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Good morning Members of the House Committee on Small Business. Welcome to West
Georgia, the City of LaGrange and the West Point Lake Community. My nameis Mark
W. Crisp, PE. | am an engineering consultant engaged by City of LaGrange, Georgia and
the West Point Lake Coalition to examine a number of issues and opportunities
associated with West Point Lake. My primary areas of practice are water resources,

basi nwide hydrologic system operations, and hydropower operations. For many years the
Apalachicol a-Chattahoochee-Flint River Basin (“* ACF") (See Exhibit 1) has operated
with minimal conflicts and relatively good availability of water through natural rainfall.
However, during the last 20-25 years, our climatology has seen a significant change. For
the greater part of the 20" century our climatology experienced robust and extensive wet
seasons during the months of December through April with additional contributions of
rainfall during Summer thunderstorms that occurred almost daily across much of the
Southeast, including Georgia. However, starting in the early 1980’ s and continuing
today, our climatology has shifted to a more arid condition. Winter and Spring storms
are less frequent and our Summer thunderstorm patter has moderated, as well. The cause
of this climate moderation is atopic for another day. However, the effects of climate
moderation and the Corps of Engineers operational response is the topic for discussion
today, especially asit relates to how the Corps has operated West Point Lake during the
last two (2) yearsin particular. A critical and significant factor in the Corps operation of
West Point Lake has been the extreme effect caused by the US Fish & Wildlife's
Biological Opinion and the Corps Interim Operation Plan initiated in the ACF Basin in

the Spring of 2006.



During the time period from 1980 through the present, the ACF has experienced three (3)
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major droughts, the drought of 1981, the drought of 1986-1988, and the current drought -~
that actually started in 1998 and continues today. Many climatologists and

meteorol ogists claim the current drought is a separate cycle from the oneinitiated in
1998. However, only acursory level examination of rainfall datafor thisregion for the
period 1996-2007 clearly indicates that we never escaped the vise of the drought started
in 1998. Asamatter of fact, we continue to suffer from this drought to the tune of some
56.1 inches of rainfall below average that we have not received during the 1998 to 2008
time frame (See Exhibit 2). To exacerbate matters, during three years in the early 2000’ s
that we received above average rainfall it was only due to remnant hurricanes that moved
up from the Gulf coast. However, as beneficia asthisrainfall was, it was short-lived and
only benefited the reservoirs by providing a needed immediate boost to the lake
elevations. Theintenserainfall over avery short duration (1-2 days) mostly provided for
immediate runoff into the major rivers and provided little to no benefit to restoring
“order” to the hydrologic cycle (See Exhibit 2). If we discount thistropical rainfall, we
are actually some 100 inches below average for the 12 years since 1996. That is over 8
feet below average. At the sametime as the onset of our current, more arid weather
cycle, the Southeast and particularly the Metro Atlanta Region was experiencing
unprecedented growth in population. The planning agencies of the region looked
primarily to the least expensive and most readily accessible source of water, storage of
the Federal reservoir system, as a“savior” for water supply resources. The Corps of
Engineers eagerly obliged the water supply utilities without formally undergoing the

necessary processes to establish contracts. The conflicts started to arise between the



Congressionally authorized project purposes and those uses that were seen as incidental
benefits. These conflicts generated the now infamous “Water Wars” that have been
going on for over two decades, through at |east two administrations in each of the

affected statehouses and continues today with little hope “at the end of the tunnel.”

As early as 2002, the US Fish and Wildlife and the Corps of Engineers initiated informal
discussions concerning severa species of freshwater mussels and the Gulf sturgeon. Fish
& Wildlife wasin the process of declaring some of the mussels and the Gulf Sturgeon as
Endangered per the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”). Declaring the species
“endangered” provided the Fish & Wildlife with almost an unlimited arsenal of methods
to effect change in the operations of Federal water projects that had been in operation
with established operating plans that date back as far as 50 years. The entrance of the US
Fish & Wildlife and the ESA brought awhole new dynamic to the escalating Water
Wars. With little to no well defined objectives or performance matrices, the ESA has
allowed Fish & Wildlifeto dictate to the Corps how much water must be released
downstream of the Jim Woodruff Dam during any seasonal period with little regard for

upstream uses.

At this point, we now have major droughts, escalating water demands in the upper
regions of the ACF, competing use issues for reservoir storage other than Congressional
authorized uses, three States competing for a*“ share of the pie” and Fish & Wildlife
playing the “nuclear option” in the lower portion of the basin. Unfortunately, West Point

Lake sits squarely in the middle of the basin. Lake Lanier (Buford Project) sits at the



upper boundary of the basin and makes up a significant portion of the Metro Atlanta's
water supply storage. Recreation, although not an authorized purpose of Lanier isalso a
significant economic incidental benefit of Lanier. However, unlike Lanier, West Point
Lake does have recreation, sport fishing, and wildlife devel opment as a specified and
well defined Congressional Authorization. Political pressure on the Corpsto maintain
pool elevations at Lanier has been intense over the years. Thereis aso significant
concern that Lanier also holds over 60 % of the storage in the ACF basin yet it sitsso far
towards the headwaters of the Chattahoochee River. Assuch, it controls huge volumes of
water (1,087,600 ac-ft in the conservation storage). Due to the political pressureto
maintain reservoir elevations and support water supply, Lake Lanier is operated much as
the “backstop” to the system. Only if everything elsefails will Lanier belooked at as a
resource to meet downstream needs, even with conservation storage that exceeds West
Point Lake by 780,000 acre-ft, nearly 3.5 times that of West Point Lake (See Exhibits 3-1
& 3-2). With West Point Lakeinitslocation, it is an easy target for the Corpsto use, as
recently referred to by General Schroedel, SAD Commander, as the “workhorse” of the
system. However, in this case, the workhorse is being turned into a“ mistreasted sway-
backed nag” dueto over use, rapid and repeated fluctuations in elevations, and excessive
drawdowns to support functions Congress never anticipated nor studies ever supported.
The reservoir continues to suffer due to outdated operational plans and rule curves that
penalize the reservoir when thereis good rainfall. An example of the unauthorized
purposes not conveyed to the Corps for use of storage at West Point Lake or any other of
the Federal storage projects includes “ providing cooling water associated with

thermoel ectric power as well as the accommodation of other municipa and industrial



needs such as non-Federa hydropower generation...” as stated to Congressman
Westmoreland by General Scroedel in his letter dated November 27, 2007 (See

Exhibit 5).

The “nuclear option” played by the US Fish & Wildlife that initiated the devel opment of
the Biologic Opinion and the Interim Operating Plan (“10OP") created havoc with regards
to the operation of West Point Lake during 2006 and 2007. In as much as the plan called
for the release of huge volumes of water into the Apalachicola River from the Jim
Woodruff project, the Environmental Assessment performed by the Corps did not
effectively investigate the impacts it would have on upstream storage projects,
particularly West Point Lake. As a matter of fact, personnel from the Corps actually
stated during public comment sessions that they did not ook at upstream reservoirs
because “the EA and IOP was for only Jim Woodruff project and downstream.” This
myopic viewpoint and total lack of understanding of how the projects are linked
hydrologically istroubling at best. The Corps has been operating this system for over 50
years, and certainly should understand by now that any modification to operations that
requires the release of as much as 37,000 cfs into the Apalachicola River cannot be
sustained by Woodruff itself. The Corps and Fish & Wildlife's zeal to accomplish
“some” change during a period of extreme drought and intense negotiations between
states typifies current philosophy employed in the Federa negotiations and failed
compact discussions; “let’ s find an answer and then we will devel op the science to justify
the answer.” Unfortunately for the Corps and Fish & Wildlife, this drought turned into

the drought of record and the extreme demands placed on West Point Lake drained it to



near itslowest eevation on record. So low that the Corps made the decision that it could
not afford to draw on West Point any further. Therefore they had to turn to Lake Lanier
in order to meet the flow requirements of the IOP in the ApalachicolaRiver. Thisaction
subsequently drained Lake Lanier to an al time record low level that appearsto be
unrecoverable this Spring. At Lanier’s present eevation (1055.9, March 20, 2000), if we
do not receive extraordinary rainfal during April and May, Lanier will enter the Summer
of 2008 at an unprecedented low elevation. All for the sturgeon and mussels that, to date,
no one can tell you, quantitatively, that the massive releases of 2006 and 2007 has done

any good to restore habitat or popul ations.

The Corps of Engineers has claimed the | OP only accounted for 0.5 feet of the drawdown
for West Point Lake during 2007 (Letter from Gen Schroedel to Congressman
Westmoreland, dated November 15, 2007, subsequently confirmed in Westmoreland to
Schroedel, dated, December 5, 2007, copy attached ). However, if you compare the
operational results, i.e, reservoir elevations, etc., of this drought (2007) with that of the
drought period in 2000, it is easy to see that the Corps held reservoir elevations much
higher during the previous droughts while meeting the downstream demands. The major
change between those droughts and this one was approximately 4 inches less rainfall
spread over the year and the implementation of the IOP. Therefore, the IOP did cause
significantly worse conditions than the 0.5 foot drawdown at West Point as alleged by the

Corps (See Exhibits 6 & 7).



If the Corps had taken a more aggressive and conservative approach to water
management, knowing we were in the midst of a multi-year drought of significance, West
Point Lake could have been sustained at levels above 630.0 well into the Summer of
2007, Lake Lanier could have been held higher and the releases into the Apalachicola
River downstream of Jim Woodruff Dam could have been sustained at levels greater than
those that were naturally produced but much less than the grossly exaggerated flows
required by the IOP. As pointed out earlier, the drought of the Summer of 2007 isa
continuation of amulti-year drought stretching back to 1998 asits origin. Therainfall we
have received over the last 12 years cumulatively is 56.1 inches below the cumulative
average (See Exhibit 2). If we discount the effects of tropical precipitation during this
period we are 100 inches below average. For the last 12 years, only four of those years
have produced rainfall greater than the long term average. During these four (4) years of
above average rainfall, we did not receive sufficient rainfall to overcome the long term
effects of the remaining eight (8) years. Had the Corps been “ manning the rudder”
tracking rainfall, tracking climatic conditions and reservoirs response, the devastation
caused by anill conceived plan such as the |OP would not have been exacerbated by the

drought.

Entering the Summer of 2006 (June 1, 2006), West Point Lake's elevation was at 631.3,
4.7 feet below the Summer Full Pool Elevation. This aso equatesto over 1 foot below
the “recreation impact level” where opportunities for recreation are negatively impacted.
I must remind you that recreation at West Point Lake was specifically and deliberately

authorized by Congress and intended to be a significant part of the overall operational



plan not just an ancillary benefit to be available only when the Corps found it convenient.
As the Summer progressed, the lake continued to operate within a2 foot band width
through most of 2006 and into the Spring of 2007 (See Exhibit 8). Beginning in May of
2007, West Point started a precipitous fall that did not end until the lake reached a near
historic low in the early Winter of 621.75. Thisrapid fall has been characterized as
exclusively due to the drought, except for 0.5 feet. However, when compared with other
droughts periods during the last 25 years, there is no evidence to support this argument.
The Water Control Plan for West Point Lake is the same as that utilized during each of
the earlier droughts. While there are some day-to-day operational decisions that are made
that may not be consistent form one drought to the next, the overall operationa guidance
isthe same. The Corps has said that they maintain consistency with the Water Control
Plans, therefore, it must be assumed that, in general, the management of the project was
essentially the same for the 2006-2007 period as it was for the 1981 drought, 1986-1988
drought and the 1998-2001 phase of the current drought. The only change to the
management plan was the adoption of the onerous characteristics of the |lOP. As can be
seen in Exhibits 6 & 7, the regional rainfall that occurred was reasonably consistent with
therainfal pattern of the year 2000. However, as can also been seen, the reservoirs at
Lanier and West Point were managed very differently between the two droughts. During
2007 Lake Lanier was held higher well into the Winter of 2007 than the corresponding
2000 drought, while West Point Lake was West Point Lake was dropped to its near
historic low by November of 2007. West Point Lake was not dropped nearly so steadily
or precipitously in 2000. As a matter of fact, in 2000 West Point Lake was maintained

nearly flat at elevation 631 while receiving very similar rainfall patterns during thistime.



Again, the only, plausible explanation, since the Corps is adamant about operating
according to their Water Control Plan which has not changed, is the adoption of the IOP.
For the Corps and Fish & Wildlife to continue to refute this is absolutely ludicrous.
Compounding the detrimental effects of the IOP on West Point Lake is the fact that the
Corps, in its selfish efforts to preserve Lake Lanier for water supply and recreation,
curtailed releases compared to their operations in 2000, which would have made up
additional inflow into West Point helping to slow the massive drawdown (See Exhibit 7).
Exhibit 7 clearly shows that the Lake Lanier elevation during 2007 was maintained
higher than in 2000, even with somewhat lower rainfall occurring in 2007.
Unfortunately, West Point Lake was placed into an untenable position by the Corps. It
was looked at, as described by the Corps, as the “workhorse.” However, asthe
workhorse, West Point was called upon to make massive releases for downstream flows
into the Apalachicola River that could not be sustained from storage. Meanwhile, the
Corps was making smaller releases at Lake Lanier to preserveits elevation. Operating in
this manner constrained West Point by limiting inflows from upstream while

simultaneously ordering large rel eases from storage.

The IOP aso required that the releases from Jim Woodruff Dam be reduced according to
a“ramp down process.” The ramp down was developed to ostensibly minimize stranding
of mussel species as the tailwater el evation was reduced as hydropower generation was
curtailed. Thistheory is predicated on the assumption that the mussels had time and did
“move’ up into shallow water as the generation schedul e released more water thereby

increasing the tailwater elevation. Unfortunately, the Corps nor US Fish & Wildlife can
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predict with any reasonable accuracy the movement of mussels, their response rate to
increasing or decreasing water levels, or the ability of mussels to anticipate the need to
move into shallow water. Therefore, the whole ramping issue is one of supposition and
speculation. Absent sound science, the ramp down rate (See Exhibit 9) causes serious
upstream impacts to storage due to the need to augment flows simply to accommodate the
ramping process. Again, aprocess that neither the Corps nor Fish & Wildlife anticipated,
understood, or modeled in their original EA and FONSI. Therefore, the upstream
impacts were overlooked and, subsequently, the FONSI did not accurately portray the
cumulative effects of the IOP. The ramp down process requires a slow progression of
flow curtailments that translate to a slow decay of tailwater elevation from 0.25 feet per
day to 0.5 feet per day, if flows are within the powerhouse capacity. If the powerhouseis
generating at full capacity or about 16,000 cfs when it is determined the need for
downstream flows has been met, it will take another 10 to 12 days just to shut down the
units and stay within the ramp down criteria. However, the normal operational cycle will
require the units to be loaded the next day for a power generation schedule. Therefore,
theoreticaly, as long as the flows downstream for the mussels and sturgeons are requiring
turbine capacity flow or greater, the units will run 24/7 due to the ramping criteria. The
requirement to run 24/7 in order to meet the ramp down criteria causes the upstream
reservoirs, primarily West Point, to release water from storage just to sustain thisillogica
approach to system management. Not only isthisillogica from a system management
perspective, it is counter productive to one of the stated goals of the State of Florida, that
of protection of the Apalachicola Bay and Estuary. The influx of this continuous

abnormal flow of freshwater into the bay creates a “plume of freshwater” that dilutes the
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salinity concentration in the plume region, changing the critical habitat of the fishery and
nursery of the bay. So, while at one end of the Apalachicola River, the Corps and Fish &
Wildlife seek to establish a new habitat criterion for mussels and sturgeon, it

simultaneously placed the valued oyster industry of the Apaachicola Bay in jeopardy.

What could have been done to avoid such a damaging situation from occurring? During
2007 even in the midst of the worst drought of record, the Basin Inflow during the Winter
and early Spring of 2007 was producing flows in excess of 5,000 cfs, the Flint River, by
itself was producing flows in excess of the 5,000 cfs minimum flow requirement (See
Exhibit 10). 1n some cases the basin inflows exceeded 35,000 cfs. However, dueto the
overly aggressive nature of the flow requirements of the IOP, and the fact the Corps and
Fish & Wildlife did not anticipate nor track the evolving drought, nearly all of this
available water was “ flushed” through the system, as required by the |OP, without regard
to refilling the system reservoirs. Had the flow requirement at Woodruff Dam taken into
account the need to refill critical storage, nearly 1 Million Ac-Ft. of water over the yearly
period of 2007 could have been preserved in the upstream reservoirs. If West Point had
received just 20% of this, not only would the reservoir been ableto refill before the
Summer period, something it has not done since the July of 2005, but it would have had
much more water storage in reserve that may have averted the catastrophic events of the
Summer of 2007 that impacted the economy and livelihood of so many residential, small
business and commercial interests of the LaGrange, West Georgia and East Alabama
region. While*" carving” out some of the basin inflow for storage replenishment, the Flint

River, by its self could have produced flows at Woodruff in excess of 10,000 cfs for

12



much of the Spring and with a contribution of approximately 3,000 cfs from the
Chattahoochee River (Flow attributed to normal instream requirements plus incremental
inflows) it is extremely doubtful the mussels or sturgeons would have noticed there was
much of adrought. In fact, if the more conservative approach had been taken, there
would not have been such a“rush to judgment” about loss of mussels due to stranding.

The flows would have been less variable but still sufficient to support sturgeon spawning.

Itis clear the |OP has been and continues to be a significantly detrimental tool employed
by the Corp and Fish & Wildlife in the name of Endangered Species. Asking the Corps
and Fish & Wildlifeif the operation under the IOP has been beneficia to the sturgeons
and mussels, they cannot state with irrefutable scientific evidence that it has been
beneficial nor can they, quantitatively, provide evidence that it will be beneficial in the
future. Y et, we have documented severe negative impact to West Point Lake, West
Georgiaand the East Alabama region that the Corps never addressed in their so called

“Finding of No Significant Impact.”

Concurrent with the |OP process in the Apalachicola River, there arerivers and habitats
that Fish & Wildlife has identified in surrounding regions of the Gulf coastal areathat
they characterize as having these same threatened and endangered species (See Habitat
Designation at US Fish & Wildlife Web Site for mussels and sturgeon, respectively:

http://www.fws.gov/southeast/drought/ CH-Final Rul e-PublishedFederal Reqgister.pdf and

http://www.fws.gov/alabama/gs/GS fina_rule.html). However, in many of these

habitats, there are no storage projects to useto aid in flow augmentations nor are there
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projects that create modified hydrologic flow regimes that Fish & Wildlifeclamisa
prime cause of mussel and sturgeon decline. While Fish & Wildlife and the Corps, under
the umbrella of the ESA and the |OP, actively search for some beneficial matrix of
operations that will produced the desired results of habitat improvement and species
protection in the Apaachicola River, their combined efforts have placed an extraordinary
burden on West Point Lake, specifically, and the entire ACF system of storage reservairs.
The Corps performed a perfunctory Environmental Assessment (“EA™) and subsequently
issued a premature Finding of No Significant Impact (“FONSI”). However, the Corps
alternatives did not examine the impacts of severe droughts; did not examine the effects
of the ramping rates; did not examine in detail the economic and social damage that the

| OP would cause upstream; did not adequately examine the options available to sustain
viable communities in other river basins; has not provided sound science to back up
supposition, specul ation and guesswork about the actual life cycle of the species and their
actual response to changing conditions; nor did they examine the cumul ative impacts as
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and other standards such
as Environmental Justice. Again, the Corpsand Fish & Wildlife had an “end game” in
mind and there process was formulated in such a manner as to facilitate that end game

with total disregard for the upstream reservoirs and particularly West Point Lake.

This concludes my testimony. Again, | appreciate the Committee taking time to convene
this Field Hearing on such an important issue to the West Point Lake community, West
Georgiaand East Alabama. | am available to the Committee for questioning at your

convenience.
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