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Rural Utilities Service Jackson County Lake Project
U.S. Forest Service Final Environmental Impact Statement

Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Comments and
Responses

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Jackson County Lake
Project was issued on May 26, 2000. The public and agency comment period for the DEIS
closed on July 10, 2000. Comments received were in the form of individual letters and public
meeting statements. Many of the comments received were used in revising the text of the DEIS
to prepare the final document.

Two public meetings on the DEIS were held on June 27, 2000. Transcripts of the public
meetings are included in this Appendix.

This appendix contains the agency and public comments received by the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA), Rura Utilities Service (RUS) during the public review
period for the DEIS. In accordance with 40 CFR 1503.4, Response to Comments, RUS has
individually and collectively assessed and considered all of the comments on the DEIS received
from al parties. On the following pages, comments and responses are shown side by side. Each
comment page corresponds to one page of the comment letter or transcript received.

Each comment on a page is marked with a vertical line in the left side margin of the comment
letter or public meeting transcript, and is assigned a code. The code consists of a number
followed by a dash mark (-) and aletter (e.g., 1-A, 1-B, 2-A, etc.). The code number (e.g., 1-, 2-)
represents the comment letter, and al comments from a given letter have the same code number.
The code letter (e.g., A, B) represents an individua comment within a comment letter. Each
comment in agiven letter has a different code letter assigned to it. Similarly, RUS responsesin
the right column of the table are preceded by the code of the comment to which it refers.

Federal agency comments are presented first, followed by State agency comments, public
comment letters, and lastly, public meeting transcripts. Within each of these categories, all
comment letters received from different members of the same agency are presented
consecutively.
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Comments on Jackson County L ake Project Draft EIS Responses
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Mir. Mark Plank

U.5. Depastment of Agricalture
Rural Utilities Service

A Box 1548

Washington, DC 20250

Subgject: Draft Enviranmental Impact Statement (DELS) for the Proposed Jackson
County Lake Project; Jackson County, KY; CEQ # 000152

Dear br. Plank:

Pussuant 10 Section 309 of the Clean Air Act snd Section 102 (2)(C) of the
MNational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), EPA, Region 4, has reviewed the subject
document. This DEIS is an evaluation of the potential impacts associated with 1he
prepacation, construction, operation, and associated aclions attendant to building a dam,
reservair, and water transmtission main leading from the resarvoir 1 the Jackson Coumy
Water Association (JCWA) treatinen? plast at Tyner Lake, Varous recreational
anenities are also envisioned, viz, boal ramp, picnic, public beach, and campground, as
part of the praject’s purpose’need. A 30-foot buffer has been proposed around the
reservoar it an efTort to protect it water quality from development and'or other
improvident land uscs.

The preferred alicmative at the War and Stecr Fork sile would encompass 118 and
162 acres at normal pool and maximum flosd elevations, respectively. The total acreage
for the project {incleding the buffer) would involve 337 acres. Most of this property lies
within the Damiel Boope National Forest, Whether the LS, Forest Service would agree
to exchange ihis parce] for a comparable property er continue Lo manage the reservoir for
aesthetics and water quality purposes rentain (0 be determined, The raw water
tranenussien line woild rin a distance of 9.5 miles slong existing righls-of-way 1o the
JCW A reatment plant,

There are a number of important aspects of the project design and the
ramifications thereof which need to be more fully described’evaluated in the final E1S;

WATER MEEDS

In part, the water noeds” analysis is based on an average residentiol per capits

Infmmat Ackdreza (LIALY = B e ez gav
Blecycla Tt yclabia = Prvim] Wi Vegetsin Dl Dz b on ek PEiee fUinmmm 1% Pesminen
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Comments on Jackson County L ake Project Draft EIS Responses

1-A

1-B

1-C

1-D

1-E

2

water use of 67 gal’day/person. However, this value is taken from statewide data.
Local figures from Jackson and surmounding countics reveal thar average water use
is approximately 52 pal’day/person, Under the *Moderate™ water needs scenario,
this equates to a differential of 0.3 million gallons of waler per day from ihat cited
in the DEIS (See calcolations below),

Furthermore, the DEIS notes that water conservation can reduce water use by
10-30% (20%), By implementing water conservation measures in conjunction
with whatever additional new water sources are developed, the necessary yield
derived from those sources could be further diminished (See calculations below).

Three additional water utilities have expressed some interest in participating in the
subject new water source. Their inclusion (taken as a commitment) resulted in an
increase in the planmng aeget by an odditional merement (G0%) above local water
needs. The “pcheal™ need for water from a new Jackson County source by at least
one of these utility disteicts, Berea College, (5 open to guestion. Currently, Berea
College meets its water supply needs with four reservoirs; a fifth potential
reservoir could add an additional 20% to this existing capacity. Nobwithstanding
this questionable need, an additional 17.8% capacity (0.33 mpd) was included in
the Jackson County water assessment to account for Berea College. Removal of
the Bereg College allocation, m conjunetion with waler conservation measures and
a per capita residential water use based on average local consumption rates, would
further reduce the total necessary yield to approximately 1.8 med. This more
realistic need would make feasible many sites‘/measures which were discounted in
the evaluation,

In a related igsue, the dizcussion of anri:ip.ated. industrial water needs does not
reference effors to attract low water-use industry (25 opposed Lo intensive use
industries). If potable water supply s such a critical issue in Jackson County,
attempts should be made to foster industrial developments that are not water
imtensive. This would thereby reduce the demands on the local infrastructure and
adverse consequence to aquatic resources,

Reference 15 made that the Jackson County Water Authority is currently making
plans o add 40 miles of waterlines within the County. However, this addition i3
contingent on expanding treatment capacity of existing wastewater facilitics. The
final EIS should detail the difficulties and costs {envirenmental and otherwise)
associated with upgrading wastewaler treatment. Since the linkage of expanding
the potable water system and waste water treatment is so fundamental to the
subject proposal, water recycling should be examined s a means of lessening the
need o expand existing wastewater treattment facility (ies). An analysis of the

1-A:

1-C:

1-D:

1-E:

Please refer to Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption Rates, of
this FEIS for an explanation of the use of 67 gallons per day (gpd) as the
residential per capita userate.

A water conservation factor of 10 percent was calculated into the revised
water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this
FEIS. Please refer to this section for more information.

Berea College’ s projected water needs were removed from the revised
water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this
FEIS.

The role of the Empowerment Zone (EZ) isto attract industriesthat are
suitable to the economic and infrastructure conditions of Jackson
County. Industries requiring high water consumption have numerous
alternatives within Kentucky (e.g., along the Ohio River) in which they
could locate. Such industries would likely explore development options
in these | ocations before considering Jackson County.

Economic/business conditions in Jackson County are not likely to attract
water-intensive industries. Therefore, impacts on wastewater treatment
and infrastructure would be minimal. Incremental addition of housing
unitsisnot likely to be asignificant factor. Most homeswill utilize on-
site water disposal systems and will be on scattered |ots, minimizing the
potential for significant water quality issues. However, wastewater
treatment capacity in Jackson County may have to be expanded and/or
upgraded as the population served by the Jackson County Water
Association (JCWA) and the volume of residential, commercial, and
industrial water useincreases. The detailed analysis of environmental
and economic costs, such as the assimilative capacity of receiving waters
and financing arrangements, associated with such an expansion,
however, are beyond the scope of analysisfor thisEIS. Likewise, an
analysis of the feasibility of technological options, such aswater
recycling, in Jackson County, as a means both of reducing wastewater
and of supplying afraction of water needs, is most appropriately
conducted at such time asthese facilities are being actively proposed.

1-F:. The commenter is correct in noting that alake is not necessary to provide
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses

hiking, camping, picnicking, and swimming facilities. However, the

4 primary purpose of the proposed reservoir isfor water supply; any
capacity of receiving waters to assimilate additional discharges from new users is recreational use that may occur at the reservoir would be an incidental
also germane. benefit of thefacility. Any areaswithin the Daniel Boone National

) Forest (DBNF) that have not yet been developed for recreation would

RECREATIONAL NEEDS require different and additional funding than that designated for the

The rationale for recreation as a project purpose needs to be re-examined in the reservoir. Swimming needs may potentially be met by S{VI mm' ng

final document. The Recreational Needs Analysis (Appendix F) indicates that pools constructed around Jackson County. However, swimming pools,

only picnicking, hiking, camping, and swimming will experience any shortfall in both small private pools and larger public ones, meet a different kind of

eapacities (above current facilities) until the year 2020, The bases for assuming recreational need than do lakes. Swimming pools are typically used for

that picnicking, h”“ﬂ-gi;“:ﬁm:"g Tl}ﬂl.tm “ﬂ_'-’*daiﬂ It* as50¢ '3::"3 ‘:T::‘ﬂ ; swimming as sport or physical fitness, playing in the water, and

reservoir were incompletelv developed. Approximately one-guarier 0 : :

1-F Jackson County lies in the Daniel Boone National Forest. Its penerally rugped Sur_]bath' ng. A I_ake not On_ly presentsa mc_’re natural Sett_' ng f_or .
landscape offers scenic views of southeastern Kentucky s natural topography and swimming, but is also available to other kinds of recreation, including
lends itself 1o hiking trails, pienic facilities, and campgrounds independent of a boating, canoeing, fishing from shore and/or boat, wildlife observation,
TESETVOir, hiking, and sight-seeing. In addition, construction of swimming pools
- T - T ; around the County would also require different funding than that

ere are practical considerations which remain outstanding. According to the . ) .
Recreational Needs Analysis, the need for swimming facilities reaches a maximum designated for the reservoir, and would likely come from local sources.
of only 29 acres by the year 2020, The justification for a 120-acre reservoir to . ) ] ) )
meet a “projected” future demand needs to be specified. All other water-basad 1-G: The primary purpose of the dam and reservoir project isto provide
recreation activities are adequately addressed capacity-wise within 50 miles of the Jackson County with additional water supplies to meet current and
proposed reservoir, projected needs. Recreation isasecondary purpose of the project, but

as mentioned in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, not meeting the desire to have

inally, Kentueky Stare repnlations advise that water supply reservoirs should not . . L. .
Al emneeY £ PRY increased recreational opportunities would not exclude an alternative

allow swimming, water skiing and ather contact sports and large motor operated

craft (401 KAR :020). For these reasons, we question wiy/fow recreation can from further consideration. Therefore, recreation does not serve asa

-G became a bonafide project purpose capable of serving as a causal agent for causal agent for elimination of aternativesin the EIS.

LH elimination of other non-reservoic alternatives. IF recreation remains an integral

i part of the project, its water quality implications on the primary {water supply) 1-H: A discussion of water quality implications from recreational uses of
purpose/need should be mare fully detailed in the fins] EIS.. the proposed reservoir is provided in Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental
For other practical reasons the water supply and recreational basis of the project Consequences, Surface and Groundwater Resources, of this FEIS.
are working at cross purposes. As noted, recreation is greatly limited on water
supply reservoirs, if allowed at all, Also, lakeside development is restricted, which | 1-1: RUS acknowledges that, to some extent, the water supply and
1 usually excludes eamping. Most reservoirs are desipned to provide 73% of Ithcir recreational functions of the proposed reservoir work at cross purposes.

volumes for water supply in times of low flow. m‘;;;:m” "‘“Plfelf" diaaikiprolg However, numerous reservoirs across the country provide both of these
often have greatly fluctuating water levels which further limits their recreational - ’ i L
use. Interestingly, the DEIS notes that the selected alternative may not meat much S(_:’W'Ces' Refer to the response to comment 1-H. In add't'or_]* as
of the recreational needs due to limited access. Yet, recreational use for the discussed throughout the DEIS, development would be restricted
preferred alternative is incongruously prajected ta be very high within the buffer zone surrounding the reservoir. Recreational access

to the War Fork and Steer Fork reservoir is discussed in Section
3.2.9.2.1, War Fork and Steer Fork, of the DEIS. Site accessis not
described in this section as being limited.
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1-J

1-K

1-L

1-M

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

ON-RESERVOIR ALTERNATIVES

The four non-reservoir altermatives addressed in the DEIS (groundwater, expansion
of two existing Tackson County reservoirs, water supply from surrounding
counties, and water conservation) were eliminated from further review because,
“Each of (hese allernatives was investigated and found incapable of fully mecting
the primary purpose and need of water supply and the secondary purpose and need
of supplving lake-oriented outdoor recreation” (DEIS, p. 2-1). Yet, none of these
allarnatives appears (o have been evalumed in conjunction with the others, For
example, would groundwater AND water conservation measures meet water
supply needs? This evaluation should be undertaken given the potential reduced
water vield needs described previoushy.

The secondary purpose of recreation has already been largely discounted above,
therefore, it should not serve as a basis for dismissal of alematives,

RESERVOIR ALTERNATIVES

The site selection (evaluation) criteria for a water supply reservoir in Jackson
County was based on an estimated yield of at least 3.5 million gallons of waler per
day (mpd). The legitimacy of this target yield has already been addressed. The
evaluation of alternative reservoir locations was done in a manner that
fundamentally exeludes any and all other water supply, water harvesting, or water
conservation efforts, and instead relies exclusively on a single source water supply
source. Thus, the DEIS does not provide a logical and complete comparison of all
feasible alternatives.

A pump storage option was only censidered for ene location, This approach
ivolves locating a reservoir on a small stream adjecent to o large river and flling
the reservoir from the river during high fows. The reservair thus acts as a large
Taw water storage tank. Reservoirs of this design usually have much less overall
environmental impact. In this regard it should be determined if Tyner Lake be
converted fo pump storage and thus increase its vield. Since pump storage
reserveirs usually have much smaller watersheds than reserveirs that rely
complelely on a larpe watershed for yield, they are easier to protect from 3 water
quality perspective.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The DEIS identifies the War Fork/Steer Fork River as the preferred site for
Teservoir comstruction.  Incongruously, the impoundment structure would lie

1-J: Comment noted. Certain combinations of alternatives are considered in

1-K:

1-M:

: Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1,

thisFEIS. Water conservation has been incorporated into the revised
water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this
FEIS. Water conservation is assumed to offset projected increasesin
water use due to population growth and rising per capitaincome. Due
to the highly speculative nature of groundwater suppliesin Jackson
County (refer to Section 2.1.1, Groundwater Devel opment, of the
DEIS), acombination of groundwater and conservation would not be
expected to meet even the revised projected water demands. ThisFEIS
also examines the option of including McKee' s two reservoirs among
Jackson County’ s water supply facilities.

As mentioned in Section 2.0 of the EIS, not meeting the desire to have
increased recreational opportunitieswould not exclude an alternative
from further consideration. Therefore, recreation does not serveasa
causal agent for elimination of aternativesin the EIS.

Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on the DEIS
from agencies and the public, alternatives were reassessed as to
whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson and surrounding
counties. Additional alternatives were evaluated in this FEIS and either
eliminated from further study or considered to be reasonable for further
analysis. Please refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the
Proposed Action, of this FEIS for amore detailed discussion. Those
aternatives considered to be reasonable for further study are evaluated
in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS.

Pumped storage alternatives were reevaluated in this FEIS. Please
refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, and
Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS for more
information.
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses

1-N

1-0

1-P

5

approximately one-half mile vpstream of a river segment that the 1.5, Forest
Service (USFS) has recommended (to the Department of Interior™ational Park
Service) for inclusion in the Mational Wild and Scenic River system. The
proposed impoundment and operation of the water control structure will adversely
affect its scenic river status by altering the hydroperiod, and thereby nepatively
influencing the existing aquatic ecology and faunal composition.

For example, under average flow conditions, an impoundment would reduce
downsream flows by 32% (Table 3.2.2.-2). Downsmeam flows would be further
reduced by 61% during “average drought conditions™ and up to 97% during “worst
drought conditions.” Since the degree of reduction for all seenarios is so dramatie,
the characterization that it will only produce "moderate™ biolopical impacts needs
1o be explained,

The DEIS cites the 7Q 10 discharge as the propesed minimum sustained low flow
Ieaving the reservoir. As noted, EPA is concemned that such minimal flows will
not sustain existing biotic communities in War Fork and, in tumn, would adversely
affect its nomination into the Wational Wild and Scenic River System. According
o Walker (1994), the USFS considers War Fork to have among the best water
quality and other physical feanures that can be found in a karst-dominated
watershed in the Commonwealth. As pointed out by Evans and England (1895),
establishing historic low flows as the acceptable minimum tends to perpetuale and
legitimize worst-case conditions and likely limits the biotic community 1o
whatever the most degraded habitat can support.

The DEIS fails to account for any mitigation of adverse impacts to affected stream
segments, i.e,, directindirect effects of impoundment construction together with
inundation impacts. All adverse stream impacts will require mitigation
commensurate with the Clean Water Act, Section 404 permit process. Presently,
the aquatic biolopical resources of the proposed project area are not fully
describedaccounted for, and neither is the actual stream length which will be
inundated. Afler determination of the least damaging alternative, 8 mitigation plan
must be offered by the applicant Tor review/comment during the Section 404
prermitting process,

For furure reference in this regard, the high quality of War Fork and Steer Fork
will require significant off-site mitigation to compensate for the altecation of these
environs from lotic to lentic water habitat. The deleterious effects of dams on
downstream aguatic ecosystems is well documented in the literature, and
eompensatory mitigation will necessarily aceount for such impacts due to
alteration of the streams® hydroperiod, sediment ransport, and organic matter

1-N:

1-P:

The values presented in Table 3.2.2-2 of the DEIS are subject to
change, as noted in Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental Consequences, of
this FEIS. Please refer to this section for adiscussion on these values.
The status of the Wild and Scenic Study River segment of War Fork
should not be affected by regulated flows because the U.S. Forest
Service (USFS) has proposed a“ Scenic” classification for this
segment. Thisclassification isfurther described in Section 3.2.2.1.1,
War Fork and Steer Fork, of the DEIS.

: The minimum discharge from the dam during low flow periods has

been changed for this FEIS. Please refer to Section 3.2.2.2,
Environmental Consequences, of this FEIS for a discussion on this
change.

A jurisdictional waters determination isincluded in this FEIS as
Appendix U. At the proposed War Fork and Steer Fork project site,
approximately three miles of jurisdictional waters would be inundated
by the proposed reservoir. Mitigation measures for adverse impacts to
these waters, including wetlands, would be negotiated as part of the
Section 404 (Clean Water Act (CWA)) permitting process with the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and other participating
agencies, potentially including the Kentucky Division of Water
(KDOW), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), if this alternative is chosen
as the action to be taken.
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1-Q

1-R

1-S

1-T

1-U

EC-2.
of this action and request some additional information about the above issues, IF we can
be of further assistance, Dr. Gerald Miller (404-562-9626) will serve as initial point of
contact.

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

cycling.

Multi-level water intakes offer enhanced flexibility in a nultiple purpose reservoir,

While these devices are menrioned, there 15 no commitment as to their installation.

While we agree that the proposed variable depth penstock is 2 pood design feature,

there should be an accompanying plan in the final document to select the
appropriate depths for reservoir release. This determination often involves the
monitoring of upstream water quality.

There are some guestions regarding potential impacts to threatened/endangered

- | species which will need 1o be resolved before this proposal beging construction,

We understand that additional studies are currently being undertaken. The resules
of same should be made available in the final EIS.

The narrative characterizations of the alternatives need to have preater specificity,
wiz., quantitative comparisons of the impacts of the various alternatives on flow,
D, temperature, wetlands (in acres) and streams {in linear feet). This is standard
practice for documenting the effects of water supply reservoir proposals.

The specific steps (other than a buffer) which will be taken to protect the
immediate watershed of the rezervoir need 10 be enumerated in the fimal EIS. Tt

appears there may be residential development around the preferred altenative
which would be problematic from a Jong-tern water quality perspective,

The presence of lead in any drinking water source is always a concern.  This
matter needs to be examined further in the final decument.

Based on the direct impacts cited in the document, we have assigned a rating of
That is, we have same environmental concerns about the long-term consequences

Sincerely,

ok TNVl

ginz I, Mueller, Chief
/ Office of Environmental Assessment

I

1-Q:

1-S.

1-T:

. Theresults of the surveysfor Federally -listed threatened and

It would be premature, at thistime, to present a plan for the proposed
multi-level water intake. Such a plan would only be developed if a
reservoir is chosen as the action to be taken, and the engineering
design phase for the proposed dam and associated structuresis
undertaken. However, it should be noted that the project proponents,
aswell as RUS, have firmly asserted a commitment to the use of a
multi-level water intake.

endangered species are provided in this FEIS as Appendix T.

Qualitative predictions of likely changesin dissolved oxygen (DO)
and temperature downstream of the proposed reservoir were
discussed in Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental Consequences, of the
DEIS. Quantifying such predictions (i.e., how many degrees change
in temperature and how many milligrams per liter changein DO) is
hampered by alack of specific information on design features and
permit conditions that would be imposed by KDOW. If permit
conditions dictate no change in water temperature between inflow
and outflow, amulti-level intake could largely facilitate this. If DO
must be maintained above a specified minimum, several methods
exist for doing so. These features can be imposed by the State in the
permitting process. Please refer to the response to comment 1-P.

RUS cannot dictate the development of watershed planning or land
management for water quality protection of the reservoir. Most of
the land surrounding the preferred War Fork and Steer Fork site (3.5
mgd) is public land managed by the USFS. USFS management of
these lands would severely restrict residential development in the
immediate vicinity of the reservoir. The USFS would conduct an
environmental assessment (EA) on the land exchange or Special Use
Permit (SUP) necessary for this alternative, if it is chosen asthe
action to be taken. Aspart of the EA on the land exchange, USFS
may investigate the option of retaining ownership of the buffer zone
around the lake, and acquiring ownership of privately-owned land
within the buffer zone.
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

References

Evans, 1.W. and R.H. England. 1995. 4 Recommended Method to Protect Instream
Flows in Georgig. Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife Resources
Division, Social Circle, GA. 51 pp.

Walker, J. 1994. War Fork Water Resowree Inventory. U.S.D.A., Forest Service, Daniel
Boone National Forest.

Calculations: Given that y = Jackson County necessary yield, and y was increased
by 60% to account for other water utilities, then

1.6y = 3.5 mpd

y = 1.86 mgd

1.86 mgd - (18,477 persons x (67-52 g/p/d) = 1.58 mgd

1.58 mgd + (60% - 17.8%) = 2.25 mgd

2.25 mgd x 80% (water conservation savings) = 1.8 med

1-U: Asdiscussed in Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental Consequences, of the

DEIS, State regulations require the water in the reservoir to be tested
prior to withdrawals. If lead or any other contaminant exceeds drinking
water standards, the processes used at the water treatment plant would
be modified accordingly. The continual monitoring and sampling
required by State law and regulation would ensure that all potable water
reaching consumersis safe.
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2-A

2-B

2-C

2-D

2-E

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

OFFICE OF ENVIHONMENTAL POLICY AND COMPLIANCE
Richaril B. Russell Federa] Building
TA Spring Street, 34,
Adlanta, Georgln 30303

June 28, 200K

ER-00/408

Mark 5. Plank

USDA, Rural Utilities Service
Engineering and Envieonmental Staff
1400 Indcpendence Ave,, M3 1571
Washington, DC 20250

Dear Mr. Plank:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft EIS for the Jackson County Lake Praject,
Jackson County, KY, as requested.

The draft environmental impact statement {DEIS) adequately descriles the alternatives that are
currently under consideration, and those that heve been eliminated from further consideration. Tt also
describes the majority of potential impacts from construction and mitigation/protective measures that
will be implemented to avoid or minimize those impacts.  Adverse, project-related efects to lhﬁ
federally endangered Indiana bat (Mjpotts sodalis), Virginia big-cared bat (Cw;mm::&um: ferwnserwdii
virginiens), and running bulato clover {¥rifolium  stoloniferum) that might {u!ﬂt from
implementation of the preferred allernative are not addressed. However, the DEIS dn;_s:ndu:atct_hu
surveys are being conducted or continued to determine if these listed species occur i the project
impact area.

The DEIS indicates that, because of the presence of federally listed species or q:signlatiun 28 scenic
rivers, several impoundment alternatives have been dropped from fusther consideration. We agree
with the decision 1o drap the Laurel Fork, Horselick Creek, and Station Camp Creek alternatives.

We recommend that the final envirenmental impact staement contain a fll description of the
potential effects 1o the Indiana bal, Virginia big-cared bat, and running _bul'fnlu claver, fmlm
implementation of the selected altermafive, and protective measures that will be implemented te avaid
or minimize those effects. Furthermare, we recommend that, prior to 2 final decision, a biological
assessment be submitted o the U 5. Fish and Wildlife Service, Cookeville Ficld Office, for review
and concurrence. The assessment should contain the results of the surveys and determinations of
effect for cach of the listed sprcies.

2-A: Comment noted.

2-B: Based on what was known at the time the DEIS was rel eased about
the occurrence of Federally-endangered Indiana bats and Virginia
big-eared bats at the proposed reservoir sites, it was concluded that
the project would not likely adversely affect either species at any of
the proposed sites. No specimens of either endangered bat species
were found in mist-netting and other surveys, including summer
cliffline and winter habitat surveys, at the proposed project sites.
Moreover, no hibernacula were discovered within the footprints of
any of the proposed impoundments. However, it was noted that
both the USFS and the USFWS believe these two bat species likely
utilize riparian corridors within at least the proposed War Fork and
Steer Fork project site as summer foraging habitat.

It was reasoned in the DEIS that permanently flooding about 116
acres of forestland would probably not harm the speciesif they were
present at the War Fork and Steer Fork project site in the summer
months. The rationale for this conclusion is based on the flexibility
in the feeding habits of the species, including evidence that they
feed above impoundments, and on the likelihood that foraging
habitat is not the limiting factor for local populations.

Field surveysfor the running buffal o clover were completed in the
spring of 2000 and found no specimens of the species at any of the
proposed project sites. Bat surveyswere completed in the summer
of 2000 and found no Indiana bats or Virginia big-eared bats at any
of the proposed project sites. These surveysareincluded in this
FEISasAppendix T.

2.C: Comment noted.

2-D: TheFEIS, in Appendix T, contains the complete, final report on
these three Federally endangered species. Potential effectsare
described. In sum, effects on the running buffalo clover would be
non-existent becauseit is not present on any of the proposed
reservoir sites; effects on the Indiana bat and Virginiabig-eared bat
would not to be adverse, because none were captured during mist-
netting conducted in the summers of 1999 and 2000, and no known
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hibernacula would be inundated by the project.

LZ?};;‘;_‘;:;;"LE_“E{ET,T.;,‘;“Jf';?.ffﬂﬁ“#ﬂf{“”“m prrs ot B il 2-E: If areservoir is chosen as the action to be taken, and the War Fork
’ and Steer Fork siteis chosen asthe final project location in the
Sincerely, USDA, RUS Record of Decision (ROD), additional National
) _/{/ / Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis and documentation
Mfﬁf‘—“ T e would be conducted in conjunction with the USFS and USACE
o/ JamesH. Lee actions. The USFS would provide appropriate NEPA coverage for
/ Reglonsl Bqvirinmontal (ificer its land exchange and/or SUP. It is anticipated that a Biological
Assessment (BA) and Biological Evaluation (BE) would be

prepared concurrently with this NEPA documentation.
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TQ: nark Plank
Sanior Environmental Scienlist
US04 Rural Utilitas Service
Engiregring & Envirgnrmental Stadf
Mad S1op 1571
1400 Independance Avenus, SW
Washington, DG

From:  Jemy Sparks
Bialogist
CELRL-OP-F5
PO Box 483
Hewburgh, I[N 47633-0465

Subject: Dralt EIS for Proposed Lake In Jacksan County, KY

Dale: July 10, 2000

| hawa completad a review of the drakt EIS for the abeve referenced
prejact The Corps of Engineers exercises regulatory jurisdictan on both
War Fork and Sturgeon Creek under the Clean Water Ast (CWA), 18 i3 unlawiul
undar Saction 301 af 1his Act (33 USC 1311) o place dredged ar fill
material into “walers of the United States” without prer autharization,
Normally, the autharization ig i the form of a Department of the Ammy (DA}
penmid issued In accordance with 1he provisions of Seclion 404 of the CWA
(33 LISC 1344), Since this projact would invalve the discharge of drodged of
fill material, it will be necessary for the Conps b evaluate your proposad
activily undear the Saction 404 () (1) guidelnes prepared by the
Environmental Profection Agency. Il would seam that the mast afficiant way
far the federal government 1o address this project is for the documenlabion
in the EIS to address as many of the sectian 404 Claan Water Act concems a5
pralble. This whilld seprdie all phases af the proposal and lead o & mare
efficient process for lhe applicant. The following comments are thes
affered,
The guidelines restrict discharges into aguslic areas whera lass
emvironmenially damaging, practicable altemalives axisl Wilh this in mand,
gacumeniataon needs 1o be supglied for the non-resanvalr altermalives which
would canvincingly exchude them belare this prefemed alternalive discharge
could be aulharized. | have faund that the documantation witha 1he draft
EIS upon which these nen-reservoir alternalhves have been excluded is not
very robust There are references bo e-mails and other information thal ane
not provided. I8 is impossible ts evaluate thesa conclusions withaut their
supponing documants.
The Conps must prapare a permit decision desument which incledes a
diseuzsion of the environmeantal impacts of the project, the indings of the
putlic interest review process, and any speclal evaluation required by the
type of aclinty such as complance daterminations with the 404 (0] (1)
guidalines. The drafl EIS process has made substantial prograss toward
addrassing the issues invohved in our permitting process, Hewever, | leel
like fhat some of the patential environmeantal consequances have not been
adequately addressod, A number of these were included ender TSSUES TO BE
RESOLVED" (page xix). Although wa sharae the concams raised by these msues,
wa will rafrain friom discussing them here sinca you have nb'-'lnus?,'
ldentified them as issues needing rasolution. However, as noted, the

3A:

3-B:

3C:

Responses
Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section
1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on the
DHESfrom agencies and the public, alternatives were reassessed as
to whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson and
surrounding counties. Additional alternatives were evaluated in this
FEIS and either eliminated from further study or considered to be
reasonable for further analysis. Please refer to Section 2.0,
Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of this FEIS for amore
detailed discussion. Those alternatives considered to be reasonable
for further study are evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental
Analysis, of this FEIS.

Emails and other forms of correspondence, which were referenced
throughout the EIS, are part of the administrative record for this
project.

Some of the issuesincluded under “Issues To Be Resolved” in the
Executive Summary of the DEIS have been investigated and
included in this FEIS. The remaining issues will be addressed at
upcoming stages of the project, including the engineering design
phase, permitting, and approval.
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proposed dam for War Fork lies just upsiream of a stream segment recommended

by the U.S. Forest Service to the Department of Interior/National Park
Service to be included in the National Wild and Scenic River System as a
Scenic River. The proposed impoundment and operation of the water control
structure will have consequences on this downstream reach which need to ba
more tharoughly evaluated. River form, fluvial processes, and biotic
ecosystems tend to evolve simultaneously and operate through mutual
adjustments toward stabilization. It is unclear at this point what
consequences this reservoir and its regulation may have on the dimensions,
patterns, profile, and habitat structures of the downstream reach. This

needs to be elaborated on within the context of the EIS. The specific

aquatic biclogical resources of the proposed project area need to accounted
for and there need to be compensatory mitigation offered for the unavoidable
impacts to these resources. | recommend that we arrange an interagency
meeting to discuss these issues in more detail before the final EIS
prepared. Please contact me at your eardiest convenience and we will discuss
these issues.

3-D:

3-E:

Any additional evaluations or specific studies that would be
necessary to obtain a USACE, Section 404/Section 10 Permit are
being deferred until afinal decision is made regarding the proposed
action.

A full wetlands delineation, based on the 1987 USACE manual, has
been conducted for this FEIS, and isincluded as Appendix U. Any
additional evaluations or proposals for compensatory mitigation for
unavoidable impacts to aquatic biological resources that would be
necessary to obtain a USACE, Section 404/Section 10 Permit are
being deferred until afinal decision is made regarding the proposed
action.
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FaulL B Parton

Ticvanune

JardEs E. BICKFDAD

SisrcTany
CORASHWTALTH BF KEMESEY
MNaTuraL REsounces ano Ernsronssental PROTICTION CABBNET
DHEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
Fansaronr Qery Pan
14 ALy ko
Frapmroas 7 0601
MEMORANDUM
T Alex Harber

Srate Envieonmental Review Officer
Department for Envirenmenial Prolection

FROM: Timwathy Kuryln T
EIS Coondinatir
Division of Waler

DATE: July 27, 2006)

SUBJECT:  DES, Impoursdiien oa War Fork, Daniel Boone Notional Forest {Jackson
Constityh, SERO (0032238

Attzchied are the Division of Water comments om be Drafi Environmenial Impac
Statement prepared by tbe LS. Depamment of Agriculiune reganding an impoundment on
War Fork in the Danicl Docne Motional Forest near Turkey Foot (Jockson County).

[ Lean Smolhers, Water Resources Branch
‘Willtamm Samnpson, Water Crality Branch
Tam Vam Arsdall. Water Qrnlity Branch

&
oz Ml

.P;':H‘I’IUH
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET
ENVIRODNMENTAL REVIEW
Division of Water Project Number: 000522-38

Praject Title: DEIS, Impoundment on War Fork, Daniel Boone National Forest (Jackson
County}

The Division of Water has reviewed the Draft Enviconmental Impact Statement
prepared by the LS. Department of Agriculture (USDA) regarding an impoundment on
War Fork in the Daniel Boone Mational Forest mear Turkey Fool. The Division's
commenis address matters the Division desires considered in the Final EIS.

IN GENERAL

War Fork from RM 0.0 to BRM 132 near Privett is in the Nationwide Rivers
Inventory (NRD). NEI stream segments are candidates for desipnation as wild, scenic, or
recreational rivers under the federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 USC §1271 el seq.).
Mormally, no activity can harm the candidate segment's slatus,

SAl KY 9706260708 was an application by the Jackson County Water Association
(JCWA) for USDA funding of an impoundment on Laveel Fork, an intake, and o raw
water disiribution line to connect to the JOW A plant and reservoir located near Flae Lick
Church, Flat Lick Creek, RM 2.0,  The Division of Water nonendorsed Sal
KY9T06260708 because of the presence of Fillosa trabilis at approximately RMs (.63
and 2,25, Villosa srabilis is classified under 30 CFR Pt 1T as an endangered species. The
entire lengih of Laurel Fork is classified under 401 KAR 5:031, Section T2)(b) as an
Outstanding Resource Water (ORW).  This category is used where walers support
federally threatened and endangered species.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose and Need Page iv

The Division of Water notes thai the Kentucky Population Rescarch (KFR)
program menticned in parageaph 1 is at the University of Lowisville not the University of
Kentucky.

4-A:

4-B:

4-C:

Responses
Asstated in the Final Wild and Scenic Rivers Suitability Study and
Environmental Impact Statement For Six Rivers on the Daniel
Boone National Forest (USFS, 1996), the segment of War Fork of
Station Camp Creek that was found eligible for inclusion in the
Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) isa 7.1 mile section from
Turkey Foot Campground to the mouth of the south Fork of Station
Camp Creek.

Laurel Fork was investigated in the Jackson County Lake Project
Alternatives Analysis as a potential location for the proposed
reservoir. Thissite was eliminated from further consideration due
to the presence of a Federally-listed endangered species, the
Cumberland Bean Pearly Mussel (Villosa trabalis), within the
proposed project area. The portions of Laurel Fork that were
investigated were also designated by the State of Kentucky as
Outstanding Resource Waters (ORW).

The commenter is correct in noting that the Kentucky Population
Research (KPR) program is at the University of Kentucky, not the
University of Louisville as stated in the Executive Summary for the
DEIS.
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

SERO 000522-38

Page 2

1 INTRODLUCTION

1.2 PURPOSE & NEED FOR ACTION
.21 Watcr Supply

L2211 Historical Demnnds

Jackson County Water Asseclation (JOWA) Pages 1-8 & 1-9

In paragroph 4 (Page 1-8), the DELS states that at a demand of TO0000 gallons per
day (GPDY, Tymer Lake would experience fluctuniion of 26 feet in pool elevation, 1f an
averape year is meant, then this figure is high.  For the FEIS, the preparers need cither to
reword this statement or to provide justification for the figure of 26 feer,

Regarding Figure 1.2-3 (Page 1-9), in Step 5§, the process indicates that water
diemand is increased by 178 pereent for water 1o be provided to Beren College. However,
Table 1.2-5 (Paee 1-137 indicates that Berea College will only be interested in o water
supply menr Madison County.  (The Division of Water observes that Berea College
operaics o water ireatment plant that serves it and the City of Berea.)  The proposed War
Fork dam is approximately 26 miles from Beren, The Division of Water does nol believe
1hat Berea College considers the War Fork site nenr Madison County, espeeially when the
ruggred termin is taken into account.

The fact that o multiplier (17.8 percent) 13 being used for Berea College’s newsds
indigates that all of the assumptons used n demond calculmions about inereased
residential, industeial, and eommercinl needs are being applied to the College, The DEIS
preparers need (o provide justifications for these asswmpiions in the FEIS.

Reparding Figure 1.2-3 (Page 1-9), in Step 6, the process multiplies by 15 percent
1o provide for uneccounted water.  However, the Public Service Commission (PSC)
number, used by the DEIS preparers for average residential wse, already incledes about 14
percent Tor unaccounted water. The Division of Water believes the numbers wsed by the
DEIS preparers for commercial and indiostrial pnecds include values for unaccounted
witler, Step 6 needs to be eliminated in the FEIS.

L2121 Pages 1-10 & 1-11

Projected Water Consumption Rates

The Division of Water beligves (he unit numbers used by the DEIS preparers for
developing demand are high. There is no justification given for substituting the FSC's
number of 67 gallons per person per day (GPPD) for the actual use in Jackson County of
54 GFPD.

With the increasing water cfficiency of modem appliances and the potentizl for
some wiler conservation acivities in e area, e use of 67 GPPD withou a justification
for this 24 percent increase in water use is unreasonable, The prepirers need fo provide
1hiz justification in the FEIS.

4-D:

4-E:

4-F:

4-G:

Responses
Based on JCWA weekly monitoring of Tyner Lake/Lake Beulah
from December 1999 through September 2000, |ake drawdown
reached a maximum of 16.5 feet, and the lake level (MSL)
fluctuated a couple of feet. The commenter is correct in noting that
the figure of 26 feet given in the Final Water Needs Analysisin the
DEISishigh. Since thisfigure does not impact the revised water
needs analysis presented in this FEIS, atext change has not been
made for this correction. Comment noted.

Berea College' s projected water needs were removed from the
revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of thisFEIS.

Figures for water consumption from the Kentucky Public Service
Commission (PSC) are based on customer billing data and do not
include line losses (Lee, 2000). Appendix B, Water Rate
Calculations, of Appendix E, Final Water Needs Analysis, of the
DEIS provides computations of per capita use rates for Jackson
County and for the Kentucky PSC. As shown by these tables,
residential per capitawater use rates, as well as commercial and
industrial use rates, do not include line losses or unaccounted for
water.

Please refer to Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption
Rates, of this FEIS for an explanation of the value used for
residential per capitawater use. A water conservation factor of 10
percent was calculated into the revised water needs analysis
presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of thisFEIS. Please refer
to this section for more information.
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SERO 00522-38
Page 3

Regarding the values for commercial water use, the Division of Water does not
believe that commercial usage will have much of an impact on cumulative water demand.
The Division does object to industrial water use value of 1,000 gallons per acre per day
(GPAPD). The DEIS says this value is vsed by the City of Lowisville Jefferson County
Metropolilan Sanitation District (MSD), Jefferson County attraets extremely high water
using indusides based on Jefferson County being o metropolitin area, having
exceptionally good access to road, rail, and river transportation, and having the Ohio
River as a major water source, Jackson County is not comparable in commercial water
usage to Jefferson County, The Division believes a good medinn industrial wiler valug
for Jackson County would be 100 with a peak of 300 GPAPD.
1.2.2 Recreation Needs Pages 1-17 to 1-20

The recrcilional value of @ 118 acre lake hod not been progested in the DEIS,
Instead, at the lime the analysis was done, it was thought that the Take would be 300 acres
in size. Consequemly, recrealional benefits of the 340 acre Marting Fork and larger lakes
are presented in the DEIS. The FEIS must address the recreational benefits of a 118 acre

LTERNATIVES INCLUDNG THE PROPOSED

NON RESERVOIR ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED

.3 Water Supply From Surrounding Countles Papes 2-5 i0 2-9

The remporary withdrawnl on Lewrel Fork 35 being built with a 12 inch diameter
water distribution line with the poiential of 11 bemg extended, a3 4 permancnt solution, to
the Middle Fork Rockeastle River, The allemative of using an existing linc 10 Lourel
Fork snd extending it less than the distance mentioned in any other aliemative needs o be
diseussed in the FEIS. This extension allemative cost needs o be compared with cost of
the 9.5 miles of pipeling required for the War Fork resenvoir plus construction of the
TeSCTVOIE,

314 Water Conscrvation Pages 29 & 2-10

In paragraph | (Page 2-9), the DELS says there is not much opporunity to
conserve waler in Jackson County beemsse the use rte, 54 GPPD, iz less than the PSC's
67 GPPD. The Division of Water finds no logic in this contention.  First, there is almost
certainly some degree of witer conservarion available in Jackson County. Second, the
demand study uses 67 GPPD instead of 33 GPPD. Thus, given the increased use of water
efficient appliances and efforts of the local community o keep water waste (or unwisc
water use) (o minimum, the Division finds it very likely that future use will be 54 GPPD
or less.

Responses
4-H: Therevised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of this FEIS does not include the low, medium, and high
growth scenarios used in the Final Water Needs Analysis of the
DEIS. Instead, only the most probable water needs scenario, which
includes most probable commercial and industrial water use rates,
was calculated. Please refer to Section 1.2.1 for more information.

4-1: The commenter is correct in that most of the alternatives
investigated in the DEIS and in this FEIS are smaller than 300 acres
insize. Therecreational benefits discussed in Section 1.2.2,
Recreational Needs, of the DEIS may, therefore, be proportionately
smaller for some of the reservoir alternativesinvestigated than for
the 300-acre lake model in the analysis. However, the recreational
needs of Jackson County and the region are the same as those
presented in this section. Regardless of size, if areservoir ischosen
asthe action to be taken, the reservoir would help to meet some of
the recreation needs projected in the analysis.

4-J. The dternative of using the temporary withdrawal on Laurel Fork
with an extension to the Middle Fork of the Rockcastle River asa
permanent solution to meeting Jackson County’ s water needs was
evaluated and eliminated from further study in thisFEIS. Please
refer to Section 2.1.5, Pumped Storage From Laurel Fork and
Middle Fork, of thisFEIS.

4-K: A water conservation factor of 10 percent was calculated into the

revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water

Supply, of thisFEIS.
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Page d

P PROPOSED ACTION Page 2-20

Because the proposed project will result in a dischange of dredge or 611 material
inge:

* 200 linear feet of any "Blue ling” stream (as shown on the LS.
Geological Survey 7.5 minute topographical map for the project area), o,

* One acre or more of any weiland,
then a 33 USC B 1341 (401" water guality certification by the Division of Waler for the
LS. Army Corps of Engineers and a 33 USC § 1344 ("404") dredge or fill permil must

be abiained. The FEIS must address these requirements,

24.1.1
24.1L11

Site Dwescription
War Fork & Steer Fork Papes 2-22 1o 2-25
The prefemed eltemative is an impowndment on War Fork Creek.  The DEIS
(24.1.1.1, Page 2-22) stes (he proposed dam site is to be located a1 approximately 0.5
mile southwest of Turkey Foot with the dam 0,75 mile north of the Steer Fork confluence
with War Fork. According to a Division of Water copy of the McKee quadrangle
topographical map, Turkey Foot is located at approximately War Fork, River Mile (RAM)
7.5, The Steer Fork confluence is approximately War Fork, RM B4, T the dam site 15
0.5 mile W of Turkey Foot, this would place the dam at approximately War Fork, Rtk
8.0, If the dam is 0L75 mile north of the Steer Fock confluence, the site would be
approximately War Fork, BM T.65. These two siles are approximately 0.35 mile apar.
Figure 2.4-1 (Page 2-23) appears to corroborate the War Fork, BRM B0, site.  The site
reeads 1o be clarified in the FEIS,

Regarding Figure 2.4-1 (Page 2-23), the stipulated lepend for the buffer area does
nat appear om the Figure. This omission needs to be corrected in the FEIS.
2413 Faeility Construction Papes 2-34 1o 2-37

A Nloodplain construction permit i5 required from the Division of Water for the
proposed project.  Nothing in paragraph 8 (Page 2-36) makes reference to this
requirement.  The FELS must comtain in this paragraph a statement that 2 Division permit
is required in order to construct the impoundment. (The permitting requirement is
mentioned 3.2,11.2, Dam and Reservoir, paragraph 14 [Page 3-184] and in 3.2.2.2, Raw
Water Transmission Main, paragraph 4 [Page 3-56]; but this requirement needs o be
mentioned here.)

Responses
4-L: Therequirement to obtain a Section 401 water quality certification
and a Section 404 dredge or fill permit has been added to Section
2.4.1, Proposed Action, Dam and Reservoir, of thisFEIS. Both the
Section 401 certification and Section 404 permit are listed in
Section 6.0, Regulatory Compliance, of the DEIS. Section 404
permits are discussed in detail in Section 3.2.2, Surface and
Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS.
4-M: The dam at the War Fork and Steer Fork site would be located
approximately 0.5 miles southwest of Turkey Foot Campground, or
about 0.3 miles southwest of Turkey Foot Road, measured in
straight air miles. The Steer Fork confluence with War Fork would
be 0.5 air miles southwest of the dam site. Measured in River Miles
(RM), these distance would be greater due to bendsin the stream.
These distances are now specified as measured in air milesin this
FEIS.
4-N: The commenter is correct in noting this omission. However, for
this purposes of this FEIS, thisfigure is not being reproduced.
4-O: Reference to a Floodplain Construction Permit has been madein
Section 2.4.1.3, Facility Construction, of this FEIS.
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During impoundment, as in operation, the outflow must equal the inflow during
tow flow periods. The TOL0 of 003 cubic fect per second (CFS) will be a rare
ocenrrence, Reguired ousflows will be much higher than 710 during most of the low
flow sensoa.

The boat dack flotation must consist of plastic barrels or metal pontoons to reduce
the persistent floating debris cowsed by foam flotation devices.

The Division of Waler prefers o centrally located restroom facility of the no
discharge tyvpe such as a composting of incincrating toilet. This type of facility climinates
U meesd for o Kentueky Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systemn (KFDES) permit, the
associited permil reporting and costs, and the problems with intermittent use and proper
opermtion and maintenance {including operator certification) of a packoge sewage
treatment plant, A o discharge facility also climinates costs associated with proper
opermtion awd mainenance of an onsite wastewater disposal sysiem (scptic tank and
latern] fielals),
24.1.3.1 War Fork & Steer Fork Papes 2-37 & 138

With repard 1o paragraph 3 (Page 2-38), the required minimum relesse will be
higher than 7TQI®. This means that time needed w Gl the impoundment would be
somowhat more than the 5 months siated in the DELS,

3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

32 DAM, RESERVOIR, AND RAW WATER TRANSMISSION MAIN

E WA Lieology-Sails

112 Envirenmental Consequences Pages 3-27 & 3-23

122 s : o nilwater Hesourees-Clunntioy & Ouality

b .S e Envirenmental Consequences Pages 3-47 & 348
Dam & Rescrvolr Pages 3-48 to 3-55

Under Dams and Reservoirs paragraph 10 {Page  3-50), the DEIS preparers need
o nole in the FEIS that the valees in Table 3,2.2-3 (Page 3-30) are subject 1o change
depending upon the conditions of the Water Withdrawal Permit (WWP) fssucd by s
Division of Water, In issuing the WOWP, the Division will examine downstream wses and
impacts (some of which are referenced in 3.2.2.2,1, Dam & Reservoir, paragraph 5 [Page
3-75]) und the flows needed to proiect the environment in order 10 develop the required
release rates (referenced in Dam & Reservoir, paragraphs 12 and 13 [Page 3-311h The
DEIS preparers appeas to think tha the TQI0 raie of 0,03 CFS is all dhat would be
recuired.

During impoundment, the fow will not be reduced w0 7010 except when the
natural flow is L0, Thus, the calculations in Table 3.2.2-2 (Page 3-530) for low flow
conditions are meorrect and must revised for the FEIS.

Responses
4-P. This change has been incorporated in the FEIS. Pleaserefer to
Section 2.4.1.3, Facility Construction, of this FEIS.

4-Q: Changes were made to incorporate this type of boat dock flotation
into Section 2.4.1.3, Facility Construction, of this FEIS.

4-R: The KDOW preference for a no discharge type restroom facility has
been asserted in this FEIS in Section 2.4.1.3, Facility Construction,

and Section 3.2.10, Waste Management.

4-S: This change has been noted in this FEIS. Please refer to Section
2.4.1.3.1, War Fork and Steer Fork, of thisFEIS. Thischange has
also been noted for the Sturgeon Creek, 8.5 mgd and 3.5 mgd
alternatives.

4-T: These changes have been incorporated in Section 3.2.2.2,
Environmental Conseguences, of this FEIS. Please refer to that
section of thisFEIS.
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War Fork from REMs 2.0 10 8.5 is designated under 401 KAR 5:026 as a Cold
Water Aquatic Habitat (CAH) vse. 1f the propesed impoundment is implemented, this
means 0.5 ar 085 BMs (zee the above discussion regarding 2.4.1.1.1) of CAH would be
lost, Below the dam, the CAH use must be confinued, that is, the operation of the
reservoir must maintain the viability of the troul siream.

Because the loke will be relative deep (82 feet at the dam), it will stratfy during
the summer. The resull will be low levels of dissolved oxygen (DO) in the colder
hypolimnion. A selective or multiport withdrawal system will likely allow the desired
outflow water temperatures o be achieved., However, the outflow DO levels will have o
be enhanced by some means such as aerators, physical steps, or weirs. These actions ane
needed (o mointain the CAH use. The means of maintaining proper temperatures and DO
levels need to be discussed in the FEIS,

Development around the lake {oomppround, parking lot, choreline lote, onsite
wastewnter disposal, package sewage treatment, and so forth) will cause nutrient inpat to
the lake. This can result in algoe densities that will cause the lake to siatify al shallow
depths and will exacerbale the DO problem in the hypolimnion. All available steps must
be taken o ensure that Autcient input to the lake, due 1o development, is kept o a
minimuem,

A reservoir model is needed 10 predict lnke conditions and the measures necessary
o achieve the desired waler tempenziun: and DO levels in the outllow, and thereby ensure
the CAH use in War Fork,

124 Binlogicnl Resources
3142 Envirenmental Consequences Pages 3-85 & 3-86

The Division of Water noles that the biodiversity of a natural stream ccosyvslem is
greater than that of a ke ecosystem.

3.6 Recreation
3262 Environmental Conscquences
32624 Mo Action Pape 3-115

In paragraph ? sentence 4 (Page 3-115), it is stated, “Area residents would
continue to travel farther for their recreation.” This is anly true of far water recreation.
3.2.6 does not explone the potential for increased recreation in and along War Fork, Steer
Fork. or Sturgeon Creck (ond their associated riparan areas) in their present fee Towing
condition.  Flat water recreation seems to be a prior better than free flowing waler
FeCTCAInT.

Responses
4-U: If areservoir is chosen as the action to be taken, and the War Fork
and Steer Fork site is chosen as the project location, maintaining the
viability of the downstream trout fishery would likely be a
requirement instituted during the KDOW permitting process.
Flows, DO levels, and water temperatures could all be controlled to
achieve thisgoal. The project proponents are committed to working
with the KDOW and the Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife
Resources during implementation of the proposed project.
4-V: Itistheintent of the project proponentsto install a multi-level or
multi-port intake to be able to exercise some control over the values
of the water quality parametersin question in the water released
downstream. Asthe commenter notes, outflowing DO levels may
require enhancement by aerators, physical steps, weirs, or other
means. The specific device(s) for doing so would begin to be
developed in the permitting process with KDOW, and would be
further developed and finalized when the project plans and
specifications are finalized.
4-W: Itisvery much intheinterest of the project proponents, managers,
and beneficiaries to ensure that nutrient inputsto the lake from
surrounding land uses, including recreational infrastructure and
activities, areminimized. No sewage would be permitted to flow
into thelake. No shoreline lots would be permitted, as the 300-foot
buffer zone surrounding the proposed reservoir would restrict such
development. Runoff from the parking lot and/or campground
would be handled by drainage controls and best management
practices (BMP). Specific measures to reduce nutrient input into
the reservoir would also be developed in cooperation with KDOW.
4-X: Development of areservoir model to predict lake conditions and the
measures necessary to achieve the desired water temperature and
DO levelsin the outflow from the dam would be premature at this
time. Once a decision is made on the action to be taken, and if that
action involves the construction of areservoir, development of such
amodel, if necessary, would be addressed at upcoming stages of the
project, including the engineering design phase, permitting, and
approval.
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4-AA

4-BB

4-CC

4-DD

4-EE

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

SERO 00051238
Page 7
L Human Health & Safety

Pages 3-181

B I et Environmental Consequences

The Division of Water finds it hard 10 evaluate the impacts around the lake when
there is no plan available for the bufler zone. The Division prefees ihe buffer zone be a
place where no development is allowed not just restricted.  To proteet the lnke. it would
be best if the 1.5, Forest Service (USFS) retained ownership of the land it presently
possesses in and around the 300 foot wide buffer zone. The Division abserves that nhout
0.5 mile of lake shore is privately owned.

Dam & Reservoir Papes 3-182 to 3-186

This discussion of dam safety in the DEIS does not address potential
environmental consequences on eman health and safety. The FEIS needs 1o address the
population that would he at sk in the case of a sudden complete failure of the dam.

In paragraph 13 {Page 3-184), the DEIS slates that the dam would be designated
a5 a Class B (moderate hazard) one, Since it appears that the reservoir would be 1he sole
waler source for @ substantial population, the Division of Water would designate the
proposed dam as Class C (high hazard). The design criteria listed in paragraph 13 are
those for a Class C structure.

EEDS ANALYSIS
NEEDS QUANTIFICATION & ANALYSIS
Populatien Projections

APPENDIX E: FINAL WAT

Pages E-24 & E-25

It appears that the study hos taken Kentucky Population Research (KPR} official
projections and increased them to develop moderate and high end figures. Thus it
appears that the KPR figures were considered to be low. The Division of Water believes
the KPR figures should be considered as moderate.

In paragraph 3 (Page E-25}, the DELS stetes that 35 percent of the Jackson County
population would be served by 2000, The Division of Water belicves such could happen
by 2020 or 2050, Such happening by 2000 is unrealistic.

Projected Water Demands Page E-16

As noted in the Division of Water comments on 1.2.1.1, the method for
calculating demand for the duta vnder this heading is inflaied. For the FEIS, the data
need 10 be recaleulated by removing the Berea College water treatment plant and the
unaccounicd water,

Responses
4-Y: Comment noted.

4-Z: An emphasis on lake-based recreation has been asserted in this
sentence. Anincreasein recreation in and along War Fork, Steer
Fork, or Sturgeon Creek would not be considered as new
opportunities, just an increase in those that are currently available.
4-AA: Asdiscussed in Section 2.4.1, Dam and Reservoir, Proposed
Action, of the DEIS, development and certain land uses would be
restricted within the 300-foot buffer zone surrounding the lake.
Certain recreation facilities, however, may be developed within
the buffer zone. If areservoir is chosen as the action to be taken,
and the War Fork and Steer Fork site isthe chosen location, the
USFS would prepare an EA on the land exchange or SUP
necessary for implementation of this alternative. Intheland
exchange EA, USFS would investigate the alternative of retaining
ownership of the land in and surrounding the buffer zone.
4-BB: Sections 3.2.11.2.1 through 3.2.11.2.3 of the DEIS discuss the
environmental consequences on human health and safety, on a
site-specific basis, in the event of acomplete dam failure. Please
refer to these sections for more information.
4-CC: Asstated in Sections 3.2.11.2.1 through 3.2.11.2.3 of the DEIS,
the dam at the War Fork and Steer Fork site was preliminarily
assigned a Class B (Moderate hazard) classification by the
contracted engineer, and adam at either of the Sturgeon Creek
siteswas assigned a Class C (High hazard) classification. These
classifications may change as more specific details for each
aternative site are determined. Classifications are largely
determined based on downstream damage caused by a
catastrophic failure in the dam. Design criteria mentioned in the
DEIS are not specifically for Class C structures.
4-DD: The KPR low, moderate, and high projections used in the Final
Water Needs Analysis of the DEIS are now considered to be
obsolete. KPR now publishes only one set of population
projections. In view of these updated projections, population and
water needs projections for Jackson County have been

Page O-21




4-GG

4-HH

4-11

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

SERO (00522-38
Pape §

CONCLUSIONS-RECOMMENDATIONS Page E-28

In number 5 (Page E-28), the projection of 5400,000 GPD is cxceptionally
unrealistic since this amount is not representative of Jackson County water usage in the
past.

APPENDIX G: WATER CONSERVATION
POTENTIAL FOR WATER CONSERVATION
IN JACKSON COUNTY Pages G-5 & G-6
The Division of Water comments on 2.1.4 apply here.

APPENIMX H: JACKSON COUNTY LAKE PROJECT

3 ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
kN | Evaluation Criteria
31.2 Water Yield Pages H-14 & H-15

The DEIS in paragraphs 3 and 4 (Page H-15) indicates that the yield analysis was
based on a stream gauge site near Kingston in Madison County, The gauge site is about
26 miles from the War Fork dam site. The drainage area at the gauge is about 28.6 square
miles (SM®) and the runoff was 18 inches per year (IPY). There is a closer gauge than the
Kingston one. This gauge is located at Cressmont in Lee County about 8 miles from the
War Fork dam site. The munoff at the Cressmont gauge is 22 [PY. Although the
Cressmont drainage (77 S$M?) is much higher than the War Fork dam site drainage (10.8
SM?), Cressmont’s proximity makes it a legitimate reason for it to be considered.

i

Timothy Kuryla EIS Coordinator

Division of Water

July 27, 2000

Responses

recalculated, and are presented in this FEISin Section 1.2.1, Water

Supply.
4-EE: Therevised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of this FEIS only cal culates water needs in the year 2050.
For this calculation, it is assumed that 85 percent of the population
will be served by apublic water supplier in that year.
4-FF: Berea College's projected water needs were removed from the
revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of thisFEIS.

4-GG: The Final Water Needs Analysis, Appendix E of the DEIS, has
been revised for thisFEIS. Therefore, the projection noted is now
considered obsolete. Therevised analysisis presented in Section
1.2.1, Water Supply, of thisFEIS.

4-HH: Please see response to comment 4-K.

4-11: We appreciate being informed of the gauge in the Cressmont
drainagein Lee County. KDOW states that runoff at thisgaugeis
22 inches per year (IPY), or four IPY (22 percent) greater than the
18 IPY at the Madison County gauge, which was the basis for
calculating theoretical reservoir yield in thisanalysis. If runoff and
flowsin War Fork are indeed greater than the amount used in the
analysis, thiswould mean that reservoir yield would be greater as
well. Therefore, the analysis would have underestimated potential
yield and/or the amount of water that could be passed through the
proposed dam at this site to maintain in -stream functions and
values downstream.
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5-B
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Education, Arns ond Humaniizes Cabinel

KENMTUCKY HERITAGE COUNCIL

Peul E. Paaran The Siziz linszzic Prescreaion Qlfice David I Morgsn

Lrovermar Esstutive Direcior gnd
Marfenr M. lick= SHFQ
Cakinen Sectelany

July 24, 201

%, hlark 5. Plank

L7510, Rural Utilics Servies
Engincermyg and Envronmentad 51alf
1400 [agde pendenee Avenss

Mall Step 1571

Washimgion, [.C. 20250

He: [bralt Emvironmenial Impoct Statement
Jachsnn County Lake Project

Dazar Mir. Plank:

Thank yia For the epponusily @ review and comment on the drafl savieeamental impact
stalemerl for the Jacksen County Loke Frojedt. Enclosed is a copy of our review of the drfi
archacalugical fepost for the propossd project. As you will nute, we had several problems wilh the

| drafl repoct. To date, A final repart kas nat be submitted G tha office for review aml upproval, We
alsp noted (6 aue bener that ance a prefermed alierative has been selected, it would have o be
thosoughty investignled by o professional archacolegist and ol idensified eulhoral resourees would

| have 1o be evoluated, A ropost documenting the resubs of this investization would have s ke
roviewed and oppeoved by this affioe

I wous have any questians pleasc feel Tree so contact Duvid Pollzck of my staff a1 302-56d-

T},
Sinocorely. 7
[ 4
ﬁw—- ;’X i,/ N ]
' .-'_.'c_:;
Nuvid L. Monzan, Dirocor
Kentucky Herilage Coauneil and
State Historic Preservation Oliicer
enclnsurne

Telephone (382} S64-T005
FAX (50T} 564-5820
Frinee on recysled paper

sl Waakdnpion Sireel
Freeklor, Keatucky 40681
A egeasl opmirinily eeployer AMTFD

EDUGCAT DN
PAYS

5A:

5B:

Responses
RUS acknowledges that the Kentucky Heritage Council was critical
of several aspects of the archaeological survey included as
Appendix K inthe DEIS. If areservoir is chosen as the action to be
taken, the chosen site would subjected to additional archaeological
investigation and analysis in keeping with those concerns and
recommendations.

In order to achieve compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
would be signed with the Kentucky State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) concerning a phased identification approach for the
reservoir site, should areservoir be chosen as the action to be taken.
The specific water transmission pipeline route would also be
examined for its archaeological potential, especialy in those
segments that diverge from road rights-of-way (ROW).
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5-C

5-D

5-E

5-F
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Education, Ars and Humanities Cablse

KENTUCKY HERITAGE COUNCIL

Faul E. Patten The Susie Misseric Praservazion Office Duvdd L. Margen
Gioweance Ewecwmive Direcior isd
Maslcne M. Helm SHFO
Cabiaes Secrenary

February %, 2000

Mir. Thomas . Fam

Simio Dz

Fugral Development

771 Corperate Drive, Swite 2000

Lexington, KY 405035477

He:  Draft “An Archacological Survey of Portions of War ForkSieer Fork and Storgeon
Creek in Jackson Counfy, Kentucky™ By Andrew P. Bradbury

Dear Mr, Ferm:

Thank yeu for the opportomity 1o review and comment on the sbove referemced draft
archacological survey report. This report provides the results of an opparunistic survey of a sample
af two propased altermacves for 4 reservoir 1o be constactad o Jackeon Cousty. As such, the repest
duoas st coerain a review of all archaeological resources within esch project area. Mor does it
necessarily represent a representative or statistleally valid sample of the cuttural resources that mighs
be expectid within esch project ares, Once 3 prefermsd allemative has been selecisd, i would have
tar B¢ thornughly investigated by a professional archacalegiss and all identified cultum] rezources
would have to be evalizated,

A major problem with the separt i thar it is rot entirely clear bow much of each altemative
was surveyed Boris the level of urvey intensisy claarly stated IF the repoet i 0 be revised, it should
b clearly noted in the beginning of the reparl why oaly saeple of sach project ama was sxamined.
Tn sdddifion, e the level of efort should be edearly identified and it should be poinred oot thatt several
difFeront survey methods were utilized during the course af ik stady,

In the Managemmers Sesumary it is nored thas the shudy was designed to sample spproximately
25 percont of each reservodr, O pege § it is noted tkat in the War Fork/Steer Fork project arcs 57
acres, or & 15 percent sample, wad investigated. Laser on page 27 it is noted thet 41 acres o this
drainags was subjected o an imensive pedesisian sarvey, Luter, bt in the dame paragraph it is notad
“thas several diffirert survey methods were employed during the cusnent survey.... These are described
below.™ These methods consisted of Surface Callection, Shavel Tealing. and Decket Augering. An
intermive pedestrian survey is never defined and it is nat until page 87 that the reader 83 inferened that
an Incensive pedestrian Sovey 1% an entirely different methed, This methodolegy, which is not very
well-described, docs not appear 1o meet the Kersucky Heritage Council’s 1991 Spscification for
Arstaeciogical Ficldwork, Assach, of the 37 acres examined within this deminage coly the 16 acres
subjectad 10 shave] testing con be considered noceptable survey coverags and would nol bave 1o be
reexaminsd. With the remeval af the 41 seres subjected 10 & intensive pedestrian survey, only shous

XD

Frankfar, Kestucky 40661 ERLIE AT
As equal eppeeialty amploper MiET PAYS

Teleplane (5011 S-THE
FAX [507) Si4-2110
Frinted ea sezyeled paper

Responses

5-C: Itisincorrect to suggest that the archaeol ogical report presents the
“results of an opportunistic survey.” Asexplained in Chapter 9 of
Appendix K of the DEIS, archaeologists first identified the various
topographic features present in each area. Each topographic zone
was then surveyed to obtain arepresentative sample to alow for the
determination of the potential effects of the reservoir on historic
properties. To alarge extent, the topography of each of the three
project sitesinvestigated in the DEIS dictated the field methods
employed. Dataderived from the survey were examined as a means
of determining how representative the survey results were of each
proposed project area.

Page K-95 of the archaeological report, Appendix K of the DEIS,
notesthat: “...the current survey was designed only to examine a
portion of each project area. Once afinal project location is
selected...the remaining areas will need to be surveyed.” RUS
recognizes that survey work to date is preliminary and does not
complete required archaeological field work. If areservoir is
chosen as the action to be taken, areas that were not yet surveyed
within the reservoir footprint will be surveyed.
5-D: Acreage for each of the areas surveyed is noted in Chapter 2 of
Appendix K of the DEIS. In addition, Table 21 in Chapter 9 of this
appendix lists the total acreage examined by each field method for
each of the reservoir sites surveyed. The amount of acreage
surveyed for each project areais also noted in Chapter 9. Thefirst
paragraph of the Management Summary (p. K -5 of Appendix K of
the DEIS) clearly statesthat:
“Archaeological investigations...were designed to sample
approximately 25 percent of each of the two proposed reservoir
aternatesto: 1) identify historic properties within the portion
surveyed; 2) alow for predictions of relative impacts the
proposed reservoir projects would have on historic propertiesin
these two areas; and, 3) determine the potential for significant
historic properties to be located in both project areas.”

Chapters 4 and 9 of this appendix, aswell as Table 21, state that
several different survey methods were used in the archaeol ogical
field work.
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5-F

5-G

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

Page 2,
Mr. Thomas . Femn
February %, 2000

10% of the War Fork/Steer Fork project area has been adequately surveyed for archaeological sites.
the situation is not a bad for the Sturgeon Creek project area where 30 acres were subjected to
intensive pedestrian survey, resulting in 91 acres, or Just 17% of the praject area having been
adequately surveyed, i

Within the arens that were adequately surveyed, during the course of his investigation, the
author recorded eight (1512473480} archeological sites. Based on the results of his study the author
concluded that archacological sites 157a474-480 are not eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places and warcant no further work. He also concluded that archaeological
gite 15Ja473 is potentially eligible for listing in the Netional Register of Historic Flaces and
warrants pdditional work, While we concur with the author’s evaluation of archaeological sites
15704 74-480, at this time we do not concur with his evnluation of archasological site 1572473,
In our opinion, archasological site 15Ja473 is not eligible for listing in the Mational Register of
Historic Places and warrants no additional work.

Onece o preferred altemative has been sclected we look forward to reviewing and
commenting on the report documenting the results of archaeological survey of the edfire project
area. If you have any questions pleass feel fiee to contact David Pollack of my staff ot 502-564-T005.

" Dhirector
ge Council and
State Historic Prescrvation Officer

Responses
5E: The pedestrian survey method is described on Page K-33 of Chapter
4 of Appendix K of the DEIS. Please refer to that page. Pedestrian
survey isamethod commonly used in areas that either exhibit good
surface visibility and/or are located on slopes steeper than 20
percent. The Kentucky SHPO Specifications for Archaeological
Fieldwork allow for use of this method on sidesl opes.
5-F: Shovel-testing on the steep sideslopes and rock bluffs that were
surveyed by means of the intensive pedestrian would have been
difficult or impossible due to the paucity or complete lack of soil.
RUS respectfully disagreesthat 41 acres at War Fork and 30 acres
at Sturgeon Creek need to be re-surveyed by another method. The
Kentucky Heritage Council’ s Specifications do permit pedestrian
surveysin certain situations. Therefore, RUS disagrees with the
Council’ s assertion that only 10 percent of the War Fork and Steer
Fork site and 17 percent of the Sturgeon Creek project sites were
surveyed adequately. Thisdifferencewill be worked out in the
forthcoming MOA between RUS and the Council.
5-G: Whilethe Council believe that site 15Ja473 at Sturgeon Creek is
ineligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP), and warrants no further work, the archaeol ogical
consultants who discovered the site note the presence of up to 140
centimeters of fine alluvial sedimentsin theimmediate vicinity that
could have the potential to contain intact deposits. In addition, the
presence of fire-cracked rock and the potential for intact
subplowzone features suggest that, at the very least, test excavations
be conducted to determine if such deposits do exist at the site. This
issue will be decided in the MOA between RUS and the Council.
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FIGH & MWILDLIFE COMMISS10N
Mile Boste ipat Fadura®

TaraBaker, Bomling Gireen

Al B dilar, Bealwullle
Chimir E Bile, Hodgreiwille

10, Jarres I Kioh, Faybar A0

Fem Frans Brewn, Klibmand

s Heniey, 1larsnd

D, Relern O Weldy, Graysos

Derld ILG Ly, Sadserael

Ciomsnaintartin pa Kintucky
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES
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Tackwen Commly, Kenlugioy — 115 Diegt
of Agticullure

Dhizar M7 Harher:

lembers ol my scaff have reviewed the isformation provided on the abanae-relzicnee] e
Accorlingly, we ofTer (he Bikw ing cossments eed recommendations.

The Kentucky !I.'lcpmrmm ol Fish and Wildlife Resources | KDWY R fndss the Diradt
Fnwvi Irn;:».l Sl i (DEI%] % be incomplele and inmilfizicnl. While ks DEIS does sddisi
fhe dmgarsts i vaiicad Neh and wildlife rewdnes, it dos nel oomplensly wddress all impacts oo minimizes
thae parerca | impacts of the vanous akiemaives
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wildlife Tesoursrs a=l & sevore reduztion = recrestsagl opponunikes. Since naseral g esms are rai being
erested, gy lom mun be cansidersd & ggnificant negarne sepasi. The DES inally igrore thin mmpad an
all eltematives

Wil KDFYWH concurs thar dish and waldile habizal will bo e abbiked by the proprses]
impamindntical, the overall impeneace of thai iype of habi & over-calimaced in tho docsmeni
Impcundments tuck a4 the cne eposod ane commoen o g Koty and the sedlhese Unsed
Sane. The develnprent of such habita bas minimal beneitt oo fish aad wildlife resoares and relaied
recreatinml oppommitics

It ks dosnilil the prosect will resilt in any sgaificant addidsonal recreasiosal coponunilies. As
el beefizee, A Ty of Betm and s recrestional oppomusiies ane comeon in che anea. [ e, three
mejoe raserenirs Lake Cumbaifand. Lawe] River Lake wnd Boskbeen Lake, peees inthe seginn and
prawile signilicinl rederie opponiineies. I very [dely 1has mane iecrestionsl opperiunities will be re-
disiributed mdher than being, eealed

KINFWH i also corcemed shout ihe impeci of the propossd like on dewraticaim aquasic
sesiuiced, Fven though the decumenr anmes the dischargs from ihe srucure will be mived vwaser and 1he
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KNFWR tecomsmends 1hat e basirezen Flow 510y be conducred 10 targer downsircam iomperature and
Flow needs e mqualic resouoes. i anmy aligieslives prosctiod
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An Equal Opgornunity Employer h'FD

6-A:

6-B:

6-C:

6-D:

6-E:

Responses
Comment noted. Potential environmental impacts resulting from
the project were rated based on the significance criteria presented in
Appendix C of the DEIS. Additional analysesinvolving fish and
wildlife resources have been conducted for this FEIS. Other issues
will be addressed during future stages of the project, including the
engineering design phase, permitting, and approval.

Converting a natural stream into an impoundment was discussed in
Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental Consequences, Surface and
Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS, and was rated as a moderately
significant impact. Thisimpact was also discussed and rated as
moderately significant in Section 3.2.4.2, Environmental
Conseguences, Biological Resources, of the DEIS, along with long-
term effects on downstream aquatic biota and riparian vegetation
from changes in water temperature, reduced DO, and reduced water
flows. Only the War Fork and Steer Fork project site currently has
noteworthy fishing activity (for stocked trout). This fishery would
either be replaced or augmented by the lake-based fishery.

Both the development of lake habitat and subsequent gainin
lacustrine fish species were given moderately significant impact
ratingsin the DEIS, based on the significance criterialisted in
Appendix C of the DEIS. Recreational opportunitieswould be
created by the development of alake, although not to the extent to
meet all of the projected recreation needs of Jackson County and the
surrounding region.

Asdiscussed in Section 1.2.2, Recreation Needs, of the DEIS, there
is currently a deficiency in camping, hiking, swimming, and
picnicking facilitiesin Jackson County and the region, and
increasing needs for these facilitiesin the future. While a proposed
reservoir in Jackson County would not meet al of the projected
recreation needs for the region, it would serve to meet afraction of
these needs, and would be used by residents of the County and the

region.

Section 3.2.2, Surface and Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS
notes the potential for several downstream hydrological and aquatic
effectsto occur, and rates such effects as moderately significant.
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Page Twa
Mr. Barber
July 24, 2000

The discussion of wetlands in the DEIS 13 totally inadequate. The docwmsem only nates the
presence or alsence of wetlands besed om National Wesland [nventory (MNW1) mags. While the DEIS noles
thess maps only show an indication a8 to presence of wetlands, the anly commimmens is ta conduct a 1hore

in-depth wetlnnd determingtion prior 10 submission of Section 404 permits Given the data set presented on
thik evaluation. & comprehensive evalustion of impacts to wellands can nat be made. KDFWR recommencs

the project sponsar consult with the Natural Resources Conservation Service 1o datermine the presence of
hydric sails in the area of the allermatives to establish o better data set for the presence of wellands.

Finally, the mitigation propased for biological resaurces and unique kabitats is composed of
conceptual plans and offers no commitments. To fully evahiate any impacts on the environment, it is
critical 1o inchude mitigation plans. Withaut such plans, no comprehensive evahudion of impacts can be
made. Therefore, for the document to be complete, detailed mitigation plans should be developed and
included ino the envirenmental document

Agnin, KDFWR finds the DEIS {0 be incomplete and inadequase o fully evaluate the proposed
project’s impact on the local fish and wililife resources

We appreciate the oppocturity 10 comment. If you or any of your staff should have any questions
regarding our commaonds, please contact Mr. Wayne L. Davis of my stabf ar SOLS64-T100, ext. 365,

Skncerely,

C. Tom Benmett
Commissioner

CTRWLINEh

= Peter W, Peiffer, Disector, Division of Fisheries
Edwin F. Crowell, Asst. Directos, Division of Fisheries
Douging E. Stephens, Southeastern Fishery District Binlogist
John Dovak, KY Division of Water
Lee A. Barcley. USFWS, Cookeville, TN
Eric Somerville, USEPA, Atlanta, GA
Environmental Seciion Files

6-F:

6-G:

Responses
However, until adecision is made regarding the action to be taken,
it would be premature to conduct an Instream Flow Study. If the
construction of areservoir is chosen as the action to be taken, such a
study may be conducted in conjunction with State and Federal
permit applications, or imposed as a conditionin State and/or
Federal permits and conducted prior to, during, or after completion
of the impoundment.

A full wetlands delineation, based on the 1987 USACE manual, and
utilizing the three accepted criteria of wetlands, hydric sails,
hydrophytic vegetation, and wetland hydrology, has been conducted
for thisFEIS, and isincluded as Appendix U.

Until afinal decision has been made regarding the action to be
taken, it would be premature to investigate and commit to site-
specific mitigation measures. Should a dam and reservoir
alternative be chosen as the action to be taken, mitigation for
biological resources and unique habitats would be developed in
consultation with State and Federal agencies during the permitting
process.
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PauL E, Pattan

daracs E. BICKFOAD

CoaimacennEAaLTH OF KEMTUCEY
MATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET
DEraRTRMENT FOR ENVIRDNMENTAL PROTECTION
FrapgFoar CFRICE Pani
4 RoeeFa
Fruedironr Ky 40601

June 12, 2000
Divislon of Wasle Management
Camments for Project #SERGR000-38

Jackson County must b implemanting thair Area Solid Wasto Managament Plan

A In compliance with the appreved implemantation schedula,

Responses
7-A: Implementation of Jackson County’s Area Solid Waste
Management Plan is the responsibility of the Jackson County Fiscal
Court. Asnoted throughout Section 3.2.10, Waste Management, of
the DEIS, proper implementation of the plan would be necessary for
proper project-rel ated waste management.
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Junz 21, 204K

Mr, Alex Barber

Departmem For Environmental Prodection
Comunissioner's Office

14 Reilly Road

Frankfion Y 40601

Dwear Mr. Barber:

We have reviewed project number SEROZ000-38, a Dmft Environmeninl Impact Statement
(DEIS) lor the prnpnu;-:l Jackson County Lake, aml would likc 1o submil the ﬁsﬂlﬂwing
comments. While recognizing a neail w provide an slequate source of poiahles water to the

| cltizens of Jacksan County, car agency wouald prefer that existing sources (ogher reservirs or the
Eenlucky River) of water be uwsed 10 addmess the county™s needs, As pan of the Commision’s
miggin, we anppnm the mainenanee of 1the physieal, chemieal, and native hindngical integricy of
the Commaenwealih's streams, rivens, upd wellands, Stream fow regulation by impoundment or

| damming has meny pepative impacls on rivers bodl above asd below dams.  Above dams,
termestrial and lotle habiiaes are bost, Below dams, changes in flow (e.g., mognilude, duration,
timing, 1’1'c::|u|:ru::|'b angl temperalure regimes, waber clarily, and water chemastry can exbend far
downstreann and modily plast and animal community composition and structwne, and ccosysien
function. Aleered flow regimes and the presence of the reservoir affect sediment transpen and
water clarity. Dam discharges con scour the rvetbed, change channel morpholagy, and reduce
lahitar and habitan heterogeneity.  Water level fluctuations from the operalion of o dam can
accelerale channel erosion and cowse trees 1o slump into the rver, Release of deep waler from
reservalns can reduce daily and seasonal temperature vasiations,

The [‘Ii(l!l&sifjﬂ effects of river m|:|,ulz|li:|m huHLn with the [ass ol Averine hahifaf uniler the
reservoir and the vieesl elimination of up- andfor downstredm movemant by aquatic organisms.
Reduction in stream flow variation alters the river's connection 1o the floodplain, which can
reidnee Flondplain prodectivity and redirect succession.  Benthic inverehrate comanunities con
cxpenence reduced speeies richmess, but increased abusdance, resalting from physical and
chemical alterations, amd from habita Joss, Stream organisoe are laghly adapted o pedodic
wasiation in siream flew and tempersiare, Disruplion of these vaniations can affect community

EDUGATIGN
FAYS

Aai Eouse Qerdsitueaty Eweicner MIFD

8A:

8-B:

Responses
Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section
1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on the
DEIS from agencies and the public, alternatives were reassessed as
to whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson and
surrounding counties. Additional alternatives were evaluated in this
FEIS and either eliminated from further study or considered to be
reasonable for further analysis. Please refer to Section 2.0,
Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of this FEIS for amore
detailed discussion. Those alternatives considered to be reasonable
for further study are evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental
Analysis, of thisFEIS.

The negative impacts on rivers both above and below dams due to
stream flow regulation by impoundment are discussed in Sections
3.2.2, Surface and Groundwater Resources/Quantity and Quality,
3.2.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIS.
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8-C

8-D

8-E

8-F

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

Mr. Alex Barher

Page 2
June 21, 2000

composition, reproductive success, and dovclopment.  In summary, river regulation disrupts
dynumic physical, chemical, and biological conditions that connect headwaters Lo siream mouth
and influence or determine biological community composition, strocture, and function.

In the event that comstruction of a dam and reservoir are selected, we believe that
conservation of native aquatic biodiversity and integrity and protection of natural ecosystem
functions in War Fork ond Steer Creek (WS) should be primary objectives of the mitigation plan.
Tao sustain agqustic biodiversity and integrity, the full or nearly full range of natural variation in a
stream’s hydrologic regime must be maintained. The Mawre Conservancy {TINC) has taken a
lead position in developing streamflow-based river coosysiem management goals. They have
devised a method called the “Range of Vanability Approach” fo develop annual river
management goals based on characterization of ecologically important flow regimens (Richter et
al, 1997, Fresheater Biology 37:231-249; sce enclosed). We request that the applicant develop
and implement such river management goals, by contracting with TWNC if necessary, as part of
their mitigation plan. Implementation of this approach requires long-term (=20 years) daily
streamflow records to define natural or less allered ranges of variability in stream hydrological
regimes. Long-lenm information about the water chemistry and temperature of WS also is
required so water released from the dam can approximate nuturad stream conditions. A modi-
level water intake structure should be incorporated in the dam design 1o allow mixing of water
from differcnt depths of the reservoir so hydrological, chemisiry, and temperature objectives can
be met.

Finally, we do not belicve the DEIS adequately delineates the number and extent of
wetlands within the project area. 'We believe that additional work is required to identily potential
welland losses so development of a comprehensive mitigation plan can be incorporated into the
Final Environmental Impaect Statement.

Sincerely,

\AAL € U%/J

Donald 8. Datt, Jr.
Director

DSDVELL
Enclosure
e LS. Fish and Wildlife Service, Cookeville, TN

Ky. Division of Water, Frankfon, KY
Ky, Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources, Environmental Scction, Frunkfort, KY

Responses
8-C. Comment noted. Until afinal decision has been made regarding the
action to be taken, it is premature to investigate and commit to site-
specific mitigation measures. Should a dam and reservoir be chosen
asthe action to be taken, mitigation for biological resources and
ecosystem functions would be developed in consultation with State
and Federal agencies during the permitting process.
8-D: Comment noted. Until afinal decision has been made regarding the
action to be taken, it is premature to investigate and commit to site-
specific mitigation measures. 1f adam and reservoir alternative is
chosen as the action to be taken, such measures as those listed in the
comment may be conducted in conjunction with State and Federal
permit applications, or may be imposed as a condition in State
and/or Federal permits and conducted prior to, during, or after
completion of the reservoir.
8-E: It would be premature, at thistime, to present a plan for the
proposed multi-level water intake. Such a plan would only be
developed if areservoir is chosen as the action to be taken, and the
engineering design phase for the proposed dam and associated
structuresis undertaken. However, it should be noted that the
project proponents, aswell as RUS, have firmly asserted a
commitment to the use of amulti-level water intake.

8F: A full wetlands delineation, based on the 1987 USACE manual, has
been completed and isincluded as Appendix U of thisFEIS. Until a
final decision is made regarding the action to be taken, development
of acomprehensive mitigation plan for wetlands would be
premature. Should adam and reservoir be chosen as the action to
be taken, a mitigation plan would be developed during the
upcoming stages of project design, permitting, and approval.
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9-A

9-B

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

Kentucky Resources Gouncil, Inc.
Past Office Box 1070
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602
[50%) B75-2428 phane
(5012) B75-2645 fax
a-mail FizkRCE a0l com

July 10, 2000

Mark Plank, USDA

Rural Utilities Service

Engineering & Environmental Staff
1400 Independence Avenue

Mail Stop 1571,

Washington D.C. 20250 by email mplank@rus.usda.gov

by fax (202) 720-0820

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Applicatlon for Financial Assistance
Jackson County Water Assoclation

Dear Mr. Plank:

The Kentucky Resources Council, Inc., (Council), a non-profit envirenmental
advocacy organization whose membership shares a commitment 10 prudent use
and conservation of the natural resaurces of the Commonwealth, submils thasza
eomments in response 1o the public comment period on the draft Envirenmental
Impact Statement (dEIS) for the “Jacksen County Lake Project.” The Council
previously commented cencerning the appropriate scope of the dEIS, and
submils these comments regarding the draft Environmental Impact Statement
prepared by USDA RUS, with the coaperation of the United States Forest
Service, in connecfion with the application of the Jackson County Waler
Association for financial assistance 1o construct a dam to creats & reservair in
Jackson County, Kentucky.'

For the reasons outlined below, the Council believes that fhe dEIS falls short
of the level of analysis and cbjective assessment of the project need, availabla
altiernatives, and environmental effacts necessary lo safisfy the requirements of
thiz Mational Environmantal Policy Act.

' Despite commenters’ requast 1o be placed on tho maling list for &l future actions related W he
preparation of this E1S, and after subsnilting commants on the scoping, na natice of tha availability
of the dEIS was ma@ad, and the Counsil became awana of the comment pariod anly Biraugh
indirgct means,

Responses
9-A: Comment noted.

9-B: The commenter’s name and address appeared on the mailing list for
the DEIS and a copy of the DEIS was sent to that address.
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When the Council commented on the scaping for this environmental impast
slatement, we cautioned that the EIS (and subsequent applications undar tha
Clean Water Act for a Section 404 permif) must include a thorough and clear-
headed assessment of the project purpose and need, and justification for
expenditures of public money on such a praject.

The Council histarically has maintained an extramely skeptical posture with
respect to water resources projects. The development of any waler resources
project is not a matter o be lightly undartaken. The alteration of the natural
environment is seldom, if ever, without censaquance (both short-term and
immediataly ascertainable, and other more sublle ecological consequences), and
{he expenditure of public monies and appropriation of public waters carmias with it
an obligation of responsible stewardship.

Further, in ufilizing fedaral “empowermant 2one® monies 10 suppaort a water
resources project, thera is an added obligation imposed under fedaral law 1o act
in a fiscally prudent and environmentally rasponsibie manner in expanding those
manies. The "lake of dreams™ approach to water resources prajects that
characterized many of tha 1960's and 70's waler resources projects cannot be
tolerated in this day and age. In order o praparly determing whether a project is
“feasible” and the “least-cost alternativa” in scclal'ecologic-aconamic 1arms, a
number of guestions must be analyzad.

For these reasons, the Council urged that the propesed project be scrutinized
caratully to assure (1) that the project addresses a real and leghimate “need,”
and that the project is sized according to that need: (2} that the project has a
broad base of support ameng those mast directly affected by the proposal,
including those whose lands might ba direclly taken, or those whose lands might
b burdenad by the project (including landownars within the watershed whose
activities might be curtailed, as well as those living below the impoundment who
might ba placed at greater risk of loss of life or limb, or whose ulilization or
enjoyment of the water resources mighl ba allected by changes in hydrologic
response, flow, aguatic life, and other aspects of the river and watershed); and
{3) that the proposal is the “least-cast” altarnative in ecclogical and social terms,
with all alternativas fully and fairly explored.

The Water “Meed” For The Proposed Project Suffers Fram Inflaled Estimates

As earlier stated, the first inguiry is whether the project addresses a real and
legitimate "need” and whether the project is sized according to that need. No
one would dispute that access 1o a sale and dependable water supply is a
legiimate goal. There are, however, a number of questions under this hoading
that must be answerad; each which may sugges! different solutions:

Eeif you dam i, they will come,”

Responses
9-C: All of theseissues are discussed in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of
thisFEIS. Pleaserefer to this section, and referencesto the DEIS,
for information on these topics.

9-D: A water conservation factor of 10 percent was calculated into the
revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of thisFEIS. Please refer to this Section.
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9-C

9-D

9-E

9-F

9-G

9-H

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

* What is the anticipated need, over what time frame, what is the nature
of the demand (domestic, industrial, commercial), where is tha growth that s
inducing the demand, how ara the dalivery systems configured and what is the
anticipated furthar devalopment of water delivery systems?

* To what extent, if at all, can the supply be augmented or damand
maderated by improving the delivery system to reduce transmission losses,
through conservation measures; and what affect does this have on
tha demand projections?

* What supply sources are availabla or can be developed to meet the
projected need. Are there other existing scurces of supply that can be expanded
to maet the demand through system consolidation, groundwater resource
development, multiple small single-use reservairs, or one largar resorvoir.

The answer to each of these questions, fully and fairly addressed, begins to
define tho water supply demand and to provide a basis for definition of,
evaluation of, and salection among, reascnable alternatives.

The dEIS raises a number of quastions concerning the assumplions on which
the praject "need” is basad. The Council s concermned with these particular
areas.

|. The proposed population changes should rest on actual historic changes
and trends and adopt moderate, rather than high, values for projected changas
in future population.

2. Itis inappropriate to utilize patential demand from Berea College or the
Madison County residents, to bolster the “need” for a Jackson County raservair,
If the praject purpose is 1o serve multi-county areas, then the ranga of
alternatives needed to support that assessment would include areas far beyond
Jackson County. Absent a firm contractual commitrment from other communities
to purchase X acre-feat of storage, the projected need cannot include those

communities, Since the auther recagnizes that tha interast if Barea is a "maybea,”

it = inappropriate to inflate the Jackson County water “need” by almost 18
percent by counting those served by Berea College's water utility.

3. Additionally, in determining the proper sizing of this project, it is not
approgpriale to include Rockeastle County, Clay County and Owslay County inlo
the equation unless the geegraphic scoping is broadenad significantly to identify
the allarnatives available to bast serve the needs of the three counties; and
unless there is a firm contractual commitment to purchase water from the
Jackson County Water District and this proposed lake and unless the full range
of alternatives available to those communities in tarms of alternative water
supply sources, Is assessed. The damming of a free-flowing stream of the
quality proposed here is not undenaken lightly, and if the project justification is

9-E:

9F:

9-G:

9-H:

91: Theregional aspects of the Jackson County Lake Project proposal

Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of the DEIS
examines available or devel opable water supply sourcesin Jackson
County, including groundwater resources and the expansion of
existing water resources. Please refer this section for further
information on these alternatives. Management of multiple, smaller
lakes for water quality would prove to be more difficult and costly
than management of asingle reservoir. Administration of water from
multiple lakes would still require adequate treatment, and would
probably need to be transported to the JCWA Treatment Plant. A
larger number of smaller lakeswould not necessarily be more
compatible with the environment than asingle, larger reservoir. The
edge effects of multiple lakes would fragment more natural habitat,
which is not a desirable outcome ecologically. In addition, financial
costs of alarger number of reservoirs would be much higher, given
permitting issues, site acquisition and preparation, and maintenance.

Population projections were revised for Jackson County in this FEIS.
The new projections consider recent trendsin growth. Refer to
Section 1.2.1.2.2, Population Projections, of this FEIS.

Berea College’ s projected water needs were removed from the
revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of thisFEIS.

The revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of this FEIS discusses projected water needs of Jackson
County only and regional needs separately. Alternatives have been
reassessed in terms of these revised needs and as to whether they
meet only Jackson County’s needs or those of Jackson County and
theregion. Pleaserefer to Sections 2.0, Alternatives Including the
Proposed Action, and 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS.

were included in the Notice of Intent (NOI) and clearly stated in the
DEIS. Language regarding the regional perspective was clearly
stated in the summary of the NOI: “The primary scope of the EISis
to evaluate the environmental impacts of and alternativesto the
Jackson County Water A ssociation’s applications for financial
assistance to provide water supply for the residents of Jackson and
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9-1

9-J

9-K

9-L

9-M

beirg expanded 1o bolster demand numbers, the range of alternatives to mast
those naeads in thair own counties must also be broadened to assure that all
reasonable allermnatives (including a smaller impoundment meeting only Jackson
Counly's needs) are assessed.

It appears that the proposal is to greatly expand the amount of water sold by
Jackson County to other communities, rather than solely to develop a waler
resources project meeting the needs of Jackson County, as was initially
proposed. |f the proposal is to create a regional reservoir, as appears the case
since the combined demand being prajecied from Clay, Madison, Owsley and
Fockeastle counties accounts has been used to inflate the demand by sixty
paercent over the “Jackson County need,” the project must be rescaped, since
the “alternatives” have been limited to Jackson County, yel the size of the
projected reservoir is intended to serve a much wider area and thus, the most
efficiant and least environmentally-damaging alternatives have not been
assessed (including mora, smallar reservairs; pumped storage; etc.) The
proposed project was represented as a Jackson County project to meet ils water
needs, with recreation as an ancillary purpose. The use of thesea other counties
“naads” to inflate the demand is inappropriale unless the project is rescoped as a
ragional project and the full range of regional alternatives explared,

4. The projected water damand includes a 15% multiple for unaccounted for
water It i unclaar whathar the values being used from the Public Service
Commission already factorad in “unaccounted for water,” so that the addition of
the multiplier may have the effect of double-counting water loss.

5. The choice of industrial values in projecting demand also ulilized values
that are among the highast in the state for growth. The use of numbers from
Louisville and Jefferson County is not reasonable, since thare is no companson
batween the two counties in lerms of access 1o interstates, rail, airport, river
access and a major population base. Also missing is any discussion of
maderating industrial demand by altracling industries requiring less watar uge,
and by waler reuse among industrial sites.

6. The use of an average residential per capita water use of 67
gal'day/persan, which is based on statewide data, is inappropriate since the local
data from Jackson and surrounding counties indicatas that average water use is
nearar 52 galday/parson.

7. The combination of inflated demand and failure to fully assess measuras
1o moderate demand results in a higher projecled need than is necessarily the
case. Walsr consarvalion can reduce water use by 10-30%, with an avarage of
20%. By implementing water conservation measures, the amount of demand
and necessary yield for any water source (and consequantly the environmental
impact of such a source) can be diminished by anothar 20%.

Responses
surrounding counties” (62 FR 41336, August 1, 1997). A regional
aternative, Sturgeon Creek, 8.5 mgd, was evaluated in the DEIS.
Therefore, the commenter’ s request for are-scoping is viewed by
RUS to be unnecessary, asit was clearly stated as one of the
primary purposes of the proposal.

9-J. Figures for water consumption from the Kentucky PSC are based on
customer billing data and do not include line losses (L eg, 2000).
Appendix B, Water Rate Calculations, of Appendix E, Final Water
Needs Analysis, of the EIS provides computations of per capita use
rates for Jackson County and for the Kentucky PSC. As shown by
these tables, residential per capitawater use rates do not include line
losses or unaccounted for water.

9-K: Therevised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of this FEIS does not include the low, medium, and high
growth scenarios used in the Final Water Needs Analysis of the
DEIS. Instead, only the most probable water needs scenario, which
includes a most probable industrial water use rate, was cal cul ated.
Please refer to Section 1.2.1 for more information. The role of the
EZ isto attract industries that are suitable to the economic and
infrastructure conditions of Jackson County. Industries requiring
high water consumption have numerous alternatives within
Kentucky (e.g., along the Ohio River) in which they could locate.
Such industries would likely explore development optionsin these
locations before considering Jackson County.

9-L: Pleaserefer to Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption
Rates, of this FEIS for an exp lanation of the use of 67 gpd as the
residential per capita userate.

9-M: A water conservation factor of 10 percent, which was determined
to be reasonabl e for Jackson County, was calculated into the
revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of thisFEIS. Pleaserefer to this section.

9-N: Most distribution lines are placed in existing road ROW and are
temporary construction projects. Impacts of such projects would
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9-0

Comments on Jackson County L ake Project Draft EIS

Aflar calculating the actual Jackson County demand, removing Clay,
Rockecastle, Owsley and Madison Counties (Berea), adjusting for actual watar
demand based on local water use rather than statewide averages, and
reasonable demand projections, and adding water conservation, the demand is
substantially lower than projectad.

8. The scoping for this project focused on the development of a water
resarvair in The Laurel Fork Watarshed and the upgrading of the axisting water
treatment plant and for construction of a pipeline to transpaort the raw watar for
freatment and distribution.

The environmental consequences of these ling extensions and the impacts
associated both with the extansion of water senvice, and the impac! of the watar
extenslon on wastewater management, has not been thoroughly assessed. The
existing wastewater treatment infrastructure, and the effect of provision of public
waler supplies 1o areas wilhout proper wastewater treatment, must be assessed
in public health and ecological terms.

In sum, tha water demand is, in numarous areas, the product of inflated
values which substantially overstate the project need. This inflation of nead
infects the analysis of alternatives, since smaller impoundments or excavated
reservoirs, including those utllizing seasonal pumped storage, might be capable
of meeting a more moderate and reasenabls demand value.

The Hacraational “Naad" Cannct be Uszed To Bolster The Project *Demand”

Itis no secrel that among the supporters of this praject are those who believe
strongly that a “lake and a lodge” are the economic developmant ticket for

Jackson County, The project is proposed 1o have a 300° foot herizontal buffer lor

protection of the lake, but it is also proposed that the project would include &
boat ramp, boat dock, public beach, hiking frails, picnic area and a primitive
campground.

Unstated but alse Hkely in a community with no 2oning of planning, is private
development that could oecur if the surraunding lands are privatized,
development that would rely on on-sile septic systems in the absence of a
publicly-ownad sewer systam.

The project assumes that flatwater recreation is the preferred form of water-
related recreation, and proposes that this lake would be used for boating and

swimming. The proposal 1o use the impoundment for mulliple purposes creates a

potential conflict between the interests of maintaining water quality, and allowing
racreational uses which may degrade that guality. Recreational uses are not
necessarily compatible with the projected purpose of waler supply, since boaling

intreduces raw sewage, garbaga, petroleum compounds and other comaminants

inta a raw water supply, and the combination of swimming and sanitary

9-O:

9-P

9-Q:

9-R:

be similar to those presented in the DEIS for the raw water
transmission main leading from the proposed reservoir to the JCWA
Treatment Plant, and are not likely to be significant. Economic/
business conditions in Jackson County are not likely to attract water-
intensive industries. Therefore, impacts on wastewater treatment and
infrastructure would be minimal. Incremental addition of housing
unitsis not likely to be asignificant factor. Most homeswill utilize
on-site water disposal systems and will be on scattered lots,
minimizing the potential for significant water quality issues.

Section 3.2.2, Surface and Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS
discusses the combined use of areservoir for drinking water and
recreational purposes. Generally, water treatment plants are able to
handle these combined uses using typical, or in some cases, altered,
treatment technologies. In addition, use of amulti-level water intake
structure may help to avoid uptake of accidental fuel or oil spills.
Please refer to Section 3.2.2 of the DEIS for further information. It
may even be arguable that allowing primary contact recreationin a
drinking water reservoir would lead to higher water quality arriving
at the treatment plant because greater care would be taken to protect
the water quality to which recreationalists would be exposed (Lange,
2000b).

Reservoir drawdown may curtail recreational use of the reservoir
during certain times of the year. Reservoir drawdown would be
highest during low-flow periods, from late summer to early fall.

As stated in Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action,
of the DEIS, alternatives considered in detail should meet the
projected desire for additional recreational opportunities, but not
meeting this desire would not eliminate an alternative from further
consideration. Asstated in the response to comment 9-O above,
Section 3.2.2, Surface and Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS
discusses the combined use of areservoir for drinking water and
recreational purposes. Please refer to Section 3.2.2 of the DEIS for
further information.

The commenter is correct that meeting the recreational needs for
picnicking, hiking, and camping is not dependent on the creation of
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9-Q

9-R

9-S

9-T
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wastewater discharges from boating introduce pathogens.  Also, reservoir
drawdown is not necessarily consistent with recreational use. Protection of the
source of water supply should (and oflen does) entail a curtailment of tha
development of the resource for recreational purposes (including limits on
swimming, beating, land development around the lake, etc.) In fact, Kentucky
State regulations advise that water supply resenvoirs should net allow swimming,
water skiing and other contact sports and large motor-operated craft (401 KAR
8:020). Bacause of the potential conflict between recreational use and water
supply, any recreafional “value” of the project, and any projected need for water-
based recreation, should be discounted in determining the real project need.

The recreational aspects of the project "need” should be discounted also
because, based on Ihe Recreational Needs Analysis (Appendix F), it iz only
picnicking, hiking, camping, and swimming will experience shortfalls above
current facilities by the year 2020. Mone of these activilies is necessarily related
1o of depandent on creation of a reservoir, since each can ba met in ways other
than lake-based recreation,

Approximately one-gquarter of Jackson County is comprised of the Daniel
Boone Mational Forest, The Forest, and much of the landscape of this ¢ounty
lends itzelf to hiking trails, picnic facilities, and campgrounds thal offar scanic
views of the area's nalural topography, without the need for a reservoir.

Additionally, unlass the walershed draining into the proposed lake is fully
prolected against development of any kind, the impact of land uzes and activities
in the watershed above and upstream of the lake on the water quality of the ake
must be evaluated. Contributions of pollutants and contaminants inle the lake,
including such sources as developmeant (sediment, pesticides); sitviculture
{sedimentation, chemicals) and agriculture (sedimentation, pesticides, fertilizers,
animal wastas), and possible controls to mitigate such impacts, must be
assessed, including acquisition of waler qualily easemants within the remaining
watershed land, and compensation of landownars for loss of utilization of these
watershad land, The offects on the waler quality in a lake of cryptosporidia,
giardia, and coliform bacteria contributions from agriculture and residential
occupancy must be assessed, 1o the extent any such usas are possible.

Inadequacy of the Consideration of Allermatives

The Council is concerned that the full range of allernatives has nol been
properly assessed, in no small part bacause tha demand values utilized for
determining suitability of allematives are inflated.

Tha range of altermatives to be fully assessed, which to date have not been
adequately explorad, include the use of other hollows located off-stream into
which pumped storage could occur during high-flow periods; purchasing raw or

9-S:

9T:

9-U:

9-V:

areservoir. However, as mentioned in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, not
meeting the desire to have increased recreational opportunities
would not exclude an alternative from further consideration.
Therefore, recreation does not serve as a causal agent for
elimination of alternativesin the EIS.

RUS cannot dictate the development of watershed planning or land
management for water quality protection of the reservoir. Section
3.2.8, Land Use, of the DEIS discusses the current land uses and
activities surrounding the proposed reservoir sites, and also
discusses potential impacts of these land uses on the reservoir.

Most of the land surrounding the preferred War Fork and Steer Fork
site (3.5 mgd) is public land managed by the USFS. USFS
management of these lands would severely restrict residential
development in the immediate vicinity of the reservoir. If aland
exchange with the USFSis conducted, as part of the associated EA,
USFS may investigate the option of retaining ownership of the
buffer zone around the lake, and acquiring ownership of privately-
owned land within the buffer zone.

Pumped storage alternatives were reevaluated in this FEIS. Please
refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action,
and Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS for more
information.

Obtaining water from Wood Creek Lake Water District has been
added as areasonable alternative in this FEIS. The distance of
Berea College from the JCWA Treatment Plant would make this
alternative too costly to be considered areasonable alternative.

Certain combinations of alternatives are considered in this FEIS.
Water conservation has been incorporated into the revised water
needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this
FEIS. Dueto the highly speculative nature of groundwater supplies
in Jackson County (refer to Section 2.1.1, Groundwater
Development, of the DEIS), a combination of groundwater and
conservation would not be expected to meet even the revised
projected water demands. This FEIS also examines the option of
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9-V

9-W

9-X

9-Y

9-Z

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

finished water from Berea College and/or Woods Creek Lake Water District, and
jointly investing in creation of additional starage capacity at Woods Creek Lake.

The four non-reserveir alternatives addressed in the dEIS (groundwatar,
expansion of two existing Jackson County reservoirs, water supply from
surrounding counties, and water canservation) were each efiminated from
further review bacause, "[elach of these allermatives was investigated and found
incapable of fully meating the primany purpese and need of water supply and the
secandary purpese and need of supplying lake-criented outdoor recreation.®

alternatives would be capable of meeting the demand. Because of the
inadequacy of this evaluation, and the inllated demand values, the dEIS should
reassess these issues, and republish a dEIS for review with a more fully
developed altematives analysis and mare reasonable demand projeclions.

| The dEIS fails, howaver, to consider whather any combination of these faur

Finally, with respact to the preferred alternative, the proposed impoundment
structure will lie appraximately ena<halfl mile upstream of a segment that the U.S.
Forest Service (USFS) has recommended to the Depanment of Interion/Mational
Park Service ba included in the National Wild and Scenic River syslem as a
Scenic River. The proposed impoundment and operation of the water control
structure will adversely aflsct this downstream reach by altering the significantly
reducing downstream flow under drought conditions, and thereby influencing the
awisting agquatia ecalogy and faunal composition of this river. Yt the adverse
effects are not fully explared, and the losses that will occur despite the
maintenance of a low-flow as the sustainad minimum flow, are not described
fully. Finally, the dEIS fails to account for any mitigation of the significant
advarsa impacts to the streams direcily affectad by construction of the
impoundment and the inundation of an unspecified tength of War Fork and Steer
Fork.

In eenclusion, the Council questions fhe validity of the demand assumptions
underlying the proposed project and the summary mannear in which non-reservoir
alternatives were dismissed without considering a combination of non-reservolr
measures ameng the altematives. The Council believes that the dEIS must be
withdrawn, for the reasons stated above, and republished with more realistic
assurnptions and demand projections and mare thorough alternatives analysis.,

Cordially,

Toem FitzGerald
Director

9W:

9-X:

9-Y:

9Z.

Responses
including McKee' stwo reservoirs among Jackson County’ s water
supply facilities.

W ater needs projections were revised and are presented in this FEIS
in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply. RUS has determined that the
information provided in this FEIS, while extensive on some i ssues,
does not warrant republication of the DEIS.

During low flow periods, the outflow from the dam must equal the
inflow into the reservoir. Please refer to Section 3.2.2.2,
Environmental Consequences, of this FEIS for more information on
thisrequirement. Potential impacts downstream of the War Fork
and Steer Fork, 3.5 mgd project site are described in Section
3.2.2.2.1, War Fork and Steer Fork, of the DEIS. The status of the
Wild and Scenic Study River segment of War Fork should not be
affected by an upstream dam and reservoir because the USFS has
proposed a*“ Scenic” classification for this segment. The Scenic
value of the segment would be unaffected by regulated flows. Refer
to Sections 3.2.2.1.1 and 3.2.2.2.1, War Fork and Steer Fork, of the
DEIS for more information on this segment.

Mitigation measures are included in the DEIS for each resource
area, where appropriate. Further mitigation would be devel oped
and committed to once afinal decision regarding the proposed
action has been made, and a project location has been determined.
Mitigation would also be devel oped in consultation with State and
Federal agencies during the permitting process.

Comment noted. Based on the revised water needs analysis
presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of thisFEIS, and on
comments received on the DEISfrom agencies and the public,
aternatives were reassessed as to whether they met the revised
water needs for Jackson and surrounding counties. Additional
alternatives were evaluated in this FEIS and either eliminated from
further study or considered to be reasonable for further analysis.
Please refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed
Action, of this FEIS for amore detailed discussion. Those
alternatives considered to be reasonable for further study are
evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of thisFEIS.
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10-A: Comment noted.

10-B: Population projectionsindicate that Jackson County has a

Tuly 10, 2000° growing population. Asthe population of Jackson County
VIR continues to grow, these new residents will need to be hooked up
LISDA. Rural Utilitics Service to the community water supplies. Therefore, athough the
Engineering and Environmental Stafl current annual attachment rate to the community’ s water
vanlep ek supplies may not be sustained, the rate will still be somewhat
Washingkan, D.L. 20230 proportional to the population growth rate of the County. It was
Dear Mr, Plank, inferred that the commenter thought attachment rates were used
as exponential population projections for the water needs

I am writing 1o comment on the Draft Enviconmental Impact Statement on the Proposed Jackson analysi s. Thisisnot correct. Attachment rates served to show
County: Labe, the percent of the total projected population of Jackson County
Water Meeds Analysis: | find that the water needs analysis for Jackson County to be overstated, accounted for in the water needs analysi S.

10-A While 1t may be prudent to error on the safe side when estimating futune water needs, the kind of
overestimation in this report will waste public money and cause unnecessary environmental 10-C: Please refer to Section 1.2.1.2.1 PI’Oj ected Water Consumption
degradation by building unneeded infrastructure. Specifically, may | dicect your attention o ) . e
Appendia T Tonal Wales Needs Asisliysts, Ra@es, of this FEISfor an explanation of the use of 67 gpd asthe

residential per capitause rate.

Table 1 shows an annual prowth rate of 6.8% in residential water customers from 1990 o 1993,
Ower This period, the population of Jackson County has been relatively stable, This growth rate 10-D: The KPR low, moderate, and high projections used in the DEIS
i water customers 15 the result of existing residents hooking up to the community water ’ L ’ .
supplies. With the current residential attachment eate of 70% ( from the report), and an cventual are now conSI_dered tf) be ObSOIete'_ KPR now pUbIISheS Only one
atachment rate of 85% (from 1he report), this growil e can only sustain itsell for three more set of population projections. In view of these updated

108 vears. Even assuming an impossible 100% attachment rate, this prowth rate could only last for proj ections, population proj ections for Jackson County have

) 5.25 years, The presentation of this data in the repon, without eritical analvsizs, implies an been recalculated. and are presented in this FEISin Section

exaggerited prowth rale in the water supply needs that cannet be sustained, even undar worst | ! .
case population grovvth scenarns. 121.22, Popu ation PI’O] ections.
The residential water needs were caleulated by multiplying exapgemted per copita usage rates by 10-E: Therevised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1,

10-C inflated population -::=1|m:1t.|:s. |'|'1..i.‘ historical pcr.c;:upnn watcr usage in 1J.'|r_'ksl|m ( nlunl].r 15 54 Water Supply, of this FEIS does not include the |OW, medi um,
gallons per day. In the entire region, the per capita usage varies from 30 to 61 {Table 3). The . . .
caleulations wse 67 gpd, a 24 percent intlation of the historical average and higher than any and hlgh grOWth scenarios used inthe DEIS., InSteadl Only the
surrounding community, The population estimates used start with data Trom the Kentucky Dha most pl’Obab|ewaIel’ needs scenario was calculated. Please refer
Center.. Instead of using this nominal data as the moderate population growth, which it is to Section 1.2.1 for more information.

10-D imtended 10 be, it is used as the low growth scenario. The moderate growth scenario then doubles

: the low growth rate, without justification, The high growth scenario triples the low prowth rate, .

using the relatively flat lands of Pulaski County as a model for growth of this hilly county, This 10-F: Reglonal water needs have been recal culated to be 42 percent of
is not particularly applicable, An annual growth eate prediction of 1.2% an light of a population the revised projected water needs of Jackson County, dueto the
thist has been unchanged for 70 vears, seems more like wishful thinking than reality. elimination of Berea College'swater needs.

10-G: Refer to the response to comment 12-E. Inthe revised water
needs analysis, presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this
FEIS, only the most probable water needs scenario, which
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10-E

10-F

10-G

10-H

10-I

10-J

10-K

10-L

10-M

The net result of all this inflation is that the high growth scenario predicts a water demand that 15
124 multiplied 2.6, or 3.22, times what the nominal numbers would predict. Using the Kentucky
State Data Center population estimates and the historical water use rates and applving a generous
safiety Tetor of two would yvield o number only 62% of that which the repont uses as waorst case.

The inflation does not stop there, To make matters worse, the regional water needs were
calculated using the same éxngoerated growth above current usage, compounding the
overstaternent of the water needs.

The industrial water use rates are also overstated. With 764 acres currently developed and using
98 gallems per acre per day, it is unlikely the average will jump 1o 1000 gallons per acre per day
used in the high growth scenario.

When the bottom ling is reached, the water requirement for the year 2050 ends up at 4.2 times

the yvear 2000 requirement.  This does not pass the reasonable st for a county that has had no
propulation growaly in the Tast 70 vears. Even an aggressive BZ progeam would be hard pressed 1o
quidmeple the water needs.

We recommend that independent organizations like the Kenmcky Water Resources Research
Institute in connection wit the Bentucky State Data Center be engaged to check the analysis of
the witer needs estimates, There is a lod of public money at stake, and it wouldn't et o make
sure the tirgets are honed as best they ean be,

Recreation MNeeds: Appendix F, The final recreational needs analysis is next 1o worthless, There
is no relevant data o suppont any conclusions cxeept people want places to hike, picnic, camp
and swim. Mo real need s demonstrated and a lake is not necessary o provide any of these, In
fact the lakes would Mocd potential hiking territony.

There are already two campgrounds in Jackson County. The report does not address whether
there is o need Tor a chird in Jackson County, [t also does not consider tat any picnicking.
camping, or swimming arcas on the War Fork Impoundment would need 1o be constructed on
National Forest Service Land by the USEFS. | guess the report assumes that the fumds 1o do this
would magically appear in the USFS meager recreation budget.  The report dogs sot address road
aecess o the War Fork Impoundment, which currently does not exist, and without which the
recreational opporunities would ke mindmal. Again the magical appearance of money to build
aecess roads is assumed and the eavironmental impact of these roads is not addressed

There are a lot of assumptions implicit in the conclusion T recreational opponunities would be
supplied by a hke, espectally the War Fork alternative.

Environmental Impact: The DEIS ignores the environmental impact of placing a dam a short
distance above a Wild and Secnic River Study arca, The changes in water temperature, seasonal
stream flow variances, sediment and abrupl change in aguatic habitat would have serious impacts
on the mative flora and fauna that the study area would potentially protect

10-H:

10-1:

10-J:

10-K:

included a most probable industrial use rate, was cal cul ated.
Please refer to Section 1.2.1 for more information.

Comment noted. The revised water needs analysis was
developed in coordination with the Kentucky Rural Water
Association, the Kentucky PSC, and the Engineering and
Environmental Staff of the RUS.

The Final Recreation Needs Analysis for the Proposed Jackson
County Lake Project, Appendix F of the DEIS, used the most
current and accurate recreational data obtainable to calculate
recreational needs within Jackson County and the surrounding
region. A need for additional swimming, camping, hiking, and
picnicking facilitieswas found. Although areservoir is not
necessary to supply these facilities, recreation is not the primary
purpose for the proposed project, and cannot be used to
eliminate alternatives from further consideration. Although the
proposed reservoir at the War Fork and Steer Fork site may
flood potential hiking territory, it would not flood a significant
portion of such territory.

The recreational needs analysis (Appendix F of the DEIS) used a
75-mile radius around Jackson County, which included facilities
within the County, to represent a recreation supply study area.
Costs for construction of the recreational facilities are included
in the new cost estimates prepared for each of the dam and
reservoir sites, and are presented in this FEIS in Section 2.4.1.1,
Site Preparation. Lineitem cost estimates are included in this
FEIS as Appendix Q.

As stated in Section 2.4.1.2, Site Preparation, of the DEIS, a
new access road would be constructed for accessto the site both
during construction and over the lifetime of the dam and
reservoir. Construction costs for this accessroad are part of the
project costs provided in Section 2.4.1.1, Site Description, of
this FEIS. Road accessto the War Fork and Steer Fork site and
associated recreational facilitiesis discussed in Section 3.2.9,
Transportation, of the DEIS, and potential roadways to be used
for recreation access are provided in Table 3.2.9-6 of the DEIS.
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10-0

10-P

10-Q

10-R

10-S
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Funding: Nonc of the funding listed in the DEIS is from Jackson County., We undersiand that
Jackson County does not have the financial resources required to solve its water supply deficit, It
is not unreasonable, however, 1o ask the water users to bear some small fraction of the capital
costs. 17 10 % of the costs were funded by a bond issue paid by the current usars, another million
or 50 dollars would be available for the project with minimal impact on water rutes,

Alternatives to a Lake: This is where the DEIS 15 most serously at faull. The analysis of
pumping raw waler from Wood Creek Reservoir was thiown out because it was too expensive.
Mo cost break-outs are given to support this elaim (an omission which should be corrected).
Assuming the numbers are comrest however, the report lists $12.5 million in potentially available
funds, enough to pay the capital costs of o raw water pipeling to Wood Creek Reservoir (512.3
million). Therefore, we are left 10 wonder why it was thrown out.

It appears that the eaw water pipe from Wood Creek was costed 1o hiandle the whole water need
of Jackson County (3.5 med) instead of the incremental water need. There is already abour 1
mgd available in Jackson County, so the incremental need is only 2.5 mgd, Ofthis 2.5 mgd,
much of the nesd is still many years out, allowing for some alternative solutions. which leads me
10 my next point,

What | think iz perhaps the bigpest omission of all, the altermative of pumping Lreated waler from
the Wood Creek Reservair was not even considered. An expansion of the treatment plant on the
Waood Creak Reservoir would allow the piping of treated water to Jackson County, This could
potentially be connected into the Jackson County distribution system without building a pipe all
the way 1o the Jackson County treatment plant, saving much in construction costs. Since Jackson
County would need to increase its treatment eapacity, it doesn’t much matter whether the money
is spent expanding their plant ot the Wood Creek plant.

A variation of this plan would pump raw water from Woed Creek Reserveir to Jackson County
and a new treatment plant on the soulwest side of Jackson County. Again this could hook into
the existing distribution system and avoiding the construetion of a raw water pipe to the
treatment plant,

Another imporiant point to consider in evaluating 4 pipe t0 Wooed Creek is that it is much more
readily cxpanded in the fiture (i.e. 50 years and beyond) than any of the Iske oplions would be.

Conelusions: The Executive Summary is correct in pointing out that the antion has moved
beyond the cra of dam building. The habitat destruction from dams has contributed to the fact
that 1/3 of all feesh water mussels are rare, endungered or extinct and many more are threatened
{Mature Conservancy). Around the country old dams are being taken down to restore habitar.
Thete is even a serious proposal to remove four Jarge dams on the Snake River. The past century
has seen the construction of tens of thousands of dams, leaving very few free flowing streams.
The precious few thal remain need be protected.

There is a contingent of people in Jackson County who mistakenly believe that a lake will bring
them economic prosperity. 1f such a thing were possible, and we don't belicve it is, the proposed
lakes are too small for that. The lakes would not be suitable for power boats. The fishing,

10-L:

10-M:

10-N:

10-O:

10-P:

10-Q:

Should areservoir be constructed in Jackson County, it would provide
additional recreational opportunities for the County and the region.

The segment of War Fork downstream of Turkey Foot Campground
to the confluence with Station Camp Creek has been proposed for
classification as“ Scenic” by the USFS. The basisfor this
classification is discussed in Section 3.2.2.1.1, War Fork and Steer
Fork, of the DEIS. The scenic value of this segment would likely be
unaffected by regulated flows. Changesin water temperature, stream
flow, and sedimentation resulting from the project are discussed in
Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental Consequences, of the DEIS.

Not all of the sources of funding for the project that were listed in the
DEIS are certain. After publication of the Final El S and ROD, some
funders may opt not to help finance the project. However, even if the
project’s capital costswereto be entirely funded by grants and loans
from outside Jackson County, water rates would still rise substantially.
Depending on the alternative selected, monthly rates could rise by 15
to over 50 percent. A discussion of the impacts on water rates per
alternative is provided in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this
FEIS.

Obtaining treated water from Wood Creek Lake Water District has
been added as areasonable alternative in this FEIS. Refer to Sections
2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, and 3.0,
Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS for more information.

Existing water suppliesin Jackson County were incorporated into the
revised water needs projections presented in Section 1.2.1.4, Projected
Water Needs, of thisFEIS.

Please refer to the response to comment 10-O. If thisalternativeis
chosen as the action to be taken, expansion of the JCWA Treatment
Plant would not go forward. Plans are currently underway to upgrade
the Wood Creek Water District Treatment Plant. Thisisfurther
discussed in Section 2.4.2.6, Wood Creek Lake Pipeline, of this FEIS.

Page O-40



Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS

10-T

swimming and camping opportunities provided would not make a significant impact on the
economy or draw from o very wide aren.

Opportunities exist for sourcing water from Wood Creek Reservoir that were not studied. They
affer the potential for cost savings and increased fexibility in planning and implementing water
supply in the future. Therefor we strong urge that these opponunities be given serious
consideration.

Thank you for the apportunity to comment,

Sincerely,

Ray Barry, President
Kentucky Conservation Committee

10-R: A pipelineto an existing water supply source would not necessarily

10-S:

10-T:

be more readily expandable than areservoir dueto the costsinvolved.
The existing pipeline would have to be replaced by one with alarger
diameter, requiring different valves and other structures over its entire
length.

The commenter is correct in that, as stated in Section 2.4.1.4, Facility
Operation, of the DEIS, restrictions may be placed on the use of
motor-operated boats on the reservoir. Impacts of the recreational
facilities to be provided by the reservoir on the economy of Jackson
County are provided in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS.

Obtaining treated water from Wood Creek Lake Water District has
been added as areasonable alternative in this FEIS. Refer to Sections
2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, and 3.0,
Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS for more information.
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11-A: Comment noted.

Cumberfand Chapter

F.Q. Box 4307
Midway, HEY. 40347
July L0, 2000

SENT VIA FAX (ZDZ) T20=D820

Mark 5, Plank

USDA, Bural Utilities Service
Englnes=ring & Environmental Staff
Mail 3top 1571

100 Indapandence fAve, SH
Washingten, D.C. 20250

RE: Froposad Jaockson County Lake Project
Dear 5ir:

Thege comments are submicttad an behalf of the Cumberland
Chaprer of Sierra Club, an environmental ocrgamization with mare
than 3500 menbers across the state of Kentucky. Sierra Club has
been involved Ln issues of water guality and water guantity in
Lhe Commonwealth since lte inception. In fact, the Cumberland
Chapler wazs originally organized in 1968 arownd oppositien to &
preposed dam project on public and prlvate land in fed River
Gorge .,

The Cumborland Chapter supports efferts be provide potable
water to the residents of Jackson County. However, based on the

not suppost the USDAfs proferred altecnative to accomplish thae
goal. We believe thet additlenal Lavestigation by the agency

a5 Wood Creek Lake in norcthern Laveel County, would be the moat
sensible solution for providing drinking water to unserved sreas,
Ous conclusicons are based on the following Lasues.

1967 - Cwmberdind Chapier 3§ Silver Snniversary - 1997

11-B: Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1,

information published Iln the Draft Environmental Impact Statemont
for che proposed Fackson County Lake, the Curkberland Chapter does

would demonstrace that uslng existing BUrLace water sources, such

Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on the DEIS
from agencies and the public, alternatives were reassessed as to
whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson and surrounding
counties. Additional alternatives were evaluated in this FEIS and
either eliminated from further study or considered to be reasonable for
further analysis. Please refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the
Proposed Action, of this FEIS for amore detailed discussion. Those
alternatives considered to be reasonable for further study are evaluated
in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS. Obtaining
treated water from Wood Creek Lake Water District hasbeen added as
areasonable alternativein thisFEIS.
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11-C

11-D

1. Purpose and MNeed

The stated purpase of the project is to provide adeguate
water supplies for the projected residential, commercial and
induscrial needs of Jackson County aver the next 50 years and to
provide recreational cpportunities to meet present and future
needs,. The DEIS claims to document these needs adegquately with a
‘Water Needs hAnalysis' and a ‘Recreational Heeds Analysis’
included in the Appendisx. However, the water needs arc greatly
overstated and the recreational neads ara simply not justified by
the studles discussed.

Certainly, thera is no guestian that Jackson’s County's
potable water needs are currently not being met since omly T0% of
the population has esccesa to public water supplies. The propesed
USDA-RUS project is expected to increase the population served to
E5 percent. Howewver, the water needs analysis in the DEIS
Appendls greatly exaggerates the extent of the problem. For
axample, the law, moederate and high population prejections
centained in Appendix E, Tabkle 9, Page E-Z3, an which the needs
analysis is based, are greatly inflared. The most recent actual
count, the 1990 Census, reporbted a population total of 11,955 for
Jacksen Counky. In 1%80, the count was 11,936, and as Ear back aa
1330, cthe count was 10,467. Based on the historical records of
populaction growth from the Hentucky State Data Center at the
University of Louisville (attached co this letter}, it is not
reasonable to assume that a caunty whose populaticn has not grown
app:cciﬁbly over BEhe last TO YEATS whll suddenly more than double
in the next 50 yeara. In this rural area, we should not be
caleulating future water needs based on geowth retes that range
.3% to 1.5% per vear. The Regional Meeds Assesament is
similacly inflated.

from

Hor does the ‘Recreational Meeds hnalysis' in Rppandix F
acteally document a deficiency in available recreation, as the
DEIS concludes. In fact, the study that was undertaken shows that
there are 31 lakes offering all varieties of recreational
cpportunities within a 73 mlile radius of Jeckson County. Aa
pointed ocut inm Appendix F, Page F-14, one study has shown that
"gven uwnder high growth conditions, facilities for Eisning,
boating, water skiiing and canceling will remain in surplus into
2020%. If the agency is attempting to evaluate and EFulfill the
need for swimming, pilcnicking and hiking needs beyond the year
2020, £t would be mofe précbical to fund Che conatructlon of a
few swimming paols and poetaln for future generations the ex:gting
hiking %rails in the Daniel Boone Hational Forest which will be
destroyed if the War Fork Dan propoaal is selected.

11-C:

11-D:

The KPR low, moderate, and high projections used in the DEIS are
now considered to be obsolete. KPR now publishes only one set of
population projections. Inview of these updated projections,
population projections for Jackson County have been recalculated,
and are presented in this FEIS in Section 1.2.1.2.2, Population
Projections. These new population projection take into account
recent trends in population growth in Jackson County.

The Final Recreational Needs Analysis for the Jackson County Lake
Project, Appendix F of the DEIS, documented a deficiency in
camping, hiking, swimming, and picnicking facilities now, and
increasing needs for these facilitiesin the future. Swimming pools,
both small private pools and larger public ones, meet adifferent kind
of recreational need than do lakes. Swimming pools are typically
used for swimming as sport or physical fitness, playing in the water,
and sunbathing. A reservoir not only presents amore natural setting
for swimming and water contact, but is also available to other kinds
of recreation, including boating, canoeing, fishing from shore and/or
boat, wildlife observation, hiking, and sight-seeing. In addition, the
construction of swimming pools around the County would require
different funding than that designated for the reservoir, and would
most likely come from local sources. In any case, the primary
purpose of the proposed reservoir isfor water supply; any swimming
that may occur at the reservoir would be an incidental benefit of the
facility.
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11-F

11-G

Furthermore, the DEIS fails to adequately evaluate the
relationship of and costs associated with conatructing a lake of
this size intended for two competing uses, drinking water supply
and recreational cportunities. As Kentucky Resources Council
cautioned in Sepcember, 1587, whan this project was belng
pEDpOS?ﬁ at anather lecation, "The two [uses] are nob necesaar:ly
compatible, and protection of the source of water supply may (and
often doss) entall a curtailment of the development of the
respurce for recreatiomal purposes [fncluding limits on swimming,
boating, land development arcund the lake, etc.).”

The DEIS, Page 3-54, notes bhakt Eentucky's adminlatrative
regulations for water supply reservoirs, located at 401 KAR
1:020, recommend against allowlng swimming, water skiing and
othar contact sports and large moter-cperated crafr or any craft
with toilets. However, the DEIS Fails to incorporate this faet
into its conclusion that the proposed lake can serve as both a
drinking water supply and a recreational waterbody.

2. War Fork's Wild & Scenic Status

Eince 1982, War Fork has baen listed in cthe Hationwide
Bivers Inventory [HRI)., The HRT ia & listing ol the nabion's
remaining oukstanding Eree-flowing river segments that could
potentially qualify as national wild, scenic or recreational
river areas under the Mational Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 196E8
(NWSRA) . The WRI is a partiel fulfillment of cegquirements in
Sectionm 50d] of the HNWSRA.

h presidential directive and aubseguent instructions lisced
by the Council on Envirommental Quality and codified in agency
manuals regquire that each federal agency. as part of its normal
planning and reviow processes, bake care to avold or mitigate
adverse effecca on rivers identified in the MRI. Furchermore, all
agencies are required to consult with the Wational Fark Service
prior to taking actions which could effectively foraclose wild,
scenic o recreational stabtus far rivers on the in?unlnry.

The HRI ldentifies the fallawing cutstandingly remarkable
values of the listed segment of Staclen Camp Cresk and War Fork,
from river mile 14 at Alumbaugh te river mile 32 near Privett,
which includes all of War Fork, beth the segment proposed for the
rasarvoir and the segment downstream from Turkey Foot: Scenic,
Recreational, Geolegic, Fish and Wildlife,

The Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Study conducted by the

United States Forest Service has already determined that the
segment af War Fork from Turkey Foot downstream to the confluence

3

11-E:

11-F:

11-G:

It was inferred that the commenter is referring to costs associated with
treating water, which has come from arecreational use reservoir, for
drinking purposes. Primary contact recreation, such as swimming,
would likely have no appreciable effect on water treatment costs
because water treatment plants are already treating for any
contaminants that contact recreation may introduce. In addition, it
may be arguable that allowing primary contact recreation in adrinking
water reservoir would lead to higher water quality arriving at the
treatment plant because greater care would be taken to protect the
water quality to which recreationalists would be exposed (Lange,
2000b).

Section 3.2.2, Surface and Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS
discusses the combined use of areservoir for drinking water and
recreational purposes. Generally, water treatment plants are able to
handl e these combined uses using typical, or in some cases, altered,
treatment technologies. In addition, use of amulti-level water intake
structure may help to avoid uptake of accidental fuel or oil spills.
Please refer to Section 3.2.2 of the DEIS for further information.

The segment of War Fork upstream of Turkey Foot Campground,
there the proposed War Fork and Steer Fork dam and reservoir would
be located, was not recommended for inclusion into the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System. The segment of War Fork downstream of
Turkey Foot Campground to the confluence with Station Camp Creek
has been proposed for classification as“ Scenic” by the USFS. The
basis for this classification is discussed in Section 3.2.2.1.1, War Fork
and Steer Fork, of the DEIS. The scenic value of this segment would
likely be unaffected by regulated flows. Comment noted.
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wlth Statlion Camp Creek is eligible for inclusion Ln tha Wild and
Scenic Rivers System by virtue of Lts “oukstandingly remarkable™
values. The proposed reservolr presented as USDA's preferred
alcernativa, which will reduce flaws im this segment of War Fork
by up te 63%, will cause slgniflcant adverse effects on this
stream segment in terms of aguatic 1ife, recreatlional vae and,
possibly, scenic gualities --- in wiclation of CEQ guidelines and
presidential directives. The reservolr would not have to
continually release enough water so that flow reductions did not
adversaly effect agquatic life downstream of the reservoir. This
issue Is not adedquately addrassed in the DEIS.

The DEIS at Page 3-%1 states that “If the War Fork and Steer
Pork sitce i3 chosen as the final prajact lacation, the aggregats
effect on biological resources within the upper reaches af the
Wild and Scenic Study River Segment downstream would be
moderately significant™. This L5 an unacceptable impact.

hecording co the DEIS, Page 3-114, existing recreational
uses of the Turkey Faot Recreational Area downstreas would be
heavrily impacted during construction of the preoposed War Fork
Dam. These impacts wauld be parmanent for the most part. Flow
reductlions would contlnue to negatively fmpact swimming, trout
fiahing and agquatic llfe. Sediment from construction activities
could likewise affect these same uvses. The undeveloped nature of
Turkey Foot would be irreparably damaged by the presence af a
huge concrate dam situated ons-half mlle upstream, a=s has been

peinted ouk by ancther state agency.

Accordlng ta the Hentucky State Mature Preserves Commission,
stream flaw regulation from impoundments and dams on rivers ran
be expocted to produce negative impacts both above and belaw the
dams. Belaw the dam, changes in flow and bemperature regimes,
water clariry and water chemistry affect plant and animal
communicy composition and strwcture and modify ecosystem function
downstream. “The bicleglcal effects of river regulation begin
with the loss of riverime habitab under the reserveir and the
virtual elimination of wp and/or downstresm movement by aguatic
organlsms, Raduction in stream £low wvarlation alters the river's
connection to the floodplain, which can reduce flocdplain
productivity and redirect succession. Benthic invertebrate
communicies can experience roduced species richness, but
increased abundance, resulting from physical and chemical
alterations, and from habibat less, Stream organisms are highly
adapted to pericdic variation in atream flow and temperature.
Disruption of these variations can affect community composition,
reproducktive succeas, and development. In summary, river
rogulation disrupts dynamic physical, chemical, and bislagical

11-H: The DEIS discusses the potential short- and long-term impacts on
Turkey Foot Campground, and recreation associated with that
Campground, in Section 2.3.6, Recreation.
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11-1: Potential impacts resulting from the project were evaluated according
eonditions that connect headwaters to stream mouth and influence to the significance criterialisted in Appendix C of the DEIS. A

jetermine biological c ity cemposition, structure and . : s . . .
“‘E-Effﬁﬁ“‘ e biologi ammun il B discussion on how these criteriawere developed is also provided in

Appendix C. Comment noted.
In the warious summaries of impacts, the DEIS lists many of
thess expocted adverse impacta as possibilicles, but fails to ) )
adequately evaluate thelr aignificance. 11-J: The endangered bats survey and the spring 2000 survey for the
running buffalo clover have been completed and are included in this

FEISasAppendix T.

11-1

3. Endangered Speclies

The Endangersd Species Act, L& U.3.C. 1531ic) (2], declares
that it is the pelicy of Congress that federal agencies shall K- ;
cosperate with state and local sgeneies to resolve water resource 11-K: A visual reconnaissance was performed at the proposed War Fork

issues In concert with conservation of endangered BpE-EiEE]-‘ and Steer Fork site due to concerns of reported limestone outcropsin
cas=tlan T nf that Bct requires all federal agencies Co takse HPR : . .
whatever sieps are necessary e insure that actions authorized, the vicinity of the site. The geologic report from the visual

funded or earried out by them do not jeopardize the continued reconnaissanceis provided in the FEIS as Appendix P, and is

axistence of listed species or result in the destrustion or discussed in Section 3.2.1, Geology/Sails, of this FEIS
modification of habitat of such spoclaes. ! J -

With regard to endangered species at War Fork, the DEIS at
Page xix admits that the prapssal may be controversial because of
the proximity of documented populations and hibernacula af
federally listed endangered Indiana bats and Virginia blg-eared
bats. Whother or not they hawve netted bats of these specles in
their preliminary EI5 fieldwork is irrelevant, since
reprasentatives of the USFS apd the 0.5, Fish & Wildlife Secvice
have already indicated to the agency that Indians bats use the
War Fork site as foraging habitat. When will the results of the
par aurvey that is mentioned in the Executive Summary be
available? Where are the resulbks of the spring 2000 survey of the
federally listed running buffalo clover 7

11-J

The DEIS fails to adequately address the potentizl for harm
ta bat populations.

4., Signlficance of Karst Topography

The DEIS mentions the existence of karst topography in the
viginity of the proposed War Fork Dam but seriously understates
the significance of that fact. Fages 3-87 and 3-86 mention the
possibiliicty thabt an gpstream reservoir at War Fork could lead te
seepage, dissolutien of limestone, underground channel formation,
utilization or enlargement and the eventuval flocding of caves
used for roosting and hibernacula by endangered bats.

Why hasa’t the asgancy eonsulted an experienced karat
¥ q

11K hydregeslegist concerning these issues pricr te selecting a

3
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11-L

11-M

11-N

11-0

preferred alterpative? Karst issues require advance study by an
actual tralned karst hydrogeclogist = packieulacly when the
agency is considering construction of a multi-million dellar dam
in a guestionable location. These iaawves should not be left to a
geotechnical engineer hired after the faect in order to try to
make che project work.

5. Use of Frime Forestland

The permanesnt f£looding of 116 acres of publicly-owned
forestland in the Daniel Bpone Mational Feorest is, indeed, a
concecn of the Cumberland Chapter -- especially where access te
punlic water is readily available from Weod Creek Lake by
canstructing a pipeline. How can the agency or the public support
thia preject without moze speoific information concerning thae
praposed land exchange with the USFE?

The dam project proposed for War Fork will pltimately
destroy Turkey Foot Recreational Area and the surrounding hiking
trails which are already a popular tourlat atcraction that
brings some additional money into the lacal economy.

Feram the eccnomle development standpoint of an empowerment
zone project, 1t would clearly be more practical (and profitable)
Lo premote the eco-tourism aspect of Jackson County’s natural
assets racher than destroy them. The DEIS does not describe any
direct econcmic benefit to be derived by Jackscn County from this

project, and there are already an abundance of recreational lakes

6. Cost Analysis

The cost estimates for the War Fork aite are incomplete. The
total cosk of 510,805,000 reporced in che DELIS fails to take into
account the costc of purchasing land for the USFS land exchange,
the cost af maintenance of the 300' buffer arcund the proposed
lake, or the cost of conatructleon and cperation & malntenance of
the necessary recreational faellities te be built on the lake,

If the agency had ceonsidered all the costs associated with
the War Fork project, the total might easily excesd Ehe astimated
513,804,000 p:-::ljl!r:'l.l:rd cost far a pip&lln& fraom Wood Creek Lake EKa
the JCWA Treatment Plant. The Weoed Croeck Lake pipeline was
summarily dismissed as too expensive. Yet, if all the costs of
the preferred alternative were factocred in, the pipeline option
would prove to be both preferable from an environmental impact
peraspective and more cost-effective,

11-L: If areservoir isdecided asthe action to be taken, and the War Fork

11-M:

11-N:

11-O:

11-P:

and Steer Fork siteis chosen asthe reservoir site, the USFS will
prepare an EA on the necessary |and exchange or SUP for the
project. This EA would include specific information concerning
the exchange, if it isto be conducted, and the environmental
impacts of the proposal.

Asdiscussed in Section 3.2.6, Recreation, of the DEIS, Turkey
Foot Campground would be heavily impacted during construction
of the dam and reservoir at the War Fork and Steer Fork project
site. The swimming area might not be useable during this time, and
fishing would be limited due to water quality issues. Turkey Foot
Campground could also be adversely impacted over the lifetime of
the dam and reservoir due to changesin water quality and flows.
However, new recreation facilities would be constructed around,
and other recreational opportunities would be supplied by, the
proposed reservoir. See Section 3.2.6 of the DEIS for more
detailed information.

Although the number of recreation-associated jobs created by the
reservoir would be insignificant, due to the self-serve nature of
most proposed facilities and recreation opportunities, the
availability of additional water in Jackson County would provide an
incentive for industry to locate in the County. Currently, the
primary inhibitor to growth of industry in Jackson County isthe
provision of utilities such aswater. This and other direct economic
benefits that would be derived from the proposed reservoir are
discussed in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS.

New cost estimates were prepared for each of the dam and
reservoir sites, and for a pipeline from Wood Creek Lake and Lock
14 of the Kentucky River, and are included in this FEIS in Section
2.0. Lineitem cost estimates are included in this FEIS as Appendix
Q. These new estimates include land acquisition costs for the
buffer zone and potential maximum flood area of the reservoir.

Refer to the responses to comments 11-O and 11-B above.
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Please include this letter in the administrative record.
Thank wou for the opportunity to comment.

Yours truly,

Betsy Bennett
Conservation Chair
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12-A:

12-B:

Responses
Comment noted.

All dataused inthe EISis as site-specific and current as avail able.

New cost estimates were prepared for each of the dam and reservoir
sites, and for a pipeline from Wood Creek Lake and Lock 14 of the
Kentucky River, and areincluded in this FEISin Section 2.0. Line
item cost estimates are included in this FEIS as Appendix Q.

. The Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) prohibits the harming of

any species listed by the USFWS as being either threatened or
endangered. Asstated in Section 3.2.4.3, Mitigation, and in Section
5.0, Mitigation Summary, of the DEIS, informal consultation would
be continued, or formal consultation undertaken, with the USFWS
under Section 7 of the ESA, depending on the results of the surveys
for threatened and endangered Species.

: An explanation of the selection of the War Fork and Steer Fork

reservoir site asthe USDA, RUS preferred alternativeis givenin
Section 2.6, Preferred Alternative, of the DEIS.

. Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1,

Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on the DEIS
from agencies and the public, alternatives were reassessed asto
whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson and
surrounding counties. Additional alternatives were evaluated in this
FEIS and either eliminated from further study or considered to be
reasonable for further analysis. Please refer to Section 2.0,
Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of this FEIS for amore
detailed discussion. Those alternatives considered to be reasonable
for further study are evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental
Analysis, of thisFEIS.

: Most of theissues cited by the commenter were not discussed in the

cumul ative impacts section because, along with many other issues
that might conceivably be listed, they were not considered likely to
generate noteworthy or significant cumulative impacts within the
spatial and temporal periods established for the cumulative impacts
analysis (the region of influence, or ROI). For example, with regard
to threatened and endangered species, no cumulative impacts are
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apparent, in part because the project itself is not expected to adversely

12-E ?"' ‘{"a Lﬁ’"‘*g f“"““‘j ; impact any sensitive species. With regard to forest habitat, adam and
‘.’,—-\u“sm m &@"—(&M reservoir at the War Fork and Steer Fork site would permanently
<f}¢ W eliminate only 0.07 percent of the bottomland or cove hardwood forest

onthe DBNF. None of the other projects, actions, or long-term trends
within the cumulative impacts ROI, when combined with this removal,
would produce substantial impacts. Likewise, the Jackson County
Lake Project isnot likely to trigger any impacts related to the
introduction and propagation of exotic species.

While the issues cited by the commenter are not discussed individually

wa in the text of Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, they are each considered
. Pl ! Fa:‘ ég E E EI: in the summary tables of short and long-term cumulative impacts
12-F i I -E"’F‘}* Wf related to the project. Please refer to these tables.
ﬁ-“'" m‘lﬁ’j ﬂmm W 12-G: The expansion of the JCWA Treatment Plant, if it occurs, would be
funded by a RUS loan, which has already been approved. Additional
wrahan water distribution lines would be funded by the JCWA, and by
{n\) ;}m DELS /"‘la"' [5’ o mmﬂ[ E ME (b\% increases in user water rates.
12-G w ;,-"x‘_.- Mﬁ_ﬁ"d 12-H: South Madison Water Association currently purchasesall of their
I 10y gﬁﬂ Lol water from Berea College Water Utility Department (Williams, 2000c).
h (1 L G . Asnoted in Section 1.2.1.3, Regional Demands, of the DEIS, Berea
U—ﬁu{ - j S On _5{” 5 Collegeis in need for an a_ddltlonal _vvat_er supply. Inaddition, the costs
‘% b Mm of construction and operation of a pipeline from Berea College to the
1o . Wipa ¥ %ﬁﬁ(m Pu o [ JCWA Treatment Plant would be very large, given the distance
L ot JE] ff\u wa Qovda ’ between the two water utilities and pumping costs over Big Hill.
8) Colonlalins B vtk fiado Pt Yhotsly
¥ B do MT’ MAE«,\J[:-& gt /‘Lkﬂbia 12-1: Projected water needs for Jackson County and the surrounding region
MW [ ; were revised for this FEIS, and are presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
12-1 o 2uen (B0 M )'LUJJ{ m— Supply, of this FEIS. Based on the revised water needs analysis and on
Mot Dadee Aoudhpablion MUST comments received on the DEI'S from agencies and the public,
alternatives were reassessed as to whether they met the revised water
Mo@tﬂd . needs. Additional alternatives were evaluated in this FEIS and either

: Wr_ éf@.p.aﬂ vt eliminated from further study or considered to be reasonable for further
12-J {h T‘uﬂi b m. M 93 03 %\_A_%_ analysis. Pleaserefer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the
’ e Proposed Action, of this FEIS for a more detailed discussion. Those
aternatives considered to be reasonable for further study are evaluated
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12-J

12-K

12-L

12-M

12-N
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in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS.

12-J. Most of the issues mentioned here are not truly significant to the action in
question (see 40 CFR 1500.2 (b)). If areservoir is chosen as the action to
be taken, and the War Fork and Steer Fork site is chosen as the final
reservoir location, the amount of clearing that would be necessary would
have a negligible impact on climate, pollution control, pollination,
medicinal plants, carbon sequestration, water filtration, food, and flood
control. In addition, the USFS would conduct an EA on the land exchange
or SUP, which would assess any relevant impacts of these actions on the
environment.

12-K: Water distribution lines are continually being replaced and/or expanded
in Jackson County, as elsewhere. Thisistypically paid for by amix of
loan and grant money, in addition to increases in water rates. A water rate
increase of 5.5 percent went into effect in June, 2000, which will pay for
the upgrade and expansion of the JCWA water treatment plant, or other
water system projects. The JCWA board considered this an acceptable
increase (Williams, 2000d).

12-L: Anexplanation for the use of the 15 percent line loss factor in the water
needs analysisis presented in Section 1.2.1.4, Projected Water Needs, of
thisFEIS.

12-M: The KPR low, moderate, and high projections used in the Final Water
Needs Analysis of the DEIS are now considered to be obsolete. KPR now
publishes only one set of population projections. In view of these updated
projections, projections for Jackson County have been recal culated, and
are presented in this FEIS in Section 1.2.1.2.2, Population Projections.

12-N: Asnoted in Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption Rates, of
the DEIS, industrial development was projected by the Jackson County-
McKee Industrial Development Authority. Please refer to that section of

the DEIS for more information.

12-O: Impacts on Prime Farmlands and Farmlands of Statewide Importance are
discussed in Section 3.2.8, Land Use, of the DEIS.
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12-P: The Recreational Needs Analysis for the Proposed Jackson County

Lake Project (Appendix F of the DEIS) used a 75-mile radius around
Jackson County, which included facilities within Jackson County, to
represent arecreation supply study area. To quantify the facility
supplies and needs of various recreation facilities, including
camping, swimming, and picnicking, in the study area during the
1989 to 1994 planning period, data from the 1989 KY Statewide
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) were used in the
analysis. See Section 1.2.2, Recreation Needs, of the DEIS.

12-Q: Primary and secondary contact recreation, such as swimming and
fishing, respectively, would likely have no appreciable effect on
water treatment costs because treatment plants already treat for any
contaminants that these types of recreation may introduce (Lange,
2000b).

. Based on the revised water needs presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of this FEIS, smaller reservoir alternatives and pumped
storage alternatives have been reassessed in this FEIS. Refer to
Sections 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, and 3.0,
Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS for more information.

. A visual reconnaissance was performed at the proposed War Fork
and Steer Fork site due to concerns of reported limestone outcropsin
the vicinity of the site. The geologic report from the visual
reconnaissanceis provided in the FEIS as Appendix P, and is
discussed in Section 3.2.1, Geology/Soils, of this FEIS.

: All dataused in the EISis as site-specific and current as available.
New cost estimates were prepared for each of the dam and reservoir
sites, and for a pipeline from Wood Creek Lake and Lock 14 of the
Kentucky River, and are includedin this FEIS in Section 2.0. Line
item cost estimates are included in this FEIS as Appendix Q.

12-U: Comment noted.
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DRAPT ETS PROPOBED JACKEOW COUNTY LAKE PROJECT
Comments by AL FRITSCH, Ph.D.

13-A ) The Jackson County EIS Report which is being considersd hers
ig gquite voluminous and couwld even be intimidating. However, after
wading chraggl this report there still oeems to be chroee =ajer
questiong to be ancwered:

1. Establipgh Water Need. I=zn‘c it necessary to establish a
waker nesd hefore speaking about a new lake or bype of water
source, especially if the develepment of cheas sources would affect
the environmant to gome degres?

13-B

In 15359 ¥entucky eulfered the woret drought since 1930. Many
athar states in the Scuth, Midwest and wWest are reporcting water
shorktages: in a recent issue of the Dexington Herald 8 well placed
article described a local warer ssouree for Jackson County to be
quice low -- thus suggesting bo kthe Henbucky public that Jacksca
Counky has an acute water shortage, To deny that available frech
water supply is a problem in dry cimes would be buryving one's haad
in the sand. However, what is the degree of the water ahortage
13-C based on domestic and anticipated growth in any of the sectors such
ag  domestic, agriculture, indupctry, and commarce including
recreation? If the phortage actually exists, it would seem chat
interconnecting the country water supply system with neighboring
13-D Laurel County'sa Wooda Cresek Lake and its surplus water would be the
first prlority and could be achieved several years econer than
wairting for a lake to be built.,

The Woocds Creek Lake connection is said to cosc 513,004,000, a
13-E aum large enaugh that it would hawve been best ta skaw a breakdown
cf line items, War Fork would cost 510,805,000 and the smaller
Sturgeon Croek 511,600,000, again, with pno breakdown of line fvem
13-E CcoETa. The larger EBturgeon Creek lake is still considered a

poselbilicy even theugh it would cogt 530,800, 000. Ik is uncerktain

whethar rchese Elgures dnclude connectclng the water syotem and
13-G whether the extra years of Laurel County lake hook-up would be
‘ considered a benefit. The disnissal of the Woods Creek oprlen in

Buc]:.el cavalier fashion {5 nat justlfiable and shows the lake hias
of the repart, especially slince one of three options coste well 13-E
over two Cimes as ouch. -

13-H

Hater Comservaticon -- A mentioned in the Appendix (G-3) warer
conservatlon through permanent reduction in demand is a majer
apticn worch considering. Consesvation supplemencs but dees net
raplace new water suppliss and so we speak of viable water source
alcernatives. Outmiders should not argue copgervation if their own

13- e i
localities have higher wacer consumptbiofn per capitn,

Telephone G06-256-0077 E-mnail aspi@kih.net Fax &0G-256-2779

13-A:
Appalachia-Science
inthe Public Interest
20 Lair 5t, Me Vermon,
Kenlucky 40456-9306
13-B:

13-C: A water shortage isbased on how much water is available for use. A

13-D: The commenter is correct that the construction period for building a

: New cost estimates were prepared for each of the dam and reservoir

13-F:

The EIS was prepared in accordance with the requirements of NEPA.
This project involves many important and complex environmental and
social issues that needed to be addressed inthe EIS. In doing so, the
study team made every effort to make the EIS as readabl e as possible.

A water needs analysis was prepared for Jackson County prior to the
DEIS, and is provided as Appendix E of the DEIS. A revised water
needs analysis has been prepared for the FEIS, and is presented in
Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS.

water need is independent of how much water is available; it is based
on present or anticipated water consumption. Although Section
1.2.1.1, Historical Demands, of the DEI'S discusses current water
shortages at each of Jackson County’s primary water suppliers, the
water needs analysisis based on the amount of water that will be
needed in the future. In Section 1.2.1.2, Projected Demands, of this
FEIS, the water needs analysisis broken down into sectors, including
residential, commercial, and industrial water consumption.

pipeline from Wood Creek Lake to the JICWA Treatment Plant would
be shorter than that for a dam and reservoir. However, additional
water supplies are currently being obtained through a pipeline from
Laurel Fork. Pleaserefer to Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of thisFEIS
for more information. Although thisisnot along-term solution, this
additional water should provide for Jackson County during the
construction of the dam and reservoir, should this alternative be
chosen as the action to be taken.

sites, and for a pipeline from Wood Creek Lake and Lock 14 of the
Kentucky River, and areincluded in this FEIS in Section 2.0. Line
item cost estimates are included in the FEIS as Appendix Q.

The larger Sturgeon Creek reservoir would have alarger average yield
(8.5 mgd), in contrast to the 3.5 mgd average yield of the smaller
Sturgeon Creek site and the War Fork and Steer Fork site. Thislarger
yield would serve as aregional water supply for Jackson County and
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13-J

13-K

13-L

13-M

13=N

13-0

13-P

13-Q

2. Egtabligh Major Impoundment Heed.
a major lake or couldn't
containment units?

Is it necessary to have
water shortages be met by smaller

The major driving force for this project is the influence of
major construction and planning corporations =-- those requiring
outside expercise and money. When water ie needed in a given area
let’'s assume several baslc sound ecolegical and economic
principles: create larger numbers of smaller containment units so
that the wersatilicy will be greater and transportation coste
reduced. A larger nurbsr of water Impoundments would be more
compatible with the environment and allow for local distribution of
congbruction funds.

We at ASPI operate on the ecological principle that a given
local area should provide for its basics, namely, food, building
materials, energy, and water. The rainwater falling cn Jackson and

aurrounding counkties will under ordinary circumatances meet
foreseeable domestic needs.
Farm Ponds -- For instanee, it is better to make a mulbiple

number of small farm ponds than a major one Lle supply several
farmz. The watershed can be better controclled and the mechanism
for administering water would be far less complex. Smaller units
allow more leocalized distribution of conastruction money.

Cigsterps and DCTe -- IL domestlc ¢lsterns were installed along
with dry compoasting toilets in every household in the County (an
average of 52,000 per household) domestic water use would be
halved, money would stay in the county, and local labor would be
used.

have major enviromnmental and other problems,
namely, remowval of local people from the flooded rzones,
disruption of wildlife nesting areas, feeding places and migrating
routes, the creation of "hungry" water which has more ercosion
potential downstream, release of different cemperatures and amounts
of water -- and thus disrupting aguatic life below the dam areas --
and changes in the microclimate. Granted, some of these factors
are less severe giwven the size of the lake anticipated.

Medium-gized lakes would not be as disruptive as the bigger
ones, but they can have serious environmental impacts, i.e., stream
flow changes, wildlife dieruption, tres cutting, and understory
destruction. The proposed dam sites on the War Fork (3.5 million
gallons of water per dayl or the two different sized dams on
Sturgecn Creek (8.5 mgd) either below its confluence with
Elackwater Creek (8.5 mgd) or above the Confluence (3.5 Mgd) would
have an envirocnmental impact and eertainly far more than the
connections with the existing Woodes Creek Lake.

13-G:

13-H:

13-1:

13-J:

13-K:

for certain surrounding counties. The larger cost of the Sturgeon Creek,
8.5 mgd alternative reflectsits larger size and its regional purpose.

Please refer to the response to comment 13-E above. Costs for each
reservoir alternative include the cost of a pipeline from the reservoir to
the JCWA Treatment Plant. The Wood Creek Lake alternativeis
discussed and evaluated in this FEISin Sections 2.0, Alternatives
Including the Proposed Action, and 3.0, Environmental Analysis.

Please refer to the response to comment 13-G above.
Comment noted.

Water needs may, in fact, be met by multiple, smaller containment units.
However, the costs of constructing and maintaining alarger number of
containment units, and treating water from them, would be prohibitive.

It wasinferred that the commenter believes costs for transportation of
water from multiple, smaller lakes would be less than such costs for a
single, larger reservoir. Aswater from any size lake would be first
transported to the JCWA Treatment Plant for treatment, multiple
smaller-diameter pipelines built from several locations would be more
expensive due to greater construction, operation, and maintenance
efforts. In addition, a several smaller lakes would not necessarily be
more compatible with the environment than a single, larger lake.
Environmental impacts of a project can largely depend on the existing
conditions at asite, such as whether Federally-listed species are present
on the site, what the current land uses are, and so on. Also, the edge
effects of multiple lakes would fragment more natural habitat. Financial
costs of aseveral smaller lakes would be much higher, given permitting
issues, site acquisition and preparation, and maintenance. Although
construction funds may partially be distributed locally, certain
construction materials and specialized personnel, may still need to be
obtained from out-of-County sources regardless of the lake size.

. Rainwater falling on the region may, under ordinary circumstances,

meet foreseeable domestic needs, but foreseeable commercial and
industrial needs would not be met. In addition, rainwater falling over a
given year may not be of reliable quantity to meet projected water needs.
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13-S

13-T

13-U

13-W

3. Establish that the New Lake will inerease Employment.

Since this is a study of how to advance economic empowerment,
isn‘t it proper to show that employment for recreation or tourism
or industrv could be advanced by any use of funds for a lake of
moderate size?

South Central Kentucky is an areas which already has numsrous
artificial lakes and these have spawned a water recreation industry
{fishing, boating, water skiing, ete.) of major proportions,
However, the beauty of Jackson County rests in its rugged wooded
landscapes which are ideal for sightseeing, the most popular form
of tourism by far {over forty percent of all tourist dollars go for
this activity). In fact, the area a few miles south of McKee,
which has incredible natural beauty and would be a park in most
states with its flowing creek, wooded slopes and groves of
hemlocks, is a major dump site on the Atkinstown Road. Cleaning up
that and other sites for tourism would be a healthy way to improve
the environment and add tourist dollars to the state.

On the other hand, the building of the lake could mar the
beauty of & rugged natural landscape and may even reduce the
potential for sightseeing as a tourist activity. The first
pricrity is to clean up the garbage and litter in this and
neighbering counties {including our Rockeastle County) and making
these more attractive to tourists to this region. Then a concerted
effort must be made to attract visitors who like to see the immense
beauty of this part of Kentucky.

It may not be possible to compete with the established lake
country to the west, but some effort to attract non-water related
tourism could prove beneficial.

This report's appendix {F-14) says that even under high growth
conditions, facilities Ffor fishing, boating, water skiing, and
canoeing will remain in surplus into 2020. Based on the amount of
surplus the current supply will adeguately meet the demand for
these activities in the study area beyond the year 2020. However,
there will be increasing needs for additional camping, picnicking,
hiking and swimming facilities in the future. Three of these four
potential activities c¢ould be achieved by non-water-related
improvement and the last could be handled especially in the lake
district immediately to the west of Jackson County. However a
municipal pool could satisfy local swimming needs at far lower cost
than the construction of an entire lake of the size discussed.

13-M: It was inferred by ‘ controlling the watershed’ the commenter meant

13-0O:

13-P:

13-Q:

. Installing cisterns and/or dry composting toiletsin every household

: Asdiscussed in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS, there

that by constructing multiple, small farm ponds within awatershed, a
larger quantity and better quality of water would be captured than
from one larger reservoir in that watershed. Thereis afinite amount
of water falling within any watershed. Thisamount does not increase
or decrease based on the number of |akes within awatershed.
Management of multiple, smaller lakes for water quality would prove
to be much more difficult and costly than management of asingle
reservoir. Administration of water from multiple smaller lakes
would still require adequate treatment, and would probably need to
be transported to the JCWA Treatment Plant. Please refer to the
response to comment 13-K above.

in Jackson County may decrease residential consumption rates, and
thus, projected residential water demand, but it would do nothing for
commercial or industrial consumption rates and water demands. See
Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of thisFEIS.

The DEIS investigates all of the environmental issues related to
constructing adam and reservoir listed. Please refer to Section 3.2 of
the DEIS. The size of the proposed reservoir is not the only factor in
assessing environment impacts of areservoir. Impacts of a project
heavily depend on the existing conditions at a site (see response 13-
K). Each of the proposed alternative reservoirs would be less than
one square milein size, which in aregional or national context,
would be considered a small facility.

The DEIS investigates all of the major environmental issues related
to constructing adam and reservoir listed in the comment. See
Section 3.2 of the DEIS.

The commenter is correct that dam and reservoir projects typically

have greater environmental impacts than do water pipeline projects.

are many interdependent tools for rural economic development.
Providing additional water supplies for Jackson County isonly one
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13-S:

13-T:

13-U:

of these tools. Some businesses and industry in Jackson County are
currently unable to utilize their entire building space due to the lack
of adequate water supplies for fire protection and other purposes.
Attracting future industry to an area where business cannot fully
utilize their investments would be difficult, if not impossible.
Increased employment for recreation, tourism, and industry is also
discussed in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this DEIS.

Construction of areservoir would not eliminate sightseeing as aform
of tourism in Jackson County. The proposed project may enhance
this aspect of tourism by providing new habitat types for viewing and
better-devel oped hiking trails and access. Comment noted.

Asexplained in Section 3.2.14, Aesthetics, of the DEIS, construction
activities associated with the dam and reservoir would significantly,
but temporarily, degrade the visual quality of the project area. Upon
completion of construction activities, and for the duration of its
lifetime, the appearance of the dam itself may reduce the visual
quality of the area, but this adverse effect would be offset by the
appearance of the reservoir, which would enhance the visual quality
of the area. Refer to Section 3.2.14, Aesthetics, of the DEIS for
discussion of the visual quality impacts on the Wild and Scenic River
Study segment downstream of the War Fork and Steer Fork site.

The DEIS analyzes the environmental and social impacts of adam
and reservair, the primary purpose of which isto supply Jackson
County with additional water. Other tourism organizations may act
to improve other aspects of the region. Comment noted.

13-V: The primary purpose of the dam and reservoir project isto provide

Jackson County with additional water suppliesto meet current and
projected needs. Recreation isasecondary purpose of the project,
but as mentioned in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, not meeting the desire
to have increased recreational opportunities would not exclude an
aternative from further consideration. The areaimmediately west of
Jackson County was factored into the recreational needs analysis,
which still found that there will be increasing needs for swimming
and certain other recreation facilitiesin the future. In addition, the
construction of alake does not preclude camping, hiking, or other
“terrestrial” recreation; areservoir may even attract such recreation.
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14-A: Comment noted.
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14-B:

14-C:

14-D:

14-E:

14-F:

The types of threatened and endangered species surveys used for this
project, including bat mist-netting and cliffline surveys, are the
recommended methods listed in the USFWS recovery plansfor the
species. While no specimens were captured during these surveys, it is
noted that these species may, indeed, forage within the proposed project
areas. From what is known of their life histories and feeding habits,
however, it isunlikely that the creation of areservoir of the sizes
proposed in this EIS would adversely affect local populations of the
species.

Projected water needs for Jackson County and the surrounding region
wererevised for this FEIS, and are presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of this FEIS. Based on the revised water needs analysis and on
comments received on the DEIS from agencies and the public,
alternatives were reassessed as to whether they met the revised water
needs for Jackson and surrounding counties. Additional alternatives
were evaluated in this FEIS and either eliminated from further study or
considered to be reasonable for further analysis. Please refer to Section
2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of this FEIS for amore
detailed discussion. Those alternatives considered to be reasonable for
further study are evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of
thisFEIS.

Regional water needs have been recal culated to be 42 percent of the
revised projected water needs of Jackson County, due to the elimination
of Berea College’' s water needs.

An explanation for the use of the 15 percent line loss factor in the water
needs analysisis presented in Section 1.2.1.4, Projected Water Needs, of
thisFEIS.

Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the DEIS discusses recent and
expected industrial development in Jackson County and the surrounding
region, focusing on the manufacturing and service industries. In
addition, aday care center and an injection molding company have
already been constructed on industrial land in Jackson County, but
cannot obtain public water until additional water supplies are obtained
for the County (Hefling, 2000).
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14-H:

14-1:

14-J.

Responses

14-G. Asnotedin Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption Rates, of

the DEIS, industrial development was projected by the Jackson County-
McKee Industrial Development Authority. Please refer to that section
of the DEIS for more information.

Impacts on Prime Farmlands and Farmlands of Statewide Importance
arediscussed in Section 3.2.8, Land Use, of the DEIS.

The projected water needs for Jackson and surrounding counties have
been revised and are presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this
FEIS. Based on the revised water needs analysis and on comments
received on the DEIS from agencies and the public, alternatives were
reassessed as to whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson
and surrounding counties. Additional alternatives, including smaller
lake sizes, were evaluated in this FEIS and either eliminated from
further study or considered to be reasonable for further analysis. Please
refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of this
FEIS for amore detailed discussion. Those alternatives considered to be
reasonable for further study are evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental
Analysis, of thisFEIS.

South Madison Water Association currently purchases all of their water
from Berea College Water Utility Department (Williams, 2000c). As
noted in Section 1.2.1.3, Regional Demands, of the DEIS, Berea College
isin need for an additional water supply. Inaddition, the costs of
construction and operation of a pipeline from Berea College to the
JCWA Treatment Plant would be very large, given the distance between
the two water utilities and pumping costs over Big Hill.
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Responses

14-K: The commenter is correct in noting that alake is not necessary to provide

hiking, camping, picnicking, and swimming facilities. However,
primary purpose of the proposed reservoir is for water supply; any
recreational use that may occur at the reservoir would be an incidental
benefit of the facility. All areas within the DBNF that have been
developed for recreation were included in the Recreational Needs
Analysis, Appendix F of the DEIS, from which the recreation need was
derived. Any areasthat have not yet been developed for these purposes
would require different and additional funding than that designated for
the reservoir. Swimming pools, both small private pools and larger
public ones, meet adifferent kind of recreational need than do lakes.
Swimming pools are typically used for swimming as sport or physical
fitness, playing in the water, and sunbathing. A reservoir not only
presents a more natural setting for swimming and water contact, but is
also available to other kinds of recreation, including boating, canoeing,
fishing from shore and/or boat, wildlife observation, hiking, and sight-
seeing. Inaddition, the construction of swimming pools around the
County would also require different funding than that designated for the
reservoir, and would most likely come from local sources.

14-L: Primary and secondary contact recreation, such as swimming and fishing,

14-M:

respectively, would likely have no appreciable effect on water treatment
costs because treatment plants already treat for any contaminants that
these types of recreation may introduce. Interms of primary contact
recreation, it could be arguable that water arriving at the treatment plant
might have higher quality becausegreater care would be taken to protect
the water quality to which primary contact recreation users are exposed
(Lange, 2000b).

Multiple studies were conducted to select alternative sites for the
proposed dam and reservoir prior to the onset of the EIS. During these
preliminary studies, alternative sites were screened for factors such as
eligibility for or designation as a Federal Wild and Scenic River or a
Kentucky ORW, presence of threatened, endangered, or otherwise
protected speciesin the project area, and projected yield of areservoir at
that site. Alternatives were then eliminated from further consideration
based on the results of the screenings.
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14-N: Please refer to the response to comment 14-1 above.

14-O: Based on the revised water needs presented in Section 1.2.1, Water
Supply, of this FEIS, pumped storage alternatives have been
reassessed in this FEIS. Refer to Sections 2.0, Alternatives Including
the Proposed Action, and 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS
for more information.

14-P: A visual reconnaissance was performed at the proposed War Fork and
Steer Fork site due to concerns of reported limestone outcropsin the
vicinity of the site. The geologic report from the visual
reconnaissanceis provided in the FEIS as Appendix P, and is
discussed in Section 3.2.1, Geology/Soils, of this FEIS.

14-Q: The environmental impacts of the War Fork and Steer Fork
alternative are evaluated throughout Section 3.2, Environmental
Analysis, of the DEIS. Socioeconomic impacts of the War Fork and
Steer Fork alternative, specifically, are discussed in Section 3.2.12.2.1
of the DEIS. Further analysis of the land exchange, if required for the
War Fork and Steer Fork aternative, would be provided in an EA
prepared by the USFS, should this alternative be chosen as the action
to be taken.

Page O-61




Comments on Jackson County L ake Project Draft EIS

14-R W.ﬂ?"ﬁ Wﬂ'@é&’; ﬂ&fz‘ }M&;"dé

c?r./aZE. i Ry P Sodin) ablaralive,

| F7 A, x,».xacf—gz_f_,f Mﬁﬂ‘wyff s ]Zﬂ.v;?‘
,.J&zf-_.»my »-t’;di"/ M.r’f’_ e ﬁ?ﬁqz/ué/ P ,AI-EL
g it i s k. Ficiy
% c--‘.u.’.tﬁ’_,m# ;,e:wym;.rﬂj e £ #’_n_:] oAt
| T didsons i) o .Zﬁf ,d/fwfé;)
| gpresas i),

,éiu-b Crreifouicie: _;a@_gtﬁcz/
m;fe»“iim 24407 dlandmnd conilulim
| BAL s susidd S2 MMWM/M? ,ﬁgﬂm
1as Sz otodl Wéy ..-??"ci‘;g‘a:aé{:ﬂ{»’ HCRADD gt
e&éi:;’—" e pti VS o Ahe Fan
fﬁﬁi i,  AAane. q_,/e il ﬂ“‘-’i’é’ﬁf?g’-
H{’fﬁy{dﬁ e o -_,f/;fc.a}ﬂy}{/
_.f“?‘?'"’ i _mﬂ) ..-'H.-(W_ﬁd/ Erp - g gart)
— _,Af,.-n.z.-f ?ﬁr és’cfwr) fzf LA /ﬂﬂ@ﬂ"y L
| eoocdinl ,ﬁq”}u i) v aidbment. Ay
147 ,?f, AF, 7‘“’“@’?’ WM@ w»um%
| v f?%'w 7‘:”4&'
| _aoosad ook a?/ ﬁaéff MWMJM
e gl fm corlaat Mo jwf”o}w)
ﬁfﬁw{w«fﬂ{* Mm/%z ?m/mﬁ}/

14-R: Pleaserefer to the response to comment 14-Q above. Such information

14-S:

14-T:

would not be discussed under the No Action alternative, by definition.
Please refer to Section 2.3.4, No Action, of the DEIS for a more detailed
discussion of thisalternative.

Asmentioned in the DEIS, soil erosion and runoff, soil stabilization, and
sediment control measures, as outlined in the Kentucky Best Management
Practices for Construction Activities (KNREPC, 1994), would be
implemented during site preparation and construction activities. The
manual can be applied to all types of construction activities, independent
of the size of the affected area. However, as stated throughout the
manual, selection of the appropriate BM Ps depends on the site conditions.
Until afinal decision is made regarding the action to be taken, it would be
premature to dictate site-specific mitigation measures for erosion.
Specific mitigation measures would be determined during the permitting
and planning phases of the project.

Section 3.2.2.1, Affected Environment, Surface and Groundwater
Resources, of the DEIS discusses the existing water quality in War Fork
and Sturgeon Creek. This section, along with Section 3.2.8, Land Use,
also discusses activities occurring in the vicinity of these streams, which
may compromise the water quality of these streams. Such activities
would continue under the No Action alternative.
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e :f - 14-U: The projected water needs of Jackson and surrounding counties were
revised for thisFEIS, and are included in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply.
Therevised water needs analysis projects a smaller amount of water

.(_'_'."Wr.a;;-f i needed than was discussed in the DEIS. Based on these new projections,
———'fz&(}fy 7 e /L:@ additional alternatives are evaluated in thisFEIS. A discussion of the
e AR —%' 4 AT impacts on water rates as a result of the proposed action isincluded in
sl o) ,,{"}chifw m?{ﬁw covld Ait’, Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this FEIS.
/MJM.WJ i j‘{; P AR Iy
ormmaiiasrond amd. ntnge 1stlbp I o Water distribution lines are continually being replaced and/or expanded in
P J{ - ﬁ""r Jackson County, as elsewhere. Thisistypically paid for by amix of loan
ﬂ_‘fm?:-.l?:’“dn_ps) ,?f”'-j"w Jg.uz-{foff b Trgym’:;rf . L. . .
2 (= z and grant money, in addition to increases in water rates. A water rate

; increase of 5.5 percent went into effect in June, 2000, which will help pay
,,Z?c: s A2l for the upgrade and expansion of the JCWA water treatment plant, or

14U T ?g.'d'rw P 2V /?5; _»éx‘?ozé?’ﬂ#"ﬂ-’“{f’x
Arn s gl cemals _,.a.-w.'::’(?

AT B R i ﬁ,ﬁz;gﬁwdm;ﬂ other water system projects. The JCWA board considered this an
e :i&"./’(.:r/-z‘,é D i e :' S a'/ acceptable increase (Williams, 2000d).
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15-A: Comment noted.
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16-A: It wasinferred that the commenter is pointing out the need for a
7 ; ‘ i i better water supply for Jackson County citizens. Comment noted.
Lf_: ﬁmmfﬂfﬁ W T ewoudd (e
Fhe /ﬂﬁ'ﬁ at & f—mgﬂﬂ (“ree k. | 16-B: Itwasinferred that the commenter is stating that areservoir at
Sturgeon Creek would be larger and/or would have alarger drainage

basin than areservoir at War Fork and Steer Fork, which is correct.

; 5 Comment noted.

Citezens Z,{ai‘ /ff:’.. s Cﬂr'fﬁjnrﬁtif' a _ _ _

16-A . I ! i 16-C: Comm_er_1t note(_j. See Sectlo_n 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of thg I_D_EI S
?‘);dr 25 Fo Af’ «f water Fe 7 for additional discussion on improved property rentals and utilities.

miles’ in order 4o hove cwater

16-D: It wasinferred that the commenter is noting the ease of accessto a

; Sturgeon Creek reservoir that a State highway would provide, in
Ihore. ﬂa‘&‘” ( La ’ﬁf rSources contrast to smaller, winding back roads found around the War Fork

168 Lr;)oafdf Su ﬁf)f 7[‘}; e /51 t{.f"_ at ’f‘f( (5 and Steer Fork site. However, both Sturgeon Creek reservoir options

& kel wlaadd  Cowme e (3.5 mgd or 8.5 mgd) would require the relocation of portions of KY
7 : 30. During relocation of KY 30, there may be increased traffic and
6' 7'13-‘ ry Ear? (:A"E’Ef subsequent delays due to construction. Potential new corridors for
) ; the relocated segment(s) of KY 30 are not currently available.
fé}ﬂa}f fnfwf' /(,'frgfg g,rf:;;_ A/fg’,,;? lrse. .5112 As Therefore, it is unknown at this time whether the newly relocated
16-C ' / / il segment of KY 30 would allow for direct access to a Sturgeon Creek
whee T ¥ jcnlpfr"t,}_ birtfess IL:’{'.‘_; deder e g [ESEIVOIr.

is  hauled '

16-D E):?—-‘*"L'”" LCoepss ‘iia /q{/t,. I)P_r.:c;_u.Se,
gdate Rd 20 E  would gs Yo lake

"
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17-A: Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS discusses the historical,
current, and projected water needs of Jackson County. Comment noted.

Lomments; . . 4 17-B: Comment noted.
ﬁw\ p ot deal & Handowreu m%adm ra;;?J
Pt AL A0 @M_ﬁﬁ wo u Avade f1-| 17-C: The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for
A hawt i Db cumet aatze % Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA at 40 CFR 1500.1 (b)
1A I ﬂﬂm e i pa e are A3 : state that “....environmental information is available to public officials
OamsC M rea Gt 3.@ todeatrad and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken.

Loane 4 C t noted
Uf L canmndt Fort ~ S ommen .
AL it A

et ik oé o ,azxmm'?-j S EeniE
ake st AE drn ek P sl Aot
c‘t%zz’“’“{ :

17-B ;ﬁfm g JOdarens Baref

17-C ﬂw»-—_f_,":gw AT
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18-A

18-B

18-C

18-D

18-A:

18-B:

Pl APk 5. Flaseite W, Lty
(ASPN Leeradddf deiin Sanirsio -
prj.' & Enees. j'ﬁr'?té_/ /ﬁr:c?_f? 27, 2 osa
/i ~?{ff::' Z—_n‘i'_ﬂ[?aéﬁt_ﬂ’f!ﬂf e Fluapiine 5
BT AR Le: Jachoss 24’7
:fﬁ;,:z.ggfuﬁ_-.j Forre, be. 2ezse G{ﬂ-‘_é-"’-_@{-‘l“—f

T Pands,

Tk Lo Lot $asiaite mue e ﬂﬂaf/éﬁwﬁ;ﬂ—;w:ww-’e—ﬂ

o pact Statement aid fou Hu oppsfority 1o iyl 15 c.

At popliing Hha PralfELS and A’-/-J/l by fof dobezes
‘02 Sﬁéd?é;‘?{-; o '."’Ljr:‘-‘vL }-f;r."_;_,/_l_;;z,%?ﬂ,u (S-F):WG' Dj
SW" Crseds lake £d seoeranldéagora, %)‘z’m

et Fhe be

e of Seachbaon Comenry decedde 50,
praces ol sy Mt lirorow Fis

Luetpist of Fhe anca. aisvad 7R Lafoo c3 rriarias

ok
gf@ o Fouts and Zslaoof Crocke.

Ve SHwrpesn (Pesk Fhoatiims cweld vmpon Loan

frar Ford F.‘S’z!w Arcedh _d-f',-;";z) ceifiete

el tv'-émmu-:u)f .

| The Lacarts of e S¥ Ol pree
.‘Q“‘-ﬂ’z(«f.ﬁ/ Lan wnﬁaﬁ:# s s oF et /étff_/-),-:tfp
‘f[éL ; .:_,6;{' ; 2 ?—" 3 c&dtﬁ,@:ﬂ:&hf_ﬁ 2t éf“—cjw et
A deedar” 7.‘»5;/ o SneFabile {H To £ J{,u.c_;;_g herew TRE

Q"-l/—“‘-?z . /ﬁﬁtﬁm- At A peercariin Zgj@d ?‘»{-;Au‘::
Y osies Mo Fofe s 7&:-1.,-‘57 }%ﬂ?"ﬁfz@; zdﬂea;fiéa/uaj

18-D:

Comment noted.

If the proposed reservoir were constructed at the Sturgeon Creek, 8.5
mgd project site, it would likely have neither a significant negative nor
positive effect on wildlife movement. Asapredominantly rural,
agricultural areaat present, the Sturgeon Creek valley does not contain
the unbroken forest habitat consistent with the needs of native, forest-
dependent wildlife. On the other hand, the proposed 300-foot buffer zone
around the lake, if allowed to revert to forestland, could provide
additional forest habitat of some value, although it would still be largely
bordered by cleared agricultural lands to the outside and the agquatic
habitat of the lake to the inside.

As presented in Section 3.2.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIS, three
Federally-listed endangered species potentially occur at all three proposed
project sites, not just at the War Fork and Steer Fork project site.

It wasinferred that the commenter is noting the increased number of
recreational facilities that would be constructed around the larger
Sturgeon Creek reservoir (8.5 mgd). Section 2.4.1.3, Facility
Construction, of the DEIS provides details on these recreational facilities.
The commenter is correct in noting that areservoir on Sturgeon Creek
would prevent any potential threat to Turkey Foot Campground during
construction or life of the dam.
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18-E: Asnoted in Section 2.4.1.4, Facility Operation, of the DEIS, the Sturgeon
Creek, 8.5 mgd reservoir would serve as awater supply not only for
Jackson County, but also potentially as along-term regional supply for

Serce soweral of e comiratiio &) The surrounding counties. Comment noted.

1oE Reda a;;?w-ma-u/a_ Hegete Lo rooreo, Hhe . 7%«4;,«2«:
O Lotm b %U} G geoaree oo _,-_4% 18-F: Comment noted. It is normal procedure for any Federally-funded or
g‘fﬁ‘ﬁ.?"-ﬂv Sec g, 7" licensed project to take historic properties, such as archaeol ogical sites,
into account in the planning process. Thisusually involves an inventory
S "“"":; f‘gL “%‘- Prahac ﬁ ;zéj of the area of potential effect, evaluation of any sites found, and
m e 5' tince consideration of any impactsto them. Archaeological sites can be
/Q 2 {’;M Grcoliice inundated safely without destroying the information they contain if they
18-F /ac-?"' Muf ez -?‘f aavel arenot at alevel that could be affected by erosion. It can be argued that
a&wfzi ﬁu e ea on. FHe 57 inundation isaform of protection because the sites would not be subject
QM,/M.?;M«J g,:i@ wmw to looting or other destructive activities.

M / o »rmmf/ . C:Md@ﬁmzcw% i.5,,. | 18-G: Comment noted. Economic impacts of the project at each of the

‘51 = (il A S Ly e = proposed sites are discugsed in Section 3.2.12, Soci oeconomiqs, .of the
- J;’M it /"’ "%ﬁf/ﬁ "zjd‘ 20 ;-: M'L DEIS. Proposed recreational development around the reservoir is
N T R .J_;Z:?; 2t P 1 e

discussed in Section 2.4.1.3, Facility Construction, of the DEIS.
f%ﬁ-ﬁ-—.} f-m_ ﬁi_/ oayhear’ é’w_&g;u,c. cf-):},a-z.awyup,j y

18-G L e i e - _ ) .
o A s e A?‘de‘g o S BE | 40, Although gravel for the project would most likely be obtained from the

mbffj“ ;@‘% }éi‘:‘fif >y patl ol .-,;;{;: o :,5; Indian Creek gravel pit located southwest of McK ee in Jackson County,
o ¥ AR f e b gl e T certain other materials for construction, as well as certain specialized

T Sptc) Mhan ek Ll Heo ot a Mxé«m construction personnel, may still need to be obtained from out-of-County
Cfictarre s ~f 4,.-&.{»&!." mz—;w"i i ol WW:-’:—&- sources.
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Comments:
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19-A: It wasinferred that the commenter is pointing out the need for a better
water supply for Jackson County. Comment noted.

19-B: Comment noted.
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20-A
20-B

20-C

20-D

20-E

20-F

Comments on Jackson County L ake Project Draft EIS

To:  Mark PlankaWHeREA
From: "Jackson Jounty CenterMet" <jackson@centernstwork.nets
Co:
Subject: Proposed Lake Site for Jacksen Ceunty Kentucky
Attachment: atccachl,Headers. 822
Data:  1/10/00 7:42 BM

| recently atterded your June 27th meeling thal was held at (he midde echaol in Jackson County ragarding tha
proposed lake

I wouid just Eke 1o say that | think having the lake at Ihe Warfork location |s the most logical solution.

1undersiand that peopla do nat want 1o give up their hames and i is my underalanding thal bas landowners are 8
wou are gaing o kawe o dasl wilh & this localion. That is much batier than hkaving 1o deal wilh aver 501

1 iwe indhe Warfark area. In fecl, | drive thra Turkey Fool Park evary moring io get to work, | know that it wil be
disafvanmge lempararily, but 1he advantages are tar greatar,

| am also & rasident in Jackson Counly wha 13 nat prowided with city watar. | have awell. Last year during the
drought my naighbors were withaw waler. Vihile this year 8 not much batles. In orgar iz do laundry my next doa
nelghbar must fill her washing machine and then |2 il 52 untd the well fills back up bafore she can finally wash he
claes. It is mast defnalely an inconvience lo hawve io dapend on the waler from & well. You never know from o
day bo tha nest if you will have encugh for just lhe basics.

1wiowid also ke to 53y that | am not a native Jacksan Counlian. | maved 1o this County becausa | love it. | would
nol wanl & see something destuctve happen to Turkey Feal Park. The way | s2e itis in ha end they will have 3
frrich biettar park!

Thiz laka is nat just far recreational puposes.. # is a necessiy!
1wk [ust ike 1o st3ta once again hat | am for the Warkork ke,
Jennifer Eital

P.O. Box 48

MeKes, KY 40017
{805 2B7-0624

20-A:

20-B:

20-C:

20-D:

20-E:

20-F:

Comment noted.

There are currently no households living on the War Fork and Steer Fork
project site that would require relocation if the site is chosen as the final
project location.

It wasinferred that the commenter is noting the transportation-rel ated
disadvantages during construction of the dam and reservoir at the War
Fork and Steer Fork project site. Asdiscussed in Section 3.2.9,
Transportation, of the DEIS, during construction of the proposed dam at
the War Fork and Steer Fork site, there would be arelatively small
increase in traffic volume around the project site, which would
temporarily slow traffic. However, thiswould not be a significant
impact.

Asdiscussed in Section 3.2.6, Recreation, of the DEIS, Turkey Foot
Campground would be heavily impacted during construction of the dam
and reservoir at the War Fork and Steer Fork project site. The swimming
area might not be useable during thistime, and fishing would be limited
due to water quality issues. Turkey Foot Campground could also be
impacted over the lifetime of the dam and reservoir due to changesin
water quality and flows. However, new recreation facilities would be
constructed around, and other recreational opportunitieswould be
supplied by, the proposed reservoir. See Section 3.2.6 of the DEIS for
more detailed information.

As stated in Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of
the DEIS, the primary purpose of the Jackson County Lake Project isto
meet the projected water need described in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply,
of thisFEIS. The secondary, but not causal, purpose of the project isto
meet the desire for additional recreation opportunities.

Comment noted.
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21-A

21-B

21-C

21-E

21-F

Comments: Y g, W Ahe Fuke P""I""‘t' :{N"—-

21-A:

012 thels Aites mane iompadadd &

ol & _[,,,":Inm_?“,- ,q?,,“'..._J ,}{.J_d,nu JW"‘?
%Mz. g m‘.g, thatn, dosd oo ate thacr 21-B:
Lo B b mane <2 ot ke Lbo Sghta
‘t- xiwmmg.mw#wﬁww& 21-C:
“oed qpu.

W o e irancd Ll Ened o L 21-D:

Jlmuumwémml'”ﬂ‘r’wm‘f .
Wond Ao edetot € wa,ob Cadt Lhot slocbaimmedion.

21-E:

wleclon . 21-F:

mwmmmw el the fomes
b Camd Baling mome of At wden ey

3

The Federal ESA prohibits the harming of any species|listed by the
USFWS as being either threatened or endangered. Harming such species
includes not only directly injuring or killing them, but also disrupting the
habitat on which they depend. Comment noted.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

It was inferred that the commenter is noting the unreliability of well
water in Jackson County and the need for a better, safer water supply for
the residents of Jackson County. Comment noted.

The Jackson County Lake Project isavery complex and evolving project.
Comment noted.

Comment noted. Impacts on Jackson County’s tax base are discussed in
Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS. Additional information on
the impacts of the proposed action on taxes within the County is
presented in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this FEIS.
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