 

Final Discussion of the Plan for Submittal to EPD and Plan 
Process/Timeline 

Chair Windom asked the Council members if they have any additional comments about 
the plan. Council member Aaron McWhorter said he was concerned that the plan did not 
discuss erosion control sufficiently. Council member Gordon Moss said the plan did 
discuss erosion control on page 6-7 of the plan. Lukken suggested they should have a 
system to address any council comments.  Jim Hawkins said he or Steve Simpson would 
help Council Members with questions. 
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Middle Chattahoochee Initial Recommended Regional Water Plan - May 2, 2011 
EPD Comments (including GEFA & River Valley Regional Commission)  
 
General Comments: 
 
Page ES-4, in the table, the description of the surface water availability assessment is not 
fully accurate.  The RA only looked at alteration in the low end of the flow regime.  
Consider revising based on language on p. 3-7 or limiting the statement to alteration of 
low flows in some other way. 
 
Page ES-4, in resource assessment summary table, consider rewording current conditions 
for Chattahoochee basin to read Results in the Chattahoochee basin indicate no “gap” 
between ability to meet instream flow targets while meeting off-stream needs.” 
  
In general use of the term “Gaps” – EPD defined gaps vs. council defined gaps may be 
confusing and overly generalized in the plan for example in the executive summary page 
(ES-4), Local Policy Context (page 2-9 last paragraph, etc.).  Consider use of  “impacts” 
such as on page 3-11 which may be  less confusing than very broadly using “Gaps”.  
 
Page 2-7, Local Policy Context, consider adding information update to reflect the recent 
11th circuit court ruling. 
 
Page 2-9, paragraph 1, reservoir discussion in first sentence of paragraph is confusing.  
Please review for accuracy. 
 
Page 3-10, paragraph prior to table 3-3 where it states no apparent “water withdrawal 
gaps”, please revise to state no apparent “surface water availability gaps.” 
 
Page 3-12, first paragraph, first sentence - spelling of “dependant.”  
 
Page 3-13, second paragraph, in the last sentence, consider adding “100% of the time” 
after met…. and furthermore.  Also “rationale” should be “rational” (same sentence). 
 
Page 5-1, Section 5.1, first paragraph, in the sentence that begins “No observed 
shortfalls…” please add “surface water availability” after the word potential….gap. 
 
Page 5-5, Figure 5-2, the demand numbers in the Claiborne figure are different from 
those shown in Kennedy's Initial Future Assessment package (updated Jan 2011 for new 
model calibration).  Please review and correct as needed. 
 
Page 5-7, figure 5-3, in the table that compares current and future assimilative capacity, 
the “at assimilative” and “exceeds assimilative capacity” stream segments are added 
together so it appears things get worse in the future.  In several 2050 models there is a 
decrease in segments that “exceed assimilative capacity.”   Recommend adding a column 
to the table to show “at” and “exceed” as separate categories. 
 
Page 5-7, figure 5-3, in the table, verify and correct listed mileages for “very good, good 
and moderate” categories for current and 2050 assimilative capacity results. 
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Page 6-10, bullet re: farm ponds:  The last sentence ("As they are not to be used...") can 
be interpreted in different ways.  It can be taken as a conclusion about the demonstrated 
effects of farm ponds, a conclusion that cannot be supported by the available evidence.   
 
Consider revising the last two sentences to be a recommendation for study, consistent 
with the rest of the paragraph.  The recommendation for study could easily be worded in 
a way that clarifies the Council's intent that farm ponds be designed and used in a way 
that does not exacerbate gaps at low flows. 
 
Pages 7-15 and 7-16:  The first paragraph under "Metro North District Returns..." and the 
2nd half of the last paragraph in that section are duplicates.  Delete whichever is in the 
wrong place (it appears the text on page 7-16 is what needs to be deleted). 
 
Water Conservation: 
 
1. The Detailed Guidance page 8, (B) states: “In order to effectively evaluate the 

potential of demand management to close a current or future resource gap, the 
Council must quantify the maximum amount of water that can be saved through a 
water conservation portfolio of a variety of conservation practices for multiple water 
users in portions of the region contributing to the existence or creation of a gap.”   
(emphasis added) 

 
The Detailed Guidance goes on to detail five steps the Councils should take to 
document that they have achieved this evaluation process.   Including: 

“3) Evaluate the water savings achievable from implementation of the region-
specific water conservation practices (for all water use sectors compiled in the 
water conservation portfolio…)  
 
“3) c) The Council needs to include, as a supplement to the Plan, a brief 
Technical Memorandum describing the decision making process, models 
used, inputs and outputs, and appropriate references used to meet this 
objective.” (emphasis added) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Revise the TM to include estimates in water savings for 
a portfolio of demand management practices.  

o Since the users in the areas expecting gaps in the Middle Chattachoochee 
are largely municipal, consider using the Coosa-North Georgia Water Plan 
as a model for estimating savings from simple conservation practices.   

o Alternatively, document the models used to narrow the scope of potential 
practices evaluated, data input and outputs presented and any discussions 
that occurred during the decision making process. Where possible 
document  

o In situations where additional data are needed to calculate demand 
management savings and costs, include in the implementation section of 
the Regional Water Plan (Section 7-1) 

 
2. The Detailed Guidance page 8, (B) states: “In order to effectively evaluate the 

potential of demand management to close a current or future resource gap, the 
Council must quantify the maximum amount of water that can be saved through a 
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water conservation portfolio of a variety of conservation practices for multiple water 
users in portions of the region contributing to the existence or creation of a gap.”   
(emphasis added) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Revise the Plan and the TM to address multiple water 

users.   
o Energy users are significant at 95 MGD, and Ag is too at 34 MGD; 

Industrial at 4 MGD (not significant) 
o Consider adding a narrative description of any discussions that occurred 

regarding the multiple water users conservation efforts.  
 If other water use groups are already employing water 

conservation practices, consider listing those practices.  
 Alternately, consider endorsing the list of basic industrial 

conservation practices identified in the State Water Plan – Section 
8; or the benchmarks identified for energy and industrial water 
users in the WCIP.  

o Where data is lacking, consider including implementation actions to 
collect and report conservation/efficiency related activities (as a reference, 
use the Energy, Ag and Industrial Benchmarks in WCIP).  

o For agricultural conservation efforts, consider including in the TM 
language and calculations for estimating potential savings from farm 
practices, similar to those the Upper/Lower Flint demand management 
TM.    

 
3. Page 9 of the Detailed Guidance states, “Cost is expected to be used as a comparison 

in selecting the appropriate portfolios (in other words, the cost of implementing 
demand management practices should be compared to the cost of implementing other 
water quantity management practices.)”  
 

RECOMMENDATION: Revise the Plan and/or TM to include narrative 
describing how cost and any cost comparisons were used to finalize the list of 
management practices.      

o The “Supplemental Guidance for Planning Contractors: Water 
Management Practice Cost Comparison” (revised April 2011) provides 
ranges of cost for a variety of water quantity management practices.   

 
Template and Style Comments 
 

Need to add title and date on plan cover page.   
 
Executive Summary (ES) comes before Acronyms and Abbreviations (other plans 
have ES right before section 1 after TOC, acronyms & abbreviations and 
acknowledgements).   
  
In general check plan for consistency with format and style templates for consistency 
with other RWP’s. 
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GEFA Comments  
 
The Acronyms and Abbreviations table lists GEFA’s name incorrectly. The correct 
name is the Georgia Environmental Finance Authority. GEFA’s name was officially 
changed by the legislature in 2010. 
 
 
River Valley Regional Commission Comments 
 
River Valley Regional Commission reviewed the Middle Chattahoochee plan and 
found it to be consistent with the regional comprehensive plans. 
 

Page 17 of 17




