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Comment from the Catawba Indian Nation 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Caitlin Haire 
[mailto:caitlinh@ccppcrafts.com] Sent: 
Wednesday, July 16, 2014 10:56 AM 
To: Morgan, Julie A SAS 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] update of 1968 Operating Agreement 
 
Ms. Morgan, 
 
We wish to be a signatory to this Operating Agreement.  Under the signatory section William 
Harris, Chief needs to be changed to the Catawba Indian Nation and we would also like a 
signatory line for Wenonah G. Haire, DMD ‐ Tribal Historic Preservation Officer ‐ Catawba 
Indian Nation. If you have any questions let me know. Thanks 
Caitlin 
‐‐ 
Caitlin Totherow 
Catawba Indian Nation 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
1536 Tom Steven Road 
Rock Hill, SC 29730 
 
803‐328‐2427 ext. 226 
Caitlinh@ccppcrafts.com 
 
  

mailto:caitlinh@ccppcrafts.com
mailto:Caitlinh@ccppcrafts.com
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Responses to Comment from Catawba Indian Nation 
 
 
Comment:  We wish to be a signatory to this Operating Agreement. 
 
Response:  The Corps will add the Catawba Nation as a signatory party to the Programmatic 
Agreement for Section 106 compliance (Appendix X). 
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Comments from Southeastern Power Administration (SEPA) 

 
Sent:       Thursday, July 17, 2014 10:23 AM 
To:          Bailey, William G SAS 
Cc:          Herb R. Nadler; Simpson, Stanley L SAS 
Subject:  RE: Review of Draft EA - New Operating Agreement with Duke Energy 
 
Mr. Bailey, 
 
Below is a list of SEPA’s comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for the new Operating 
Agreement. 
 

 
Thank you, 

 

Dixie K. Cordell 
Dixie K. Cordell, PE 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Southeastern Power Administration 
1166 Athens Tech Road 
Elberton, GA  30635-6711 

Page Location on page Comment 
FONSI‐1 Bottom paragraph, 

second bullet 
Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intake owners to implement 
coordinated water conservation measures during drought, this is not 
typically a Corps function. Will USACE do this? 

FONSI‐2 Top of page, first 
bullet 

Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intakes to be capable of 
operating at their permitted capacities at reservoir elevations as low as 
the applicable hydroelectric station can operate. Will USACE do this? 

FONSI‐2 Middle paragraph, 
last sentence 

“Both organizations would implement the Low Inflow Protocols which 
describe how they will work with large water intake owners within their 
reservoirs to conserve water during droughts.”  Does USACE have an LIP, 
and will they work with owners to conserve water during a drought? 

ES‐3 Last bullet on page Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intake owners to implement 
coordinated water conservation measures during drought, this is not 
typically a Corps function.  Will USACE do this? 

ES‐4 Last bullet in 
paragraph 

Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intakes to be capable of 
operating at their permitted capacities at reservoir elevations as low as 
the applicable hydroelectric station can operate.  Will USACE do this? 

2‐13 Top of page, last 
sentence of section 
2.4.1 

“Power produced from the Hartwell Project is sold through SEPA to 
private power companies and public cooperatives in the Southeastern 
U.S….”  “Private power companies and public cooperatives” should be 
deleted and replaced with “public bodies and cooperatives”. 

6‐2 Second bullet under 
“A3 also includes the 
following…” 

Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intake owners to implement 
coordinated water conservation measures during drought, this is not 
typically a Corps function. Will USACE do this? 

6‐2 Fourth bullet under 
“A3 also includes the 
following…” 

Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intakes to be capable of 
operating at their permitted capacities at reservoir elevations as low as 
the applicable hydroelectric station can operate. Will USACE do this? 

Appendix A 
Water Supply 
Study Page 4 
of 42 

Top of page, Public 
Water/Wastewater 
Utilities 

For Anderson Regional Joint Water System—Hartwell Lake Filter Plant, 
there is a substantial increase in the Projected Water Use from BASE to 
2016, from 17.7 MGD to 31.4 MGD in a short time span.  Is this correct? 
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Responses to Comments from SEPA 

 
 
Comment FONSI-1:  Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intake owners to implement 
coordinated water conservation measures during drought, this is not typically a Corps function. 
Will USACE do this? 
 
Response:  Yes, the District intends to include that requirement in all new water storage 
contracts for its three reservoirs on the Savannah River. 
 
 
Comment FONSI-2:  Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intakes to be capable of 
operating at their permitted capacities at reservoir elevations as low as the applicable 
hydroelectric station can operate. Will USACE do this? 
 
Response:  Yes, the District intends to include that requirement in all new water storage 
contracts for its three reservoirs on the Savannah River. 
 
 
Comment FONSI-3:  “Both organizations would implement the Low Inflow Protocols which 
describe how they will work with large water intake owners within their reservoirs to conserve 
water during droughts.” Does USACE have an LIP, and will they work with owners to conserve 
water during a drought? 
 
Response:  The District will follow the procedures described in the Selected Plan.  During 
droughts, the District will coordinate with large water intake owners within the Corps reservoirs 
and encourage them to conserve water.  As stated in Section 6 of the EA, the Corps will require 
owners of Large Water Intakes (capacity >=1 MGD) that receive a new allocation from the 
Corps Projects after the effective date of the new Operating Agreement to implement 
coordinated water conservation measures when the Corps Drought Plan is in effect. 
 
 
Comment ES-1:  Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intake owners to implement 
coordinated water conservation measures during drought, this is not typically a Corps function. 
Will USACE do this? 
 
Response:  Yes, the District intends to include that requirement in all new water storage 
contracts for its three reservoirs on the Savannah River. 
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Comment ES-2:  Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intakes to be capable of operating at 
their permitted capacities at reservoir elevations as low as the applicable hydroelectric station 
can operate. Will USACE do this? 
 
Response:  Yes, the District intends to include that requirement in all new water storage 
contracts for its three reservoirs on the Savannah River. 
 
 
Comment 6:  “Power produced from the Hartwell Project is sold through SEPA to private power 
companies and public cooperatives in the Southeastern U.S….” “Private power companies and 
public cooperatives” should be deleted and replaced with “public bodies and cooperatives”. 
 
Response:  The District has included the suggested revision in the Final EA. 
 
 
Comment 7:  Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intake owners to implement 
coordinated water conservation measures during drought, this is not typically a Corps function. 
Will USACE do this? 
 
Response:  Yes, the District intends to include that requirement in all new water storage 
contracts for its three reservoirs on the Savannah River. 
 
 
Comment 8:  Regarding USACE requiring Large Water Intakes to be capable of operating at 
their permitted capacities at reservoir elevations as low as the applicable hydroelectric station 
can operate. Will USACE do this? 
 
Response:  Yes, the District intends to include that requirement in all new water storage 
contracts for its three reservoirs on the Savannah River. 
 
 
Comment 9:  For Anderson Regional Joint Water System—Hartwell Lake Filter Plant, there is a 
substantial increase in the Projected Water Use from BASE to 2016, from 17.7 MGD to 31.4 
MGD in a short time span. Is this correct? 
 
Response:  Those levels of withdrawals are greater than what Anderson Regional provided 
Savannah District in May 2014.  In their latest water demands, their 2010 actual withdrawals 
were identified as being 18.2 MGD and their projected total withdrawals for 2016 are 27.0 
MGD.  The smaller growth in future water withdrawals (than was used in the modeling for this 
EA) would result in slightly higher pool levels during droughts for all alternatives. 
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Comments from National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
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Responses to Comment from NMFS Habitat Conservation Division 
 
 
Comment 1:  The NMFS Habitat Conservation Division offers no comments in support of or 
objecting to the proposed agreement other than to note concurrence with Savannah District’s 
determination that no adverse impacts to essential fish habitat (EFH) are likely from 
implementation of the new agreement.  
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that NMFS concurs in the District’s determination that no 
adverse impacts are expected to Essential Fish Habitat from the Selected Plan. 
 
 
Comment 2:  Please note this “no staffing response” does not include the NMFS Protected 
Resources Division which the Savannah District contacted separately about the new operating 
agreement. 
 
Response:  The District recognizes that the NMFS Protected Resources Division conducts a 
separate review of proposed Federal actions.  The District received no response from the 
Protected Resources Division on this proposed action. 
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Responses to Comments from USFWS 

 
 
Comment 1:  Appendix F and Section 2.9.5 (Protected Species) of the DEA, did not include 
three species of Federal concern. These species are: Altamaha arcmussel (Alasmidonta arcula ), 
Brother spike (Elliptio fraterna), and blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis). The Service considers 
these as At-Risk-Species.  We request that you include these species for consideration in the 
Final Environmental Assessment. 
 
Response:  Concur.  These species are addressed in Section 4.4.1.8 of the Final EA. 
 
 
Comment 2:  The Service's priorities revolve around the general goal of restoring flows and 
habitat connectivity to that of, or that which mimics, the natural regime prior to river regulation. 
We assert that establishing run-of-river operations at hydropower facilities (where instantaneous 
inflow equals instantaneous outflow) would alleviate many stressors to sensitive populations, 
would aid in the recovery of federally-listed species, and may help preclude listing of additional 
species.  
 
Response:  Establishing run-of-river operations at the Corps hydropower facilities would be a 
substantial change in their operation and the effects of such operations.  Such a proposal goes 
well beyond the scope of the present proposed action, which is updating the 1968 Operating 
Agreement between Duke Energy, SEPA, and the Corps. 
 
 
Comment 3:  After reviewing the DEA, the Service concurs with your determination that the 
proposed action (A3), may affect, but is not likely to have significant adverse effects on 
threatened or endangered species in the impact area. 
 
Response:  The Corps appreciates the Service’s concurrence in the determination of effects on 
threatened and endangered species. 
 
 
Comment 4:  The Service concurs with your determination that the proposed Agreement is not 
likely to cause significant adverse impacts to wetlands, and would not result in unacceptable 
adverse cumulative or secondary impacts. 
 
Response:  The Corps appreciates the Service’s concurrence in the expected effects on wetlands 
and cumulative impacts. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – Region 4 
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Responses to Comments from US EPA 

 
 
Comment 1:   EPA recommends that the Corps commit to ensuring that this new action will not 
cause or contribute to water quality standards violations (particularly Dissolved Oxygen in the 
Hartwell, Richard B Russell, and J. Strom Thurmond Project tailraces and the Savannah River 
from the Seaboard Coastline Railroad Bridge to the coast) by including a statement in the FONSI 
that states the proposed project will not cause or contribute to violations of SC or GA water 
quality standards. 
 
Response:  The FONSI has been revised as suggested. 
 
 
Comment 2:  The EA contains confusing statements regarding D.O. in the tailwaters of the 
Corps projects.  EPA is concerned that the D.O. in the tailrace falls below the GA and SC water 
quality criterion of 5.0 mg/L.  EPA requests that documentation of D.O. conditions post-June 
2011 be included.  
 
Response:  Information has been added to page 2-40 to show D.O. data for releases from JST in 
2013.  That is the most recent information for D.O. levels in the JST discharges. 
 
 
Comment 3:  Are financial and logistical structures in place to ensure the continued operation of 
JST oxygen injection systems for the duration of the proposed action? 
 
Response:  Construction and continued operation of the oxygenation system in JST is one of the 
mitigation commitments for operation of the pumpback units in RBR.  Operation of that system 
is now part of the Corps’ regular budget requests for the RBR Project. 
 
 
Comment 4:  EPA requests clarification as to why (1) Daily Average Drawdown Elevations is 
an appropriate modeling parameter to identify impacts to Reservoir Temperature and DO. 
 
Response:  The Corps does not expect daily average pool elevations to significantly affect 
reservoir temperatures or D.O. levels because the operational model tries to limit daily pool 
fluctuations to less than 1 foot/day, except when in flood control. 
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Comment 5:  EPA requests clarification as to why (2) Average JST Flow Releases are 
appropriate modeling parameters for identifying impacts on Lower Savannah River DO and 
Salinity, and Biotic Communities in the Lower Savannah – including “Fish and Mussel Habitat”, 
“Aquatic Plants, Wetlands and Wildlife,” “Savannah National Wildlife Refuge” and “Protected 
Species.” 
 
Response:  Aquatic resources downstream of JST dam are greatly influenced by the flow 
releases from that structure.  Such resources include fish and mussel habitats, aquatic plants, 
wetlands, wildlife, and protected species.  The influences from those releases extend all the way 
to Savannah Harbor, where the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge is located.  Since flow rates 
tend to smooth out with distance downstream from the dam, average flow releases are 
appropriate for assessing conditions in the 20-200 mile reach downstream of the dam over an 
extended period, such as an entire season. 
 
 
Comment 6:  On page 3-15, the Corps discusses model assumptions and future water 
withdrawals with climate change hydrology, but there is no explanation as to how the Corps 
determined “climate change” hydrology.  EPA is encouraged that the Corps is considering 
climate change in modeling assumptions, but recommends the Corps include documentation on 
of how these assumptions were produced or refer to an appendix with documentation. 
 
Response:  There is no uniformly agreed-upon amounts for which climate may change in the 
foreseeable future.  Many predictions have been made about the extent of change that will occur, 
and those predictions have changed with time.  To address this uncertainty, Duke and the Corps 
considered how changes in climate could adversely affect the issues most pertinent in this 
evaluation.  The main issue is the amount of water moving down in the Savannah River system.  
To assess possible effects of adverse climatological changes on that issue, the hydrologic 
modelers considered (1) a 3 degree temperature rise (which would lead to a 10% increase in 
evaporation) and no reduction in inflows, and (2) a 6 degree temperature rise (which would lead 
to a 20% increase in evaporation) and a 10% reduction in inflows.  We have revised page 3-15 to 
include this information.  
 
 
Comment 7:  Throughout the document and specifically in Section 3.3.3, the Corps discusses 
the Drought Plan.  EPA requests clarification as to whether the modeling included occasions 
when the flows will dip below 3,800 cfs? 
 
Response:  Yes, the modeling does include the approved decreases in flow that are approved in 
the July 2012 Drought Plan.  Those include instances of zero discharge from JST during floods 
when the river flow at Augusta equals and exceeds 30,000 cfs.  The modeling also includes the 
winter flow reduction from 3,800 cfs to 3,600 and 3,100 cfs when in Drought Levels 2, 3 and 4. 
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Comment 8:  Throughout the document and specifically in Section 3.3.3, the Corps discusses 
the Drought Plan.  EPA also requests clarification as to whether a number below 3,800 cfs would 
be a more appropriate conservative number when predicting reservoir storage and adaptive 
management approaches? 
 
Response:  The Corps believes that 3,800 cfs is the appropriate number to use to assess impacts 
from low flows because that rate is approved discharge rate for the Spring, Summer, and Fall 
months during Drought Levels 1-3.  The Corps is only authorized to release less than that during 
Winter months when in Drought Levels 2 and 3 and after the reservoirs have reached the bottom 
of their Conservation Pools.  
 
 
Comment 9:  Throughout the document and specifically in Section 3.3.3, the Corps discusses 
the Drought Plan.  EPA recommends the Corps clarify the relationship between temporary 
deviations that go below 3,800 cfs and usable storage. 
 
Response:  From time to time, the Corps has asked for public and agency approval of temporary 
deviations from its approved Drought Plan operations.  Each such deviation was temporary in 
nature during a severe drought and was intended to retain additional water in the reservoirs to 
delay the point at which their Conservation Pools would be empty (zero useable storage).  
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Response to Comments from USGS 
 
 
Comment:  Our only comment regarding this is that this Operating Agreement partnership 
should consider the re-activation of the streamgage on the Savannah River at 5th Street in 
downtown Augusta, Georgia. 
 
Response:  Although the Corps supports having sufficient technical information from which to 
make informed decisions, it does not believe that information from a streamgage on the 
Savannah River at 5th Street in Augusta is needed to implement the Selected Plan. 
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Responses to Comments from SC DNR 
 
 
Comment 1:  DNR concurs that A3 is the preferred alternative that best protects and enhances 
natural resources, and finds it consistent with the Operating Agreement. 
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that SC DNR concurs in the Selected Plan. 
 
 
Comment 2:  DNR supports and encourages any and all efforts that can be put forth by USACE 
to collaborate with all water users/withdrawers in the Savannah Basin toward water conservation 
efforts during times of drought. 
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that SC DNR supports the actions the Corps intends to take to 
encourage water users to limit their water use during severe droughts. 
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South Carolina -- Savannah River Maritime Commission

 
  



Y-27 

 
 

Response to Comment from 
South Carolina Savannah River Maritime Commission 

 
 

Comment:  The Commission does not have permitting authority or jurisdiction over the 
proposed operating agreement 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  No approval or permit is needed from SC Savannah River 
Maritime Commission.   
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Responses to Comments from SC DHEC 

 
 
Comment 1:  Appendix C of the Draft EA provides water quality standards and designated use 
classifications for the waters within the Savannah River Basin to include standards for North 
Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia.  Table C-3 of Appendix C provides Georgia's water use 
classification for the Savannah River, but no information is provided on South Carolina's 
classifications.  In the interest of completeness, we recommend that the report also provide the 
South Carolina classifications for the Savannah River. 
 
Response:  Table C-3 has been revised to include information on the water use classifications 
for both South Carolina and Georgia. 
 
 
Comment 2:  Section 1-12 of the Draft EA notes that the modeling analysis and results have not 
yet been thoroughly reviewed and that the Corps plans to host a meeting with hydraulic modelers 
during the Draft EA comment period to discuss the modeling to ensure consistency and 
reliability.  The Department requests that our staff be included in this meeting. 
 
Response:  Duke Energy included these modeling results in its stakeholder collaboration as it 
developed their Relicensing Agreement.  SC DHEC was part of that collaboration.  The State of 
Georgia generally did not participate in that collaboration.  GA DNR has now reviewed the 
modeling work and is comfortable with the results.  A SC DNR modeler participated in the 
meeting the Corps held with GA DNR, Duke Energy, and SEPA in September 2014.  The 
modeling results were subsequently provided to SC DHEC modelers for review. 
 
 
Comment 3:  A number of permitted surface water withdrawals in South Carolina were not 
included in Appendix A.  Please find enclosed a list of these withdrawals and their permitted and 
reported water use data. 
 
Response:  There was an error in the printing of Appendix A; only the first table of Duke 
Energy’s Water Supply Study was included.  We have revised Appendix A to include all of 
Duke’s Water Supply Study.  Since that study was completed in 2011, changes have occurred in 
the basin.  Some of those changes on water withdrawals/returns in SC were identified in the SC 
DHEC comment letter.  Those changes have not been incorporated into the 2011 study.  The 
analyses in Appendix A include water use projections for surface water users with an average 
annual daily withdrawal or return rate of at least 0.1 million gallons per day (MGD) during 2003 
– 2010.  That was the surface water user database provided to HDR (Duke Energy’s consultant) 
in September 2011.  Surface water users added (or removed) from SCDHEC’s database after 
December 2010 have not been included in the Water Supply Study.  In addition, surface water 
users relying on isolated ponds within the Savannah River Basin were not included in the Water 
Supply Study.  Golf courses using less than 0.1 MGD on an average annual daily basis were not 
listed individually, but were accounted for in the agriculture and irrigation category.  While there 
are several other users that withdraw or return water at less than the 0.1 MGD annual average 
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rate, their impact on net withdrawal from the watersheds for each reservoir is considered 
minimal when evaluating long-term water-yield analysis. 
 
 
Comment 4:  The Department also requests that the Final EA not be issued until after the 
modeling meeting has occurred and we have an opportunity to review any new information that 
is presented at this meeting. 
 
Response:  The Corps did not complete the Final EA until after further coordinating with the 
natural resource agency hydraulic modelers.  The modeling meeting occurred on September 11, 
2014 and the Corps subsequently provided SC DHEC with information on the updated model. 
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Responses to Comments from SC PRT 
 
 
Comment:  We support that the Environmental Assessment's preferred Alternative 3 and agree 
that it best improves the operating conditions for the upper Savannah River Basin. 
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that SC PRT support the Selected Plan. 
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Responses to Comments from GA DNR-EPD 
(Letter dated July 25, 2014) 

 
 
Comment 1:  EPD is concerned that some of the model settings Duke Energy has used may be 
causing troubling results. We have concerns with Duke Energy's model simulation results for 
Alternative A2, which hamper our ability to assess the proposed alternatives (A3 and A4).  
 
Response:  The Corps reviewed the RES-SIM model results and found similar problems to that 
noted by EPD with the version of the model that Duke Energy used in its analysis.  The District 
consulted with the originators of the program and identified several improvements to the model.  
The Corps reran the model for the No Action Alternative/A1, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3 
using the improved model code.  The new results are similar to those obtained by using the 
version that Duke Energy used.  However, the model now performs much better at the 
boundaries where a reservoir changes from one drought level to another.  The inconsistencies 
that EPD identified at those times have been corrected. 
 
 
Comment 2:  Due to these concerns, we cannot determine the appropriate baseline that should 
be used for comparison to the proposed alternatives. The selection of the correct baseline has 
implications beyond this project, since the baseline selected will be incorporated into the 
Comprehensive Savannah River Basin Study (Comp 2), which is currently underway.  
 
Response:  Since the proposed action is an update to an existing Operating Agreement (a legal 
document), the Corps believes that the existing Agreement is the proper base from which to 
assess the effects of proposed alternatives.  That baseline would not be incorporated into the 
Savannah River Basin Comprehensive Study; instead the Selected Plan (new Operating 
Agreement) would be incorporated into that ongoing study as part of its Without Project 
Condition. 
 
 
Comment 3:  Lastly, we are concerned about the effect the proposed alternatives may have on 
the flow releases from Thurmond Dam during critical times of the year when the natural 
dissolved oxygen levels in the Savannah Harbor are below a daily average of 5 mg/L, not less 
than 4 mg/L, affecting the limited available assimilative capacity in the harbor. If Duke's 
proposed alternatives increase the number of days there is reduced flow from Thurmond, there 
could be a negative impact to water quality in the harbor during critical times.  
 
Response:  Tables 3.7-1 and 3.7-2 shows the differences between the alternatives in average 
flow releases during the summer months (when D.O. is low in the harbor).  These tables show 
the flow differences would be minimal between the alternatives.  The Selected Plan (A3) would 
not reduce D.O. levels in the harbor from the Future Without Project Condition because the 
Corps would continue to manage flow releases from JST during droughts in accordance with the 
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approved Drought Plan.  Table 3.7-3 shows the number of days each alternative would be in 
drought operation. 
 
To address the effects that additional days of Corps drought operations would have on D.O. 
levels in the harbor, Duke Energy agrees to release more water when the Corps requests it during 
summer droughts.  The Corps reviewed the historic records and found that the 408 days of 
impact would have occurred in 39 different years (when droughts occurred in the warm months) 
during the 73-year period of analysis.  That impact number averages out to 10.5 days per year of 
drought.  As a result, when the Corps reservoirs are in drought operations, the Corps will request 
and Duke will release 200 cfs of additional flow beyond that required by the Corps’ Drought 
Plan for 11 days.  The 200 cfs is the quantity of discharge from JST that the Corps reduces as it 
steps from one drought level to another (Level 1 to Level 2, Level 2 to Level 3, etc.).  This 
additional 200 cfs of flow for 11 days would compensate for the similar amount of reduced flows 
that would occur as a result of A3.  The Corps will consult with GA DNR-EPD to identify the 
days when EPD would like that additional flow to be released from JST Dam. 
 
 
Comment 4:  We recommended a meeting be held with the technical staffs of the GAEPD, the 
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control; the South Carolina 
Department of Natural Resources; Duke Energy, and the Corps so that modeling issues could be 
fully discussed. I would like to request that this meeting be scheduled as soon as possible and 
that the Corps not move forward with approval of the plan until these issues have been mutually 
resolved. 
 
Response:  The Corps held a meeting of natural resource agency hydraulic modelers on 
September 11, 2014 to address EPD’s concerns and provide additional information on an 
updated version of RES-SIM model.  The Corps did not finalize the EA until after that meeting. 
 
 
Comment 5:  EPD requests that the Corps not move forward with approval of the plan until 
these issues have been mutually resolved. 
 
Response:  As stated in the previous comment, the Corps held a meeting of natural resource 
agency hydraulic modelers on September 11, 2014 to address EPD’s concerns and provide 
additional information on an updated version of RES-SIM model.  The Corps did not finalize the 
EA until after that meeting. 
 
 
Comment 6:  EPD believes there are certain settings and rules in the Duke Energy models that 
result in water elevation differences that are magnified.  
 
Response:  The Corps reviewed the RES-SIM model results and found similar problems to that 
noted by EPD with the version of the model that Duke Energy used in its analysis.  The District 
consulted with the originators of the program and identified several improvements to the model.  
The Corps reran the model for the No Action Alternative/A1, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3 
using the improved model code.  The new results are similar to those obtained by using the 
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version that Duke Energy used.  However, the model now performs much better at the 
boundaries where a reservoir changes from one drought level to another.  The inconsistencies 
that EPD identified at those times have been corrected. 
 
The Corps discussed the results from using the improved model code with water quality 
modelers from GA DNR-EPD and SC DNR on 11 September 2014.  The Corps is comfortable 
with the trends and results of the original modeling and believes they are technically sufficient 
for the present use – assessing differences between the 1968 Operating Agreement and proposed 
alternatives.  As indicated in their September 26, 2014 letter (page 45), GA DNR-EPD is also 
now comfortable with the results of the RES-SIM model. 
 
 
Comment 7:  Due to significant issues with A2, there are problems comparing model results 
from the proposed alternatives.  
 
Response:  The Corps has updated the RES-SIM model since release of the Draft EA and the 
new version produces results that are more realistic and are now acceptable to GA DNR-EPD.  
The updated version does not indicate that significant additional impacts would occur from 
implementation of the proposed alternatives and use of the updated version does not alter the 
Selected Plan (A3). 
 
 
Comment 8:  Al may not be the appropriate baseline alternative to use for comparison since this 
scenario has not been implemented since the mid 1990's.  A2 may be a more appropriate baseline 
since this is how the system is currently operated in order to conserve storage in Keowee.  It is 
our understanding that the Corps must use A1, the existing license, as the no action alternative.  
However, we believe there should be an evaluation of the differences between the proposed 
alternative and A2.  Until we are assured that the results from A2 are correct, we cannot 
determine which alternative should be used as baseline for comparison.  Once we have correct 
A2 model results and can determine the appropriate baseline, we will be able to assess the true 
impacts of the proposed Alternatives A3 and A4. 
 
Response:  The Corps correctly used the existing Operating Agreement (No Action Alternative) 
as the baseline to evaluate changes to that Agreement.  The District updated the RES-SIM model 
and provided updated model results for the No Action Alternative, A2 and A3 to EPD and the 
other natural resource agencies for review.  The new version of the model produces results that 
are more realistic and are now acceptable to GA DNR-EPD.  
 
 
Comment 9:  If the proposed alternatives increase the number of days there is reduced flow 
from Thurmond, there could be negative impacts to water quality in the harbor during critical 
times of the year.  Until we are assured that the results from Alternative A2 are correct, we 
cannot assess the true impacts from the proposed alternatives.  
 
Response:  The Corps has updated the RES-SIM model and provided updated model results for 
the No Action Alternative/A1, A2 and A3 to EPD and the other natural resource agencies for 
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review.   The new version produces results that are more realistic and more reliable.  The 
updated version does not indicate that significant additional impacts would occur from 
implementation of the proposed alternatives and use of the updated version does not alter the 
Selected Plan (A3). 
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Responses to Comments from GA DNR-EPD 
(Letter dated September 26, 2014) 

 
 
Comment 1:  Now that major issues with the ResSim model have been resolved, the Georgia 
Environmental Protection Division would like to comment on the proposed new storage 
agreement for operating Duke Energy's reservoir system.  
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that as a result of the additional modeling and coordination that 
has occurred since the Draft EA was released, that GA DNR-EPD now concurs with the 
reliability of the RES-SIM model to evaluate potential impacts from the proposed action. 
 
 
Comment 2:  We are concerned that the recommended proposed Alternative A3 when compared 
with Alternative A1, the 1968 storage agreement as written, and Alternative A2, 1968 storage 
agreement as implemented since late 1990's, will result in less flow being released from 
Thurmond Dam. Our analysis of the simulation period from 1939-2012, based on models the 
Corps shared with EPD staff on September 24, 2014, shows that during critical times of the year 
(April 15 through November 15) when the natural dissolved oxygen levels in the Savannah 
Harbor are below a daily average of 5 mg/L, not less than 4 mg/L, and the allowable dissolved 
oxygen deficit is only 0.1 mg/L, Alternative A3 results in 26.7% (4260 days) and 29% (4626 
days) more days with reduced releases from Thurmond Dam compared to Alternatives A1 and 
A2, respectively. This reduced flow will have a negative impact on the dissolved oxygen levels 
in the Harbor during critical times of the year, affecting the limited available assimilative 
capacity. 
 
Response:  The Corps reviewed the analysis that EPD provided and does not concur with the 
level of impacts identified by EPD.  The 4,260 days of impact identified by EPD from A3 are the 
number of days in the historic record that discharges from JST dam would have been lower from 
A3 than from the No Action Alternative.  The Corps believes that number is incorrect because it 
does not consider whether the USACE reservoirs would be in a drought status – when the Corps 
would reduce discharges from JST.  The extent of the impact would be 408 days if one considers 
only the days when in the USACE reservoirs are in drought status (flows <4,200 cfs). 
 
 
Comment 3:  The impact the new storage agreement for operating Duke Energy's reservoir 
system will have on the Harbor will need to be mitigated for. The mitigation can include the 
injection of oxygen into the Harbor during critical times of the year to offset the dissolved 
oxygen deficit caused by the reduced flow or changes in the operation of Thurmond Dam so 
there is no reduced releases during critical times of the year. 
 
Response:  To address this issue, Duke Energy agrees to release more water when the Corps 
requests it to address the impacts expected to D.O. levels in the harbor from implementing A3.  
The Corps reviewed the historic records and found that the 408 days of impact would have 
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occurred in 39 different years (when droughts occurred in the warm months) during the 73-year 
period of analysis.  That impact number averages out to 10.5 days per year of drought.  As a 
result, in the years when the USACE reservoirs are in drought operations, the Corps will request 
and Duke will release 200 cfs of additional flow beyond that required by the Corps’ 2012 
Drought Plan for 11 days.  The 200 cfs is the quantity of discharge from JST that the Corps 
reduces as it steps from one drought level to another (Level 1 to Level 2, Level 2 to Level 3, 
etc.).  The 200 cfs of flow for 11 days would compensate for the similar amount of reduced flows 
that the RES-SIM modeling indicates would occur as a result of implementing A3. 
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Responses to Comments from GA DNR-WRD 

 
 
Comment 1:  WRD agrees with the EA findings that reduced water elevations at lakes Hartwell 
and Clarks Hill should not exacerbate the negative effects of drought on fish populations and fish 
habitat. 
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that WRD concurs with its assessment of expected impacts to 
fish populations and fish habitat. 
 
 
Comment 2:  WRD Fisheries Section supports the maintenance of stable/rising reservoir levels 
during this critical spawning period and commends the resolve to do so.  
 
Response:  The Corps intends to continue to maintain stable elevations within the Corps 
reservoirs during the Centrachid spawning season (April- June). 
 
 
Comment 3:  The recommended action has the potential to prolong drought conditions in lakes 
Hartwell, Clarks Hill and the lower Savannah River by as much as 9% longer than the no action 
alternative, further reducing natural flow variability, both in volume and duration, in this highly 
managed system.  Such an increase in duration is not likely to be significant, as suggested in the 
EA. 
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that WRD concurs with its assessment of expected impacts to 
fish populations and fish habitat. 
 
 
Comment 4:  It is unclear in the EA how $400,000 in mitigation fully compensates for the 
nearly $3,000,000 loss in recreational access. The EA states that, "mitigation may include 
extending existing ramps so they provide access when the reservoirs are lower, constructing new 
ramps, improving access at existing ramps, improving parking at existing ramps, etc.," but 
specifics as to where mitigation activities would occur were not offered.  
 
Response:  The Final EA clarifies that Duke Energy would provide nearly $3,000,000 in cash or 
actions to compensate for the expected loss in recreational access resulting from implementation 
of the new Operating Agreement.  The actions that would be taken at specific locations have not 
yet been identified.  However, the Corps will ensure this mitigation is performed. 
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Comment 5:  WRD Fisheries Section supports the Corps’ finding of no significant impact for 
the proposed action and appreciates Duke Energy's funding commitment toward the 
comprehensive basin study and boating access improvements.  
 
Response:  The Corps appreciates WRD’s support. 
 
 
Comment 6:  Additional information demonstrating how boating access improvements will fully 
compensate for recreational impacts is requested.  
 
Response:  The Corps evaluated impacts to recreational users by identifying and calculating the 
changes in level of use expected to result from lower reservoir levels in the USACE reservoirs 
that would occur after implementation of the proposed new Operating Agreement.  The lower 
reservoir levels would limit use of the boat ramps, resulting in fewer recreational users on the 
lakes.  By restoring boating access, the mitigation for impacts to recreational users in the 
USACE reservoirs will directly address those expected impacts.  The Final EA clarifies that 
amount to be spent on this mitigation will be equal to the dollar value of the expected impact. 
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Responses to Comments from GA DNR-CRD 
 
 
Comment 1:  The Proposed Action has the potential to prolong drought conditions in Lakes 
Hartwell and Clarks Hill and in the lower Savannah River by as much as 9% longer than the No 
Action Alternative, further reducing natural flow variability in volume and duration in this highly 
managed system.  Natural flow variability provides critical benefits to fish and wildlife for 
reproduction, growth, and population recruitment. 
 
Response:  Concur; the Selected Plan will increase the number of days that the Corps will 
operate the Federal reservoirs following the Drought Plan. 
 
 
Comment 2:  Phase 3 of the mitigation study, supported by Duke Energy under Alternative 3, 
provides an opportunity to address longstanding concerns regarding basin flow regimes, 
reservoir operations, and their reasonably foreseeable effects on both coastal and non-coastal fish 
and wildlife resources. 
 
Response:  The District looks forward to addressing longstanding issues within the basin 
resulting from operation of the three Federal reservoirs. 
 
 
Comment 3:  Alternative 3 will not reduce the number of boating access days on the lower 
Savannah River or Richard B. Russell, but access will be reduced by up to 6% on Hartwell and 
4% on Clarks Hill.  This recreational loss will be financially compensated for by Duke Energy, 
but it is unclear from the DEA how full compensation will be accomplished. 
 
Response:  The mitigation that Duke Energy will fund will fully compensate for the adverse 
impacts to recreation identified by the Corps in this EA. 
 
 
Comment 4:  The Program concurs with your coastal zone consistency determination.  This 
determination ensures that the proposed action has been designed to comply to the maximum 
extent practicable with the applicable enforceable policies of the Georgia Coastal Management 
Program and that reasonably foreseeable effects to coastal uses and/or resources have been 
mitigated. 
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that CRD concurs that the Selected Plan is consistent the 
maximum extent practicable with the Georgia Coastal Management Program. 
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Responses to Comment from Greenville Water 
 
 
Comment:  We fully support Alternative 3 (Proposed Action), which incorporates additional 
storage facilities, updated storage volumes, coordinated drought response, measures to protect 
the Savannah River Basin water supply, and provisions expected to be included in Duke Energy's 
2016 FERC license for the Keowee-Toxaway Hydroelectric Project. 
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that Greenville Water supports the Selected Plan. 
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Sincerely,   

 
     

cc:      Jeff   Lineberger,     Duke  Energy   
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Responses to Comment from Upstate Forever 
 
 
Comment:  The stakeholder team spent considerable time and resources evaluating 
alternative operating scenarios and impacts to the Savannah River Basin (SRB). It does 
appear that the Draft EA and Draft FONSI are consistent with the Relicensing Agreement 
and the LIP put forth by the stakeholders in the relicensing process and preferred 
alternative A3 improves operating conditions for the Upper Savannah River Basin. 
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that Upstate Forever supports the Selected Plan. 
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Comments from Friends of the Savannah River Basin & Lake Hartwell Association 
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Responses to Comments from 
Friends of the Savannah River Basin & Lake Hartwell Association 

 
 
Comment 1:   The recommended update is an excellent example of the use of stakeholders and 
modeling to evolve a more balanced proposal for the cooperative operation of the Duke Energy 
and Army Corps of Engineers projects.  
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that the Friends of the Savannah River Basin and the Lake 
Hartwell Association support the technical work that was performed for this evaluation. 
 
 
Comment 2:   The inclusion of several varying scenarios blending historic hydrology with 
current, future and projected climate change water use demands, provide a more rigorous way to 
evaluate the impacts of the alternatives.  
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that the Friends of the Savannah River Basin and the Lake 
Hartwell Association support the degree of analytical work that was performed. 
 
 
Comment 3:   FSRB and LHA support the recommended proposed alternative as an additional 
step towards increasing the options for the continued proactive management and conservation of 
the upper lake water resources for the benefit of the entire SRB.  
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that the Friends of the Savannah River Basin and the Lake 
Hartwell Association support the Selected Plan. 
 
 
Comment 4:   The Corps required conservation efforts are only applicable for large water users 
allocated water after the effective date of the new agreement.  We would like to see an overall 
plan to phase this in for all current large water users.  
 
Response:  The Corps’ existing water withdrawal contracts do not have termination date.  The 
Corps is not able to include additional conditions in those existing contracts.  
 
 
Comment 5:   There is no indication of what the “encouragement” would be for all water users 
to conserve water in a coordinated manner.  
 
Response:  The Corps will work with the States and jointly coordinate with the water users and 
encourage them to conserve water during droughts. 
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Comment 6:   The requirement that all large water users modify intakes to be capable of 
operating at elevations as low as the hydropower station is weakened by the vague statement 
“whenever feasible”.  We would like to see an overall plan to phase this in for all current large 
water users not just for new construction, expansion or rebuilding.  
 
Response:  Some water intakes are located in shallow arms of the reservoirs.  Extending those 
intakes to deep water would be a major operation and require substantial capital investments.  
Only one existing water intake on the Corps reservoirs (Lavonia) is located above the bottom of 
the conservation pool. 
 
 
Comment 7:   We recommend the ACOE and Duke agree to a common definition of the severity 
of a drought, and the likelihood of continuance, to assess responses.  This should be consistent 
with GA and SC official drought assessments.  
 
Response:  Different organizations have different authorities.  For example, the Corps has no 
authority over groundwater levels or groundwater withdrawals.  The Corps is responsible for 
discharges from its reservoirs, so our drought triggers focus on the amount of water within those 
reservoirs.  Since the severity of a drought can vary with location, one area can be in a drought 
when another is not. 
 
 
Comment 8:   The funding of $480K to support SC’s share of the next interim of the 
Comprehensive Study appears to be based on the old Phase 3 (storage reallocation) of the four -
art Comprehensive Study and not reflect the current Corps-wide study initiative of only one 
additional study phase.  Before this amount is finalized it should be coordinated with the ACOE 
and the two states to determine the final amount and FY phasing.  
 
Response:  The Corps believes that the amount offered by Duke Energy is sufficient as one of 
the mitigation features for the adverse effects expected from the Selected Plan. 
 
 
Comment 9:   The EA states on Page 1-12 that the modeling analysis and results have not been 
reviewed and would be handled during the EA review period.  Has this review been scheduled 
and will the results be shared with the stakeholders?  Equally important will the meeting result in 
a formal signoff by the state and federal regulating agencies to ensure that the recommended 
alternative is fully supported?  
 
Response:  The modeling was thoroughly reviewed by SC interests before the Corps included it 
in the Draft EA through the stakeholder collaboration conducted by Duke Energy during their 
relicensing work.  The State of Georgia has now reviewed the modeling work and is comfortable 
with the results.  The Corps’ responses to comments provided by GA DNR-EPD can be found 
elsewhere in this appendix.  
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Comment 10:   There is confusion on the amount of the funding for the mitigation of 
recreational access for Hartwell and JST.  The conclusion states that this is presently estimated to 
be $2,938,000.  However page 3-6 states that option A3 includes providing $200K in funding 
and in-kind services to both Hartwell and JST.  
 
Response:  The Final EA includes the correct amount of $2,938,000.  
 
 
Comment 11:   The amount of the estimated recreational mitigation loss for low lake elevations 
is calculated using the subjective Unit Day Values from the ACOE Economic Guidance 
Memorandum.  We were not able to verify the use of the general recreation category or the 
calculation of the number visitors from the higher number of visits.  Additionally the calculations 
appear to assume the drop in visits is determined solely by lake access issues.  When the lakes 
elevations drop below 10 feet there are significant safety and aesthetic issues that drive visits.  It 
is believed that the calculated value is low.  It is recommended that the ACOE and Duke review 
these calculations with state and local government officials prior to determining the final amount.  
 
Response:  The procedures described in the Corps’ Economic Guidance Memorandum are 
standard ways for the Corps to evaluate impacts to recreation resources. The District recognizes 
that the methodology may not capture specific impacts at a given location, but the Corps believes 
it acceptably identifies the impacts across the multiple reservoirs over the 50-year period of 
analysis. 
 
 
Comment 12:   The type of mitigation work is undefined at this time and would include effort 
associate with the Corps and “Public Boat Ramp Operators”.  We would recommend more 
specific guidelines on the nature of the projects, usage restrictions and whether the money is to 
be supplied over a single year or phased-in over several.  There is no process cited on how they 
are defined/approved and whether it would involve stakeholders, including the Savannah River 
Basin Advisory Council, or local governments.  We recommend that this effort include both 
types of users and also include the assessment, examination and mitigation of significant safety 
elements increased by the low elevations.  
 
Response:  The Corps will manage the mitigation actions to ensure they compensate for the 
expected impacts to recreational use of the Federal reservoirs.  The Final EA states that the 
mitigation will be complete by 2017 when Duke completes its modifications to the Oconee 
Nuclear Station and is able to fully implement the new Operating Agreement. 
 
 
Comment 13:   Although it does not appear to bias assessing the impacts for the alternatives, the 
value of the ACOE hydropower of $120M per year is inconsistent (significantly higher) than 
seen on previously publically shown ACOE briefings.  
 
Response:  Previous Corps reports have often identified the incremental effect on hydropower 
from a proposed operational change.  As such, those incremental effects would be a much 
smaller number than the $120 M total annual hydropower revenue used in this report. 
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Comment 14:   It is recommended that the three parties plan to incorporate in the Operating 
Agreement the results of the on-going Phase 2 (ACOE Drought Plan Update) of the 
Comprehensive Study when they become available.  
 
Response:  The three parties intend to sign the new Operating Agreement in 2014, well before 
Interim #2 of the Corps Drought Plan Update is complete.  If major changes to the Corps 
Drought Plan result from completion of the Interim #2 Study, the Corps will consider updating 
the new Operating Agreement to incorporate those changes. 
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P.O. Box 802 
Seneca , SC 29679 
Email: 
office@aqdupstate .com 
Website : 
www .aqdupstate.com 

Advocates for 
Quality Development 

July 18, 2014 
 
Commanding Officer 
Savannah District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
ATTN: Planning Division 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue  
Savannah, Georgia 31401 
 
Subject: New Operating Agreement and Environmental Assessment for Duke Energy,  
Southeast Power Administration and US Army Corps of Engineers   
 
Dear Sir: 
 
 Advocates For Quality Development, Inc. (AQD) is a 501(c)4 non‐profit  which advocates for land‐use planning in Oconee and 
Pickens Counties, SC, and monitors development activity, infrastructure proposals, and environmental activities.  AQD 
represents approximately 7,000 people including Home Owner Association memberships.  AQD is also a Stakeholder in the 
Keowee‐Toxaway Hydroelectric Project Relicensing Process.  
  
As part of the Keowee‐Toxaway Hydro Relicensing Process, Duke Energy and the Stakeholders invested considerable manpower 
and funds to determine precise details on flow rates, water levels, and environmental considerations.  This data was provided to 
Duke’s consultant for input into the CHEOPS and HEC‐ResSim computer modeling programs, from which the Stakeholders could 
develop discussions and recommendations.   The Low Inflow Protocol (LIP) that resulted was crafted to parallel the USACE’ s 
Drought Management Plan, and resulted in operations very similar to those described in the USACE’s preferred alternative (A3), 
which best balances the resource effects on the USACE and Duke Energy reservoirs. 
 
AQD and other Stakeholders spent many hours debating the drought stages and attendant operational changes.  We were 
keenly aware of the need to have sufficient flows in the Savannah Basin.  We were also aware that Duke Energy needs to keep 
Oconee Nuclear Station (ONS) in continuous operation to the maximum extent possible, especially when hydroelectric power is 
threatened by drought conditions, and that Duke intends to expend considerable funds to this end to permit ONS to operate 
down to 790 feet above mean sea level.  This has the side benefit of avoiding starting up coal‐fired plants with their attendant 
pollution. 
   
Given the above considerations, we agree with the findings presented in your draft Environmental Assessment 
that Alternative A3 is the preferred alternative.   AQD appreciates your consideration of our views.  
 
Sincerely, 

  
James L. Schoonover 
President,  
Advocates for Quality Development 
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Responses to Comment from Advocates For Quality Development 
 

 
Comment:  We agree with the findings presented in your draft Environmental Assessment that 
Alternative A3 is the preferred alternative.   AQD appreciates your consideration of our views. 
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that ADQ concurs in the proposed action. 
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Comments from Pickens County, SC 
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Responses to Comment from Pickens County, SC 
 

 
Comment:  We conclude that the preferred alternate (A3) best balances the resources of the 
upper Savannah Basin and is consistent with the Relicensing Agreement and its Low Inflow 
Protocol and we ask that the Draft FONSI and a NOA be executed accordingly.  
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that Pickens County concurs in the proposed action. 
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Responses to Comments from FOLKS 
 
 
Comment 1:  FOLKS supports the finding of the EA that recommends Alternative A3 
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that FOLKS concurs in the proposed action. 
 
 
Comment 2:  For FOLKS, our agreement to the LIP constitutes a major compromise because 
under the LIP, during the most severe drought stage - Stage 4, releases will continue from Duke 
Energy lakes to the USACE lakes whereas for at least the past 15 years that had not been the 
case. This consensus in the Relicensing Agreement was reached by striking the delicate 
compromise captured in Sections 2.9 and 2.10 of the draft NOA. The EA recommends the choice 
of Alternative A3 and thus confirms the significant body of work done by the parties to the RA. 
 
Response:  The Corps recognizes that many stakeholders compromised their desires to some 
degree with both the Relicensing Agreement and the new Operating Agreement.  The Corps is 
pleased that FOLKS concurs in the proposed action. 
 
 
Comment 3:  A Drought Management Advisory Group (DMAG) for the entire Savannah River 
Basin should be considered. 
 
Response:  The Corps does not have authority to establish and require participation in a DMAG 
for the Savannah River.  However, the Corps intends to participate in the voluntary DMAG that 
Duke Energy is establishing. 
 
 
Comment 4:  FOLKS believes that the proposed action represents a fair sharing of water 
between the Duke Energy Project and the USACE and SEPA. 
 
Response:  The Corps is pleased that FOLKS concurs in the proposed action. 
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Comments from Fay Hedgepath – Public 

 
  
From:                                  fhedgepath [fhedgepath@bellsouth.net] 
Sent:                                   Monday, July 14, 2014 9:52 PM 
To:                                       CESAS-PD, SAS 
Subject:                              Comment about rules for Duke Energy's Oconee Dams 

 
I would like the Corps to require large water users like Greenville, Anderson, and First Quality 
Tissue to conserve water in times of severe drought.  During the past drought, some of the cities 
that use water from Lake Hartwell were asked to conserve water.  However, I am not aware of 
any request for Greenville to conserve water from Keowee.  I feel that Greenville and all cities 
that draw water from the Savannah River Basin should have the same restrictions in times of 
drought. 
 
Also, I think First Quality Tissue should definitely be required to conserve water in times of 
drought.  I also read that First Quality was considering taking more water from Hartwell for an 
additional industry. I do not think this should be allowed. 
 
Also, I think the two new nuclear plants at Plant Vogtle should be required to conserve 
water, and even shut down, during a drought.  I do not think the two plants should have 
been built due to the huge volume of water needed from the Savannah River.  They should 
have to shut down during a severe drought. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Fay Hedgepath 
   

mailto:fhedgepath@bellsouth.net
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Responses to Comments from Fay Hedgepath 
 

 
 
Comment 1:  I would like the Corps to require large water users like Greenville, Anderson, and 
First Quality Tissue to conserve water in times of severe drought.  During the past drought, some 
of the cities that use water from Lake Hartwell were asked to conserve water.  However, I am not 
aware of any request for Greenville to conserve water from Keowee.  I feel that Greenville and 
all cities that draw water from the Savannah River Basin should have the same restrictions in 
times of drought. 
 
Response:  The Corps has no authority to require large water users like Greenville, Anderson, 
and First Quality Tissue to conserve water in times of severe drought.  As a result of the new 
Operating Agreement, the Corps would coordinate with large water users from its reservoirs to 
encourage conservation and wise water use during severe droughts.   
 
 
Comment 2:  I think First Quality Tissue should definitely be required to conserve water in 
times of drought.  I also read that First Quality was considering taking more water from Hartwell 
for an additional industry.  I do not think this should be allowed. 
 
Response:  The Corps has no authority over the amount of water that First Quality Tissue uses.  
They purchase water from the City of Anderson.  As a result of the new Operating Agreement, 
the Corps would coordinate with large water users from its reservoirs, including the City of 
Anderson, to encourage conservation and wise water use during severe droughts. 
 
 
Comment 3:  I think the two new nuclear plants at Plant Vogtle should be required to conserve 
water, and even shut down, during a drought.  I do not think the two plants should have been 
built due to the huge volume of water needed from the Savannah River.  They should have to 
shut down during a severe drought. 
 
Response:  The Corps has no authority over the amount of water that Plant Vogtle uses during 
droughts.  The Corps will include the amounts that the State of Georgia has permitted them to 
withdraw in our considerations of the expected effects of future changes to water management 
plans in the river and harbor. 
 
 


