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Glades Reservoir Comments
Generated on Feb 16, 2016 /  8:36PM

Comment #1:
Posted on Oct 30, 2015 /  8:09PM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

Having reviewed the many details of the project in question, I find the Glades Reservoir
to be a horrible idea that will negatively impact current & future generations.
Implementing the Glades Reservoir idea, would be a selfish short-sighted crime.


John O'Sullivan, Ph.D.

Professor of Environmental Studies at the

University or North Georgia

Posted by:
John O'Sullivan
jvosullivan@earthlink.net

Affiliation Type: Academia
Affiliation Name: John O'Sullivan

Comment #2:
Posted on Nov 07, 2015 /  6:20PM
Topic: Navigation

Where exactly will the pump intake be? How will water withdrawals affect the ability of
prop driven boats to fish above Lula Bridge?

Posted by:
Michael Maddalena
mikemad@lanierstripedbasscoalition.org

Affiliation Type: Non Governmental Organization
Affiliation Name: Lanier Striped Bass Coalition

Comment #3:
Posted on Dec 06, 2015 / 12:03PM
Topic: Recreation



Diverting even more water from Lake Lanier is not a good choice.  The basin that feeds
into the lake is one of the smallest.  The lake has so much use.  Please do not add to
the stress on the lake.

Posted by:
Nancy Lovingood
gardengrows@bellsouth.net

Affiliation Type: Property Owner
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #4:
Posted on Dec 07, 2015 / 12:02PM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

Please tell the citizens why this is even necessary? A new reservoir that takes water
from another reservoir serves no purpose but to move water from one place to another,
and add more surface area that increases evaporation. It will also restrict flow down
river. It looks like a lot of work and money from many to benefit very few. 


Please stop unnecessary projects and over taxation of Georgia citizens, not to mention
negative environmental impact.

Posted by:
John Wrede
wrede66@gmail.com

Affiliation Type: Individual
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #5:
Posted on Dec 08, 2015 / 10:16AM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

This project is not needed.  The natural stream flow will never fill/maintain the reservoir.
It will cost a substantial amount of money to build a pipeline and constantly pump water
into this reservoir. When water is really needed, during droughts, surface evaporation
will substantially reduce availability.  Better to use the money to improve efficiency and
conservation of water than to inflate 'new lakeside' property values.

Posted by:



Margi Flood
margi.flood@ung.edu

Affiliation Type: Individual
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #6:
Posted on Dec 09, 2015 /  7:23AM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

As this area increases with population there will be a greater need for water especially
during Drought conditions.This Reservoir is needed NOW and should not be used for
recreation ( no boats with motors) purposes without strict control.  The primary
purpose should be water storage.

Posted by:
G.L. BUREL
burel2434@gmail.com

Affiliation Type: Individual
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #7:
Posted on Dec 09, 2015 /  7:26AM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

Glade Reservoir is not needed.  The City of Gainesville is the defacto water provider for
Hall County.  The Lakeside plant is currently designed to provide up to 100 million
gallons per day and will meet Hall County's water needs for the next 100 years. The
Glades  project is a total waste of money.

Posted by:
Brian McGonigle
theboes2@bellsouth.net

Affiliation Type: not provided
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #8:
Posted on Dec 09, 2015 / 10:35AM



Topic: Project Purpose & Need / Water Use and Conservation

Dams are an outdated form of water retention. This 'Glades Project' is simply an effort
by developers to make money at the expense of taxpayers!!!!!

As a taxpayer in Hall County , I will not stand for it!!


Posted by:
Tim  Cook
hair33ga@yahoo.com

Affiliation Type: Property Owner
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #9:
Posted on Dec 10, 2015 /  3:05PM
Topic: Threatened & Endangered Species

To: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for the proposed Glades
Reservoir on Flat Creek in the Upper Chattahoochee River Basin in Hall County,
Georgia. I will specifically be addressing the topic of threatened and endangered
wildlife, and native and invasive species. I am currently a senior at Metropolitan State
University in Denver, Colorado. I have been enrolled in an Issues in Conservation
Biology class for four months, in which I have been educated extensively on the risk
posed to species due to human growth and development.

While reading through the Draft EIS, there was not much information given on possible
specific invasive species that could be of concern for the area. Multiple threatened and
endangered species were marked as potentially occurring in the area surrounding
Glades Reservoir, White Creek Reservoir, or their associated transmission systems.
The federally threatened and endangered species include: the northern long-eared bat,
the Indiana bat, the smooth coneflower, the small whorled pogonia, the black spored
quillwort, the Florida torreya, and the persistent trillium. There are even more species
including fish, invertebrates, and plants, when looking at those listed at the state level.
An endangered species, as defined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, is “the
classification provided to an animal or plant in danger of extinction within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range” (USFWS).

Since there are sixteen species listed, when including those either state or federally
listed, more serious consideration needs to be taken for the protection of both the
species and the habitat. It has been shown in numerous studies that degradation of
habitat is the number one reason for extinction of species. The Endangered Species
Act of 1973 states its purpose clearly in that it is “to provide a means whereby the
ecosystems upon which endangered species and threatened species depend may be



conserved” (Noss et al. 1997). The Draft EIS states that in regard to loss of habitat for
the endangered and threatened bats that possibly utilize the area in question,
“mitigation may occur on a project by project basis”. This is not a plan to protect the
species while construction occurs, but merely a general statement towards the well-
being of the species. If you plan to implement regulatory measures in order to “reduce
the synergistic effects of development”, those plans need to be stated outright and
outlined. According to the article “The effectiveness of the Endangered Species Act: A
Quantitative Analysis”, recovery plans for species listed were more likely to be
improving than species without recovery plans (Taylor et al. 2005). Although this Draft
EIS does not solely possess the responsibility for a complete recovery plan of the listed
species, it is important to address the issue of the proposed change of habitat, and the
real effect that it could have for those listed species. This should include a projection of
the amount of species that will be taken due to construction and habitat change and
degradation. This is not expressly given in the Draft EIS, but is merely mentioned
vaguely. Although I realize that even the alternatives are projected to use just as much
land, thought should be put into what is left for native species before anything
permanent is done. This might save people from looking back and thinking “Wish we
would have thought of that before”.

Reservoir construction is also known to decrease the heterogeneity of a habitat. By
constructing a reservoir where one was not found previously will undoubtedly disrupt
the habitat, however there are long term effects to worry about as well. This includes
the introduction of non-native species, aided by the reservoir, which will lower native
species and with it diversity of habitat.

There was a study done on the White River of Colorado, in which they studied the
species composition both before and after a dam was constructed to create a reservoir.
They found that there were both short and long term effects on the species richness
and evenness. The study focused on fish, also referred to as ichthyofauna in the article.
Before implementation of the dam native fishes dominated the area that would be the
reservoir and that above and below it. After construction of the dam non-native species
made up ninety percent of the fishes that were able to be collected or tracked. This
drastic switch happened in just under seven years. The authors reported that “our
investigation indicates smaller-scale, main-stem impoundments that do not radically
alter hydrologic or thermal regimes can still have a profound influence on native
ichthyofauna by facilitating establishment and proliferation of nonnative species.” The
effects of non-native species could be delayed, but that does not mean that they are
non-existent (Martinez et al. 1994).

Although the Draft EIS addresses habitat briefly, it doesn’t seem to address any
specific concerns. For example, it is mentioned that construction could be occurring in
the area for up to fifty years. It is also mentioned that after that fifty years there may be
an extension of habitat for those species previously mentioned as well as those that
are not listed as endangered or threatened that are abundant in the area. Fifty years
might not seem like a long time for a complete project of this magnitude, however it is a
long period of time for species in the area to have to go without stable habitat. While I
realize that this project must be done in order to satisfy the Clean Water Act and to



increase the water supply for the area, it is important to take time to see what harm we
may be doing to the ecosystem of the species that currently inhabit or use the area as
well.


Thank you,

Jennifer Baumann�
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services. Glossary. April 14, 2015.
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/glossary/index.html.


Martinez P, Chart T, Trammell M, Wullschleger J, Bergersen E. 1994. Fish species
composition before and after construction of a main stem reservoir on the White River,
Colorado. Environmental Biology of Fishes 40:227-239.


Noss RF, O'Connell MA, Murphy DD. The Science of Conservation Planning: Habitat
Conservation Under the Endangered Species Act. Washington, D.C: Island Press;
1997.


Taylor M, Suckling K, Rachlinski J. The Effectiveness of the Endangered Species Act:
A Quantitative Analysis. BioScience: 55(4):360-366.

Posted by:
Jennifer Baumann
jorth36@yahoo.com

Affiliation Type: not provided
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #10:
Posted on Jan 07, 2016 /  3:14PM
Topic: Recreation

It is already very hard to launch a boat at either Lula Bridge or Belton Bridge ramps.
How will the diverting of water from above Belton bridge effect our ability to launch from
these locations and more importantly navigate our boat thru these sections.  I have 23ft
Carolina Skiff that I routinely take above Mud Creek (very close to proposed water
intake). The Lanier Striped Bass Coalition is worried that  we will not be able to get our
outboards above the area of river where the dredge operates.  The LSBC is also
concerned about the lost of use of the Belton Bridge Park Ramp to larger flat bottom
boat that currently can launch there.

Posted by:
Michale Maddalena



mikemad@lanierstripedbasscoalition.org

Affiliation Type: Non Governmental Organization
Affiliation Name: Lanier Striped Bass Coalition

Comment #11:
Posted on Feb 04, 2016 / 11:24AM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

Please do not approve the Glades Reservoir Project.  If it is not needed for water
supply purposes, it is not needed.  "Flow augmentation" should not qualify since
reservoirs result in a net loss of water to the overall system since the larger water
surface area of a reservoir increases evaporative water loss.  Less total water is hardly
going to augment flow in the long run.

Posted by:
Michael Petelle
picp@aol.com

Affiliation Type: Individual
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #12:
Posted on Feb 04, 2016 /  4:00PM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

As professional developers, licensed architects, certified general contractors, LEED
Accredited Professionals, citizens, property and business owners in the State of
Georgia, we oppose the unnecessary Glades project, because recently updated
population projections and future water demands show Hall County’s future water
supply needs can be met by existing sources, including Lake Lanier and Cedar Creek
reservoir (a joint project of Hall County and City of Gainesville). 


Additionally and importantly, Smart water conservation measures would further
enhance their water supply and totally eliminate any need for Glades.


Glades not only will destroy the Flat Creek tributary but also will deplete the upper
Chattahoochee main stem. These beautiful mountain streams provide relatively pristine
habitat for native and sport fish, as well as unique recreational opportunities for
paddlers and hikers.




Cost benefit analysis makes it plain that Georgia can’t afford Glades. The project has
already cost Hall County taxpayers $15 million dollars. Actual construction would total
$130 million (according to Hall County). Hall County has requested state funding to pay
for Glades which means all state taxpayers would be responsible for footing part of the
bill for this boondoggle.


We urge you to 


1) Re-evaluate project in light of most recent population and water demand information.


2) Scrutinize Hall County's water conservation program and reassess use of existing
reservoirs (Lake Lanier and Cedar Creek) to ensure the Corps has considered the
"least environmentally damaging practical alternatives".


3) Requiresufficient mitigation to offset impacts to fish, wildlife, streams and wetlands
and


4) Adequately assess the impacts of Glades on Laniers operations, including flood
management, inflow, average pool elevation and releases.

Respectfully Submitted,


Denise Donahue


Simone du Boise, AIA, NCARB, LEED AP

Posted by:
Denise Donahue
dcd@cadmusconstruction.com

Affiliation Type: Property Owner
Affiliation Name: Cadmus Construction, LLC

Comment #13:
Posted on Feb 05, 2016 /  5:54PM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

Please do not approve this project.  If it isn't needed, it isn't needed.  Those who want it
are not telling us the real reasons our money would be used to construct this amenity
lake.

Posted by:
Lou Overman



overman74@hotmail.com

Affiliation Type: not provided
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #14:
Posted on Feb 15, 2016 /  9:00AM
Topic: Alternatives

When is the nonsense of this bad idea going to stop and when are people going to
stop wasting tax payer money that should have already been spent on a dozen other
more positive things?


The reservoir is not needed for water.  The reservoir has too many negative
environmental downsides.  Let's capture back some of the money by turning it into a
park.  If we use the area for a park, that will have very many positive upsides for Hall
County and all its residents far into the future.  


John O'Sullivan

(Professor of Environmental Studies)

Posted by:
John O'Sullivan
jvosullivan@earthlink.net

Affiliation Type: Academia
Affiliation Name: John O'Sullivan

Comment #15:
Posted on Feb 15, 2016 /  9:31AM
Topic: Other

Fill or refill Glades only when Lake Lanier is at or above 1066 feet.


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Glades Reservoir EIS. The filter that
we review the EIS is based on our mission statement of a ‘full, clean and safe’ Lake
Lanier. It is the full aspect of that mission that informs our comments on the EIS.


The increasing population in Metro Atlanta will place substantial new demands on Lake
Lanier. It is common sense that the more water withdrawn from the lake, the less water



there will be stored in it – unless actions are taken to lessen the impact of growth. All of
the modeling performed by the Corps of Engineers, the ACF Stakeholders, the State of
Georgia and consulting firms confirm this.


To that end, the LLA believes that more stored water in the Metro area is a positive
contribution to Lake Lanier. The direct and indirect value of Lanier as a magnet for
population growth is undeniable.


So within the context of Glades, here are our thoughts:


The EIS stipulates an instream flow protection threshold of 276.6 cfs from Feb – May
and 153.8 cfs from June – Jan. If the flow in the Chattahoochee River is below those
levels, no water would be pumped from the river into the Glades Reservoir. Without
debating those numbers, another factor should be added to the criteria for pumping
water; the level of Lake Lanier. During the drought of 2007 – 2008, the River flow
returned to above 300 cfs in early March, 2008 which would have meant that water
could be withdrawn from the River to refill Glades. However, at that time water was
being discharged from Buford Dam at almost twice that level and the lake level was
only 1054. So Lanier would have refilled slower if Glades had been in place at that
time. We propose that an additional criteria of a level of 1066 for Lake Lanier be
incorporated into the refilling of Glades. No water should be added to Glades as long
as Lake Lanier is at or below an elevation of 1066 feet.


Thank you.


Wilton Rooks

Lake Lanier Association, Inc.


Posted by:
Wilton Rooks
wilton@rooks.us

Affiliation Type: Non Governmental Organization
Affiliation Name: Lake Lanier Association, Inc.

Comment #16:
Posted on Feb 15, 2016 / 12:36PM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

The need for Glades Reservoir no longer exists. The USACE used outdated population
projections, numbers from before the Atlanta Regional Commission and Georgia
Environmental Protection Division updated their information. Because of this, the need
for Atlanta's water supply will be much lower than previously thought and, therefore,



should not require the construction of Glades Reservoir. This project is an amenity lake
disguised as a water supply source. Additionally, the evaporation rates expected from a
water source that large should not be discounted.

Posted by:
Cassie  Renfrow
chattriverwarden@gmail.com

Affiliation Type: Non Governmental Organization
Affiliation Name: Chattahoochee RiverWarden

Comment #17:
Posted on Feb 15, 2016 /  2:11PM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

The proposed Glades Reservoir is absolutely one of the most unneeded projects
anywhere at any time.  The reason for this is that all the water that the proposed
Glades Reservoir/Dam would impound is ALREADY being impounded by the Buford
Dam.  It is nonsensical and a tremendous waste of taxpayer money to build the Glades
Reservoir to impound water already being impounded.


The proposed idea of the Glades Reservoir should be completely abandoned.

Posted by:
Ted Meredith
tedmeredith@yahoo.com

Affiliation Type: Individual
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #18:
Posted on Feb 15, 2016 /  4:52PM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

I wish to revise and expand an earlier comment that I attempted to submit online but
was uncertain that it posted successfully. 


Since that time the Corps' Mobile district has released an ACF water control manual
draft EIS and subsequently accepted public comments.

Comments submitted by the State of Georgia, King & Spalding on behalf of Metro
North Ga water supply providers (including the City of Gainesville), and others, make it



clear that Hall County should immediately suspend their efforts to obtain a permit for
Glades. The Corps should promptly deny the 404 permit. 

News articles below  include embedded links to those comments:

http://www.gainesvilletimes.com/section/6/article/114931/

http://investigations.blog.ajc.com/2016/02/12/epd-glades-reservoir-no-longer-
reasonable-or-even-viable/


In short, both the State and City say that Glades is not needed for drinking water, and
they prefer any allocation be from Lake Lanier. The Certification of Need for Glades
has been rescinded by the State.

The Glades application states that Glades water will be released to Lake Lanier and
withdrawn by the City of Gainesville for treatment and distribution.  The City does not
support this operational scenario and is rightly concerned about the cost and impact on
taxpayers and water rates if they have to support and use Glades water, as opposed to
taking it form an existing reservoir. 


The Corps should not have allowed Hall County to use a 20 percent of volume dead
storage figure in the application and modeling when it contradicts the County's affirmed
maximum draw down agreement with the Glade Farm owner/developer to leave 30
percent remaining as dead storage.  Is Hall County is wrong to deceive the Corps in
order to acheive more favorable modeling results.


I indirectly referred to this letter agreement and other long ago in my EIS scoping
comment to the Corps,  (#63-65 here:
http://gladesreservoir.com/documents/Scoping_Online_Comments.pdf ). The Draft EIS
reflects no follow up to ask the County for Glades related agreements that might impact
the project. Had the various documents been obtained by the Corps as requested, the
EIS would  surely recognize that the 404 application should continue cite "Amenity
Lake" as one purpose of the project.  There are Amenity Clauses in the agreements.


The letter agreement between the County and Glade Farm,LLC (the developer) has
had a number of annual time extensions without being amended to account for the
dead storage discrepancy. Other items in the agreement have been amended to reflect
payments and land purchases. The County, while aware of the discrepancy, continues
to annually renew the agreement with the 30% number.


The Gainesville and Hall County Development Authority is also a party to various
agreements that impact the operation of Glades, and in is the present owner of a 98
acres of


Also note the agreement to pump to keep Glades full whenever Chattahoochee water
is available. Glades will have first dibs on Chattahoochee water that would have flowed
to Lake Lanier. This seems to work against recent rumors of flow augmentation by the
State of GA, and it impedes Lake Lanier's recovery during drought.




Link to pdf file with agreement at pg 38-40, item 6:

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=e3e997ae15&view=att&th=15102649add05
438&attid=0.1&disp=safe&realattid=f_igy14y5z0&zw


The problem with Glades is this: It was built on a lie, an amenity lake under the guise of
water supply, with 2 ft. maximum drawdowns for 90 percent of the year. The County
even used eminent domain powers to condemnHall County residents’ private property
to obtain land needed to create the lake for the Glades developers.  The County saw fit
with the Magnuson ruling to broaden the scheme, pumping from the river before it
could reach Lake Lanier and Corps control. And even though that issue was resolved,
(water supply is an authorized use), the County continues on with this costly plan which
makes no sense for water supply.


Posted by:
Bill  Brooksher
bbrooksher@gmail.com

Affiliation Type: Individual
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #19:
Posted on Feb 15, 2016 /  4:54PM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / Water Use and Conservation

In 2008, the river flow at the entrance to Lake Lanier was 15% or less of the normal
amount of water that flows into the Lake Lanier reservoir during normal rainfall periods.
Today we have an abundance of water due to the El Nino and its effects on the
southeastern United States.  Time will show that a drought period will again come to
the area and an additional 11.7 billion gallons of water will be needed in order to
augment the flow through the Chattahoochee Basin and on southward to the Gulf of
Mexico.  The Glades Reservoir studies have shown it to be one of the most
advantageous basins for a reservoir of 850 acres and only 39.2 acres of wetlands.  The
length of the dam will be less than 600 feet long and will provide for a depth of 100 feet
of water.  No site has been located that would have anywhere close to the minimum
environmental effects as has the Glades Reservoir site.  The Corps has done an
excellent job in the EIS research.  It would be a shame and a serious waste of public
money to go through this process again at a future time.  Once the permit is granted,
the reservoir does not have to be constructed for many years until the need is
projected. Growth in the Northeast Georgia area is not going to stop.  Our state
certainly does not want it to stop because of the lack of water.  The population in the
lower basin of the Chattahoochee also wants the water available so that their
economies, whether agriculture or fisheries, will be sustainable.  Other alternatives



have been studied and none can surpass the quality of the Glades Reservoir.  The
natural drainage area adjacent to the Glades Reservoir is in pristine forests and
farmland assuring the excellent quality of water to be released into the Chattahoochee.
This reservoir should be permitted.

Sincerely,

Carl R. Nichols

Posted by:
Carl Nichols
cnichols@nicholsland.net

Affiliation Type: Individual
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #20:
Posted on Feb 15, 2016 /  8:33PM
Topic: Alternatives

The Corp should not have dismissed a raise in Lake Lanier's conservation pool as a
potential alternative. There is widespread public support for the Corps to study this.
Notably, Hall County has been advised by their lead consultant not to support such a
study because it could jeopardize their ability to get a permit (and his monthly retainer
fee?).  The numerous alternatives identified in the EIS were ridiculous in many cases.
One wonders how much this contributed to EIS cost increases at Hall County
taxpayers' expense by analyzing such far-fetched alternatives.

The EIS repeatedly depicts a White Creek Reservoir as an equal alternative to Glades,
almost as if to intentional lead to a comparison that would naturally choose Glades.


The ACF Water Control Manual draft EIS appears to make make a Lake Lanier
Additional Storage Allocation the common sense, and certainly most cost effective,
alternative choice. Certainly it negates any imagined need for a Glades Reservoir.

Posted by:
Bill  Brooksher
bbrooksher@gmail.com

Affiliation Type: Individual
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #21:
Posted on Feb 15, 2016 /  9:07PM



Topic: Hydrology / Streamflow / Reservoir Levels

Discussion of Glades in Section 2.4.6.1 and tables and figures are incorrect or
misleading. The 4 mile distance from Cleveland, GA is understated.

Table 2.9 list top of dam (flood pool) elevation a 1190ft. How is that possible? The
application depicts a dam with a separate uncontrolled spillway at the 1180ft elevation.
Hall County owns land up to the 1180ft elevation, and a flood easement to 1183ft. The
usable volume numbers are based on 20% dead storage. Hall County wrongly and
knowingly supplied the 20% figure to the Corp while having a contractual agreement
with the Glade Farm LLC seller/developer for a maximum drawdown not to exceed 30
percent of volume as remaining dead storage.. That agreement has been extended
annually and remains in effect. The 20% number skews the modeling with a scenario
that Hall County knows is incorrect. The Corps must require revised modeling to be
carried out using the 30% number. A link to the agreement has been supplied in a
separate comment. The Corps should demand copies of all contracts and agreements
between Hall County, Glade Farm,LLC, and Gainesville and Hall County Development
Authority, to determine any areas that might impact the application. 


The draft EIS describes Glades as being located on "Flat Creek, a tributary of the
Chattahoochee River upstream of Lake Lanier", and often describes it in terms of the
distance from the confluence of the Chattahoochee. This is misleading unless you also
disclose the fact that Glades dam will actually be sitting in the waters of Lake Lanier
when water level are a little over full pool. More days than not thus far in 2016 one
could easily paddle a canoe or kayak to a point underneath the proposed dam or
beyond. Every drop of Glades water would have been in Lanier anyway, except what is
lost to evaporation while sitting in Glades. 


Posted by:
Bill  Brooksher
bbrooksher@gmail.com

Affiliation Type: Individual
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #22:
Posted on Feb 15, 2016 / 10:30PM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / Population/Demand Forecasts

The State of Georgia has rescinded the Certificate of Need for Glades. Revised
population water demand projections are considerably lower than Hall County relies on
in the application.  Glades actually makes no sense no matter what projections are
used. It does not magically produce new water. Lake Lanier is already built and



authorized for any purpose that is claimed in the application.

Posted by:
Bill  Brooksher
bbrooksher@gmail.com

Affiliation Type: Individual
Affiliation Name: not provided

Comment #23:
Posted on Feb 15, 2016 / 11:41PM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

I have read carefully all the material on Glades Reservoir. I think that it is very well
presented material, with a balanced approach. My comments are:


1. We should approve and move forward with the Glades Reservoir as outlined. There
will be a need for more water in a few years, as population grows. It will be more
difficult to generate water supply as the land gets more used by a bigger population.

2. The areas considered as an alternative in Hall County, on the East side of the
Chattahoochee River, should be protected from development, in case there is further
need for water, beyond Glades Reservoir, in about 34 years -- 2060. Hall County
should be asked to take action to protect these areas from being developed.

Posted by:
Robert Horne
rhorne1940@gmail.com

Affiliation Type: Business
Affiliation Name: CCC Technology Advisors Inc

Comment #24:
Posted on Feb 15, 2016 / 11:49PM
Topic: Project Purpose & Need / General

I have just submitted a Comment, for which acknowledgement was received. Can you
please send me a copy of the Comment I submitted, together with information about
how to gain access to all comments submitted.

Thank you

Robert Horne

404-374-5277




rhorne1940@gmail.com

Posted by:
Robert Horne
rhorne1940@gmail.com

Affiliation Type: Business
Affiliation Name: CCC Technology Advisors Inc



From: Morgan, Richard W SAS
To: Minihan, Anne S.
Cc: Su, Tai Yi; Garvey, Kimberly L; Feldmeier, Paula M SAS
Subject: Glades EIS - Team Communication - DEIS Comment
Date: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 5:27:48 AM

Anne:

I anticipate this is the first of many comments that I will receive on the Glades DEIS.  Please include with other
 comments that AECOM will summarize.  I assume we will keep up with how comments were received: email to
 me; letter to me; posted on Glades website; comment card at hearing, and verbal at hearing. 

Richard W. Morgan
Project Manager/Biologist
Multipurpose Management Branch
Regulatory Division
(912) 652-5139

-----Original Message-----
From: Adrian Mixson [mailto:django479@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 5:13 PM
To: Morgan, Richard W SAS <Richard.W.Morgan@usace.army.mil>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Glades Reservoir - comments on and LRP

I am on the Basin Advisory Council of the Metropolitan N. Georgia Water Planning District representing the Lanier
 Basin.

You have a difficult job. On my Basin Board and  the larger MPD  are many who do not favor the Glades Reservoir.
 To my knowledge no vote has ever been taken so any who speak do not represent the BAC or MPD but their own
 narrow constituency.

Reservoirs are difficult to build and dams are always problematic as in the recent case of SC so well illustrates. But I
 do not believe we truly understand what 50 years will bring for growth in N. Georgia nor do I think this area can
 hope raising Lake Lanier by 2 feet and continuing to improve water conservation will assure there will be enough
 water for the area. It seems to be a lot riding on the desire of a few boaters and home owners living on a lake or
 conservationists desiring to keep things as they exist.

I am not from this area and may end up moving back to Florida before I die but firmly believe this reservoir is
 needed. When I moved to Gainesville 18 years ago, I worked with a fellow who told me his granddaddy remember
 one drought when he could step across the Chattahoochee.

Stick to your gun. If we really have the population growth projected and water is not available, it will be your name
 being bandied about as the blame.

Oh, I am from Florida and I believe Florida's real issues are not conservation but potable water. St. Joe Paper has a
 lot of property they want to develop for residential and I am not sure if there is not a county in Florida that has not
 been divided into 5 acre lots or smaller. And the more so, the closer you get to the coast.

It is difficult to be reasonable or rationale when you have an issue to grind and it seems that is all you are
 surrounded by: men and women with issues. Good luck.

Sincerely,
Adrian Mixson




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































	08-19-15_Southern Env Law Center Comment Pre-DEIS_Letter by Email
	09-25-15_EPD Comment Pre-DEIS_Letter by Email



