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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
FROM 

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES (GADNR)  
HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION (HPD) 

Letter Dated March 2, 2016 
 

USACE RESPONSE:  Documents as requested were sent to HPD in March 2016 to close out 
the consultation to determine National Register of Historic Places eligibility for site 9RI1099.  
Consultation regarding the determination of effects is ongoing with HPD. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
FROM 

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES (GADNR)  
HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION (HPD) 

Letter Dated October 5, 2016 

 
 
COMMENT 1:  HPD requests identification of any structures that are 50 years of age or older 
that are located in and adjacent to the proposed project tract, including any nearby properties that 
could have visual or other indirect effects. 
 
 
USACE RESPONSE:  Databases and tax records will be searched to identify buildings and 
structures that are 50 years of age and older.  As the Area of Potential Effects (APE) is confined 
to the Rosedale Dam and pond area that will be inundated during times of flood, no additional 
fieldwork is required. 
 
 
COMMENT 2:  As part of the Phase II documentation to be provided, HPD recommends also 
including the above information, along with documentation of previous land use history and 
current degree of disturbance, maps indicating the APE and surveyed resources, and related 
information. 
 
 
USACE RESPONSE:  The requested information will be provided in the report that will be 
prepared when assessing the Kissingbower Road buildings for the National Register.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  

FROM 
GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES (GADNR)  

HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION (HPD) 
Letter Dated January 6, 2017 

COMMENT 1:  Based on the additional information provided regarding Phase I of the proposed 
project, HPD finds that the resources on tax parcels 0690015000 (3437 Milledgeville Road), 
0680027000 (3461 Milledgeville Road), and 0680032000 are not eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Therefore, HPD concurs that no historic properties that are 
listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP will be affected by Phase I of this undertaking, as defined 
in 36 CFR Part 800.4(d)(1). 

USACE RESPONSE: Noted. Section 106 consultation pertaining to Rosedale Dam and the 
construction of the detention area has been completed. 

COMMENT 2:  HPD looks forward to continuing consultation and receiving Section 106 
documentation regarding Phase II of the proposed project, once available. 

USACE RESPONSE: Information will be provided and coordinated with HPD during PED to 
complete Section 106 consultation.  
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Mr. Walker, 
 
Consistent with Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) appreciates the opportunity to 
provide comments on the referenced project. It is our understanding that the above referenced draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA) was submitted for a proposed project to address flooding issues in the 
Rocky Creek basin in Augusta GA.  EPA has reviewed the referenced EA and has the following NEPA 
comments: 
  
1) State Water Quality Cert – All project activities proposed under the EA and future maintenance 
activities should not cause or contribute to violations of State Water Quality Standards (WQS).  EPA 
recommends coordination with the State of GA to ensure compliance with WQS during construction 
activities.  EPA notes that the State 401 Water Quality Cert was issued in 2005.  EPA supports additional 
coordination with GA EPD to determine if the previous 401 cert is still valid.  This coordination should 
be included in the final EA.   
 
2) Construction BMPs – EPA recommends that the project engineer design and implement Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) which will minimize stormwater impacts associated with this project. The 
construction best management practices plan should include implementable measures to prevent erosion 
and sediment runoff from the project. 
 
3) NPDES Stormwater Permit Coverage - All development projects in Georgia that disturb an acre or 
more of land require permit coverage and an erosion and sedimentation control plan that has been 
approved by either the state or a local government with delegated authority.  The State of GA has a 
construction stormwater general permit.  See the following website for additional information: 
https://epd.georgia.gov/npdes-construction-storm-water-general-permits    
 
4) Environmental Justice – It is stated in the draft EA that the TSP “would not result in any 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority populations and 
low-income populations.”  However, no detailed EJ analysis was included in the draft EA.  EPA 
recommends the final EA include a more detailed discussion on how the USACE determined that the TSP 
would not have disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority 
populations and low-income populations. 
 
5) Table 4 in Section 205 Feasibility Study - EPA is unclear on how the Average Annual Benefits were 
calculated in table 4 of the Feasibility Study.  A footnote at the bottom of this table describing the source 
of these estimates would be helpful for the reviewer since these is critical for calculation of the Benefit 
Cost ratios.   
 
EPA appreciates the opportunity to review the DEA and Feasibility Study for the Augusta Rocky Creek 
Flood Risk Management Project.  If you have any questions related to our comments please give me a 
call. 
 
Thanks, 
Dan 
 
Dan Holliman 
USEPA Region 4 | NEPA Program Office 
61 Forsyth Street SW | Atlanta, GA 30303 
tel 404.562.9531 | holliman.daniel@epa.gov 

https://epd.georgia.gov/npdes-construction-storm-water-general-permits
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
FROM 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA)  
Email Dated September 9, 2016 

 
COMMENT 1:  State Water Quality Certification - All project activities proposed under the EA 
and future maintenance activities should not cause or contribute to violations of State Water 
Quality Standards (WQS).  EPA recommends coordination with the State of GA to ensure 
compliance with WQS during construction activities.  EPA notes that the State 401 Water 
Quality Cert was issued in 2005.  EPA supports additional coordination with GA EPD to 
determine if the previous 401 cert is still valid.  This coordination should be included in the final 
EA. 
 
USACE RESPONSE:  Draft EA states further coordination with GA EPD will be conducted for 
Water Quality Certification.  USACE has recently obtained WQ Certification from Georgia EPD 
(see page 20 below).   
 
COMMENT 2:  Construction BMPs - EPA recommends that the project engineer design and 
implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) which will minimize stormwater impacts 
associated with this project.  The construction best management practices plan should include 
implementable measures to prevent erosion and sediment runoff from the project. 
 
USACE RESPONSE:  If the project is approved and funded, USACE will implement Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) designed to minimize stormwater impacts during the 
Design/Implementation (DI) phase of this project.  The BMPs will include measures to prevent 
erosion and sediment runoff from the project.  This information has been added to the EA 
Section 4.4 under Sedimentation and Erosion Impacts. 
 
COMMENT 3:  NPDES Stormwater Permit Coverage - All development projects in Georgia 
that disturb an acre or more of land require permit coverage and an erosion and sedimentation 
control plan that has been approved by either the state or a local government with delegated 
authority.  The State of GA has a construction stormwater general permit.  See the following 
website for additional information: https://epd.georgia.gov/npdes-construction-storm-water-
general-permits  https://epd.georgia.gov/npdes-construction-storm-water-general-permits . 
 
USACE RESPONSE:   Concur; if the project is approved and funded, USACE will follow all 
state and Federal permitting requirements for storm water and erosion control and obtain all 
required permits during the DI phase of this project.   
 
COMMENT 4:  Environmental Justice - It is stated in the draft EA that the TSP “would not 
result in any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on 
minority populations and low-income populations.”  However, no detailed EJ analysis was 
included in the draft EA.  EPA recommends the final EA include a more detailed discussion on 

https://epd.georgia.gov/npdes-construction-storm-water-general-permits
https://epd.georgia.gov/npdes-construction-storm-water-general-permits
https://epd.georgia.gov/npdes-construction-storm-water-general-permits
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how the USACE determined that the TSP would not have disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects on minority populations and low-income populations.    
 
USACE RESPONSE: The Draft EA provides significant detail regarding how the TSP would 
not have adverse impacts to any local communities, including EJ communities.   Consequently, 
since there are no adverse impacts to minority populations and low-income populations, USACE 
deduces that there would be no disproportionate adverse impacts to EJ communities.  A previous 
version of the Draft EA included extensive discussion of the various benefits to EJ communities 
from the TSP; however, USACE Office of Counsel recommended deleting this information.   
 
COMMENT 5:  Table 4 in Section 205 Feasibility Study - EPA is unclear on how the Average 
Annual Benefits were calculated in table 4 of the Feasibility Study.  A footnote at the bottom of 
this table describing the source of these estimates would be helpful for the reviewer since these is 
critical for calculation of the Benefit Cost ratios 
 
USACE RESPONSE:  Concur; a footnote has been added to Table 4 that reads: "An overview 
of the USACE AAE Benefit calculation procedure can be found in section 4.0 of Appendix A.” 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
FROM 

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSHPERIC ADMINISTRATION 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE (NMFS) 

Letter Dated September 12, 2016 
 

 
COMMENT:  The NMFS supports the project as proposed and stated that “through the Federal 
Regulatory Commission’s hydropower licensing process, the NMFS is pursuing fish passage at 
the Augusta Diversion Dam and mills that pass water from the Augusta Canal back to the 
Savannah River.  Currently, there are small numbers of American shad, river herring, and 
American eels that pass above the Augusta Diversion Dam using the remnants of an old fishway.   
The NMFS and Savannah District also are providing fish passage at New Savannah Bluff Lock 
and Dam as part of the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project.  Improving the quality of aquatic 
habitat in this portion of the Savannah River and the many streams and creeks connecting to this 
portion of the river, such as Rocky Creek, would augment efforts by the NMFS to improve 
public-trust resources in the Savannah River Basin.” 
 
USACE RESPONSE:  USACE agrees with the NMFS assessment that this project will improve 
the quality of aquatic habitat.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
FROM 

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES (GADNR)  
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION (EPD) 

WILDLIFE RESOURCES DIVISION 
Letter Dated September 15, 2016 

 
 
COMMENT 1:  We have no records of high priority species or habitats within the project area. 
However, a candidate for federal listing, Gopherus polyphemus (Gopher Tortoise), has been 
documented within 3 miles of the proposed project.  To minimize potential impacts to this or 
other federally listed species, we recommend consultation with the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service.  For southeast Georgia, please contact Strant Colwell (912) 832-8739 ext 1 or 
Strant_Colwell@fws.gov).  Surveys for species of conservation concern should be conducted 
prior to commencement of construction.   
 
USACE RESPONSE:  USACE agrees with the need to consult with the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) for guidance on minimizing impacts to this species that is a candidate 
for Federal listing.  The USFWS has provided input into this study regarding this issue from their 
email dated October 26, 2016 (page 18 below), their U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
Report (FWCAR) in Appendix D of the EA, and various correspondence during the study 
(referenced in Draft EA).  The USFWS “supports the project and does not see any ESA 
issues….and believes the project impacts would be beneficial”.  Surveys for species of 
conservation concern will be conducted prior to any construction activities.   
 
COMMENT 2:  We are concerned about stream habitats that could be impacted by construction 
activities.  In order to protect aquatic habitats and water quality, we recommend that all 
machinery be kept out of streams during construction.  We urge you to use stringent erosion 
control during construction activities.  Further, we strongly advocate leaving vegetation intact 
within 100 feet of streams wherever possible, which will reduce inputs of sediments, assist with 
maintaining riverbank integrity, and provide shade and habitat for aquatic species.  We realize 
that some trees may have to be removed, but recommend that shrubs and ground vegetation be 
left in place. 
 
USACE RESPONSE:  USACE agrees with the need to protect stream habitats through 
minimization and restriction of construction activities.  If this project is approved and funded, 
stream impacts from construction activities will be kept to a minimum.  Areas where vegetation 
is unavoidably disturbed will be revegetated appropriately (seeding, trees, etc.).   
  
During the design phase, a GA EPD stream buffer variance permit from the Coastal District 
Office will be obtained for this proposed action.  The application will be finalized and 
coordinated with GA EPD during the design phase of the project when plans and specs are closer 
to final; this will ensure the impacts of the project within the stream buffer are more accurate.  
The design is not detailed at this time and may change before construction and nullify any 
permits obtained; thus, GA EPD was in agreement with this approach in discussions with them.   
 
USACE has obtained a FWCAR from the USFWS with recommendations for preserving aquatic 
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habitat within the project impact area.  Consequently, USACE has incorporated into the design of 
the TSP a box culvert sunk 1 foot below grade (Appendix D: FWCAR) to allow development of 
a natural stream channel through the culvert and facilitate passage of wildlife.  The sunken box 
culvert at the Rosedale Dam Detention Area would prevent the potential for scouring of the 
channel bottom along the edge of the culvert, which would create a barrier to wildlife passage 
through the culvert.  This barrier would have created hazards by forcing wildlife to go around the 
culvert instead of utilizing the safety of the creek for movement/migration through this area.  In 
addition to improving the conditions for wildlife passage along the canal greenway, this culvert 
modification would provide a more suitable substrate for wildlife that may inhabit or pass 
through the culvert. 
 
COMMENT 3:  Please be aware that the type of erosion control material that is used may have 
an impact on wildlife, particularly snakes. We recommend natural, biodegradable materials such 
as ‘jute’ or ‘coir’ be used.  Mesh strands should be movable, as opposed to fixed.  We do not 
recommend plastic fencing, as it frequently leads to snake entrapment and death. 
 
USACE RESPONSE:  USACE agrees that erosion control material consisting of natural, 
biodegradable material would be preferable for impacts to wildlife and the environment in 
general.  These methods will be assessed for technical feasibility during the design phase of this 
project.  USACE will take all necessary measures to minimize these potential impacts to wildlife 
during the design phase of this project, when/if this project is approved and funded.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
         FROM   

J. MILTON MARTIN, JR. 
Letter Dated September 14, 2016 

 
 
COMMENT # 1:  There was a beautiful 18-acre recreational lake and this lake served as the 
main detention flood protection for the Rocky Creek area.  The State came in after the Toccoa 
dam break incident and told us we would have to rebuild the entire dam if we wanted to keep the 
lake.  My relatives were all in their sixties and my Grandmother had passed away.  The estimates 
to rebuild the dam were in the hundreds of thousands of dollars, so we were forced by the State 
to breach the dam and drain the lake.  We explained even then that we were the reason that part 
of Rocky Creek never flooded since my Dad would close off the spillway during heavy rains and 
release the water slowly over the next week or so, thereby avoiding any flooding below.  Neither 
the county nor state wanted to listen and we proceeded to breach the dam, which ruined all of our 
homesites.  Eventually, all the land was placed up for sale.  It is a puzzle to me that the Corps of 
Engineers or the county can re-establish a detention pond using the same dam that we were told 
was not safe. 
 
USACE RESPONSE:  USACE believes there are two large differences between the pre-1980’s 
recreational lake and the proposed project.  First, USACE is proposing that the entire dam would 
be deconstructed and the embankment rebuilt utilizing suitable material and proper dam safety 
standards.   
 
Secondly, the proposed design does not contain a permanent pool, just temporary impoundment 
of rainwater runoff.  This does not pose the same threat as a sunny day failure, where the old 
dam may have failed without anyone noticing and caught residents un-prepared.  In addition, the 
old dam with a permanent pool does not provide the same level of flood protection as the 
proposed design. 
 
COMMENT # 2:  We are not opposed to the county purchasing these two tracts, but it appears 
you are only proposing a flowage easement and not a total taking.  If the county is backing up 
water over the 10.17 acre tract, we would not be able to use the land at all.  That constitutes a fee 
simple taking.  My family spent a great deal of money having the studies done to change the 
flood plain from the entire lake area to the river bed basin as it now exists on all records.  I only 
speak for myself, but I think I can get the entire family to agree to allow a sale to the County for 
the fair market value of the land that has been established by the sale of the other parcels we 
have sold over the past years.   
 
USACE RESPONSE:  As designed, the detention area on Rocky Creek is expected to hold 
water 3-4 hours during an average summer rain event; approximately 12 hours during typical 
flood events; and approximately 21 hours (no more than 36 hours) during the 25-year flood 
event.  The area will remain dry under normal weather conditions; therefore, flowage easements 
for occasional flooding are the recommended estate to be acquired. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT  
         FROM   

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Email Dated October 26, 2016 commenting on Draft Environmental Assessment/FONSI    

 
COMMENT:  By letter email dated October 26, 2016, the USFWS stated “We support the 
project, and do not see any ESA issues.  The impacts of the project are beneficial. Thus, the 
project is "not likely to adversely affect" any listed species.”   
 
USACE RESPONSE:   the District agrees with the position of the USFWS.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
FROM 

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES (GADNR)  
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION (EPD) 

Letter Dated January 18, 2017 
 
 
COMMENT 1:  Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the State of Georgia re-issues 
this certification to the US Army Corps of Engineers, Savannah District, an applicant for a 
federal permit or license to conduct an activity in, on, or adjacent to the waters of the State of 
Georgia.  The original certification was issued on August 31, 2005.   
 
USACE RESPONSE:   The District agrees with the certification from the GADNR EPD.  
 
COMMENT 2:  The applicant shall consult with the Watershed Protection Branch to determine 
whether the project may require a Buffer Variance as provided in the Georgia Erosion and 
Sedimentation Act of 1975, and obtain any necessary Buffer Variance from the Director of EPD 
prior to construction.  The applicant shall also fulfill any applicable Buffer Variance mitigation 
requirements prior to final stabilization of permitted land disturbance activities on the project 
site. 
 
USACE RESPONSE:  Previous coordination with Georgia EPD referenced in the Draft EA 
below indicates that a stream buffer variance is required.  Section 4.4 of the Draft EA states “A 
determination was made by the GA Environmental Protection Division (EPD) that the project 
lies within the jurisdiction of State Waters (GA EPD 2015).  Therefore, a GA EPD stream buffer 
variance permit from the Coastal District Office is required for this proposed action (GA EPD 
2015).  A draft application has been completed for a Stream Buffer Variance Permit.  The 
application will be finalized and coordinated with GA EPD during the D/I phase of the project 
when plans and specs are closer to final; this will ensure the impacts of the project within the 
stream buffer are more accurate.  The design is not detailed at this time and may change before 
construction and nullify any permits obtained; therefore, GA EPD was in agreement with this 
approach (GA EPD 2015).”  Coordination with this agency will resume during the D/I phase of 
this project for a Stream Buffer Variance. 
 
 
 

  


