Click on blue text to go to that
page. Use Find from the Tools Responses to Public Comments
menu to search for text.

Table of Contents

1 Shoreline Management INItIALIVE ..........cccuuiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e s rreeeeeeas 1
2 Public Involvement Process and Environmental REVIEW ............uuevviiieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiie e 27
0 o] TR [ 1Yo 1Y7=T o' = o | PSSR 27
National Environmental POlICY ACE ........cuuiiiiiiiiiiee e a e e e e e e 56
Draft Environmental IMpact State@mMENt ..........oevviiiiiiiiiiieee e 67
G T o= [o] o 1= ) T 1= SO 75
0 o] o (=T = 75
1Y o] o] 1 41T o | SR 97
4 Standards and Permitting ........cccuuuiiiiiiiiee e e e e e a e e e e e s 107
S = T = T o £ SRR 107
Section 26a and Land USE .........ueeiiiiiieiiiiiiciiieeie e s e st e e e e e e e e s s st an e e e e e e e e e s e e nnnnnnes 155
5 Access Rights and Grandfathering .........cccviviiiiiiiie e 219
oo T | ] £ 219
LTV aTo 7= 11 0= T o SRR 241
L AN 1 (=T € =Y (YT 253
L =T = LAY 253
L =T = LAY = 2 256
F L =T = 1AY== S 261
L =T = 111 3 S 262
L =T = 111 269
L =T = 111 = 271
Blended AREINALIVE ...t e e e r e e e e e e e e e s e s s eereeeeeeeeeannannrnne 281
More Than ONE AREINALIVE ........eeiiiie e e e e e e s rr e e e e e e e s s s e breereeeeeeeeeaannnnrnnes 284
Y | L= g F= 1A= S 292
Alternatives Eliminated From Detailed DISCUSSION ..........uuviriiieeeeiiiiiiiiiiiieeereeeeeessesssinnneeeees 294
Conservation Easements and Land EXChaNQe..........ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 304
7 Promoting and Recognizing SteWardShip .........ueeiiiieeeiii i e 307
Education and INCENLIVES .........uueiiiiiee et e e e e e s s e e e e e e e e s e s st aeeeeaaaeeesanannnnnnes 307
T 0 L=T £ 1] o SRS 310
RS LoV 10 £ o PSR 319
8 RESOUICE ISSUBS ..o it e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ee e et e e e ee e e eeaeeeseetetnsnnnnn i anaeeaeeeneens 327
S To] =] T LT/ =To =] =i o PSPPSR 327
Shoreline ManagEemMENT ZONE ......uuuiiiiiee e i e e e e e e e s s s e e e e e e e e e s s s st e e areeaeeeeseannnnnnes 331
LT o |1 = PP PPP TSP 360
Endangered and Threatened SPECIES ......cc.uvvriiiiiiiieee it rr e e e s s s s e e e e e e e e e e e enannees 374
S o] PSSR 379
LY== U o £ 395
([ To o] o] = 11 574 To Yoo I @ 1 1 (o SRR 402
o [0 = Lo ol = 1 - | SRS 405
LAY 2 =T O TN = 111 413
Recreational Use Of SNOIEIINE ......coveeoiii i e e e e e e e ennnees 429
ACSTNELIC RESOUICES .. .uiviiiiiiiiii e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s s et aeeeeaeaeeesanannnnnnrnneeeees 463
(@00 (0T r= U =TS0 10 (o= SRR 476

SMI Final Environmental Impact Statement



Responses to Public Comments

Yo od 0 =T o] g o] 4Tt S 482
AN E= 1Y/ - o) o PSR 497
9 S it e e et e e e e et et e ——— e ————————————a—anaaaaaaeaaaaeaaaeaeeeararar., 501
O @)1 =T g = o] o £ U T 539
12 T 1 RSP 539
LAKE LEVEIS ...ttt e e e e e e r e e e e e e e e e aa i raaaaeeaaaan 543
0 111910 o PR 553
Aquatic Plants and MOSQUITOES .......cceeieiiiiiciiiiieeie e e e s e s st ee e e e e e e e s s s s e e e e aaee e s e e annnnes 555
General Comments 0N TVA'S OPEIatiONS .......cccieviiciviiiiiiireeee e e e ssssieeeererae e e e e s enssnernneeeeeees 561
11 Tabular Results From QUESTIONNAIIE ..........uvvviiuiiiiiiiiiiieieieieeeeeeeeeeeee et ee e e s e 573
o = PSR I-1

Table C/R-1.
Table C/R-2.
Table C/R-3.
Table C/R-4.
Table C/R-5.
Table C/R-6.
Table C/R-7.
Table C/R-8.
Table C/R-9.
Table C/R-10.
Table C/R-11.
Table C/R-12.
Table C/R-13.

List of Tables

Number of Comments by Source of PartiCipation ............ccccccieioiiiiiiiiiiiieee s iii
ReSPONSES t0 QUESHION 1 ..coiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e et e e e e e e e e e e e e aennnees 573
ReSPONSES 10 QUESLION 2 ..coiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e e e e e e e e ennnees 573
ReSpoNSes t0 QUESLION 3 ..ottt e e e e e e e e e e anneees 574
ReSPONSES t0 QUESLION 4 ..ottt e e e e e e e s e e anneees 574
ReSPONSES t0 QUESLION B ...ooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeie ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e aeaneees 575
ReSpoNSes t0 QUESLION 8 .....ooiiiiiiiiiieieeie et e e e e e e enneees 575
ReSpONSES t0 QUESLION O ..coiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e e e e e aneees 576
ResSponses t0 QUESHION 10 .....coiiiiiiiiiiiieie ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e rnnneees 577

ReSPONSES t0 QUESHION 11 ..cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee ettt e et e e e e e e e e e e e eennnees 578
ReSpONSeSs t0 QUESLION 12 ..ottt e e e e e e e e e e e aenneees 578
ResSponses t0 QUESHION 13 ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ennneees 578
Responses to0 QUESHION 15 ...t e e e e e 579

SMI Final Environmental Impact Statement



Responses to Public Comments

INTRODUCTION

This volume contains TVA responses to public comments on the Shoreline Management Initiative
(SMI) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). In response to some comments, the text of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been changed. Even when a comment did not
require modifying the FEIS text, TVA has provided a response to the issue raised.

Comments were received from June 28, 1996, through October 15, 1996. (See Section 1.7.2 of the
FEIS for additional information about SMI’s public involvement efforts.) TVA received 9,444 com-
ments during the comment period. Participants could voice their reaction to the DEIS by writing a
letter, speaking at one or more of the 16 public meetings, completing a meeting evaluation form, and/
or returning a public involvement questionnaire. Additional comments were taken from transcripts of
two lake association meetings held during the public comment period. Table C/R-1 shows the num-
ber of comments made by method of participation.

Table C/R-1. Number of Comments by Source of Participation.

Lett Public Evaluation i ) Lake Association Total
etiers Meetings Forms Questionnaires Meetings oa
1,737 1,559 275 5,845 28 9,444

Due to the volume of comments and their frequent similarity, TVA has summarized and combined the
comments and responses. The summarized and combined comments, totaling 3,135, have been
categorized for easier public review. Because the comments were summarized, the exact wording of
the comments was not always used. Also, in some cases, the commenters listed with a specific
combined comment may not have raised all of the points in the comment. For example, some
commenters stated that recreational users and lakefront property owners want to partner with TVA to
control erosion, stop pollution, clean up trash, and protect water quality and aquatic habitat. “Jane
Doe” may be listed under a combined comment supporting partnerships for all of these reasons when
her comment, in fact, only addressed partnering with TVA to control erosion and clean up trash.
Therefore, it should not be assumed that all commenters identified with a combined comment neces-
sarily support all facets of that comment. TVA attempted to retain all important discrete nuances, or
differences among comments, when summarizing and/or combining comments. A number of summa-
rized comments may still be somewhat repetitious because further refinements could have distorted
an important element of a specific comment.

Comments were categorized using 44 subject areas. Comments were then ordered within a specific
subject area, based on their similarity. Comments were not arranged according to the number of
people that made a comment or ranked by importance. Comments received from letters, meetings,
evaluation forms, and questionnaires are all categorized and listed together. In other words, one
combined comment may be from one person who wrote a letter, two people who spoke at separate
public meetings, one person who commented on an evaluation form, and three people who provided
comments via the questionnaire.

When distributing the public involvement questionnaire, TVA promised that the respondent’s name
would not be linked to any of his/her answers. Therefore, only the total number of different survey
comments is reported. For example, a comment like “Erosion is a serious problem” may have been
written on five different questionnaires. Under that combined comment would be “5 survey com-
ments.” Evaluation form comments also frequently lacked a commenter’s name. As such, comments
were handled in the same manner as the questionnaire comments. Responses to the tabular portion
of the questionnaire can be found in Chapter 11 of this volume.
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The index, located in the back of this volume, was created so that the commenters can more easily
find responses to their comments. The index shows the name of each commenter, followed by the
assigned comment number(s) made by that person. Each section within a chapter has a short
introduction that provides the reader with a brief overview of the kind of issues found in that section.
The Table of Contents provides a list of the 44 subject areas.
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Chapter 1 — Shoreline Management Initiative

During the 1996 public scoping process, many citizens or groups offered general comments about
TVA's Shoreline Management Initiative (SMI). These included comments on:

* The scope of SMI, i.e.,
— TVA's responsibilities for environmental protection and shoreline management
— Extent of residential shoreline development impacts on the environment
— Cost of SMI
— Long-range forecast of SMI
— Problems on nonresidential land and from nonresidential sources
— Land Between The Lakes (LBL) shoreline
— Timeliness of SMI
*  Support for SMI
* Opposition to SMI

1 Comment: TVA has probably had the greatest single overall impact on the environment in
the Valley area, both good and bad.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted.

2 Comment: TVA's top priorities should be protecting the environment, preventing erosion,
protecting wildlife, and preserving natural beauty.

Comment by: 6 survey comments

3 Comment: | think a priority should be established based on long-term effect, i.e., those
areas where irreversible consequences are possible get first priority (endangered species,
water quality, aquatic wildlife, vegetation, etc.). Second priority should be given to those
people who by law own property, i.e., they have a right to build or use their property as long
as they conform to guidelines established by the preceding priorities. Everything else is a
matter of logic and cost.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

4 Comment: TVA should give more attention to environmental issues, such as pollution and
declining water quality. Also, the high-tension poles that TVA puts up can cause environ-
mental problems.

Comment by: Paul Keller, 1 survey comment
5 Comment: [ am concerned that the environment is being given a back seat to economic

interests in SMI’s DEIS.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Response: Sixty percent of the Valley residents contacted in the 1993 Gallup public opinion survey
agreed with the comment that environment should be top priority. TVA protects endangered and

threatened species, wetlands, floodplains, archaeological sites, and historic buildings to fulfill respon-
sibilities as a steward of public lands and waters. In addition, protection of these resources is the
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2

subject of federal laws and executive orders. TVA would emphasize protection of important resources
under any of the alternatives. No one has the right to build water-use facilities on the Tennessee
River system without TVA approval. This requirement would be continued under any alternative. The
primary goal of SMI is to find better ways to protect the environment while accommodating reason-
able access to the water by adjacent residents.

6 Comment: The DEIS questions whether TVA should assume a more limited compliance-
oriented role? What this means is that TVA will begin to manage less rather than more. |
would strongly disagree with this approach. There is no other agency set up to manage
lands that stretch across several states, many hundreds of counties, and through countless
municipal districts. How can any other agency maintain any consistency throughout the
region if TVA does not do it? We in this room all know that environmental issues and prob-
lems transcend all political and geographical lines. Is it right that destructive practices such
as massive development be allowed in Tennessee, only to have the siltation and refuse flow
downstream to Alabama, where the problems will have to be fixed by those who did not
cause them? To me, this is a real abdication of TVA'’s responsibility, that of overseeing and
coordinating all the environmental issues that occur on the lands and waters of this region,
and seeing that there is consistency from state to state. | urge you not to give up this
responsibility but to assume even more as problems become larger.

Comment by: Rebecca K. Falkenberry (The University of Alabama, Birmingham; The City of Birmingham)

Response: The limited TVA role was only one of the alternatives (Alternative A) considered in the
EIS and is not TVA's preferred alternative. The TVA Act of 1933, as amended, makes TVA respon-
sible for promoting the unified development and management of the Tennessee River system. SMI
was initiated because TVA wanted to improve how it meets this responsibility.

7 Comment: Many TVA lakes are within rural counties, though they may be near urban areas
and their population pressures. Most of these rural counties do not have land management
regulations which are sophisticated enough to deal with shoreline management problems.
And if they do attempt to promulgate these regulations, my experience has been that they
are not adequately staffed and equipped to enforce these regulations. A regulation which is
poorly enforced or not enforced at all is of no value. Since TVA lakes are an attraction which
draw people in greater numbers, | take the position that TVA should assume considerable
responsibility to assist and complement local regulations relative to shoreline land use
management. It is going to require the best efforts of all units of government to maintain
acceptable levels of development around the lakes.

Comment by: T. Jeff Browning, Jeanie Browning

Response: TVA agrees that cooperation among all units of government is a good way to properly
manage shoreline development. TVA is willing to work with counties, other local governments, and
states to complement, but not duplicate, their efforts. Because the borders of the Tennessee Valley
are watershed boundaries, TVA offers the strength of being able to implement standards and man-
agement practices within ecologically defined watershed units rather than being forced to operate
within political boundaries of counties or states.

8 Comment: To ensure successful development and implementation of the shoreline man-
agement plans, the existing residential and managed residential categories must be focused
and remain focused on the following provisions: 1) Allow only reasonable, nonexcessive
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recreational access/shoreline erosion protection to residential dwellers with property adja-
cent to land owned or controlled by TVA. 2) Allow only recreational access/shoreline
erosion protection that minimizes the public perception of “privatization” or “private exclusive
use” of publicly owned land. 3) Consider that reasonable recreational access/shoreline
erosion protection and natural resources along lake shorelines can and should coexist.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)

Response: Comment noted. The purpose of SMI (as stated in Section 1.2) is to review existing
permitting practices with the public and establish a policy that better protects shoreline and aquatic
resources, while accommodating reasonable access to the water by adjacent residents. Several of the
SMI alternatives would increase protection of natural resources while meeting residential access
needs.

9 Comment: [ suggest you endeavor to grasp the magnitude of the program you now attempt
to manage versus the magnitude of the more aggressive program for which you hope to gain
public approval. | suggest you never enter into any initiative until it truly demonstrates that
the quality improvement program has made some impact in the nature of the product that
TVA produces.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted. The purpose of SMI is to review existing permitting practices with the
public and establish a policy that better protects shoreline and aquatic resources, while providing
adjacent residents reasonable access to the water. To do this TVA must assess the amount of shore-
line that potentially could be developed and promote the use of environmentally responsible standards
on shoreline that is developed.

10 Comment: In reading the DEIS one gets the impression that TVA was somehow “caught off
guard” by the fact that persons with deeded outstanding access rights would eventually want
to build on the neighboring land. This is not a new trend, and TVA has had the statistics for
years.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA s aware of the access rights on its reservoirs since these rights were conveyed by
TVA. SMI addresses two key issues: 1) Should TVA continue existing permitting guidelines or adopt
new standards? and 2) Should TVA permitting requirements apply only where access rights currently
exist or should additional shoreline be opened for access?

11 Comment: Page 2-14 of the DEIS states it is not possible to prohibit future residential
shoreline development. We believe it could be prevented on TVA-owned lands until local
controls are clearly and firmly in place to guide development and there is interagency
cooperation to examine and resolve issues such as underground water quality and health,
residential density problems, lake-use behavior problems, erosion, etc., on a case-by-case
basis if necessary.

Comment by: Ottolene Browning, Virginia Browning Eslinger
Response: TVA already controls development of its properties and addresses other problems in its

permitting activities under Section 26a of the TVA Act. Improved cooperation between TVA and local
communities would help address environmental problems more effectively. Through its watershed
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management efforts, TVA is working closely with local communities and citizen groups to address
water quality problems.

12 Comment: Given TVA’s performance history, should TVA'’s control be expanded to include
creating and enforcing engineering and design standards? Is TVA capable of accepting the
liability associated with these activities?

Comment by: Sayra Thacker (Tennessee Marine Construction)
Response: Decisions made as a result of SMI will not expand TVA’'s control or responsibility of
shoreline management activities. Under Section 26a of the TVA Act, TVA must approve all obstruc-

tions affecting navigation, flood control, or public lands. TVA's liability associated with shoreline
management activities will not change as a result of SMI.

13 Comment: Considering the political climate in Washington and with Congress balancing the
budget, what would happen to the SMI effort if TVA should ever be privatized?

Comment by: Sid Roorda

Response: Reservoir lands and water would still need to be managed if TVA is privatized. The
identity of the caretakers and the management practices they would use are not known.

14 Comment: Why the overkill to want to manage/control/limit/minimize/replace?
Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA does not view SMI as overkill. It is a timely study aimed at identifying better ways to
protect the environment while accommodating reasonable access to the water by adjacent residents.

15 Comment: By means of SMI, TVA is trying to convince the public that there are environ-
mental problems, but residential development is perhaps the least significant environmental
issue on TVA reservoirs. TVA is misleading the public by fabricating solutions to problems
that are minor or do not exist; therefore, SMI’s drastic measures are not justified.

Comment by: Edwin E. Howard, Patricia Howard, Thomas Schmidt (Timberlake Estates Homeowners

Association), 6 survey comments

16 Comment: This DEIS is only addressing minor things in terms of the overall effect on our
lake system.

Comment by: CIiff Griggs (Friends of the Tennessee River)

17 Comment: Soils, wetlands, floodplains, and aquatic habitat are not actually factors and
should not even be considered.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
18 Comment: TVA is doing a study, and | am a little concerned about that. How valid is this
DEIS, and how valid is TVA’s research? TVA has done several studies in this county in

years past. One of them was a nuclear plant;, we lost 2,500-5,000 acres of privately owned
property there, and it is still not producing. The other study predicted roughly 25,000 in
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population for the city of luka by the year 2000, and | do not think we are going to make it.
TVA blew it and walked away; yet, we are still here, and it is our problem. Now TVA is
coming in here and telling us that this is a great and wonderful plan, but is it really? How
valid is their information?

Comment by: Harold Lemenick (State Farm Insurance)

19 Comment: All these issues are nice but not new. | have been around TVA lakes since 1954
and to tell you the truth, | see no major problems. All of a sudden TVA wants to be environ-
mentally perfect. What about the Tellico Dam problem, the little darter. TVA sure acted
environmentally concerned then. What has changed?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: As stated in the FEIS, TVA started SMI in response to growing concern among the public
and other agencies about the long-term effects of residential shoreline development on the environ-
ment. The FEIS documents conclusions from TVA research and references relevant studies by other
scientists. Residential shoreline development is the major shoreline disturbance activity causing
adverse environmental impacts on the TVA reservoir system.

20 Comment: A major ecology problem has been created by the lake itself and by recreation,
not by the degree of residential development.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Farragut, TN)

Response: TVA agrees that creation of the lakes substantially altered the character of the Tennessee
River system and that recreational use of the reservoirs has some effect on TVA lands and shorelines.
Issues such as recreation carrying capacity, public needs, land capability, and other factors are taken
into account in TVA reservoir lands planning efforts, as well as in preparing recreation plans for
specific sites. Chapter 4 of the FEIS explains how the level and extent of shoreline modification
associated with residential development impacts reservoir shoreline resources.

21 Comment: How do agencies like the USACE and other power companies manage their
lakes and shoreline?

Comment by: Bogue Waller, 1 survey comment

22 Comment: What do people other than us and TVA do to monitor shorelines and keep them
beautiful and maintained?

Comment by: Keith Dicken, 1 survey comment

23 Comment: Has TVA studied what other power companies are doing in relation to lake
management? How are they allocating their budget to manage their lakes? What is the
cost/benefit relationship?

Comment by: Nick Hamilton

Response: TVA has talked to several other organizations that manage shorelines, including Duke
Power, Georgia Power, South Carolina Power and Light, and the USACE. All of these organizations
have shoreline permitting programs. They also have shoreline development standards that define
maximum dock sizes and specify how waterfront vegetation will be managed. Some also produce
shoreline management plans designating the best use for various shoreline segments. Each one
considers land management and lakeshore management to be very important elements of their
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business. Detailed budget allocation data were not available. The USACE has several management
strategies which govern the development of their lakes and shoreline.

24

Comment: [ would like to see the DEIS compare the impact on the resource issues with
other parts of the country and/or world and provide a lessons learned section from this
comparison.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted.

25

Comment: The DEIS calls on the history of land management; it does little or nothing to
outline recommendations for the future.

Comment by: Johnny L. Boyles

Response: The DEIS presents six policy alternatives that offer different recommended management
strategies. In response to public comments, the FEIS includes an additional policy option, the
Blended Alternative. This alternative combines features of several of the previous alternatives. For
more information, see Chapter 2 of the FEIS.

26

27

28

29

30

Comment: How much has SMI cost (including TVA salaries, travel, telephone, office space,
materials, printing, and mailing), and what is TVA'’s current operating budget for shoreline
management-related activities? Who paid for all of the SMI materials that were sent out?
What does TVA anticipate their budget to be if SMI is implemented?

Comment by: Thomas C. Quinby, 1 anonymous letter comment, J. E. Hatton, Jewel B. Hatton, 1 evalua-
tion form comment (Harriman, TN), 9 survey comments

Comment: What is the cost of Lakescapes?

Comment by: Dennis Thacker, James A. Mcintosh, Rex Dove, Sid Nelson

Comment: This DEIS has been in preparation for many years, but then | read in the state-
ment that much of the basic environmental data that you are going to need to create the
management plans has not been collected. What have you done with the $900,000 that you
had for three years? Where is this data?

Comment by: Sayra Thacker (Tennessee Marine Construction)

Comment: The document states that TVA will develop a “comprehensive set of standards”
by which to develop shorelines and manage TVA lands. The costs associated with develop-
ing, implementing, and maintaining such a system (including personnel, travel, benefits, and
other administrative expenses) should be included as part of the evaluation of alternatives.

Comment by: Reginald G. Reeves (Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation)

Comment: Effective management of such large shoreline areas requires a major commit-
ment of resources to manage and monitor the program. It is unclear in the SMI what the
success of the current program is or the additional resources that will be required for imple-
mentation of the selected alternative.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)
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31 Comment: In light of today’s shrinking budgets, both public and private, TVA should give
more consideration to the cost of each alternative.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

32 Comment: For a budget to go from $900,000 to $1,000,000 convinces me that TVA needs
to get an objective outsider to estimate what the cost will be to TVA and the property owners
if one of these more ambitious schemes, including Alternative C1, is implemented.

Comment by: John Shacter

33 Comment: TVA’s budget is getting smaller, and people want less government in their lives.
So, how is TVA going to pay for the added work this initiative describes? How will TVA
manage, implement, and enforce SMI regulations with fewer people?

Comment by: Kenneth Wills (Alabama Environmental Council), 4 survey comments

34 Comment: TVA is not going to be able to manage and enforce 11,000 miles of shoreland
under any kind of budgetary program that you might envision. It is not going to happen.

Comment by: Hugh M. McCue, 1 survey comment

35 Comment: Since TVA’s nonpower budget will likely be cut by Congress, TVA should con-
centrate on ongoing efforts.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

36 Comment: This is a typical governmental document chock full of statistical numbers and
information concerning every facet of every conceivable problem and concern of everyone,
printed on the most expensive paper you could find, bound elegantly and presented by
people who either spend little time on the water or do not really care, except for their own
agenda and extending their importance and job description. Do not waste our time and
money. Just help us with problems we do have.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The total cost of TVA's SMI EIS project from 1994 to its conclusion (including estimated
costs for the remainder of 1998) was approximately $3.3 million. This amounts to an average annual
cost of about $825,000 per year. Work funded under the SMI Project has included baseline data
collection about existing development, resource inventories, environmental and economic analysis,
public involvement, responding to public comments, and preparation of the DEIS and FEIS.

The SMI FEIS is a summary of the land use, shoreline development, resource, and other data and
analyses that were collected and developed during the SMI study. Chapter 3 of the FEIS provides
detailed baseline information about existing resource and development conditions. The vast majority
of this baseline assessment data was compiled specifically for this study. The analyses of environ-
mental and economic effects were also developed specifically for SMI. Much of the SMI data will
serve as the foundation for the analyses that will be conducted when TVA does specific reservoir
plans and other reservoir studies.

Environmental documents prepared under NEPA are required to disclose detailed analyses of any
major actions being considered. TVA attempts to do this as inexpensively as possible, but there is a
trade-off between saving money and presenting the analyses with sufficient clarity and simplicity (i.e.,
with the use of charts, pictures, and graphs). The costs of producing this regional EIS were not out of
line with other programmatic assessments, which often cost $3-5 million or more. However, EISs of
this type are inherently more expensive than site-specific environmental reviews.
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The SMI project has been funded with a mix of congressional appropriations and power revenues.
The cost of implementing new SMI standards would be funded through TVA's Section 26a permitting
and lands planning projects. Any SMI policy would be implemented with existing staff. Additional
people would not be hired, and TVA program costs would not be materially increased under any of the
alternatives.

37 Comment: Itis good to develop a plan for the long run.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

38 Comment: SMI is a great idea. It should be reviewed and updated periodically.
Comment by: 1 survey comment
39 Comment: This is a very detailed study of interest. | was pleased to see a long-range
forecast for TVA shorelines.
Comment by: 1 survey comment
40 Comment: This program in general looks good on paper. | suggest reviewing it on an
annual basis for the first five years to see if it really works.
Comment by: 1 survey comment
41 Comment: How do we know any decisions made now will still be in effect in 50 years?
Things have changed dramatically in 10 years in the shoreline structures (those in and on

the water—not the actual homes). What happened to the original dock limitations (at Tellico
Village)?

Comment by: 1 survey comment
42 Comment: TVA is looking 25 years down the road but should also consider 50 and 100
years in the future.
Comment by: Dustin L. Mackey (The University of Tennessee - Martin)
43 Comment: | would like to have seen the issues considered from the point of view of those
living 50-100 years from now, assuming current trends continue.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

44 Comment: Where is the 100-year or 200-year plan? From 13 to 38 percent in one year?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

45 Comment: Develop a decade-by-decade, 200-year development plan.
Comment by: 1 survey comment
46 Comment: Allow existing city, county, and state government to oversee a good 200-year
plan.
Comment by: 1 survey comment
Response: SMI looks at projected impacts over a 25-year period. Individual reservoir plans have a

minimum 10-year planning horizon and would be updated to account for changing circumstances.
Changes to policies adopted as part of SMI would receive additional review.
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47 Comment: This DEIS is trying to initiate a program on 11,000 miles of shoreline without the
benefit of piloting or testing this over some time period. | think TVA has plenty of its own
land to test these alternatives.

Comment by: Hugh M. McCue, Tommy Haun (Tennessee State Senate)

Response: TVA has worked with the Tellico Reservoir Development Agency and the developer of
Rarity Bay on Tellico Reservoir to pilot test shoreline planning, procedures for designating environ-
mentally sensitive shorelines, and new approaches to vegetation management. TVA has worked with
Cooper Communities on Tellico Reservoir and several other developers on other lakes to define water-
use facility and/or vegetation management standards for inclusion in their property owner require-
ments.

48 Comment: SMI is incorrectly named. It should be Residential Shoreline Management
Initiative.

Comment by: L. Mac Toth, 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted. SMI is the name of the project under which TVA conducted the study to
assess the impacts of residential shoreline development. The title of the EIS identifies SMI as an
assessment of residential development impacts.

49 Comment: Evaluation of more restrictive proposals is difficult because of undetermined
requirements that could result from terms such as standardized designs, TVA prescribes
stabilization techniques, and when needed for resource protection, etc.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: These terms are used in Alternatives C1, C2, and D in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. Standard-
ized designs refer to typical drawings of water-use facilities that could be used in applying for permits.
The phrase about stabilization means TVA would examine the severity and causes of erosion and
determine how it could be treated most effectively. The last phrase means when necessary to protect
threatened and endangered species, wetlands, or other important resources.

50 Comment: The SMI DEIS attempts to address two issues that should be handled sepa-
rately: shoreline development standards and the amount of allowable shoreline develop-
ment. These two issues should not be linked, and decisions about them should be made
independently.

Comment by: Larry Richardson (Tennessee Conservation League), Michael A. Butler (Tennessee
Conservation League), Susan L. Gawarecki, Ph.D. (League of Women Voters of Oak Ridge)

51 Comment: The DEIS deals too much with the details of shoreline regulations. These are
important, but they are not as critical as the amount of land TVA allows to be developed.
Deal with this first, and then focus on the details of dock regulations, vegetation manage-
ment standards, etc.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Farragut, TN)
Response: As SMI proceeded, it became obvious that there was a strong interrelationship between
standards and the amount of land open to development from an impact assessment standpoint. For

example, the impacts from opening new lands can be mitigated by the standards applied to those
lands. To adequately examine the cumulative effects of residential shoreline development, it was
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necessary to predict the effect of different standards on the amount of shoreline that could be devel-
oped. Predicting the amount of development was also required to fully explore the question of whether
TVA should make new areas available for residential access. These issues are so interconnected that
addressing them at the same time was more cost-effective than evaluating them separately.

52 Comment: The SMI seems to address only shoreline miles as the key measurement
element, while other areas of land and water involved and influencing the management
policy are not addressed.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)
Response: The key indicators that were used in the assessment of resource impacts are listed at the

end of each section in Chapter 4. The number of shoreline miles is an important indicator, but not the
only one.

53 Comment: Does the study area only include where TVA owns up to private residential
property or is it the entire TVA system?

Comment by: Leo Potts

54 Comment: One-quarter mile seems to be a magic distance for all evaluations. This might
be a good baseline distance, but shoreline slopes and other conditions could also be impor-
tant factors influencing final allocation decisions.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)
Response: The study area boundaries are explained in FEIS Section 3.2 (see Figure 3.2.1). The
study examines the effects of residential shoreline development across the entire TVA reservoir
system. TVA recognizes that slope and other conditions influence an area’s suitability for develop-
ment. The one-quarter mile measure was chosen because it is close to the average depth (distance

from shoreline to back boundary) of existing subdivisions. Resource impacts were assessed beyond
the quarter-mile distance when it was appropriate to do so.

55 Comment: In TVA’s view, where does a river end and a lake begin?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The answer to this question depends in part on the resources and reservoir in question.

56 Comment: SMI can be a valuable planning tool for lakes. Reservoirs are an entirely
different issue.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Response: SMI takes into account that TVA is responsible for managing reservoirs and the public

land that surrounds those reservoirs. Even though the terms lakes and reservoirs are often used
interchangeably, TVA realizes that it manages reservoirs and not lakes.
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Comment: SMI should be expanded to include nonresidential areas like islands and
commercial, industrial, municipal, and corporate areas. The 13 resource issues should
include all aspects of shoreline management,

Comment by: Dave Cooper, Gene Price (Friends of the Tennessee River), Granville Major, James A.
McConkey, 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 3 survey comments

Response: The purpose of SMI is to review permitting practices with the public and establish a policy
that will better protect shoreline and aquatic resources, while providing adjacent residential landowners
reasonable access to the water. The resource analysis and impacts assessment conducted for each
of the 13 resource issues support this stated purpose. However, other aspects of shoreline manage-
ment were considered in the assessment of cumulative impacts.

Nonresidential areas like TVA-owned islands and property suitable for commercial and industrial
development would be addressed during the preparation of individual reservoir land use plans.
Commercial and industrial development proposals are also subject to site-specific environmental
reviews, as appropriate.

58

Comment: Nonresidential pollution sources such as industrial and agricultural activities as
well as discharge of sewage from the city of Knoxville were considered by TVA to be outside
of the scope of the study because they operate with 26a permits. There are two things
wrong with this rationalization; these permits were issued utilizing procedures and guidelines
established several decades ago, and, there is presently no system in place to ensure
compliance. The DEIS proposes nothing to correct existing conditions, nor any clear course
of action to prevent additional problems in the future

Comment by: Walter E. Flood, Mildred C. Flood, Carl L. Guffey, Elaine Armfield-Guffey

Response: The focus of SMI is residential development and associated shoreline uses on TVA lakes.
However, TVA does recognize the importance of these other activities, and industrial, agricultural, and
urban pollution were taken into account when the cumulative impacts of residential shoreline develop-
ment were assessed.

59

60

61

Comment: Do not focus only on residential property owners to find solutions to the pollution
problems of the lakes and waterways. Solving these problems should be shared by large
commercial and government agency polluters.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN)

Comment: The DEIS makes out lakefront property owners as villains because they are
smaller and not as well organized as the municipalities and industries that are polluting. |
wholeheartedly support Alternative A. If TVA through the years had made an effort to be a
good steward of the lake and had exerted their influence on the polluters and cleaned up the
pollution, | would be more receptive to their request for cooperation.

Comment by: Jack Carrier

Comment: TVA has done a deplorable job with water quality, safety, navigation (other than
the channel), sediment pollution by farmers, and cleanup of flotsam and jetsam. Water
quality has consistently grown worse over the years because of sediment from farms. Our
boat harbor was at one time 31 feet deep. At high pool, it is now 6 feet at most, because of
farm sediment runoff which you allowed for years. Doneghan Slough is even worse. And
TVA does nothing. Sewage is dumped, along with other pollutants and chemicals. Dead
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fish, tree stumps, and logs collect everywhere. These things are never cleaned up. | have
been to enough meetings and spoken directly with EPA, ADEM, and TVA; spent two years
(1991 and 1992) fighting TVA, ADEM, and a farmer who violated the Alabama Water Pollu-
tion Control Act; sailed the waters and seen the swamps created by pollution; run into the
debris floating around, etc., to know TVA and others are not going to do anything for us
common folks who live and die on this system. It was a real education for me and our sailing
club to try and stop this pollution of your system. TVA says they want to stop pollution, and
yet for two years the sailing club and | were treated as though we were a plague and should
go away. Here was an identified culprit polluting your system; yet, instead of supporting us
and fighting with us, you chose to hide. What a big help you were. For you to intimate that
landowners and people such as ourselves, who have invested hundreds of thousands of
dollars in property and a home on your precious land, are stupid enough to allow our land to
erode into your polluted water is preposterous and unfair.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

62 Comment: In all, my family has lived here for 45 years. My father, with our help, always
used blocks or hand-carried stone to stabilize the banks from erosion. We rarely used
fertilizer, as we disliked mowing enough as it was. Cleaning trash from the river was and still
is an ongoing project of ours, and at least twice each year we devote an entire weekend to
collecting trash and garbage from the shoreline. It has been a real pleasure in life to have
known people (friends and neighbors) who live on this river. It seems that everyone | meet is
more than willing to help stranded boaters, keep shorelines free of trash, avoid disturbing
nesting wildlife, and protect banks from erosion. | find it hard to believe your group can be so
arrogant to accuse or portray adjacent property owners as the destroyers of nature. Do you
conveniently forget the hundred of thousands of acres that fill the reservoirs, or do you think
it only rains on our lots? Have you taken into consideration the thousands of miles of
roadways, the buildings and construction sites in our cities, the annually fertilized farm lands
and farm animal waste that drain into the reservoirs through creeks and storm drains, and all
sorts of toxic chemicals from industrial plants, dump sites and landfills? | do not know just
how stupid TVA thinks the general public is or more likely, if they really care; but | for one
would like to see how TVA can justify any of its figures.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA does not view lakefront property owners as villains or destroyers of nature.
Lakefront property owners do many things to improve conditions around the lakes like cleaning up
litter and trash dumped by others and controlling erosion. However, SMI's analyses indicate that
residential shoreline development and some landowner practices, such as mowing to the water’s
edge, do adversely impact reservoir ecosystems. When examining cumulative impacts, SMI did
consider impacts from all activities, although SMI’s primary focus is on residential land uses. See
FEIS Section 4.10 and the Water Quality section of this volume.

TVA is working on improving its stewardship of the lakes. Among other things, TVA has initiated new
efforts to control erosion. TVA has recently surveyed erosion conditions around the lakes, conducted
some demonstration erosion control projects, and is now working to protect severely eroded sites.

The discharge of pollutants into the waterway is regulated under the Clean Water Act by states and
other regulatory authorities. When TVA identifies pollution entering the river system, the state water
quality authorities are notified immediately, and TVA works with them to address the problem. TVAis
also working to identify who is responsible for illegal hazardous waste dumps on TVA land. When the
responsible party cannot be found and the site poses a health and safety hazard, TVA cleans up the
site. TVA's River Action Teams are building partnerships in local communities to help address water
quality problems. Over the past few years, TVA has also been actively working to prevent looting of
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archaeological sites, preserve critical habitat for endangered plants and animals, install fish attractors,

plant water-tolerant native vegetation along riparian areas, and conduct many other stewardship
activities.

63 Comment: TVA should not allow more chip mills and should restrict commercial logging.

Comment by: 3 survey comments

64 Comment: [ think TVA has overlooked one detriment to Norris and that is the new chip mill
and the plans to clearcut the mountains and hills surrounding Norris by Champion Paper
Company. This will have a negative impact on fish, erosion, and wildlife.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

65 Comment: Timber cutting near or along the shoreline must be balanced with the public’s
right to enjoy aesthetically pleasing views of the lake. | think TVA does have some control
over this, and | encourage you to build into your alternative proposals the necessary protec-
tions so that landowners and recreational users can enjoy the lake and not have their
experiences ruined.

Comment by: Ronald Poe

Response: Forestry activities occur within the watersheds of all TVA reservoirs. Forestry, along with
agriculture, industry, and commercial industrial development of the watershed, has been accounted
for in the SMI Valleywide cumulative impacts analyses. Individual shoreline projects and reservoir

plans would make a more detailed assessment of cumulative impacts on the resources being affected

by the action. SMI's regional cumulative impact analysis for shoreline resources suggests that
nonresidential land uses would impact only a small portion of the shoreline within the next 25 years
and would not have significant impacts on reservoir fish, soils, or wildlife.

66 Comment: Is the shoreline around Land Between The Lakes included in the scope of this
DEIS?

Comment by: Paul Erwin

67 Comment: | find that people are confusing the SMI DEIS with the recent LBL use alterna-
tives.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

68 Comment: Turn LBL over to TWRA. Save a bunch of money.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

69 Comment: The main purpose and objective of the SMI is development of public land for
residential and recreational use in order to raise money for TVA projects. Previous develop-
ment projects by TVA at Land Between the Lakes have broken the hearts of many families
and communities uprooted and disturbed for recreational purposes. That was very wrong,
and this is my basic objection to the destruction of the land in question (Land Between The
Lakes).

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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70

Comment: [ observed the “ruination” of many pristine areas in southern Ohio while | lived
and camped there; so it was easy to decide what might be good for LBL. | would like to see
resort homes built in clusters—using one dock and miles apart. The beauty and calmness
afforded by LBL will be ruined with intensive development., Also, admissions and/or season
passes must be started. | understand other government areas do this. Save LBL for my
grandchildren and their children. Too much of God'’s beauty has been destroyed.

Comment by: Esther R. Hetman

Response: As stated in DEIS Section 1.5.3, the shoreline around LBL is not included in the scope of
this EIS. LBL has withdrawn the concepts that were formulated to explore how to manage that prop-
erty in a more self-sufficient manner.

71

Comment: The impacts of the proposals on farmer-owner land and uses should be ad-
dressed.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Memphis, TN)

Response: None of the SMI alternatives would impact how privately owned farmland is managed.

72

Comment: As a recreational user of TVA lakes, | am concerned that the SMI does not
adequately address the long-term effects of gradual development in terms of degradation of
the semi-wilderness experience possible in some remote areas.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Long-term recreational impacts have been addressed in FEIS Section 4.11.

73

74

75

76

77

78

Comment: SMI needs to be done now, not later.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: This is excessive study of the problem. Make the decision.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: SMI is well meaning but too extensive. Do more and talk less.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: How long will it be before a decision is made on the new shoreline management
policy? | hope it does not take another five years.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Tims Ford, TN)

Comment: | recommend that decisions be announced and the public informed as soon as
possible after close of the comment period. Implementation should not be delayed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Alternative C1 should go before the Board without further delay. Any further
meetings or questionnaires will only confuse everyone involved. After all is said and done,
TVA must make the final decision. They are your lakes.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

14 Shoreline Management Initiative



Responses to Public Comments

Response: Prior to making a decision, TVA must evaluate all of the comments it received on the
DEIS and appropriately respond to them. An FEIS can then be issued, but TVA must wait at least 30
days before making a decision which will be documented in a Record of Decision (ROD) published in
the Federal Register. The ROD must be published before implementation of the decision.

79 Comment: SMI seems to move too quickly to the right. Consider phasing in the chosen
alternative.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The SMI alternative that TVA decides to implement would be phased in. Existing devel-
opment would be exempt from the new standards as discussed in the Grandfathering section of this
volume. If new standards are adopted, there would be a six-month transition period in which permit
applications would still be reviewed using the existing requirements.

80 Comment: In an age of federal downsizing, reservoirs with less residential access (Alterna-
tive C2) would be easier for TVA to manage than those with greater residential access
(Alternative C1). Monitoring of inaccessible natural areas (prescribed burns, wildlife/habitat
surveys, assessments, inventories, etc.) would require a smaller management staff and less
time than monitoring the status of developed areas (water quality, erosion control BMPs,
nonpoint-source runoff, etc.) with an enforcement/compliance staff. Efforts to manage
developed areas that are being stressed could then be emphasized with the reduced staff
available in order to still benefit the environment and the overall TVA system.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)
Response: None of the proposed alternatives would result in the hiring of additional TVA employees.

Although TVA budgets have declined, it has an interest in and responsibility for maintaining natural
areas. TVA does focus its limited resources where they are most needed.

81 Comment: Do not start a program without full commitment, including financial, to complete
these efforts.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

82 Comment: The ultimate success of any of the selected alternatives will depend on a
commitment to on-the-ground management.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)
83 Comment: It is most important to control the future of the waterways before it is too late.
Now I will wait to see if the study is an expensive exercise or if positive action takes place.
Comment by: 1 survey comment
84 Comment: [ feel slightly that this entire study is a smoke screen covering over TVA's

expensive blunders with atomic energy plants. If this study is to be placed into effect, | hope
TVA funds it so that it is not just on paper but really works.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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85

Comment: | question TVA's commitment to the DEIS. Even though | know that the decision
will be a good one, | always fear that the plan will not be followed; so | hope TVA makes a
sincere effort to live by the precepts in the plan and to follow through.

Comment by: Kim Pritchard

Response: SMI is not a paper exercise or “smoke screen” to cover up some other TVA activity. The
purpose of SMI is to improve the way TVA manages its shoreline. The proposed alternatives repre-
sent actions that TVA is capable of implementing.

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

Comment: We are glad that people are interested in SMI, because it is a good idea and
justified by the circumstances. Overall, we think you have used a fair process and are doing
the right thing. We will continue to support your efforts.

Comment by: Barbara Walton (Citizens Advisory Panel), 7 survey comments

Comment: The SMI team has done a good job, and we commend them for bringing about a
better place for us to live and enjoy. We appreciate that TVA cares enough to develop a
long-term plan for protecting the scenic beauty, natural resources, and recreational values of
our lakes and shoreline that are so important to us.

Comment by: Catherine Murray (Sierra Club, State of Franklin Group), Lester J. Vohs, Mike Everett (East
Tennessee State University), James M. Ross, Jack Cecil, 40 survey comments

Comment: The American Planning Association applauds the action of TVA in proposing to
establish a policy which protects the shoreline of the Tennessee River and its tributaries,
while allowing for reasonable access to the reservoirs.

Comment by: Nancy Benziger Brown (American Planning Association)

Comment: The TVA Act provided that the agency could establish a model of leadership in
conservation and protection of the Valley’s natural resources. The proposed SMl is an
opportunity to follow this establishment. States, local governments, industry, and communi-
ties will respond if shown the will and leadership required to achieve desired results of the
SMI.

Comment by: Marvin Johnson (Tennessee Valley Sportsmen’s Club)

Comment: We commend TVA for recognizing the importance of these issues, involving the
public, and attempting to provide a comprehensive and reasonable plan of action.

Comment by: Stephen Hall (North Carolina Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources),
8 survey comments

Comment: TVA s to be commended for undertaking an assessment of residential shoreline
development impacts in the Tennessee Valley and for its involvement of the public in this
undertaking. | hope TVA continues to consider the total impact of its operations upon the
Valley instead of just bottom-line profitability .

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: We applaud TVA for their proactive approach to shoreline management and for
their extensive efforts to address the problems associated with diverse and often conflicting
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shoreline uses. We appreciate the difficulties involved in managing land on such a large
scale and understand the need to increase efforts to maintain a quality asset.

Comment by: Randy Brown (Foothills Land Conservancy), David L. Yow (North Carolina Wildlife
Resources Commission), Michael P. Murphy (Virginia Department of Environmental Quality), 2 survey
comments

Comment: TVA’s Land Management office only gets $15 million a year to manage 11,000
miles of shoreline and all of the public land they own. About 113 million recreational visits
occur on TVA's reservoirs and lands every year. If you do the math, that is a pretty good
value for your tax dollar. Fifteen million dollars is what they get from the federal government,
and that is about 1/1,000 of a percent of the federal budget.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)

Comment: The TVA SMI team is to be commended for undertaking a new, comprehensive
look at TVA standards and guidelines for shoreline management. Your team has a complex
and complicated task, given that each reservoir was planned and developed in different eras
with differing philosophies. That task has been further complicated in that land management
activities have been decentralized over the years with the implementation (or evolution) of
policy reflecting the particular manager, staff, and/or region.

Comment by: Bob Allen (Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation)

Comment: We think the SMI is important to our environment, and we are grateful for the
opportunity to express our concerns about the issues. We need to discuss and evaluate
these ideas and suggestions and implement those that will make TVA waterways clean and
useful as recreation and aesthetic landmarks.

Comment by: 7 survey comments

Comment: [ am honored and appreciate the opportunity that you have given me to partici-
pate in this study. | served in the military for 33 years, and my retirement dream was to
reside on one of your lakes. | did that, and now | wish not only to maintain the beauty of this
lake (Cherokee) for my family, but for generations to come. Your initiative, if properly imple-
mented, will accomplish that. Keep up the outstanding work.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: | speak only of Hiwassee Lake. A lot of people forget that this area would not be
what it is without the contributions of TVA. The lake and the employment provided by TVA
have probably been the biggest items in this area. The employment is no longer here, but
the lake is one of the most beautiful in this area.

Comment by: James E. Sherrill
Comment: Look what TVA has done to Tellico Lake. | think this is a huge example of a TVA
success story.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: Shoreline management is a necessary function for TVA, especially as develop-

ment and water-related activities increase and the need to protect the environment becomes
more important.

Comment by: 3 survey comments
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100

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

Comment: TVA should use a fair and reasonable approach as they continue to make good
decisions about the management of our shorelines and waterways. TVA staff are compe-
tent, and we believe in their ability to protect the unique and varied environmental and
cultural resources in the Tennessee Valley watershed.

Comment by: Bobby Loggins (Cedar Creek Boat Dock), 6 survey comments

Comment: We have owned four waterfront homes on Watts Bar Lake (Watts Bar Estates)
and have had nothing but good experiences with TVA representatives. They have always
shown concern for and control over the waterfront environment.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: | think this project was needed, but TVA has the seemingly impossible task of
satisfying the majority of the people. There are many ideas of what should be done, ranging
from the “no interest but the environment” crowd to the “develop without regard for the
consequences” group. As a lakefront property owner, my desire is for TVA to maintain its
role as steward of the shoreline.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: | told the hearing officers that | was pleased with the planning TVA was doing,
asked them not to be so apologetic in setting standards, asked them to insist on high
standards, and complimented them on a nice job of writing the DEIS. Personally, | feel that
with the next century only three and a half years away, it is time for Tennesseans to abandon
the 1950 mindset that seems to be so much in evidence and get with the program. | look for
and place my trust in TVA to help us do this with respect to our waters.

Comment by: LesterJ. Vohs

Comment: Your knowledge and understanding of all issues involved indicates why experts
are needed before decisions can be made regarding preservation of the entire resource
system. This is not the time to turn supervision over to the uninformed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA should maintain control of shorelands they purchased around the reser-
voirs. They should allow assistance only from qualified state and federal agencies, not from
unqualified groups, such as the Upper Duck River Development Agency, which has no
training nor expertise in land management.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The proposed SMI is long overdue. | regret that it was not in place when TVA
began granting developments and shoreline rights to the private sector. With this new
initiative, TVA is in a unique position to use the SMI to achieve a model of the system that
could become a standard on water quality and environmental concern. It would be an
achievement just to again eat fish that are caught in Fort Loudoun Reservoir.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: The SMI and DEIS could be very constructive in the long run, even though the
effort needed to be done a long time ago.

Comment by: 4 survey comments
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108 Comment: [ have disagreed with many things TVA has done, but this DEIS seems to be a
definite start in the right direction. Hopefully, this trend will continue.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

109 Comment: TVA is probably a good thing, because we lack the other necessary options,
such as a zoning committee, to keep people from abusing the shorelines.

Comment by: Glenda Coffey

110 cComment: TVA’s SMI, although perhaps flawed in some respects, offers a glimmer of hope

to save the Tennessee River from impending overdevelopment and continued degradation.

Comment by: Denny Haldeman

111 Comment: As a resident of the Kentucky Lake shoreline, | am very much interested in the
SMI proposals.

Comment by: Bill K. Castleberry

112 Comment: We are very much interested in the SMI approach of making new land available
along the reservoirs for prime, high quality development with special consideration of the
shoreline environment. We are also interested in the impact that this development would
have on water quality, the general local areas, and the general economy for these areas.

Comment by: Otto H. Sprenger, Accredited Land Consultant

113 Comment: This project is not in conflict with regional plans. Favorable comments apply
unless conflicting comments are received from Washington County, Virginia.

Comment by: Thomas G. Taylor (Mount Rogers Planning District Commission)

114 Comment: The Greater Nashville Regional Council has reviewed the SMI DEIS, and our
evaluation reveals no conflict with existing or proposed planning activities. We are notifying
TVA that its proposal is deemed acceptable on the basis of information now available to this
office.

Comment by: Maynard Pate (Greater Nashville Regional Council)
115 Comment: Please be advised that the Department of Economic and Community Develop-

ment perceives no program areas of interest sufficient to warrant its comments upon TVA’s
SMI DEIS.

Comment by: Wilton Burnett, Jr. (Tennessee Department of Economic and Community Development)

116 Comment: The SMI DEIS examines shoreline management initiatives for 30 TVA-con-
structed or -owned reservoir projects. These areas are currently outside the jurisdiction of
the Marine Resources Commission. Accordingly, we offer no comments at this time.

Comment by: Robert Grabb (Marine Resources Commission)

Response: Comments noted.
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117 Comment: [Ido recognize the urgency for shoreline management since Tennessee’s growth
is rapid, and | support environmental conservation programs. However, funding is another
matter.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Implementing SMI would not require additional funding. TVA s already responsible for
permitting shoreline alterations.

118 Comment: [think it is important to find a balance between the needs of the environment
and the wishes of the landowners. There is a way to preserve the environment and be able
to enjoy it at the same time. This can be accomplished by compromising, educating, and
looking for solutions that meet the needs of all involved.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted.

119 Comment: Additional areas is much too broad. TVA should not have the power to define
additional areas without legislative review and approval.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted. Under the TVA Act, TVA has been given custody and control over
shoreline permitting and management of public lands. The SMI process is structured to provide the
public and elected officials an opportunity to influence TVA's shoreline management policies, includ-
ing whether to open up additional lands to development. In response to public comments, TVA
developed the Blended Alternative which would permit reasonable shoreline access in areas where
access rights exist and heighten protection of other public shoreline properties. See Section 2.8 of
the FEIS for a description of this alternative.

120 Comment: One of the things that bureaucracies try to do in tight budgetary times is to
evolve or change their function or expand an existing function into an area that is getting lots
of budgetary dollars. In Washington, DC, the big, hot topic is environment. Part of TVA’s
motivation might be that they are trying to expand on some role that has something to do
with the environment; in other words, shoreline management. That does not make TVA evil
or anything like that, but that does not give TVA the high moral ground to these proposals.

Comment by: Van Hilleary (United States House of Representatives)

121 Comment: [ have not seen sufficient performance of TVA in the environmental arena to
merit giving it additional regulatory authority.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: SMI does not represent an expansion of TVA's functions. The TVA Act of 1933, as
amended, made TVA responsible for permitting of docks and other obstructions along the Tennessee
River and its tributaries. TVA developed its Section 26a regulations and associated permitting pro-
cess to fulfill this responsibility. Most of the reservoirs were built between the 1930s and the 1960s.
During this time, TVA acquired the lands needed to meet the objectives of the reservoir projects. Thus,
TVA has been managing shoreline permitting and public land for decades.
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SMIl is a process started by TVA to reexamine its residential shoreline development policy. Environ-
mental issues are emphasized in SMI because TVA is required by NEPA and other federal laws to
evaluate the environmental and socioeconomic effects of proposed policy changes.

122 Comment: The current attitude in this country calls for less government intrusion, not more.
If TVA works against this attitude, it could be weakened, harmed, or even terminated as it is
now configured. | am a TVA retiree with 30 years of loyal service, and I, along with many
others, will pressure our political representatives to disband TVA if this expensive, intrusive
and self-serving proposal is put into effect. The TVA organizations responsible for reservoir
management have always had their personal and organizational welfare as their prime
focus, instead of the public interest. SMI indicates that this attitude is alive and growing.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: An important role of TVA is to manage the public lands it oversees in such a way that the
public’s interests are served and shoreline resources are protected. One purpose of SMI is to evalu-
ate different policies for managing TVA public shorelines. As a public agency, TVA and its employees
are responsible for proper stewardship of these lands, and stewardship, not self-interest, is what
guides TVA's employees.

123 Comment: The public opposes further intervention and control by TVA. Representatives
Wamp and Hilleary oppose TVA’s plans. U.S. Senators Frist and Thompson oppose TVA’s
plans. Governor Sundquist opposes TVA's plans. The Rhea County Commission passed an
official resolution opposing TVA’s plans. Local newspapers carry editorials opposing TVA’s
plans. Why do you persist in destroying what little public confidence you had? TVA is not
the friend it once was and is now perceived as just another bureaucratic papermill trying to
Justify its budget by creating a need.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVAreceived a number of comments from elected officials that provided a range of view-
points on SMI. Some were more critical of some aspects of SMI than others. Representative Hilleary
and Senator Thompson primarily opposed the performance deposit and annual structure registration fee.
The proposals to charge fees and deposits have been withdrawn. The Rhea County Commission passed
a resolution which supported Alternative B1 and opposed Alternative C1 and the proposed SMZ. Other
elected officials made additional suggestions for modifying SMI that TVA considered in preparing the
FEIS and developing the new Blended Alternative.

124 Comment: [ think that TVA has all the control and all the fees that it deserves, and I do not
think that this effort is in the best interest of the public or the environment. TVA has told us
about land management, development of water frontage, and environmental problems and
effects. On the other hand TVA has talked to us about the development of 170,000 acres at
LBL using $146 million of the taxpayer’s money for TVA'’s initial benefit. So, why is TVA
telling us that we do not deserve to develop waterfront property?

Comment by: Danny Teague
Response: The SMI fee proposals have been withdrawn, and the LBL development proposal is ho
longer under consideration. Each of the SMI alternatives would allow some additional residential

shoreline development. The Blended Alternative, in response to public comments, includes flexible
standards.
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125

126

127

Comment: TVA should not be involved in residential shoreline management but probably
should be involved in commercial and public shoreline management.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA should not take on any more shoreline management activities. They are
having a hard enough time trying to manage what they already have.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA's declared objective of the SMI is to improve residential development
decisions, which is a very narrow objective. Even so, TVA is not equipped at all well to take
on an expanded role. The SMI seems to come down to TVA’s proposal to engage in new or
increased activities to manage the shoreline under its jurisdiction by focusing solely on
residential development, to the exclusion of all other aspects of the matter, and to charge the
undoubtedly increased costs entirely to residential property owners. In addition to the lack of
need for such activities, TVA'’s capability to perform is doubtful.

Comment by: William C. Reynolds

Response: The TVAAct of 1933, as amended, created TVA as a unique federal agency with numer-
ous responsibilities, including management of shoreline development permitting in and along the
Tennessee River and its tributaries. Shoreline management is a critical component of TVA's inte-
grated management of the Tennessee River system. If TVA were no longer involved in shoreline
management, another entity or agency would have to assume these responsibilities. TVA is best
equipped to continue this work effectively and efficiently.

128

129

130

131

Comment: SMI is a bad idea and is not needed. TVA has never attempted to maintain the
shoreline and never will.

Comment by: 24 survey comments

Comment: TVA has not managed its past activities well, and we have little faith that SMI will
be managed any differently. It is hard to support a new program when so little consistency
has been evident in the past. TVA appears to be using SMI as a way to make the public,
especially the lakefront property owners, pay for the agency’s past mistakes.

Comment by: Bill Riehl, Donald L. Janeway, Joseph Vought, Anthony J. Kaufmann (Cherokee Lake Users
Association), 14 survey comments

Comment: SMl is a power grab and an abuse of TVA’s authority designed to increase its
bureaucracy and avoid downsizing at the expense of the tax-paying public, especially
property owners. People want less red tape; yet, SMI looks like a typical bureaucratic
expensive effort to overmanage and micromanage a relatively simple task. Before asking for
any more funding, TVA’s land management department should first reduce its bureaucracy
and useless redundancy.

Comment by: Donald L. Janeway, Hunt Archer, Jack C. Bryden, Alan L. Compton, John Coyle, Kay

Mclintosh, J. E. Hatton, Jewel B. Hatton, 54 survey comments

Comment: In the past, TVA has done an exceptional job of managing its reservoir property.
In order to maintain this efficiency, TVA should abandon SMI and then concentrate on how it
can do a better job.

Comment by: 2 survey comments
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132 Comment: TVA is developing an expensive, bureaucratic maze with the SMI that will
confound citizens forever. TVA cannot police 10,000 miles of shoreline. The SMI proposals
are unnecessary.

Comment by: Leonard Crane

133 Comment: [ have studied the proposed SMI and find that | oppose the project. There are
already a number of federal and state regulatory agency groups that keep the U.S. water-
ways safe from man-made hazardous objects and environmentally unfit material from
entering the water. A bureaucracy like the one proposed would be costly and is not needed
or wanted by the private property owners along the shoreline who are already paying state
and county tax on the property.

Comment by: Carroll H. Crouch

134 Comment: TVA needs to be concentrating their time and money more on water quality and
milfoil reduction, rather than harassing property and boat dock owners with stiff fees and
regulations. Concentrate on making the lakes more pleasurable for everyone, instead of
throwing obstacles in their paths.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

135 Comment: TVA’s approach is fundamentally wrong. TVA should rework SMI, package it
with weed control, and then come to lakefront property owners with reasonable standards for
facilities and shoreline maintenance and reasonable empowerment for them to keep up their
property and the TVA access. If TVA would do this, they would find a much better, more
economical solution. A covenant like those used in subdivisions could work at time of
property sale if based on the above and if it included incentives for property owners to
maintain the shoreline and their facilities.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Response: The need for and purpose of SMI is documented in Sections 1.1 and 1.2. TVA believes
that this level of environmental and public review is appropriate before deciding whether to change its
shoreline management policies. TVA is already permitting shoreline alterations; SMI could lead to
modification of those permit practices, depending on the alternative implemented. TVA will not
increase authority, bureaucracy, or cost as a result of SMI.

The Blended Alternative is based on many of the comments TVA heard in response to the DEIS. This
alternative should better meet the needs expressed while protecting shoreline resources. TVA agrees
that partnerships, education, and incentives are beneficial. The Blended Alternative lists incentives
that would be considered (see Section 2.8) if it is implemented as TVA's shoreline management

policy.

136 Comment: This is pretty high-handed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

137 Comment: We are opposed to this initiative. Our Congressmen have been informed.
Should this pass, | will lead a drive to have the TVA taken down.

Comment by: 1 anonymous letter comment
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138

Comment: | will be contacting my Congressman immediately to protest this initiative by
TVA. It sounds like you are partners with the EPA on this. Thanks for exposing your inten-
tions. 1 will help fight your plans.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comments noted. The EPA did not partner with TVA on SMI. It did provide comments on
the DEIS.

139

Comment: The report has a category of ownership TVA calls TVA-owned-and-jointly-
managed shoreline. TVA does not ever tell you who those joint owners are. All TVA will tell
you is that they are “developers and agencies.” If you read through this page hurriedly and
do not know better, you might think those were commercial developers and real estate
agencies. |think TVA wants you to believe this. But the truth is that those agencies are
governmental agencies. For example, the state of Tennessee owns thousands of acres of
lakefront land. Other miles go through national forests. You and | know, and TVA knows, that
they own land, and national forest land will never become residential development. And
even if the state did decide to make some of it residential, they could not without TVA’s
permission. So here is a case of TVA intentionally distorting facts and leaving out critical
information.

Comment by: Joe Wiley

Response: Comment noted. The FEIS has been appropriately revised (Section 1.4). In the past,
shoreline property controlled by the Forest Service has been released or exchanged for residential

use.

140

Comment: What must be the ultimate irony of this entire program are the illustrations used
to promote SMI. Right on the cover of the DEIS is a house with a well-manicured lawn going
right to the lakefront, where a well-constructed retaining wall is protecting the shoreline from
erosion. Look at the water quality and aesthetics this photo reveals. Under SMI, this setting
will no longer occur. Also, on page X-51, is a hand-drawn illustration of a lawn maintained all
the way to the lakefront. The very tools used to promote SMI are what the program will do
away with. These hypocrisies make me question the intent of the SMI program.

Comment by: Philip Kirkham

Response: Well-manicured lawns that extend to the lakefront and well-constructed retaining walls

would be a part of the landscape under any of the alternatives. Mowing and other vegetation mainte-

nance practices on flowage easement shoreland or other privately owned property do not require TVA
approval. The SMZ would not be required on privately owned land or where established lawns existed
prior to the effective date of a new shoreline management policy. Existing shoreline structures (docks,
retaining walls, etc.) that have been permitted by TVA would be automatically grandfathered. Further
information about grandfathering can be found in Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

141

Comment: TVA’s wasteful spending on SMI supports the movement in Congress to sell
TVA and warrants further congressional investigation.

Comment by: 5 survey comments
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Comment: This is a good study, but the draft statement was too expensive. In fact, many
final reports do not cost this much. The idea is substance, not form. For example, paper
could have been saved by using a more succinct graphic design. Also, draft documents do
not have four-color separations and enamel stock covers. This type of issue is one of the
reasons TVA has a reputation for bad management and waste of funds.

Comment by: Theodore S. Maloney, 3 survey comments

Comment: For what this DEIS has cost, TVA could have processed 5,000 26a permits.

Comment by: Ronald Walker (Oak Cove Shore Homeowners Association)

Comment: Does TVA have so much money that this is all they have to do with it? Why not
put it into research that will help the property owners, not restrict them with more govern-
ment?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA had to cut back on spending and close some of its recreational facilities.
So, where is the money coming from for all of this research and these publications?

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN)

Comment: [ am concerned about the amount of money that is being spent on this initiative.
I do not understand how TVA is spending this money. The money spent could have been
used to make a lot of improvements along the shoreline. This is an inefficient waste of tax
dollars.

Comment by: Dennis Thacker, James A. McIntosh, Rex Dove, Sid Nelson

Comment: If TVA would have diverted the half million dollars or more spent on this farce of
a study, think what could have been done with that money on our public lands. But that
would not have justified your existence, would it? This is what government is about—
frivolous expenditures that never achieve anything.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA has already frivolously wasted too much of the taxpayers’ money on SM|
and the DEIS and should abandon the project immediately. Use the money saved to clean
up the water, protect wetlands, collect trash and debris, control erosion and pollution,
develop more recreational facilities, add more enforcement, reduce TVA’s debt, and pursue
other activities that will benefit the public.

Comment by: Paul Spandikow, Clyde L. Wells, John E. Greene, Sr., Mrs. John E. Greene, Sr., Ruth Davis,

1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 40 survey comments

Comment: TVA tells us they cannot afford enough wildlife people to patrol our lakes and
shorelines for the ski-doos, wild skiers, and drunken parties, but they can spend millions to
produce a program to rip us off and drive us from our homes.

Comment by: J. E. Hatton, Jewel B. Hatton

Comment: | strongly feel that all of this paperwork, the manpower involved to produce it,
the expense of printing it, and the priority mailing is a very big dollar expense, which could
have been used in spraying all of the weeds which have taken over the water. This has hurt
the economy of our area very much.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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151 Comment: The money spent on the documentation you handed out at the meetings would
solve a lot of erosion problems if some of it were directed towards that end. The refresh-
ments were nice but not necessary, unless they were donated. | think if you spent money on
them, this falls in the same category as documentation. Yes, of course, | ate some of them
and enjoyed them but do not think they are necessatry.

Comment by: Keith Dicken

152 Comment: After reading the material and proposed alternatives you sent us—having no
regard for the cost of printing and publishing all this literature and the impact on the environ-
ment for the cutting of trees and manufacturing of paper which contributes to the pollution
and soil erosion of such material—in no way could you ever convince us to accept any new
alternative, especially Alternatives C1, C2, and D. What you have spent on this literature
and proposals would have gone a long way toward the cleanup of our environment,

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Various laws require federal agencies to assess the potential impacts of their proposals.
Under the NEPA process, an EIS must be prepared and provided to the public for comment. SMI will
improve the management of the 10,995 miles of shoreline, and the analyses performed in this study

will help TVA conduct better 26a reviews. Funding for the SMI EIS will end toward the end of 1998.

153 Comment: The preposterous SMI prepared by the TVA bureaucracy represents just plain
socialism.

Comment by: John A. Ewing, Frances B. Ewing

154 Comment: The general proposal is so blatantly socialistic that it would be worthy of FDR’s
Vice President Wallace.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

155 Comment: Alternative is just another word for communism, which was outlawed in the
United States.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Response: Comments noted.
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Chapter 2 — Public Involvement Process and

Environmental Review

Public Involvement

Comments on SMI’s public involvement efforts included issues such as:

156

157

158

How the SMI meetings were publicized

Who received a copy of the DEIS

Benefits of public input and public meetings

How public comments are considered and used by TVA

Need to collect and consider input from all stakeholders

How the final decision will be made/who influences that decision
Suggestions for improving public involvement efforts

The Gallup Poll and other surveys

Public Involvement Questionnaire

Cost of conducting surveys, printing the DEIS, and using priority mail

Comment: SMI was not adequately publicized, and public meetings were not sufficiently
advertised. TVA should have used the radio, TV, and newspapers more extensively to better
communicate the purpose and intent of SMI and to give people sufficient advance notice of the
dates, times, and locations of the public meetings. Some of us heard about the meetings from
friends, while others learned of them from rumors or petitions that were circulating. Many of us
did not even know about the meetings until they were over. Better publicity would have enabled
more people with interest in the lakes and shoreline to attend the meetings and receive this
valuable information; as a result, people might have been more receptive to SMI.

Comment by: Andy Lee, Dave Cooper, B. David Mumpower, Donald L. Janeway, Edwin E. Howard,
Patricia Howard, Glenn James, James Thagard, John W. Musser, John Sapper, Keith Warren, Louise Jarvis
(Hart Realty, Inc.), Ronald Poe, Tommy Haun (Tennessee State Senate), Thomas Cole, Van Hilleary
(United States House of Representatives), Wayne Williams, Loretta Carpenter, Sylvia Adams, Ken Cole,
Ottolene Browning, Virginia Browning Eslinger, William C. Noell, Jr., Jerry Wyatt, Mrs. Jerry Wyatt, Art
Hamman, 1 evaluation form comment (Blountville, TN), 2 evaluation form comments (Harriman, TN), 3
evaluation form comments (Harrison, TN), 19 survey comments

Comment: Property owners were not made aware of SMI, and many of us do not know what
TVA wants to do. The public meetings were not adequately publicized, and many landowners
did not find out about the meetings until the last minute, if at all. Consequently, some of us
believe TVA is trying to push SMI through without properly informing those who are affected the
most—the lakefront property owners. When additional information about SMI becomes avail-
able, TVA should contact every property owner by mail or with a personal visit.

Comment by: Betty Jansen (Lakeview Mobile Home and RV Park), Edwin E. Howard, Pete Williams,
Victor Hart, 1 unidentified speaker comment (Harrison, TN public meeting), 1 evaluation form comment
(Harriman, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 7 survey comments

Comment: TVA needs to better inform the conservationists, hunters, fishermen, and
boaters about SMI. We have an important stake in any SMI decision affecting our lakes and
shoreline; yet, many of us missed the public meetings because they were not well publicized.
TVA needs to make much more of an effort to get any additional information about SMI or
future meetings out to the public.

Comment by: Catherine Murray (Sierra Club, State of Franklin Group), Kenneth E. Johnson, Jr., Earl F.
Calfee, lll, 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 1 survey comment
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159 Comment: How did TVA identify individuals to participate in both the 1994 and 1996
meetings?

Comment by: Van Hilleary (United States House of Representatives)

160 Comment: We did not receive a DEIS.

Comment by: Catherine Murray (Sierra Club, State of Franklin Group), 1 survey comment

Response: TVA realizes that citizen input is valuable in developing a plan for managing residential
shoreline development, and it used several means to inform the public of SMI's intent, progress, and
meetings. Information on early SMI plans and notice of the 1994 scoping meetings were sent to
everyone who applied for a 26a permit since 1992; to marinas, campgrounds, and other lakeside
businesses; to local and state officials; to conservation and environmental groups; to community
leaders; to chambers of commerce; and to other local and regional organizations. TVA's Land Man-
agement Offices and other TVA organizations were asked to provide names of customers who might
have an interest in SMI, and notice of public meetings were sent to these as well. The 1994 meetings
were extensively advertised in newspapers and on the radio, and notices were posted at marinas,
campgrounds, and public bulletin boards.

TVA has since compiled a data base containing over 8,000 names and addresses of everyone who
has participated in SMI since its inception, including all attendees at the 1994 public scoping meet-
ings and others who provided comments in 1994 by writing letters, calling 1-800-TVA-LAND, or
returning SMI booklet forms. Information on the DEIS and a schedule of the 1996 meetings were
mailed to everyone listed in this data base as of June 1996. The 1996 public meetings were also
extensively advertised, and the 1-800-TVA-LAND number was publicized for citizens to call for a
schedule of meetings.

SMI news releases and schedules of public meetings were also sent to newspapers and to radio and
television stations throughout the Tennessee Valley. Some media chose to run these releases; others did
not. The only guaranteed way to get information into a newspaper or on radio or television is to purchase
advertising. Since participants in the 1994 SMI scoping meetings indicated that most had received
information from newspapers or by word of mouth, SMI purchased advertising in newspapers in counties
where TVA reservoirs are located and in adjacent counties. No radio or television advertising was
purchased, but SMI notices and schedules were provided to stations throughout the Tennessee Valley,
and interviews with SMI team leaders were offered. Many stations aired this information.

All news releases and other articles, such as TVA River Neighbors, advertised the 1-800-TVA-LAND
telephone number for citizens to call for more information. TVA also provided information on SMI
meetings to marinas, campgrounds, community leaders, chambers of commerce, and other local and
regional organizations.

These efforts were successful. Over 2,700 citizens attended the 1996 public meetings, with 460 persons
speaking. In addition, about 1,500 groups or individuals provided comments by writing letters and
completing questionnaires. Comments were received from lakefront property owners, recreational lake
users, and other interested parties from 40 states within the United States and several foreign countries.
TVA attempted to mail a DEIS to everyone who requested it.

161 Comment: TVA did not correctly handle the package to the public. The newspaper articles
were all negative. SMI should have been in papers months before the public received copies
of the DEIS. SMI should have been presented as a conservation idea—featuring good
stewardship of the water and land and preservation of wildlife that will ensure a heritage for
future generations. SMI should not have been presented as fees and charges.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Response: The SMI information provided by TVA concisely and accurately characterized all ele-
ments of TVA's initial SMI proposal. Some media reports chose to emphasize certain elements—
such as fees—over other elements. TVA agrees that SMI’s primary objective is to foster better land
stewardship and not to generate fees. TVA has withdrawn the fee proposals, thus allowing more
focus on the primary SMI objectives.

162 Comment: Public meeting notices did not give the meeting times.
Comment by: James A. Mcintosh
Response: In one of the several SMI mailings, the meeting time was inadvertently omitted. Once
this omission was discovered, TVA mailed postcards to those on the mailing list, providing the meet-
ing time. Moreover, the 1-800-TVA-LAND number was included in the information package to call for

additional information. Some called this number to obtain the meeting time, and others called the
facility where the meeting was located.

163 Comment: Public records, such as tax records, voter registrations, construction permits,
and boater registrations should have been used to identify people to notify about SMI and
the public meetings.

Comment by: Andy Lee, Glenn James, John Sapper, Thomas Cole, Wayne Williams, 7 survey comments

Response: Public records, including county tax records, were investigated. Many county records do
not segregate lakefront property owners from other property owners. Voter registrations are volumi-
nous and do not indicate owners of lakefront property. When Tennessee state records were checked
and used for a previous mailing, over 20 percent were returned due to old or insufficient addresses.
Boater registrations were checked as well, but these registrations include boaters on every lake, river,
and stream and are quite extensive. There is no way to determine if the boater uses a TVA lake, and
many of the records are out of date.

164 Comment: [ was well informed of SMI public meetings.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN)

165 Comment: TVAdid a good job of circulating SMI information to a broad audience.

Comment by: 7 survey comments

166 Comment: Please continue the good that is being done in informing landowners and water
users of TVA'’s concern with our environment.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

167 Comment: Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts with TVA.

Commentby: 2 survey comments

Response: Comments noted.

168 Comment: Gather public input on these decisions.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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169 Comment: Itis appropriate for TVA to seek public input prior to finalizing reservoir plans.

Comment by: Justin P. Wilson (Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation)

170 Comment: We love Guntersville and want to have a decision in how it is developed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

171 Comment: TVA s a public agency with government employees who work for the public, and
we are discussing lands that were originally purchased with taxpayers’ money for public use
and recreation. These lands belong to the public, with the exception of those lands privately
held. It is only fitting that any TVA actions be open to public input, scrutiny, and direction.

Comment by: Rebecca K. Falkenberry (The University of Alabama, Birmingham; The City of Birmingham)

172 Comment: TVA has lost the trust of the area people. TVA must be completely open in
decisions if trust is ever to be restored. Begin by honestly listening and adapting the alterna-
tives.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA values public comments. In response to public comments, TVA has developed a
Blended Alternative. For more information, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS. As individual reservoir
plans are developed, additional input will be solicited from the public.

173 Comment: Does TVA ask us if they can release land for commercial development? No.
They built a sewage plant on Sunset Drive in Guntersville. It has a beautiful view-right next
to $300,000 homes. They built a waterfront lounge in downtown Guntersville, a cement
plant, and a brand new fire department.

Commenthby: Jerrie Ann Weaver

174 Comment: In Claysville TVA donated the land for 54 homes and townhouses and then
campgrounds. TVA gets into anything to donate land for industrial development. Then when
it comes to private property, TVA becomes protective of the aquatic habitat or wildlife. The
same standards should apply to industrial and residential.

Comment by: Jerrie Ann Weaver

Response: TVA's efforts to involve the public have evolved over the years and are becoming more
extensive. Since 1979 when TVA initiated its Reservoir Lands Planning Process, the public has been
invited to comment on the general land use plan for the lakes. Specific individual projects, including
industrial development projects, are reviewed under NEPA, and public input is sought when appropri-
ate. Land use decisions are made at TVA Board meetings which are open to the public.

175 Comment: Are public meetings required by law?

Comment by: Wayne Burge

Response: There is no legal requirement for public meetings. However, there is a requirement that
agencies make diligent efforts to involve the public in their NEPA activities. Even if public meetings
are not held, the public must be given an opportunity to comment on an EIS. Agencies generally
provide public meetings in conjunction with NEPA actions as an opportunity to provide additional
dialogue with the public affected by agency actions.
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Comment: We commend TVA for its efforts in diligently seeking public input on the DEIS
before implementing a shoreline management policy. The public meetings were well orga-
nized, informative, and conducted in a very professional manner. TVA personnel were
courteous, helpful, patient, and interested in public opinion. We appreciate the opportunity
to comment and have our questions answered. Please continue to communicate with the
public and encourage participation in the SMI decision-making process.

Comment by: Barbara Price (Friends of the Tennessee River), George J. Jeram, Liane B. Russell
(Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning), Rebecca K. Falkenberry (The University of Alabama,
Birmingham; The City of Birmingham), Tom Chase (Wyconda Bay Marine Association), Randy Wetzel, Tim
Meyer, Leroy S. Heston, Louis F. Allen, Harry Miles, Mary S. Uziel, Mayo Uziel, Richard A. Parrish
(Southern Environmental Law Center), Keith Dicken, Jim del Toro, Maureen Cunningham, Paul Loiseau,
Robin Loiseau, Maria Blair (Chattanooga Chapter, Tennessee Ornithological Society), 1 evaluation form
comment (Memphis, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Nashville, TN), 47 survey comments

Comment: TVA personnel are polite, cooperative, and fair. Our experiences with TVA have
been pleasant.

Comment by: James M. Talley, Mrs. James M. Talley, Darlene A. Leland

Comment: All TVA employees with whom | have had discussions have been exceptional.
Thank you for the opportunity to give my opinion.

Comment by: Thomas H. Ellington

Comment: We appreciate the opportunity TVA is giving people to make comments. We
believe that TVA will make a good decision based on citizen input.

Commentby: Joe Vallely (United States Representative Bud Cramer’s Office), 1 survey comment

Comment: | would like to commend TVA staff for the very fine work they put forth in making
such an efficient and understandable presentation for public review. | really appreciate it and
the opportunity to have a say in the matter.

Comment by: Gloria Reagon Price

Comment: [ thank TVA for taking the initiative with these meetings. There seems to be
much frustration in today’s society that individual citizens do not get a say in decisions that
affect our country. The public meetings gave me the impression that what | had to say was
important and was going to be considered.

Comment by: Earl F. Calfee, lll

Comment: [ hope that TVA continues to protect our greatest natural resource and the gifts
God has given us. Thank you for this chance to participate. | now have greater insight as to
what TVA faces in the future.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: TVA did an excellent job in conducting the public meeting. The comments were

very helpful to me in understanding the thrust of this endeavor. Thank you for the opportu-
nity to express these opinions on behalf of my family.

Commentby: T. Jeff Browning, Jeanie Browning

Comment: Thank you for having this meeting. The program was informative, especially the
rumor control at the beginning of the session.

Comment by: Gregory E. Huber
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Comment: Thanks for your time and cooperation. | would like to apologize in some capac-
ity for the ill-mannered persons at the public meeting. To a certain extent it did get out of
control, but TVA representatives held their own and presented their side in a very informative
manner.

Comment by: R. Daniel Bracken, Il

Comment: TVA s to be congratulated for diligently seeking public input. We also appreci-
ate TVA’s current custodianship of about 80 percent of the 11,000 shoreline miles in an
unspoiled state. This shoreline is a national resource. Without this custodianship, the
lakeshores would soon become degraded.

Comment by: Karen Peterson (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning)

Comment: | would like to commend TVA on their efforts to bring this issue to the public
through the NEPA process and their apparent commitment to keep the public informed as a
stakeholder in future efforts to properly manage our shoreline resources.

Comment by: Eric T. Newberry, Jr., P. E. (Tennessee Bass Federation)

Comment: Thanks for listening. A big piece of our future lifestyle is apparently in TVA’s
hands. Please be careful, thoughtful, and continue to listen to TVA'’s property-owner neigh-
bors.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the alternatives presented in the
SMI DEIS. | hope that the comments TVA has received are more useful than those | heard
from some political candidates, most of which indicate to me that the person has not even
seen, much less read, the document.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Although | am critical of the DEIS, | do applaud TVA'’s attempt to share informa-
tion via the mail, phone line, and public meetings.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: During the early years TVA worked very hard to improve the lot of the Tennes-
see Valley inhabitants. Those efforts were largely successful. The situation now is very
different, and the TVA has become as unresponsive as large corporations and government
entities. The SMI effort is the first | have seen to change that, and | hope the response will
be encouraging.

Comment by: Harry Miles

Comment: Despite our occasional past disagreements with TVA, and despite the fact that
we oppose TVA’s preferred alternative for shoreline management, we would like to commend
the agency for the highly professional manner in which the SMI DEIS was prepared and for
the almost unbelievable amount of opportunities for public involvement. These opportunities
included a very large number of scoping meetings held all over the Valley, the aesthetic
resources survey, and finally the numerous public meetings and other opportunities (ques-
tionnaire, toll-free number, etc.) provided to elicit comments on the DEIS.

Comment by: Liane B. Russell (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning)
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Comment: | would like to give the TVA credit by saying that through all the public meetings
the TVA officials conducted themselves in a very, very professional manner. They withheld

their comments when | am sure they wanted to express their opinion on some of the things

that were being said to them and about them.

Comment by: Jimmy Wilkey (Rhea County Court Clerk)

Response: Comments noted. Public involvement will not end with the FEIS. TVA will continue to
work closely with citizens.

194

Comment: The public meetings were poorly conducted and did not facilitate a healthy
exchange of information.

Comment by: 2 evaluation form comments (Harrison, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Murphy, NC), 1
survey comment

Response: TVArecognizes that one type of meeting format does not meet everyone’s preference or
every situation. However, SMI used several different methods for collecting citizen input and exchang-
ing information: facilitated small groups, formal meetings, questionnaires, letters, and one-on-one
discussions with TVA staff.

195

196

197

198

199

Comment: Does the public really have a say in SMI issues, or is TVA going to force its
decisions on us regardless of who is hurt? TVA has given us opportunity to express our
concerns, but are we really being heard?

Comment by: John McBride, 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN), 1 evaluation form comment

(Harrison, TN), 1 survey comment

Comment: The homeowners are quite willing to work with TVA to reach a long-term plan for
shoreline control, but the perception is that TVA is not willing to listen to other approaches.

Comment by: Dale Hedges

Comment: TVA says it is interested in what we say as property owners, although | doubt
that anything we say will make any difference. One page of the DEIS said TVA was inter-
ested in what we had to say; then another page said TVA would not necessatrily listen to
public opinion.

Comment by: Ruth Davis

Comment: TVA does not listen to citizens or consider their input when making decisions.

Comment by: Dana Baker, Paul Keller, Carroll Johnson, Mary Lee Crews, 1 unidentified speaker
comment (Guntersville, AL public meeting), 5 survey comments

Comment: [t was implied that during the project’s scoping phase, the general public com-
mented that TVA needed to address shoreline development. As a result, TVA proposed the
DEIS. Ifind it hard to believe that TVA received so much public support to conduct this SMI,
when at the public meetings it was so overwhelmingly rejected. | question TVA'’s sincerity
and underlying intent.

Commentby: David Hollenbeck
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Comment: TVA needs to really listen to the public, instead of doing what TVA thinks is
proper. Having personally attended the public scoping meeting, | was amazed with what
TVA heard versus what | saw and heard. | heard “too much TVA regulation,” but TVA heard
“not enough.” | suspect the DEIS will yield the same result.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: At TVA's first meetings TVA'’s staff received the wrong message out of individual
group meetings. The public does not want more TVA support or rules and regulations.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Why bother? These meetings are held not to collect ideas, but because the law
requires it. TVA did not listen to the first round of comments, and | have no confidence they
will do so this time.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN)

Comment: Concern for the possibility of adverse impacts on the environment was evidently
voiced to TVA during compilation of public responses for the first go-round in 1994. Section
1.8 clearly defines the negative impacts upon (1) shoreline vegetation, (2) wildlife,

(3) endangered and threatened species, (4) soils, (5) wetlands, (6) floodplains, (7) aquatic
habitat, (8) water quality, (9) aesthetic resources, (10) cultural resources, and (11) naviga-
tion. | concluded from these concerns that the public did not favor the project. Yet TVA has
still pursued the issue of development of the shoreline. In whose interests—TVA’s or the
public’'s? Could it be that TVA is fixed in its notions of going ahead with the SMI project and
proposes to influence the public in some way? | really cannot understand TVA'’s determina-
tion to go ahead when all of the factors are against it.

Comment by: Gloria Reagon Price

Comment: TVA presented the proposals they are implementing or planning to implement
two years ago. It seems that if even one person commented in favor of TVA'’s plans, it was
regarded as public endorsement. TVA has used what they wanted to hear to develop a
management plan which had been determined before the public comment phase began.

Comment by: Dale Hedges, John W. Musser

Comment: If TVA holds any more public meetings to ask people for comments, someone
from TVA should speak for three minutes following each audience speaker. That would
mean the meetings would last longer, but sometimes people were asking questions or
misstating the DEIS and no one from TVA answered or corrected them. It seemed TVA was
just going through the motions to be able to say they had a public meeting. Is that the case?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: This public meeting is nothing more than a shell. TVA's track record has led me
to believe that more fees and less government is not going to happen. In making a decision,
TVA looks at its legal obligations and the compatibility of its objectives with other agencies.
Public comments are at the very bottom of the list.

Comment by: Roger Brown
Comment: The people have said we want to keep the shoreline natural, undeveloped, and

available to the public. After all this input over the past three years and the Gallup study, the
issues always seem to be decided by corporate managers and policy makers who have a
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different agenda and are unable to act on the input. So when will TVA listen? Credibility is
wearing thin. | appreciate all the work and the cooperation of the team members. | also
appreciate the fact that TVA is one of the few federal agencies to even ask for the opinion of
the people. But if TVA would be credible, and not have these efforts judged as pure window-
dressing, we must see some of the ideas reflected in action.

Comment by: Dolores Howard

Comment: So far | have encountered virtually total opposition to the SMI, yet TVA seems to
totally disregard this and persist in trying to ram it down our throat.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: “Nothing is written in stone,” “We do listen to public opinion,” we were told at the
meeting at Roane State Community College. The public is now waiting to see if that is true.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ hope the data from the public will be carefully analyzed and the resuilts will
become the foundation of TVA’s plan. | would hate to think that the plan is already cast in
bronze and all this effort is only an attempt to appease the masses.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA stated that the DEIS is not a done deal. Does that apply to the
grandfathering clause also?

Comment by: Wayne Burge

Comment: How comfortable are we in letting TVA implement these policies and decide how
much should be done? There is a natural bias built in, as to whether a particular policy
should be implemented or not. | am not sure that | would rely on TVA to overcome the
natural tendency to build up their own activities.

Comment by: John Shacter

Comment: TVA claims it is getting input on shoreline management from the residents; yet,
TVA is furthering its own very focused agenda by ignoring major issues brought up by the
property owners.

Comment by: Alan L. Compton

Comment: Contrary to what TVA claims, it seems they have already made a decision to
adopt and implement their preferred Alternative C1, without adequately polling the public
and without considering public opinion. The scoping process, the Gallup poll, the definition
of issues, and the questionnaire were structured to support Alternative C1. The public
meetings were held just so TVA could say that the public was informed and part of the
decision-making process. The DEIS was just a formality and is nothing but an advocacy
document espousing TVA’s agenda;, the Lakescape Homeowners Guide’s “Buffers are Best”
is also a blatant attempt to sell Alternative C1. It is disconcerting to provide comments on
these issues and then see TVA’s conclusions reported in print.

Comment by: Earl Shirley, Edwin E. Howard, Patricia Howard, James E. Sherrill, John W. Musser, Judy
Fletcher, Anthony J. Kaufmann (Cherokee Lake Users Association), 1 anonymous letter comment, 1
evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Farragut, TN), 1 evaluation form
comment (Guntersville, AL), 2 evaluation form comments (Harriman, TN), 1 evaluation form comment
(Memphis, TN), 48 survey comments
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Comment: TVA is in danger of repeating the same mistake it made in its last initiative (i.e.,
lake level study). If Alternative C1 is the final choice, many people, including some TVA
employees, will feel this was another costly, lengthy smoke job to allow TVA to do exactly
what it had planned to do all along.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Although | have a great concern for many of the issues, it may not be for the
same reason as TVA’s. Since the public meeting, | have a better understanding, and | am
against Alternative C1. TVA claims these issues were formulated by talking to 2,000 home-
owners (50 percent of those interviewed) and 38 percent others—government agencies,
business, etc. | cannot believe that the majority of the homeowners were in favor of your
proposal. Therefore, | have to conclude TVA listened and then did what they wanted.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA’s presentation contradicted the wording in the draft, and their credibility is
questionable. Many left the meeting believing that TVA had already made the decision to
adopt Alternative C1 and was practicing it and that the public meetings were a pretense to
make them think TVA was considering public input.

Comment by: Donald L. Janeway

Comment: TVA’s presentation would have been good, if | were of a compromising nature,
even a bit nostalgic. It has been a very long time since those days on the Cumberland River,
but as | sit here | wonder how much more has really been compromised since that time.
Compromising is a drug, after a while it is your own soul that becomes endangered.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: |t seems that TVA has chosen to ignore the many recommendations and
concerns about the impacts of additional shoreline development.

Comment by: William G. Minser

Comment: It appears that TVA has already determined that residential shoreline develop-
ment is bad and should be restricted or curtailed in the future. This is inexcusable in an EIS,
which should be an honest statement of projected effect.

Comment by: 3 survey comments

Comment: When TVA wrote the DEIS, it appears they did not listen to the majority of
people.

Comment by: H. E. Bittle (Tennessee State Representative)

Comment: After studying the DEIS, we feel that an extreme environmentalist approach has
been taken by TVA. The DEIS is not as objective as it should be, and input appears to have
been skewed in favor of environmental groups. For example, the issues presented in the
DEIS and the statements surrounding them are very much biased toward a very restricted
use of the shoreline.

Comment by: W. L. Panter, 6 survey comments

Comment: The issues and alternatives are not stated objectively in the DEIS. They are
carefully worded, based on flawed assumptions, and not straightforward in how they are
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presented. People need to take time to read the document and compare what it says with
the displays at the public meetings. You can definitely tell where TVA is headed.

Comment by: Earl Shirley, 4 survey comments

Response: TVA has primarily approached shoreline development on a case-by-case basis in the
past. SMl is an effort to determine if some other approach might be better. TVA initiated the scoping
process in 1994, after determining there was a need to assess the cumulative impact of residential
shoreline development. Scoping was used to determine the issues to be addressed and the range of
alternatives to be analyzed. The scoping summary in Section 1.7 shows the diversity of opinions
received. During the scoping period, no proposals were presented, and no alternatives had been
defined.

In developing this EIS, TVA has conscientiously attempted to follow NEPA procedures which, if
properly adhered to, are inherently impartial. The range of alternatives which was developed encom-
passed both less stringent and more stringent residential shoreline development policies than are
now being implemented. TVA believes that its alternatives and analysis are reasonable, given the
written and oral comments received. TVA also used an interdisciplinary team of resource and policy
specialists to ensure objectivity was maintained throughout the process.

TVA did choose to publish Alternative C1 as the preferred alternative in the DEIS, because TVA is
required to reveal its preferences. However, in response to public comments, including those that
came from surveys and public meetings, the FEIS now identifies a Blended Alternative as the policy
option that TVA staff proposes to recommend to the TVA Board. The FEIS includes numerous other
changes and modifications, including TVA's commitment to grandfathering. This shows that TVA did
not have its mind made up at the beginning of the process, and the proposals were not “cast in stone”
at the DEIS stage. TVA cannot make a decision until all substantive public comments are reviewed
and analyzed and responded to in the FEIS. The TVA Board will make the final decision about which
policy will be implemented. TVA must document this decision in a Record of Decision.

Agencies are to make diligent efforts to involve the public and to address public concerns during the
NEPA process, but public involvement in the process is not an “election” to select the most popular
option. Ultimately, TVA must make decisions consistent with statutory mandates and a broad spec-
trum of public interests. All substantive public comments have been considered, as indicated in this
volume.

224 Comment: How many more non-Power TVA employees will be hired to implement, regulate,
and enforce each alternative? Or have they already been hired to implement Alternative
Cc1?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

225 Comment: It appears that TVA has already made its decision with the completion of the
DEIS because (1) TVA has already started implementing Alternative C1 by posting TVA
property; (2) the DEIS is attempting to direct people towards TVA’s preferred alternative; (3)
the DEIS has already been sent to Washington for review; (4) TVA is already charging some
people a $1,000 fee; and (5) TVA is telling people they cannot have enclosed boat docks or
to wait until the Board makes a decision on SMI before applying for a permit.

Comment by: Allen Gezelman, Bob Orrell, Dale Hedges, David McKelvey (Freeman Acres, Inc.), Donald

L. Janeway, Earl Shirley, Edwin E. Howard, Patricia Howard, Glenn Smith (Smoot Homeowners Association),
John Croes (Timberlake Estates Homeowmers Association), John Rast, Sue Vaughn, Tony Boyles (Freeman
Acres, Inc.), Troy Crowder, 1 survey comment
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Response: No permanent employees have been hired by TVA to implement SMI. SMI staff has
actually been reduced, and TVA does not anticipate additional employees to implement SMI in the
future.

The commenters may be confusing some elements of the proposed action with a continuation of
existing management activities. TVA traditionally has used a case-by-case approach when consider-
ing Section 26a approvals and land use approvals. As a result of individual NEPA reviews on specific
projects, certain requirements for vegetation management, community dock facilities, or other specific
requirements have been implemented because existing permitting guidelines or site conditions
warranted this.

TVA has reviewed its text and attempted to make the analysis of all alternatives as objective as
possible. However, TVA s allowed to and does have a proposal or objective it wants to achieve. The
purpose of the NEPA process is to test this objective.

The DEIS was sent to addresses in Washington, DC, as well as other addresses throughout the U.S.,
as indicated in Section 5.3. EISs are sent to anyone requesting them, regardless of address. If there
is intense interest, TVA may provide briefings on the findings of a NEPA document to congressional
staff. In addition, all EISs are sent to EPA for publication of a Notice of Availability and review, pursu-
ant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

TVA s charging fees for processing Section 26a and land use requests under existing authorities.
However, the fees proposed in the SMI DEIS have been withdrawn.

A Blended Alternative has been crafted which merges various components of the original six alterna-
tives. The Blended Alternative responds to citizen concerns about specific standards, addresses
resource conservation, and fulfills public land use needs.

Side panels are allowed under both TVA's existing practices and the proposed Blended Alternative,
and TVA continues to consider permits for this type of structure. Some individual developments, such
as Cooper Communities on Tellico Reservoir, do not allow side panels.

TVA cannot make a decision on a new residential shoreline development policy until after it publishes
its final EIS. This decision will be documented by a Record of Decision, as required by applicable
NEPA regulations.

226 Comment: Itis odd that so many early public speakers from the audience were environ-
mentalists. Did TVA sponsor their comments?

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN)

227 Comment: TVA biased this meeting by letting Earth First and other (TVA) sympathetic
people voice their opinion first and film it.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN)

228 Comment: Having been involved from the beginning, | believe it is obvious that TVA already
had the answers and developed data to support what it wanted to do. TVA has used the
approach in the public meetings of getting one to several people to agree with everything
that it wants to do or has already done.

Commentby: 1 survey comment
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Comment: At the public meeting, the crowd was told that no decisions had been made and
no minds were made up. The crowd booed and hooted, because TVA’s own literature
contradicts this. There is no provision for “none of the above.” It was obvious that people
had been planted to speak on behalf of SMI. Some admitted it.

Commentby: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA encourages all interested parties to participate in SMI; however, it has not planted
supporters at public meetings.

230
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236

Comment: SMI public comments primarily reflect concerns of special interest groups, such
as property owners or recreational users of TVA lakes. Comments should be solicited and
considered from all population segments throughout the United States.

Comment by: Barbara H. Warner, Michael A. McMahan

Comment: It seems that TVA is only interested in hearing the ideas of lakefront property
owners and lake users. The majority of taxpayers who paid for the land and lakes are not
being heard, and they may have a view on what should be done. Public meetings will not
reach these people; so TVA should consider sending them a questionnaire that can be
returned.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: | have serious objections to making important decisions that affect many people
based on the responses of a few. There are, according to TVA’s SMI study, 3.1 million
people within the entire nine-state area to be affected, of which 137,000 live on the lakefront
or backlots. This small representation of the people is certainly not fair to the majority. | find
this basis for decision questionable.

Comment by: Gloria Reagon Price

Comment: If funding initiatives are necessary, and it can be guaranteed that what is levied
will be reinvested in a shoreline management initiative, then TVA should proceed to better
define how all users will participate in the plan.

Comment by: Keith Dicken

Comment: In general, | think it likely that people who attended and spoke at public meet-
ings are those who are confused with aspects of the DEIS or angered by the preferred
proposal and/or the potential charges to fund activities. In short, TVA should try to listen to
all respondents, not just the most vocal.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: Participation in the 1994 and 1996 public scoping efforts was not representative
of those who should have been involved.

Comment by: Donald L. Janeway, Tommy Haun (Tennessee State Senate)
Comment: SMI did not consider the opinions of those having the most interest in future

shoreline development, such as property owners, recreational users, industry, municipalities,
etc.

Comment by: Johnny L. Boyles
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237 Comment: Including surrounding county, town, and state officials, business leaders,
environmental groups, etc., in your information dispersal and decision-making process is
important. We can all work hard to have a beautiful shoreline proposal, but if the surround-
ing land does not mesh with it, all our effort will be in vain.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

238 Comment: Although public hearings are a good way for individuals of the public to give their
views, hearings tend to present mostly the extreme views and are therefore biased. An
accurate poll of the general public should be taken and used in crafting a policy. Lake lot
owners are dominating the audiences of the hearings on shoreline development, even
though they probably represent less than 1 percent of the public. Considering that TVA lakes
and shoreline are a public resource, belonging to 100 percent of the people, it would not be
proper for the tiny minority to dictate policy for the majority.

Comment by: William G. Minser

Response: SMI has made and will continue to make every attempt to inform all citizens of its intent
and progress and to get as many interested parties involved as possible. SMI used several methods
to obtain public input. Because of its limited resources, SMI meetings were concentrated in the
Tennessee Valley region. However, comments were invited from all citizens; SMI was advertised in
the Federal Register and through other media across the country. Individuals or groups from 40
states and from other countries, including Germany and Saudi Arabia, have requested information
about SMI. The total attendance at the 13 scoping meetings held in 1994 was 1,251. An additional
752 individuals or groups responded to SMI’s initial scoping by other means, and a total of 7,900
comments were received. SMI also used and relied upon a Gallup public opinion poll. These com-
ments from multiple sources were used to craft the six alternatives presented in the DEIS. Over 2,700
citizens attended the 1996 public meetings, with 460 persons speaking. An additional 1,500 individu-
als or groups responded by letters, questionnaires, and other means. A total of approximately 9,500
comments were received and instrumental in developing the Blended Alternative and in preparing the
FEIS.

239 Comment: There seems to be an impression that this is a lakefront property owners versus
recreational users issue.

Comment by: Luci Bell

240 Comment: Local property owners and recreation enthusiasts should set shoreline policy
and develop rules and regulations on an equal basis with TVA.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

241 Comment: The casual users of the lakes or nonusers should not be allowed to overinflu-
ence TVA as it attempts to establish new restrictions and procedures that affect the people
who really love and use the reservoirs and shoreline. Lakefront property owners and boat
owners who use the lakes more than 20 times per year are by far the most interested in our
lakes and shoreline and should have a greater say in how they are managed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

242 Comment: Since lakefront property owners do more to protect the shoreline and will suffer
the most impact from a change to Alternative C1, TVA should give more weight to their
comments about shoreline development and any associated policies TVA is considering.

Comment by: James Vornhoft, Robert Thomas (Cove Norris Subdivision), Sid Nelson, 3 survey com-
ments
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Comment: Any programs such as these should be either proposed by TVA and enacted
voluntarily by landowners or be voted on by landowners. Landowners should have a voice
along with TVA, since user comments and input could adversely affect landowner options.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: A lot of time has been expended to develop this plan. | have lived on the lake for
20 years and have not once been contacted about any survey or questionnaire. | believe
your research was not thorough enough in the areas having to do with the lake environment.
Only those living with it on a daily basis can provide that information.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: | read in the paper that TVA holds these meetings to get input from the people
around the lake and that TVA is very concerned that the people coming to these meetings
were property owners. They said there were not enough hunters and fishermen at the
meetings. TVA stole the land from these people, and now TVA wants hunters and fishermen
to come and tell TVA what lakefront property owners can do in their backyard.

Comment by: Paul Keller

Comment: TVA has spent a lot of money on a major study, but few landowners or taxpayers
(if any) were included in the initial data.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: How do we learn from other federal and state agencies and utilities that manage
lakes? TVA could perhaps learn a great lesson by really listening to the masses of people
that are affected by its actions. One speaker stated at the Central High meeting, “Where |
moved from, lake-managing agencies do not impose rigid and unrealistic restrictions on lake
property owners as TVA has proposed.” It is most unfortunate that a serious condition of
distrust has apparently been created by TVA among area citizens for holding meetings two
years ago and publishing so-called draft proposals, based only on data provided by those
there with few, if any, lake property owners in attendance.

Comment by: Edwin E. Howard, Patricia Howard

Comment: This DEIS needs more input, and it needs to touch more people, especially
sportsmen.

Comment by: Kenneth E. Johnson, Jr.

Comment: Those who fish, swim, boat, camp, walk the shoreline, watch wildlife, hunt and
enjoy numerous other activities on our river should speak out on this SMI.

Comment by: Denny Haldeman

Comment: TVA staff and the media are hearing little indeed from the huge number of
people who love to see this unspoiled shoreline from the water or the opposite shore and
who recreate there. Currently, 1,344,000 annual informal recreation opportunities exist on
undeveloped public reservoir shoreline. Without TVA's custodianship, these undeveloped
lands would become quickly degraded.

Comment by: Liane B. Russell (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning)
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Comment: The SMI process shows a lack of concern for the public interest by giving more
consideration to property owners. Property owners appear to have a greater voice than
nonresident lake users.

Commentby: Dustin L. Mackey (The University of Tennessee - Martin), 1 unidentified speaker comment
(Melton Hill Lake Users Association Meeting), 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN), 2 survey com-
ments

Comment: The data in the report heavily favors lake landowners. Approximately two million
people use the lakes, and approximately 6.85 percent are property owners. However, 72
percent of the respondents are property owners. Thus, they are very over-represented in
some of the data.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN)

Comment: People owning land adjoining TVA property seem to feel that only their access
rights and property values are important. They do not seem to realize that the TVA property
is public property managed by TVA. Therefore, | consider my opinion in regard to the
management of this property to be as important as their opinion.

Comment by: R. Deron Hendren

Comment: Since the majority of the people at the meetings were property owners, TVA
needs more diversity in respondents and should distribute these questionnaires and the
Executive Summary of the DEIS at TVA recreation areas, at marinas, at boat shows, at
fishing tournaments, at campgrounds, at area high schools in small towns across the Valley
and anywhere else you might reach lake users who do not own lake property.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Many of the landowners have voiced a “me first” attitude and a lack of concern
for the public interest. The shoreline is a public resource and we, along with every citizen of
the United States, are co-owners of this public natural resource. (TCWP has been a strong
supporter of TVA’s Small Wild Areas Program which preserves habitat for wildlife in beautiful
forests and provides walking trails for the public.) Yet, it appears that TVA staff (and the
media) are publicly hearing from few of the huge majority of people who love this unspoiled
shoreline that belongs to all citizens. Millions of people enjoy the shoreline of TVA’s lakes.
TCWP believes many of these users would strongly support TVA’s continued custodianship
of unspoiled shoreline and support TVA’s adopting a policy of maximum unspoiled shoreline
miles.

TVA (and the media) are hearing from a very nonrepresentative group of people who are
railing against what they believe to be SMI DEIS proposals, but in fact are not proposed in
the DEIS. TVA’s public hearings on the SMI were heavily attended by residential landowners
who represent 21 percent of the shoreline. At the hearings our members attended, the TVA
hearing officer appropriately attempted to distinguish rumor from fact and made it very clear
that none of the DEIS alternatives involve any invasion of private ownership rights, on their
own land, owners could do what they wanted with their lawns, trees, etc. Despite this, most
of the private residential landowners who spoke made emotional attacks based on the
misunderstanding that TVA would regulate what landowners did on their lands. In particular,
they attacked the proposed “shoreline management zone.” They had evidently failed to read
that in the case of “flowage easement tracts” (i.e., tracts privately owned down to the water’s
edge), TVA would merely “offer incentives to encourage voluntary adoption of these stan-
dards.”

Comment by: Karen Peterson (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning)
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256 Comment: Everyone should be treated equally without politics or influence.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVAis interested in the views of all stakeholders about the decisions being considered in
the SMI process. Extensive public involvement opportunities were offered in an attempt to obtain
input from all interested parties. TVA publicized SMI in newspapers, on TV and radio, with fliers at
marinas, and through contacts with other agencies. As a result, the SMI public involvement process
attracted the interest of many stakeholders with diverse interests who care about the lakes. These
include lakefront homeowners, individual citizens, conservation organizations, environmental groups,
lake users, local governments, and other agencies with responsibility for land and water quality.
These participants share with TVA the goal of improving conditions around the shoreline, and this
serves as common ground for solving SMI issues in practical, fair, and environmentally responsible
ways. By listening to one another and working together, we will reach better decisions than by
working on these important issues alone.

257 Comment: Why on all the registration forms and questionnaires did TVA ask if we are
lakefront property owners or recreational users? Just because a person owns lakefront
property does not mean that he does not fish, ski, boat, etc. It makes me wonder if one
group’s comments are considered more important than another’s.

Comment by: Tricia Bledsoe

258 Comment: There seems to be some prejudice in this process. Throughout the process,
TVA asked me if | were a property owner, if | were a lake user, if | were a boater. Then | see
reported in the figures that a certain percentage of property owners said this and a certain
percentage of recreation users said that. It is very important that independent groups review
this entire process.

Comment by: Dave Cooper

Response: All citizens and their comments are important to this process. TVA agrees that most
lakefront property owners use public land and lakes for recreation. TVA asked this question simply to
determine whether they were hearing from different stakeholder groups. TVA believes that these
categories are helpful in understanding comments; however, they have no effect on how TVA evalu-
ates the comments received. TVA tried to get a sense of the cross section of stakeholders with
interest in SMI. The card sought to identify lake users, property owners, public officials, members of
organizations, and other affiliations.

259 Comment: In the initial SMI meeting, the group leader falsely reported the opinions of my
group. The TVA leader reported the TWRA representative’s opinion and not the group’s
majority opinion.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN)

Response: TVA's reports prepared for each of the initial scoping meetings captured the detailed
comments made in each facilitated group session. The verbal summaries at the end of the meeting
were for information sharing and did not influence the scoping reports.

260 Comment: All questions should be addressed before a final decision is reached.

Comment by: B. David Mumpower
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261 Comment: Because of the three-minute limit on presentations at the public meeting, |
decided to put my comments in writing. | hope they will be considered equally with those
presented orally at the meeting.

Comment by: Michael E. McGuire

262 Comment: [ prefer to write my comments about this DEIS in a letter. That is the proper
channel, and the letter speaks better than the verbal comment in any situation.

Comment by: Jim Farrish

263 Comment: I hope that TVA has not made up its mind in advance on what to do with our
lakes. TVA has had these meetings to find out how the people feel. | hope that you do take
the time to read all the letters that people have sent, and | will thank you in advance for
reading mine.

Comment by: Kristina S. Roth

264 Comment: | am concerned that all comments from the public meetings and the survey have
not been considered in the SMI DEIS. | mentioned the positive impact that adjacent prop-
erty owners have on bank stabilization during each meeting and on the survey. | did not,
however, find this positive aspect mentioned in the DEIS.

Comment by: Mike Huston

Response: Every comment and question received by TVA has been reviewed and considered in
preparing the final EIS. This includes comments and questions from speakers at public meetings,
letters, completed questionnaires, and meeting evaluations. Every substantive comment and ques-
tion is also addressed in this volume or through changes in the text of the FEIS. In that respect, the
FEIS has been changed to recognize the important erosion control efforts of property owners (see
FEIS Section 4.6). Decisions on SMI cannot be made until after the FEIS is released to the public.

265 Comment: We would like to comment on some of the public reaction we observed during
the recent public meetings on the DEIS, as well as in letters to the editor. There was dispro-
portionate representation by the minority of our citizens who are fortunate or well-off enough
to own private property, particularly in areas of TVA-owned, residential access shoreline.
Many of these individuals appeared intent on spreading misinformation and fear, particularly
as regards the shoreline management zone. They were either unaware of—or they conve-
niently forgot—the grandfather clause in Section 2.1.6 of the DEIS. TVA would do well to
disregard testimonies—however forceful—that were based on misinformation.

What appeared very evident was that most of these people did not address the DEIS at all,
or at best only peripherally. Despite the introductory remarks distinguishing rumor from fact,
almost all the speakers had created a red herring—the imaginary atrocities TVA would
commit by regulating what property owners could do on their private lands. | do not remem-
ber more than one or two of these speakers (if that many) even mentioning the various
alternatives described in the DEIS, let alone proposing a preferred one. Because their
comments were not germane to the specific questions posed in the DEIS, | would suggest
they be ignored in the context of decisions to be made about alternatives.

Comment by: Liane B. Russell (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning)
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Response: TVA agrees that some speakers were misinformed or misunderstood specific proposals.
TVA considered all substantive comments from all sources, including meetings, letters, and question-
naires. The concerns expressed indicated that the proposals needed to be better clarified. TVA has

attempted to do this in the FEIS.

266

Comment: On page 5-20 of the DEIS, a TVA employee is listed as one of the individuals
commenting. | question how ethical it is for members of the agency that are preparing the
DEIS to also be commenting on it.

Comment by: Tricia Bledsoe

Response: All comments from both internal and external sources are evaluated on their merit. TVA
employees may comment as individuals on TVA activities.

267

268

269

270

271

272

Comment: Is this public participation effort a voting process?

Comment by: Ralph Bahr

Comment: Could these issues be decided by ballot at election time, reservoir by reservoir?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Allow the people to vote, or maybe “we the people” need to contact our con-
gressmen and vote against TVA.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: As | understand it, the final decision on SMI will be made by TVA. However, TVA
is a legal agent for the public. In other words, TVA works for us, and as the rightful owners of
the land, we should make the final decision.

Comment by: Gene Price (Friends of the Tennessee River)

Comment: The Executive Summary, page 13, Implementation Strategy, states, “Once TVA
has selected an alternative to implement, a Record of Decision will be issued.” Why are we
going to all this time and expense if TVA makes the decisions? Would it not be more demo-
cratic to have the public (taxpayers) make this very important decision? A final EIS should
be done before such a far-reaching decision is made. In the past, TVA’s draft EISs have
proved to be incomplete and in some cases incorrect (I can show you where).

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: We object to the nondemocratic way in which this initiative is being adopted.
Before any Record of Decision is published by TVA, each and every citizen who is con-
cerned must be given one yea or nay vote for each proposed policy, and policies must be
adopted strictly by popular vote of those involved. Also, this policy and its items should be
amended and reconsidered by popular vote every four years. Proposed amendments should
be added to the ballot which gain the backing of 100 signatures. TVA'’s role should be that of
assisting property owners and associations with fair democratic lake reform and not federally
imposed management of locally owned and publicly used lake property and resources.

Comment by: Association for Democratic Reform of the Environment and Shoreline
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273 Comment: TVA cannot listen to and develop a good plan by the consensus of the general
public. TVA should use wisdom and sound reasoning to develop a plan of action.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comments noted. Since they were acquired and constructed, the TVA lakes have been
federally owned and managed, not locally owned. Agencies producing an EIS must solicit comments
from the public, but this public process is not a voting process. The SMI scoping meetings in 1994
and the public hearings in 1996 were conducted as part of this mandate. All substantive comments
received must be considered and responded to in the FEIS, regardless of the number of people
submitting them. In response to each comment, regardless of the number of people making it, TVA
must decide whether to make factual corrections, modify alternatives, develop new alternatives,
supplement its analysis, or explain why the comment does not warrant further agency response.

274 Comment: After the comment period ends, what will happen next, and what is the timeline
for these events? After making a recommendation to the TVA Board, will TVA conduct
another series of meetings?

Comment by: Tommy Haun (Tennessee State Senate)

275 Comment: [ have heard repeatedly that TVA will listen to our comments and then decide. |
would be interested in knowing more about the decision-making process, who will decide,
and what recourse lakefront property owners have if they do not like the decision.

Comment by: Tim Alkire (Smoot Homeowners Association)

276 Comment: When will TVA make their final decision? Also, when will TVA have in writing
their new permitting standards?

Comment by: Priscilla Guess

277 Comment: Will TVA’s decision-making meeting be open to the public?

Comment by: Brady Patrick

278 Comment: TVA Board members should have attended public meetings, since the Board will
make the final decision.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Farragut, TN)

279 Comment: [ believe the TVA Board should be required to act within 18 months of receipt of
recommendations.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

280 Comment: Does TVA plan to maintain citizens’ input after the ROD? How?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Following release of the DEIS, TVA considered all substantive comments and responded
to these comments in the FEIS. As a result of comments received on the SMI DEIS, a Blended
Alternative was developed and some analyses were modified. By disclosing the environmental
consequences of alternative courses of action, an EIS like SMI leads to more informed decisions on
major federal actions. Following publication of the SMI FEIS, the TVA Board of Directors will make a
decision, and the agency will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) identifying the alternative chosen for
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implementation and the rationale for that decision. There is not a formal appeals process for the
decision on the SMI. There is no time limit on when the Board must act, but we expect them to do so
expeditiously. TVA will make reasonable efforts to inform participants of its decision. TVA Board
meetings are open to the public. After the ROD, TVA will solicit additional input from the public as
individual reservoir plans are developed.

281 Comment: If previous practice is the rule, TVA will do whatever the politicians get paid
enough to tell it to do.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

282 Comment: After this DEIS is completed and adopted, will TVA not be doing this on a piece-
by-piece basis? On orders from high, TVA will do a favor for a congressman, a senator, or
some political supporter or friend of the President. We citizens are only pawns in the
process of NEPA.

Comment by: CIiff Griggs (Friends of the Tennessee River)

283 Comment: In the last analysis, those who count are the ones who have influence with their
congressional delegation and can influence whether TVA'’s public image in this area is going
to be improved or deteriorate. There is a public relations issue involved. We should not
confuse who the publics are just because certain people have a lot of time and fill out certain
questionnaires or attend certain meetings or make certain noises.

Comment by: John Shacter

284 Comment: SMI seems to be unduly influenced by pressure from politicians. TVA must
focus on protecting the taxpayer and the environment.

Comment by: Harold Sharp (Fishin’ Talents Incorporated), 1 survey comment

Response: Comments noted. Members of Congress contact TVA about issues like SMI in response
to inquiries made by their constituents. TVA has actively encouraged public involvement in SMI from
its beginning, and public input has been instrumental in shaping TVA's new Blended Alternative.
Refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS for more information.

285 Comment: TVA should not have scheduled public meetings on an election day. This
prevents some people from voting or prevents voters from attending the meeting.

Comment by: Carl Gardner, Charles Jolly, 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 1 survey comment

Response: TVA was not aware of the local election. Any conflict was unintentional. TVA attempts to
coordinate meetings with local events.

286 Comment: We prefer the format of the 1996 meetings (public hearings with informal open
house/question-and-answer period). This type of meeting allows us to hear all of the com-
ments and gives us the opportunity to talk to staff people before and after the meeting to
clarify our concerns.

Comment by: 2 evaluation form comments (Blountville, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN), 3

evaluation form comments (Harriman, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Murphy, NC), 2 evaluation form
comments (Murray, KY), 1 evaluation form comment (Tims Ford, TN)
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287

288

289

290

291

292

293

294

295

296

297

298

Comment: We prefer public meetings with small facilitated group sessions (like the 1994
public scoping meetings). The smaller groups seem to stimulate more discussion, which
results in a more productive session.

Comment by: John Johnson (Katuah Earth First), 2 evaluation form comments (Clinton, TN), 1 evaluation

form comment (Harriman, TN), 2 evaluation form comments (Harrison, TN), 2 evaluation form comments
(Guntersville, AL)

Comment: | attended the meeting at Harrison and was disappointed at the crowd’s attitude
toward TVA. | would prefer smaller meetings for the shoreline owners in Meigs and Rhea
Counties.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: We prefer one-on-one meetings rather than public meetings. People cannot
grandstand in a personal meeting like they can in a public hearing.

Comment by: Harold Sharp (Fishin’ Talents Incorporated), 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN), 1

evaluation form comment (Florence, AL), 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN), 1 evaluation form
comment (Tims Ford, TN)

Comment: We prefer some combination of formal public hearings, small facilitated group
sessions, and open house sessions.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Memphis, TN)

Comment: Speak to civic clubs and local organizations in open forum sessions.

Comment by: 2 evaluation form comments (Dandridge, TN)

Comment: Allow a question-and-answer period prior to the comment session.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN)
Comment: Public hearings do not provide enough time for consideration of comments.
Expand the sessions.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Decatur, AL), 1 evaluation form comment (Guntersville, AL)

Comment: Expedite meetings by responding to written questions by letter or having one
individual speak for an interest group.

Comment by: 2 evaluation form comments (Harrison, TN)

Comment: Conduct meetings at outdoor locations, such as marinas, parks, or picnic areas.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Completing questionnaires is a good way to register comments.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Tims Ford, TN)

Comment: We prefer not to leave a recorded message.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Guntersville, AL)

Comment: It is difficult to explain individual circumstances in a letter.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN)
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Response: Comments noted. SMI used a variety of methods to obtain public input and to provide
information. This feedback will be helpful to TVA in planning future public involvement opportunities.

299 Comment: Three minutes is not enough time for a person to speak during a public meeting.

Comment by: Dale Hedges, Paul Keller, 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN), 1 evaluation form
comment (Guntersville, AL)

300 Comment: Allow more than three minutes per speaker, and schedule a series of hearings
using the later meeting time to refute incorrect/incomplete information from the previous
session. Having more time and meetings avoids the cutting off of well-prepared speakers
and the possibility of speakers (or those with a particular view) feeling they are being stifled
or prevented from providing information.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN)

301 Comment: Three minutes is too long for a person to speak during a public meeting.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN)

Response: Time limits for speaking were imposed to ensure that everyone who wanted to speak
would have the opportunity to do so. This limit varied from three to five minutes at different meetings,
depending on the number of people who registered to speak. Those who wanted to speak longer
were invited to speak again at the end of the public meeting. In addition, TVA staff were available
after meetings to discuss issues.

302 Comment: More local meetings should be scheduled, specifically in Memphis, Nashville,
the Tims Ford/Normandy and Loudoun/Tellico areas, and Marion and Franklin Counties
(Tennessee); in Lauderdale and Limestone Counties (Alabama); and in Washington County
(Virginia).

Comment by: William H. I. McCrary, Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League), Ronald Poe,

Van Hilleary (United States House of Representatives), R. Daniel Bracken, lll, Troy Crowder, 1 evaluation
form comment (Farragut, TN), 5 survey comments

303 Comment: Meetings in Memphis and Nashville were overdue.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Memphis, TN)

304 Comment: [do notunderstand why the public hearings were held in Memphis, Nashville,
etc. Those people do not have a dog in the fight.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA identified strategic locations throughout the Valley that were generally convenient to
most residents. An additional meeting was scheduled in Memphis, since many Pickwick Lake prop-
erty owners maintain permanent residency there. An additional meeting was scheduled in Nashville
because of the city’s large population. In the Tims Ford area, TVA held a meeting because one had
not been previously scheduled in that vicinity. The public was also encouraged to provide written
comments.
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305 Comment: The comment period should be extended to allow more time for citizens to study
the DEIS and respond.

Comment by: Michael K. Stevens, Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League), Marc A. Carter

Response: The response deadline was extended from August 31 to October 15, 1996.

306 Comment: While the list of people participating in the study is impressive, how many of
these people are lakefront property owners?

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN), 1 survey comment

307 Comment: How many of the TVA employees who attended the public meetings live on the
lake?

Comment by: Earl Shirley

Response: A core team of approximately eight Land Management employees from the Knoxville/
Norris, Tennessee, area traveled to the public meetings. These eight included one person who then
lived on a TVA lake, one who had previously lived on a TVA lake, and one who lived on a nearby river.
All eight are lake users. Other employees attended public meetings in their area. The number of local
employees attending and the number of local employees residing on lakefront property varied from
meeting to meeting. Several other TVA employees and at least one consultant who participated in
preparation of the DEIS are lakefront property owners.

308 Comment: [ question the effectiveness and trustworthiness of the Gallup poll.

Comment by: Gloria Reagon Price

309 Comment: The Gallup studies seem slightly biased. Also, | believe using unpublished data
is spurious in a government study.

Comment by: Sayra Thacker (Tennessee Marine Construction)

310 Comment: Reporting results of the Gallup poll without reprinting the Gallup questionnaire
leaves little confidence that the results reported are entirely adequate or properly interpreted.
Furthermore, how do DEIS readers know that the questions were not leading?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

311 Comment: [am not sure about the comprehensiveness of the Gallup survey TVA commis-
sioned. If it did not encompass the entire Tennessee Valley, it probably should. And of
course it should be entirely random and not directed at any particular group, since the
shoreline resource is owned by the public at large.

Comment by:  William G. Minser

Response: The Gallup organization has a strong reputation for conducting statistically valid, unbi-
ased public opinion surveys. That is why TVA and Auburn University chose Gallup to conduct two
surveys of lake users: (1) telephone interviews with a random sample of 1,575 lake users who reside
in counties that abut TVA lakes, and (2) on-site interviews with a random sample of 1,422 adults who
were using TVA lakes and facilities. Although there were some differences, both samples expressed
similar opinions about shoreline management. The results of the surveys are documented in Gallup
reports.
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Since SMI's inception, TVA has collected input from thousands of lakefront property owners, lake
users, and other interested citizens and organizations. Comments have been provided at public
meetings, by letter, by phone, and from completed questionnaires and evaluations. All comments are
being considered in preparing SMI's final recommendation for handling future residential shoreline
development.

312 Comment: Were the questionnaires available to the general public or only those who
attended the public meetings?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The public involvement questionnaire was mailed to everyone on SMI's comprehensive
scoping mailing list and later to all those who requested SMI information; it was also available at all
public meetings.

313 Comment: What is the outcome of all these surveys and questionnaires that we fill out and
never hear from again?

Comment by: 1 unidentified speaker comment (Guntersville, AL, public meeting)

Response: All of the responses to surveys and questionnaires were used in the preparation of the
DEIS and/or FEIS. Public comments led to the development of TVA's new Blended Alternative.
Results of the visual preference survey are reported in Section 4.12.2 of the FEIS. Results of the
public comment questionnaire are presented in Chapter 11 of this volume.

314 Comment: The survey questionnaire was well designed, thorough, and provided a compre-
hensive overview of all issues. We appreciate TVA's consideration of our input.

Comment by: 3 survey comments

Response: Comment noted.

315 Comment: The questionnaire was designed to generate the responses that TVA wanted
and to promote TVA’s ideas and justification for the agency’s existence. The questionnaire
was misleading, confusing, and biased in favor of Alternative C1; it was poorly designed and
should have had space for written comments. The questions did not provide opportunity to
agree or disagree and were ambiguous and difficult to answer. The questions and answers
could be interpreted differently by different people. Many of the questions were too compli-
cated and will result in unreliable data. For example, the matrix for question 9 was too
difficult to understand and complete.

Comment by: Donald L. Janeway, James E. Jones, Jr. (Anderson County Farm Bureau), Ronald

Prime, 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 2 evaluation form comments (Harriman, TN), 76
survey comments

316 Comment: If TVA was really interested in the private citizenry and really wanted their input,
they would not have completed this survey prior to advertising and given limited choices.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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317 Comment: My responses to Alternatives A, B1, B2, C1, and C2, according to the structure
suggested, would be forced and inappropriate.

Commentby: 1 survey comment

318 Comment: TVA flooded me with so much information that | am afraid to answer most
questions for fear that | will be interpreted wrongly.

Comment by: Ed Harper

319 Comment: The questionnaire is very skillfully designed to give the answers that the person
designing it wished to get. For example, on question 10 the respondent is offered only the
opportunity to select a method of funding management activities. There are other options
that need to be explored, including doing away with some activities, and not starting some
new activities.

Comment by: Dale Hedges

Response: There was no attempt to mislead, confuse, or promote any one response over another.
The public involvement questionnaire was another avenue for citizens to provide comments about the
DEIS. Citizens could write a letter, speak at a public meeting, and/or complete the questionnaire.
Some citizens are more comfortable filling out a questionnaire than speaking in public or composing a
letter. The questionnaire did provide space to write additional comments.

The questions asked in the questionnaire were designed to provide feedback specifically about the
DEIS (i.e., relevant issues, how issues were analyzed, how much development was preferred, reac-
tion to the proposed standards, which alternative was most preferred, etc.). It was necessary for the
respondent to be familiar with the DEIS before completing the questionnaire. The questions gave
respondents the full range of options available in the DEIS. TVA was interested in gathering public
reaction to the DEIS and did not prefer one method of participation over another.

320 Comment: Question 4 in the public involvement questionnaire is misleading. The DEIS
indicated the items that people thought were important about shoreline management and
then used their responses to justify what | consider to be a rather extreme policy. Question 4
is worded to determine the items | thought were important in selecting a preferred alterna-
tive. There is a big difference in the interpretation. For example, shoreline vegetation was a
very important issue to me, not because I think the need to preserve shoreline vegetation
justifies an extreme policy. It was important to my decision because TVA was proposing
such an extreme policy.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

321 Comment: Question 4 seems to ask a leading question. For instance, shoreline vegetation
and wildlife are very important issues that impact my preferred alternative. However, |
scored them as somewhat unimportant issues because | disagree with the assessments you
list for many of these issues. To me, the issue is whether or not TVA should use the small
strip of land they own between my lot line and the water for a wildlife habitat area and natural
buffer zone. To do so is TVA's legal right, but it is going to create an increased level of
animosity between the property owners and TVA.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Response: Question 4 in the public involvement questionnaire asks, “How important to you in deciding

your preferred alternative are these issues, as defined in the DEIS?” The issues listed are the same 13
issues that were analyzed in the DEIS. The intent of question 4 was to better understand which issues
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were most important to the respondent as he/she decided on a preferred alternative. The question was
worded in a straightforward manner. Also, question 5 provided respondents an opportunity to express
any concerns about the way any of the issues were defined or discussed in the DEIS.

322 Comment: Most opinions fall on one side of the issue. You could get accurate results just
by asking, “Do you favor more development or less?”

Comment by: 1 survey comment

323 Comment: Question 8 is a nonsense question. The amount of residential development has
practically no correlation to the quality of total shoreline development.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: SMI examines the effects of different levels of residential shoreline development and ex-
plores different standards to guide development. The questionnaire was designed to help answer
guestions about these issues. Question 8 in the public involvement questionnaire asks about the amount
of development.

324 Comment: The questionnaire assumes that TVA should charge fees and rent. No other
alternative is offered.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Question 11 of the public involvement questionnaire gives respondents the option to
choose “TVA should not charge this fee” or “unsure/no opinion.”

325 Comment: [ would have liked a block for indicating which body of water the participant was
referring to. It could have been very interesting.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

326 Comment: This questionnaire begs negative attitudes and comments. The huge system
allows for all kinds of anti-TVA sentiments when, indeed, positive thoughts should be forth-
coming. | would feel much more comfortable with questions directed to specific areas (like
Douglas Lake) that could be best answered accordingly. When compiled as a system, it
would give a good picture of how we all feel. It is most difficult to picture those boat enclo-
sures, docks, vegetation paths et al., when you are 60 feet below and witnessing a ragtag
array of float boats, docks, tires, trees (fallen), clay, shale, etc., on the shore.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The individual reservoir land use plans will provide an opportunity to address lake-
specific land management issues.

327 Comment: [ want to answer your survey questions as intelligently as possible, for the entire
reservoir system, but my thoughts are skewed. | can only honestly think of my lake.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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328 Comment: In a number of cases, we completely disagree with the assessment of the
problems as described in the SMI DEIS. We answered the survey questions according to
whether the issue is important to us in relation to our property on Tims Ford Lake.

Commentby: 1 survey comment

Response: Comments noted.

329 Comment: Since survey respondents and DEIS questionnaire respondents were selected
from individuals on the DEIS distribution list (pages 5-12 through 5-22), it would have been
more honest if you had noted which individuals were employees or contractors of TVA,
TWRA, or USFEWS. Without notation, DEIS readers wonder if the survey/questionnaire
replies were impartial.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Response: Some survey respondents may have been TVA, TWRA, or USF&WS employees. TWRA

and the USF&WS provided comments by letter on behalf of their respective agencies. All comments
were considered on their merits.

330 Comment: This survey was formulated without lake property owner knowledge and involve-
ment.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
331 Comment: Surveys produce correct answers if they include everyone that should be
included, and if the proper questions are asked.
Comment by: Carl Gardner
332 Comment: As in every opinion poll, it will have a different effect on each person. There

should be a learned committee of three to five people to select good and bad points appli-
cable to all concerned and submit to them for verification.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

333 Comment: I will write my Congressman voicing my opposition to SMI and request that a
separate agency be appointed to audit TVA'’s interpretation of these questionnaires and
other public input.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comments noted.

334 Comment: The results should be made available to all who participated and filled out this
questionnaire.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

335 Comment: Let us know about the results of this as soon as possible. We do not want to
have to hear about it from TV or read about it in a few newspapers.

Comment by: 2 survey comments
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Response: This volume contains all comments, survey results, and responses.

336 Comment: The franked envelope TVA provided for returning the questionnaire had insuffi-
cient postage and was not the right size.

Comment by: Walter R. Dahnke, 7 survey comments

Response: It was necessary to fold the questionnaire in half to fit it in the franked envelope. Most
guestionnaires were returned in the franked envelope with no extra postage.

337 Comment: The money TVA spends on surveys and data collection should be spent on
more productive projects, such as erosion control. How much was spent on this survey?

Comment by: Rex Dove, 7 survey comments

Response: Comment noted. The approximate cost for preparing and printing the public involvement
guestionnaires was $9,500.

338 Comment: Sending out surveys to property owners and asking for suggestions would be a
cheaper approach, and it would probably get close to the same results.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted. Sending surveys only to landowners would have elicited responses
from only one stakeholder group. TVA wanted to reach all stakeholders.

339 Comment: Why did TVA send the SMI materials by priority mail when delivery time was not
an issue? How many were sent in this way? TVA should have used a less expensive way to
mail these publications.

Comment by: Dot Hawk, Edwin E. Howard, Patricia Howard, Janet K. Adams, Ed Harper, Thomas H.
Ellington, 10 survey comments

340 Comment: TVA spent too much money on the DEIS and its printing. This glossy manual
and priority mailing were excessively expensive.

Comment by: 10 survey comments

341 Comment: What did the DEIS cost to publish and mail? The document could have been
mailed more cheaply.

Comment by: Don Davidson, John Key, Roger Dooley, Theodore S. Maloney, 1 survey comment

Response: Because of the demand for the DEIS, TVA initially published 5,000 copies. In the middle
of the public involvement process, TVA printed another 5,000 copies. The cost of printing and mailing
the DEIS, Executive Summary, and other information was approximately $12.50 per packet. The
DEIS was sent via priority mail because the mailers are reinforced to avoid tearing when packaged
with heavy materials, and because the cost ($4) was comparable to first class postage ($3). With
cheaper bulk rate mailings there is no guaranteed delivery date. Because of TVA's desire to ensure
delivery of the DEIS before the public meetings, bulk rate mailings would have been unsatisfactory.
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342 Comment: Why was the 1-800-TVA-LAKE line disconnected?

Comment by: Virginia E. Sisson

Response: Land Management’s toll-free number is 1-800-TVA-LAND (882-5263), not TVA-LAKE.

343 Comment: Please distribute copies of all the references listed in DEIS Section 5.5 and
TVA's Section 26a manual to public libraries throughout the Valley. Further research using
internal TVA documents is impossible without this public distribution.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Copies of the reference materials cited in Section 5.5 of the DEIS should be available
through public libraries. TVA's informal Section 26a instruction manual is available for review at TVA's
11 Land Management Offices.

344 Comment: TVA’s publications are top rate and very informative but could be produced in a
less costly manner.

Comment by: Keith Dicken

345 Comment: TVA should charge recovery fees for any materials or education provided to the
public.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

346 Comment: TVA should stop printing and distributing so many expensive and unnecessary
booklets and pamphlets.

Comment by: Edwin E. Howard, Patricia Howard, 1 unidentified speaker comment (Guntersville, AL public
meeting), Troy Crowder, 2 survey comments

Response: Comments noted. TVA values public involvement and strives to facilitate public under-
standing. To achieve this, we try to prepare publications that are easy to read and are professional in
appearance.

National Environmental Policy Act

Citizens or groups commented on a variety of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) issues,
including:

» Purpose of and reasons for the SMI DEIS

« Compliance with NEPA requirements and other laws and regulations
» Extent of residential development problems

e Out-of-scope issues

» Explanation of scoping and other NEPA terms

» Range of alternatives/the preferred alternative

e Cumulative and indirect impacts

* Need for mitigation

e Site-specific NEPA reviews
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347 Comment: Environmental concerns should be the foremost consideration above economic,
recreational, and all other concerns in the care of the Tennessee River and its tributaries.
TVA has a unique position in the United States, in that it can decide the fate of an entire
region and an entire river basin. Thoughtful and firm management can lead to the preserva-
tion of the river in such a way that its integrity is preserved, or it can allow the quality of the
river to deteriorate and change in such ways as to forever destroy its integrity. Thus, it is
imperative that TVA keep as much of the land in its natural state as possible.

Comment by: Thomas A. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society)

Response: Comment noted. The TVA Act and other legislation such as NEPA encourage TVA to
take into account both environmental and economic concerns.

348 Comment: The SMI DEIS is a document required by NEPA. NEPA requires that all federal
agencies evaluate the potential environmental impacts of any actions they propose. The
Tennessee Conservation League commends TVA Land Management for identifying the need
for a comprehensive management strategy for the TVA public reservoir system.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)

Response: Comment noted.

349 Comment: Rightly or wrongly, it is my firm belief that the only reason the SMI has been
undertaken by TVA is that some other agency, such as the EPA, has made an issue of the
horrible conditions around certain shorelines, notably those owned by TVA, and that the SMI
is a multimillion-dollar effort on the part of TVA to regain control before it is taken from them.

Comment by: David H. Smallman

Response: While other agencies have encouraged TVA to analyze the cumulative impacts of its
shoreline permitting decisions, none of these agencies have characterized the condition of the TVA
reservoir system as horrible. TVA chose to prepare a programmatic EIS to better determine if TVA's
residential shoreline permitting activities were having adverse cumulative environmental impacts, and
if so, whether these impacts could or should be minimized or managed at acceptable levels.

350 Comment: The purpose of SMI is to generate revenue by charging property owners fees to
use and maintain the shoreline. Environmental concerns are just a pretense.

Comment by: Bob Orrell, Janet K. Adams, Theodore S. Maloney, 1 survey comment

Response: The contrary is true. As described in the 1994 Notice of Intent, the 1995 scoping docu-
ment, and Chapter 1 of the 1996 DEIS, the SMI seeks to comprehensively examine the cumulative
environmental and socioeconomic impacts of residential shoreline alterations in TVA's seven-state
reservoir system. The primary goal of SMI is to better protect the environment, while accommodating
reasonable access to and use of the shoreline by adjacent residents. As explained in the Fees
section, TVA has withdrawn all fee proposals.

351 Comment: It seems that TVA’s position of advocating Alternative C1 is supporting and
condoning the violation of several federal and state laws, as well as executive orders.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Shoreline Management Initiative

57



Responses to Public Comments

58

352 Comment: TVA s blatantly pushing for Alternative C1 and thus advocating the decrease of
forested areas and wildlife populations, the decrease of waterfowl habitat, the loss of habitat
for endangered and threatened species, sustained or increased shoreland soil erosion, a
decrease in shoreline bank stability, a substantial loss of wetland functions and values, some
loss of floodplain values, a 10 percent decrease in aquatic habitat quality, increased nutrient
levels in embayments, a substantial increase in the number of sites not meeting state water
quality criteria, a large number of informal recreational opportunities lost, increased shore-
line development, destruction or damage of cultural sites, and loss of navigation safety
harbors and landings. The policy position obviously puts TVA in a situation of condoning the
violation of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the Water Quality Control Act (as well as
state water quality laws), Executive Order 11990, Executive Order 11988, the Natural
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and possibly the TVA Act. It is disturbing, at least, to see
a federal agency advocate a policy that clearly accepts, approves of, and facilitates the
violation of numerous federal and state laws. Alternative D is the only conscionable choice
for the agency.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The FEIS examines in Chapter 4 how TVA complies with these laws.

353 Comment: We have written environmental impact statements, and this is not one. Itis a
residential shoreline development impact statement. Was this DEIS sent to Washington,
D.C., for review?

Comment by: Don Davidson, Kenneth E. Johnson, Jr.

Response: This FEIS meets all requirements of NEPA and applicable regulations. The title states it
is an assessment of residential shoreline development impacts in the Tennessee Valley. It was written
to help TVA, other agencies, and the public examine the effects of various residential shoreline
development policy approaches. This EIS is programmatic, meaning that it examines standards and
other aspects of TVA's residential shoreline development policy on a broad scale—the entire TVA
reservoir system. It will provide a basis for site-specific environmental reviews of particular permit
applications, as appropriate. The draft of the EIS was sent to the Environmental Protection Agency
for comment, and the summary was provided to staff of the congressional delegation from the seven-
state Tennessee Valley region.

354 Comment: In most cases, supporting data for the issues discussed consist of nothing more
than informal surveys from a limited and select group of people. This in itself does not come
close to demonstrating the need for federal action as defined by the Administrative Proce-
dures Act. In short, there are many proposed solutions for which no problems exist.

Commentby: Walter E. Flood, Mildred C. Flood, Carl L. Guffey, Elaine Armfield-Guffey

Response: The DEIS and the FEIS used a variety of analytical methodologies to analyze potential
impacts. These included, but were not limited to, actual shoreline surveys of existing shoreline
conditions, extrapolation from existing data, and habitat suitability models, in addition to statistical
surveys. These methodologies are described in connection with the affected environment and impact
analyses for each resource in Chapters 3 and 4. Thus, TVA did apply scientific methods to the
analysis and measured impacts as quantitatively as possible. Potential environmental problems with
residential shoreline development are identified in Chapter 1 of the FEIS. In Chapter 4, various
adverse cumulative impacts of residential shoreline development are identified, some of which can be
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avoided or minimized by improved shoreline management policies. TVA intends to go through a rule-
making process to establish regulatory standards that may be proposed as a result of the SMI pro-
cess.

355 Comment: TVA's contention that other federal and state agencies have expressed concern
about shoreline development or that a telephone poll of lake users indicated that the environ-
ment should be TVA’s first priority does not give TVA authority to implement SMI under the
guise of water quality regulations. If TVA is attempting to extend water quality and environ-
mental authority under NEPA, TVA should focus on the real, big shoreline issues, rather than
the minor, imagined, residential shoreline problems. Single-family residential development
poses absolutely no impact when compared to mining, industrial development, municipal
sewage treatment, and commercial development. Multifamily residential development is of
more concern,; however, it was not even addressed in the study.

Comment by: Thomas Begley, P.E., 3 survey comments

Response: NEPA requires TVA to analyze the environmental impacts of its proposed actions. Under
NEPA, shoreline permitting is a federal action. While TVA does not set water quality standards, it
must determine whether its shoreline permitting actions are leading to significant environmental
impacts and, if so, identify reasonable alternatives that would have less environmental impact. The
potential to violate water quality standards is one criterion for significance. The environmental man-
date of NEPA is comprehensive and includes much more than water quality. Therefore, TVA as-
sessed the environmental impacts and the significance of its actions on 12 other resources in addition
to water quality. In most cases, residential shoreline development was the most important contributor
to adverse impacts on the resource areas analyzed. Multifamily residential development would be
subject to standards developed as a result of this FEIS. As indicated in the FEIS, the extent and
intensity of residential shoreline development are not minor or imagined problems.

356 Comment: If TVA requested today to construct the dam and river system we now have,
would there be concerns about environmental impact like those about minor residential
facility construction?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: If TVA were to construct a major, new reservoir or a system of reservoirs, an EIS or EISs
would be required, and shoreline development impacts would have to be considered.

357 Comment: SMI may be trying to cover too much territory at one time. Bigger is not always
better. Perhaps prioritizing the issues on page 3 of the Executive Summary and focusing on

the top two to four first might make the task more manageable.
Comment by: 1 survey comment

358 Comment: A classic example of overkill and waste of money and time is the SMI itself.
Although well done, it was not really necessary to cover the subject in such depth.

Comment by: Thomas H. Ellington

Response: EISs are required to address important issues in reasonable detail. Analyzing the
cumulative impacts of programs in an effort such as SMI is more efficient in the long run, because it
can reduce the size and number of analyses and documents needed for individual subdivisions and
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permits and can help establish a more uniform and efficient set of environmental protection policies
and procedures. Therefore, programmatic analyses should help attain environmental protection
objectives in a more efficient manner than case-by-case approaches.

359

Comment: Approval of conversions of TVA shoreland to residential use at such places as
Rarity Bay, Fontana Reservoir, and Watts Bar Reservoir seems premature before completion
of the NEPA process, given that such plans are only associated with certain (but not all)
action alternatives considered in the PDEIS (including the TVA-preferred Alternative C1) and
that only certain (but not all) such alternatives would open up new residential access areas
along TVA shorelines. EPA believes that decisions—even preliminary decisions which may
bias the process—on such requests should have been delayed until the Programmatic EIS
process was completed, a preferred alternative finalized, and a Record of Decision signed.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)

Response: The actions at Rarity Bay (Tellico Reservoir) and Fontana were completed prior to the

decision to initiate the SMI EIS. After the SMI project was underway, TVA has been careful to avoid
major federal actions which would prejudice the decision on the program and which would limit the

choice of reasonable alternatives.

360

361

362

363

Comment: Everything the public came up with at the public meetings was deemed out of
scope. TVA has been very responsive, but the only thing they want to discuss is residential
development.

Comment by: James E. Sherrill

Comment: Many of the issues that we discussed with TVA at the earlier scoping meetings
were determined to be out of scope for SMI. However, we feel that all of the issues that we
identified are important and should be considered. In Section 1.10 of the DEIS, 14 of these
issues are listed. In particular, we note that trash, lake levels, industrial/commercial/public
recreation land use decisions, and heavy recreational use and abuse were omitted from
detailed consideration. If TVA is concerned about environmental quality, these issues must
be deliberated and included as part of the SMI analysis.

Comment by: Susan L. Gawarecki, Ph.D. (League of Women Voters of Oak Ridge), Tom Pennington,

Association for Democratic Reform of the Environment and Shoreline, 4 survey comments

Comment: | object to TVA's exclusion of the impacts of trash from this DEIS. Trash can be
hazardous to humans.

Comment by: James C. Brown

Comment: TVA says most of the out-of-scope issues listed in Section 1.10 are under state
Jurisdiction, but | feel Sections 1.10.2, 1.10.6, and 1.10.7 should and could be administered
by TVA with appropriate legislation changes made by the state.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Where relevant to understanding the environmental impacts of residential shoreline
management options, these issues have been considered. Trash, water levels, and industrial/com-
mercial/public recreation land use decisions are the subjects of other TVA decision-making processes.

Any proposals regarding these or other issues in Section 1.10 would be subject to their own NEPA
reviews.
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In this EIS, calling an issue out of scope means that it is not directly related to shoreline permitting or
was not considered to be a significant or important issue for the decision to be made under SMI; it
does not mean that the issue is not important to TVA. We are very concerned about the environmen-
tal health of the Valley and about citizen views pertaining to water level fluctuations, heavy recreation
use and abuse, littering, and other issues. We thoroughly examined the issue of water level fluctua-
tions in our Lake Improvement Plan (TVA, 1990b). As a result of that study, we modified our reservoir
operations strategy to provide more suitable water levels for lake recreation. We continue to work with
citizens in various regions of the Valley to address concerns about water levels.

We are very concerned about abuses that result from heavy recreation use and have recently sur-
veyed all reservoirs to identify sites that are showing signs of wear and tear from heavy activity. We
are working on restoring these sites and curtailing the abuses.

The litter problem is a tremendous concern of lakefront homeowners, TVA, lake users, and others
who care about the lakes. We are working to address that problem by organizing and participating in
lakeshore cleanups. However, the real solution is to stop the dumping.

364 Comment: We note from page 1-21 that several issues mentioned by the public were
considered by TVA as being out of the scope of the PDEIS. However, we note that certain
referenced issues are related to shoreline management (e.g., aquatic weed control). We
therefore appreciate that these issues were further discussed in Appendix B and note that,
at least in some cases, other TVA EISs have already been issued regarding these concerns.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)

Response: Comment noted.

365 Comment: | suspect the title of the DEIS means something like environmental consider-
ations, but I am not sure. Draft means a tentative outline, scarcely what was produced. And
impact means a striking together in a forceful collision; the plain word you avoid is effect.
Finalize is a grotesque word invented by those who never learned the plain ones: finish or
complete. Scoping phase eludes me altogether; scoping’s part of speech here is gerundive.
But gerundives are verbs framed to act as nouns, and scope is not a verb.

Comment by: J.A. Collinson

366 Comment: Whom did TVA talk to in the initial stages of this study? What kind of word is
scoping? | have never heard it.

Comment by: Edwin E. Howard

Response: Comments noted. The terms draft environmental impact statement, scope, and scoping
are defined in applicable regulations. TVA held a series of 13 public meetings throughout the Tennes-
see Valley in 1994 to notify the public of its intent to develop a shoreline management policy and to
request their comments. Most of the people who attended these meetings indicated that they were
lake users, including many property owners. The process of identifying public and agency concerns
and defining issues and alternatives that will be examined in detail is known as scoping. Scoping is a
way for an agency preparing an EIS to have early contact with the public before alternatives to
achieve an objective are fully identified and analyzed. Public involvement is designed to reduce the
chances of overlooking a significant issue or reasonable alternative. Scoping seeks to foster public
participation in the decision-making of the federal government.
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367 Comment: The range is broad but too simplified.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

368 Comment: TVA s using an old sales technique. They offer two products and ask which one
or how many of each do you want, when in reality the public wants neither.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

369 Comment: Has TVA considered a reasonable range of alternatives? One of the alterna-
tives somewhere in the middle is probably a reasonable choice in terms of balance—not too
extreme with no development and not going overboard and letting 63 percent of the system
be developed.

Commentby: Donald R. Miller

370 Comment: [am concerned that TVA may choose an alternative that is not currently listed.
That is one of the fallacies of the NEPA process.

Comment by: Ron Reeves

Response: One purpose of NEPA is to ensure that environmental impact information is available
before decisions are made and before actions are taken. At the EIS level, this includes developing a
reasonable range of alternatives to proposed actions. Although TVA may choose an alternative that
was not specifically identified, the alternative chosen would be within the range of alternatives pre-
sented in the FEIS. TVA does not believe that this is a “fallacy” of the NEPA process but instead
reflects a willingness to respond to public comments and the analytical results produced during the
process.

371 Comment: TVA should not have chosen a preferred alternative until the public participation
process was completed and all comments were considered. The SMI Executive Summary is
of particular concern in that it leans toward or hints at TVA’s preferred method for implement-
ing SMI.

Comment by: Lynn Leach (Alabama Environmental Council), Robert K. Maxon, 1 survey comment

Response: NEPA regulations encourage agencies to present a preferred alternative if one is known
at the time of the draft document release. As the SMI public participation process amply demon-
strates, the presentation of a preferred alternative can serve to focus public comment on the proposal
and its consequences and ultimately lead to decisions that take public concerns into account.

372 Comment: Alternative C1 is more environmentally damaging than Alternatives C2 and D,
and its selection as TVA's preferred alternative is not supported by the data presented in the
DEIS. Moreover, a number of public opinion polls have shown that most citizens do not
support the provisions presented in Alternative C1; the general public wants TVA shorelines
preserved, and Alternative C1 would allow residential development on 48 percent of the
shoreline. TVA should base its shoreline management decisions on what is scientifically
sound and publicly acceptable. Since this EIS is a NEPA decision-making document, TVA
should clearly explain in the FEIS the environmental or other rationale for selecting Alterna-
tive C1 as the preferred alternative.

Commentby: Henry Everitt, Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League), Earl F. Calfee, IlI, William
G. Minser, 1 unidentified speaker comment (Guntersville, AL, public meeting), Chester A. McConnell
(wildlife Management Institute), James H. Lee (United States Department of the Interior), 2 survey
comments
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Response: Alternative C1 was identified as preferred at the time the DEIS was published because it
appeared to offer reasonable ways to balance the need for environmental protection, while meeting
some of the demand for new residential access. It has a number of positive features, such as envi-
ronmentally sensitive permitting standards and a public involvement process for identifying new
residential access areas through the reservoir lands planning effort. However, the FEIS now identifies
a Blended Alternative as the policy option that TVA staff proposes to recommend to the TVA Board.
This alternative includes a maintain-and-gain public shoreline policy. It also embraces the conserva-
tion easement approach found in Alternative D, as well as permitting standards molded from Alterna-
tives B1/B2, C1/C2, and D.

373 Comment: Although Alternative D is not TVA’s preferred alternative, TVA has a responsibil-
ity to point out that it is the environmentally preferred alternative.

Comment by: Brian Bowers

Response: TVA will describe the environmentally preferred alternative in its Record of Decision.

374 Comment: TVA must hold a tough line in choosing an environmentally responsive alterna-
tive if the river is to survive increasing human encroachment, The Tennessee River was
listed as the fourth most toxic polluted waterbody in the U.S. by a recent study based on
industry-generated data by the Environmental Working Group and U.S. Public Interest
Research Group, two environmental advocacy groups based in Washington, D.C. That
finding is one more indicator that TVA and river users must seriously consider and amend
individual and cumulative impacts to this threatened river. TVA's SMI findings show that TVA
knows the critical issues we and our river face. The Riverkeeper Project supports TVA’s
choosing the strongest position in the protection of our Tennessee River.

Comment by: Cielo Sand Myczack (Broadened Horizons Riverkeeper Project)

Response: TVA intends to choose an environmentally responsive alternative. Overall, the health of
the Tennessee River system is good and is described in more detail in Section 3.12 of the FEIS.

375 Comment: Why was there not another alternative without fees?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

376 Comment: Alternative B1 should not be considered a no-action or no-change alternative,
because it includes fees that currently are not charged. According to NEPA requirements,
part of the alternative plans must include the alternative of “no action taken.”

Commentby: Allen Gezelman, Cliff Griggs (Friends of the Tennessee River)
Response: The structure registration, performance deposit, and vegetation corridor fee proposals

have been withdrawn in response to public comments. For more information about this decision, refer
to the Fees section of this volume.

377 Comment: The focus of SMI is narrow and biased, since residential development seems to
be the only impact considered. Other sources of impact, such as commercial, industrial,
agricultural, and recreational uses, should be taken into account.

Comment by: Cliff Griggs (Friends of the Tennessee River), John Johnson (Katuah Earth First), 1
evaluation form comment (Guntersville, AL), 6 survey comments
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378 Comment: No more development should be TVA’s goal, but not just residential develop-
ment. Commercial, industrial, and municipal development should be even more carefully
examined, since they all have more negative impacts than residential. The document does
not take into account any business or industry, municipal or county development, or tourism
that potentially will impact the river and the lands even more than residential uses. All the
cumulative impacts of every development should be a part of the DEIS.

Comment by: Rebecca K. Falkenberry (The University of Alabama, Birmingham; The City of Birmingham)

379 Comment: In general, TVA has been thorough in addressing potential impacts to the
natural resources to the Tennessee Valley. Quantifying the impact a certain action would
have on natural resources is extremely difficult and requires extensive scientific investigation.
Thus, TVA’s attempt to evaluate direct and indirect impacts of shoreline development on
natural resources is understandable. However, the Tennessee Conservation League feels
that the analysis of cumulative impacts of shoreline development is lacking in scope and
magnitude. Some effort has been made by TVA to acknowledge temporal cumulative
impacts, but the SMI DEIS insufficiently addresses cumulative impacts in general. The FEIS
needs to address cumulative impacts of shoreline development in much greater depth. The
Tennessee Conservation League requests that TVA better evaluate the long-term cumulative
impacts of shoreline development.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)

Response: TVAinitially decided to focus on residential shoreline alterations because of the growth in
the number of permit requests received (see Section 1.1 of the FEIS). The cumulative impact analy-
ses of the FEIS include potential impacts from all types of development, including residential. The
analyses in the FEIS suggest that the cumulative impacts of residential development are more
significant on a Valleywide basis than other types of development. Other types of development, which
may be locally important, are not ignored in the FEIS or in TVA's environmental review process. TVA
attempted to assess the impact of various shoreline management policies on past and present trends
in resources and to project future impacts.

380 Comment: One of the characteristics of exponential growth is doubling time. Under condi-
tions of exponential growth, the area of a hypothetical pond covered by a weed doubles
every day. When a pond is only half covered by a weed, it will be entirely covered in only
one additional day. The question for TVA is, “If we degrade our environment by X’ percent
each time TVA decides on another shoreline management alternative, how long will it be
until more than 99 percent of our environment is degraded?”

Commentby: Paul A. Yambert

Response: This question is a good illustration of why TVA thought a programmatic EIS would help
TVA and the public better understand the extent of the cumulative impacts affecting the reservoir
system. As described in the FEIS, the extent of environmental degradation is somewhat lake-specific.
However, in the FEIS, TVA has attempted to estimate the level of cumulative systemwide shoreline
development impacts that would result from alternative levels of residential development ranging from
38 to 63 percent.

381 Comment: The potential development of permissible (not protected) portions within all
ownership categories (e.g., Alternative C2) would not only result in more shoreline develop-
ment, it would also result in considerable infrastructural development beyond the immediate
shoreland, which would be needed to support the additional shoreland development. Such
infrastructure in backlying properties would likely include strip development, sewage treat-
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ment, and transportation corridors, all of which could further contribute to local environmen-
tal impacts and cumulatively affect water quality, air quality, wetlands, etc., of the TVA
reservoir system.

Such infrastructural changes to support the additional shoreland residences and backlying
residences would be an example of project-induced impacts. We therefore appreciate some
TVA acknowledgment in this regard (Section 4.13.3 Cultural Resources: “. .. one industrial
development often encourages other developments to locate nearby, which disturbs more
land. As the trend continues, the minor impacts that are mitigated can result in cumulative

impacts”).

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)

Response: TVA acknowledges that these changes could occur and has considered them in its
analysis. However, TVA does not believe that regional population growth would be significantly
influenced by its decision in SMI. These impacts would likely occur somewhere in the watershed
anyway. Site-specific induced impacts of particular developments should be considered in the review
of each new subdivision when TVA and other federal agencies are materially involved. In addition to
the impact on cultural resources (Section 4.13.3), TVA recognizes these impacts could affect other
resources also.

382 Comment: While the document uses the traditional shopping-list approach of looking at a
number of resource issues, | was very concerned about the lack of analysis regarding
cumulative impacts. Without a comprehensive analysis of cumulative impacts, particularly of
backlying development (access roads, strip shopping malls, etc.), the predicted impacts of
Alternatives A and B are most probably underestimated.

Comment by: Mary S. Johnson

Response: TVA disagrees. Most of the analyses presented in the EIS are cumulative in nature. For
example, TVA considered population, income, and employment generated, as well as the cumulative
impacts of new development caused by TVA shoreline policies on resource trends (past, present, and
future) in the SMI impact areas. As a result of this comment, language explicitly recognizing
backlying development has been added to the SMI socioeconomic impact analysis. (See Section
4.14.3.)

383 Comment: Historically, there is poor coordination between agencies, particularly state-to-
state and federal-to-state. Agencies such as the EPA, local health departments, USACE,
USF&WS, and TWRA will not get involved in a case-by-case analysis of each proposed
home or business. Again, then, we have the cumulative effect of the individual-by-individual
development.

Commentby: Ottolene Browning, Virginia Browning Eslinger

Response: Generally, TVA has coordinated its land management actions with other federal and state
agencies. NEPA regulations promote interagency coordination through cooperating agency provi-
sions and public involvement provisions. Other guidance, such as Executive Order 12372, Intergov-
ernmental Review of Federal Programs, promotes state and local government involvement in federal
decisions affecting their jurisdiction. Policies resulting from SMI are intended to address potential
cumulative impacts.
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384 Comment: TVA should have an interest in actions on private property that negatively
impact public land, waterways, and aesthetics. TVA should attempt to control activities,
such as timber harvesting that occurs along the shoreline, even if those actions are occur-
ring on private property.

Comment by: Barbara Tigrett

Response: TVA does have an interest in actions on private property that negatively impact public
land, waterways, and aesthetics. That is why TVA considered in the FEIS the effects of actions
related to shoreline development that occur within one-quarter mile of the shoreline. Proposed
development along the shoreline and on TVA-owned land activates TVA's permitting process. Once
the permit process has been initiated, TVA can, when appropriate, examine both onsite and offsite
impacts of a proposed action. However, TVA does not have regulatory authority over activities, such
as timber harvesting, that occur on backlying property.

385 Comment: In this DEIS, TVA should address how the impacts on public lands affect sur-
rounding areas. The Forest Service and the National Park Service do this. | believe there
are federal regulations and statutes that require this.

Comment by: John Smolko

Response: Where appropriate, TVA does assess how impacts on public lands affect surrounding
properties. For example, the FEIS indicates that the loss of informal recreation opportunities on
public lands developed for residential access would lead to greater use pressures and user conflicts
on other undeveloped public lands, as well as some increased crowding of public and commercial
recreation facilities.

386 Comment: Although we concur with the basic intent of enhanced shoreline management by
TVA, some of the environmental issues discussed do not provide for corrective action to
improve existing conditions or projected problems in the future.

Comment by: Walter E. Flood, Mildred C. Flood, Carl L. Guffey, Elaine Armfield-Guffey

Response: TVA has ongoing programs to improve the condition of the reservoir system. When
appropriate, TVA will propose mitigation measures to minimize the adverse impacts of site-specific
actions.

387 Comment: TVA should conduct individual site-specific reviews on all applications for
shoreline construction.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency), 2 survey comments
Response: Regardless of the alternative selected, TVA would conduct site-specific NEPA reviews on

individual Section 26a and land use approvals, as appropriate. These decisions would take into
account the standards and decisions made in the programmatic review.

388 Comment: Information contained in the SMI for the various projects is related to the entire
Tennessee Valley and not specific projects. Impacts of the alternatives relate only to the
project lands, and off-project impacts on land use, economy, etc., are not addressed.

Comment by: Denny Haldeman
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Response: The commenter is correct in that this is a programmatic EIS. Impacts to resources from
shoreline development and possible associated development off the shoreline have been analyzed.
Further analysis would occur in individual reservoir plans and site-specific reviews, as appropriate.

389 Comment: A process should be established which requires developers or landowners to
provide information about impacts of proposed development. Standards should be estab-
lished for evaluating the reasonableness of a specific proposal, based on its positive and
negative economic and environmental impacts.

Comment by: Nancy Benziger Brown (American Planning Association)

Response: TVA does require applicants for Section 26a approval and/or for use of TVA lands to
provide environmental information about their proposals. The amount of information that must be
provided typically varies according to the size of the proposal. Most of the SMI alternatives propose
to establish a process and standards for residential shoreline development evaluation and approval.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

During the 1996 SMI public involvement, comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) covered subjects such as:

» Strengths and weaknesses of the DEIS
e Suggestions for improving the DEIS
» Definitions and explanations needed in the glossary

390 Comment: The Tennessee Conservation League commends TVA on the spirit of the SMI
DEIS.

Comment by: Ann P. Murray (Tennessee Conservation League)

391 Comment: [ would like to commend TVA and the staff members that were involved for the
high quality of the EIS and the obvious effort that was invested in requesting public comment
and holding public meetings on the alternatives for improving the protection of shoreline
resources.

Comment by: Alan D. Jones (Tennessee Environmental Council)

392 Comment: We compliment TVA for the excellent job they have done in preparing the DEIS
and Executive Summary. They are well written, understandable, scholarly, comprehensive,
well structured, highly professional, and have a nice appearance.

Comment by: Dennis C. Valkanoff, Liane B. Russell (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning), Monte
B. Miller, M.D., Karen Peterson (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning), David E. Wesley, Ph.D. (Ducks
Unlimited, Inc.), Fred W. Young, Mary S. Uziel, Mayo Uziel, Mary S. Johnson, Tom Christensen, 1 evaluation
form comment (Harriman, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 1 evaluation form comment
(Memphis, TN), 76 survey comments

393 Comment: The overall objectives of this document are commendable, and research for
development of the document appears to be extensive.

Comment by: Ronald D. Sexton (Virginia Department of Environmental Quality)
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403

Comment: Preparing a DEIS of this magnitude is no simple task. TVA should be com-
mended for their exhaustive efforts in preparing this DEIS. Overall, the report is comprehen-
sive in scope, and the extensive research is well communicated.

Comment by: Alison Brayton (Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation)

Comment: This is a good technical study to be used as reference by our council in local
decision-making.

Commentby: 1 survey comment

Comment: The DEIS illustrates the thoroughness of TVA as they refine and redefine their
role within the Tennessee Valley.

Commentby: Thomas C. Oppenheim, P.E. (Cooper Communities, Inc.)

Comment: The Executive Summary is well done in terms of readability, appearance, and
brevity. Hopefully, it also adequately represents the DEIS, which | have not seen.

Comment by: Brian Bowers

Comment: We compliment you on analysis of the various alternatives and the presentation,
particularly in the Executive Summary, on each of the Valley’s resources.

Comment by: Robert R. Reid, Jr., Alabama Audubon Council, Alabama Ornithological Society, Cahaba
River Society

Comment: We conclude from the DEIS that TVA included an appropriate range of alterna-
tives and conducted an adequate review of most environmental issues during the scoping
process.

Comment by: David Waller (Georgia Department of Natural Resources)

Comment: The DEIS presents some good alternatives that were described in a clear and
concise way.

Comment by: 8 survey comments

Comment: TVA did a good job recognizing the issues and addressing the environmental
impacts in the DEIS.

Comment by: Michael A. McMahan, Michael P. Murphy (Virginia Department of Environmental Quality),
1 evaluation form comment (Memphis, TN), 2 survey comments

Comment: The SMI DEIS very adequately addresses near-shoreline resources of TVA's
lakes throughout the Tennessee Valley and the wide variety of adverse impacts on these
resources that will occur in future years due to residential development. The document also
very adequately addresses policy/procedural mechanisms for providing varying degrees of
protection of these resources.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)

Comment: Page 2-14 briefly discusses three action alternatives that were considered but
not further detailed in the DEIS. We appreciate that environmental consequences were
mentioned in the rationale to some degree.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)
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404 Comment: The manual is a very good educational tool. It provides a good history of the
purpose of TVA as it applies to managing the regional lakes. It heightened awareness for
me, as a user of Wheeler Lake, of the role and purpose of TVA involvement in natural
resource management.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

405 Comment: The DEIS appears to be a good study. We hope it amounts to something
beneficial for the natural resources and the tax-paying public.

Commentby: 4 survey comments

406 Comment: The DEIS is a good study, with some exceptions. Some of the information in the
DEIS is questionable or needs refinement. Parts of the DEIS are too complicated and very
bureaucratic, and the document is too long.

Comment by: 14 survey comments

Response: Comments noted.

407 Comment: This DEIS needs some work.

Commentby: Kenneth E. Johnson, Jr.

408 Comment: The premise of this DEIS’ environmental impact analysis is quite weak, and
there is a lot of work that still must be done.

Comment by: L. Mac Toth

Response: TVA has examined every specific comment and suggestion for strengthening the EIS.
The draft has been modified as warranted by this examination.

409 Comment: There are some contradictions between what was written in the DEIS and what
was presented at the public meetings.

Commentby: Dan Mooney, 3 evaluation form comments (Harrison, TN), 1 survey comment

Response: What was presented in the public meetings by TVA staff was a clarification or explanation
of the DEIS, not a contradiction. The FEIS has been modified, if warranted, to clarify points or issues
raised by the public.

410 Comment: This DEIS does not have the scientific rigor that | have seen in other environ-
mental assessments. | urge TVA to conduct simulations to determine what the unanticipated
impacts of these alternatives are to the ecosystem.

Comment by: Heber Norckauer

Response: Most EIS studies are conducted to examine the environmental effects of a specific
construction project, like a barge terminal on a particular site on a certain reservoir. In such studies it
is common to inventory all resource conditions on that site and use the very precise data collected in
the inventory as the baseline for the environmental analysis. The SMI study is very different from
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these site-specific studies, because SMI is examining the effects of different residential shoreline
development policy approaches across the entire Tennessee Valley region. Sufficient data was
collected to model the impacts of shoreline development on a regional basis. As TVA prepares
reservoir plans, further environmental reviews will occur; and TVA will continue, as appropriate, to
review the environmental effects of individual permit applications.

411 Comment: The DEIS should be more detailed in order to be applicable to the majority of
landowners.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

412 Comment: Section 2.9 (Comparison of Alternatives) is really the crux of the whole matter
and should be greatly expanded and enhanced.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

413 Comment: Table 2.7-1 (Summary of Construction and Land Use Standards by Alternative)
seems to be clear, but there are many details which cannot be shown.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

414 Comment: Information is somewhat vague in the Executive Summary. This document
helps save reading time but, unfortunately, does not contain the depth of discussion needed
to fully understand each issue.

Commentby: 3 survey comments
Response: Comments noted. Based on public comment, more detail has been added as appropri-
ate to clarify issues in the Executive Summary and FEIS. Section 2.9 of the FEIS compares the
effects of each alternative on the 13 resource issues. TVA agrees that this analysis is very important
for showing the relationship among the alternatives, issues, and potential impacts. With so many

variables, however, TVA feels this is best accomplished with a concise summary. Details of each
resource analysis are found in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.

415 Comment: The Executive Summary was more than sufficient for me. | do not have time to
read the entire DEIS document.

Comment by: Roger Dooley
416 Comment: The cost to publish the SMI document is a good example of how TVA frivolously
spends the funds they have. The Executive Summary was more than sufficient.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

417 Comment: A slightly expanded summary would likely be all most of us want.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

418 Comment: The DEIS is too long. Most people do not have the time or patience to read a
one-inch-thick, technical document.

Commentby: Edwin E. Howard, Patricia Howard, Hunt Archer, Joe Wiley, John Sapper, Donald W. Reeves,

J. A. Collinson, John E. Greene, Sr., Mrs. John E. Greene, Sr., 1 anonymous letter comment, 14 survey
comments
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Response: Comments noted. This EIS is not unusually long when compared to other programmatic
documents. The EIS is required by NEPA to be a full and fair discussion of significant environmental
impacts and to inform decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would
avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment. The Executive
Summary briefly presents the major ideas, key findings, and conclusions of the EIS.

419 Comment: The DEIS is too technical and complicated, and this makes it very difficult to
read and understand. The FEIS needs to be written for the general public, using simple
terms, concise explanations, and more diagrams.

Comment by: Edwin E. Howard, Patricia Howard, James O’Neal, Steve Fritts, Sylvia Adams, Donald W.

Reeves, Lane Parkison, 1 anonymous letter comment, 1 evaluation form comment (Guntersville, AL), 1
evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 11 survey comments

420 Comment: Another masterpiece of bureaucratic bafflegab: labyrinthine, multidimensional
grids of information overkill, prolix and opaque language, and turgid structure. A communi-
cation better designed to confuse could not be made. Few will plow through your DEIS
enough to reach any clear understanding.

Comment by: J.A. Collinson

Response: Comments noted. TVA has attempted to write the SMI FEIS in a clear and concise
manner, but we acknowledge that much of the material is technical in nature. In response to public
comments, the text has been clarified and diagrams have been added where appropriate.

421 Comment: TVA used too many people—52 staff and 5 consultants—and excessive
chartsmanship to develop the DEIS. However, | would much rather overdo the job than do
an inadequate one.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Most of these contributors worked part-time on the SMI project to perform specific
analyses or other tasks. Over the span of the project, full-time staff ranged from one to five persons
who were reassigned from other TVA duties to work on SMI.

422 Comment: TVA should use recycled paper in this type of document.

Comment by: John Johnson (Katuah Earth First)

Response: Recycled paper was used. Please see the notation on the back cover.

423 Comment: We note the Table of Contents and the list of Reminders before each chapter.
We feel they are useful additions that facilitate the public review of the document.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)

Response: Comment noted.
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424 Comment: Page 1-6 refers to the document as a Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. However, the abstract and most of the text refer to the document simply as a
DEIS. We suggest the use of the PDEIS acronym throughout the document after it has been
defined at the first mention as Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)

Response: For ease of reading and understanding, the terms DEIS and FEIS were used throughout
the document, with an introductory explanation of the study’s programmatic nature.

425 Comment: In organizing the DEIS it would be helpful to understand the current TVA posi-
tion/rules/regulations before explaining the different proposals.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Alternative B1, the no-action alternative, describes TVA's existing guidelines. Refer to
Chapter 2 and Appendix A of the FEIS for a description of this alternative and supporting information.

426 Comment: The prevalent use of the verb could in the generation and justification of restric-
tive covenants is most consternating to me.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Couldis a form of can, suggesting less certainty. It is used to describe actions that are
possible, not inevitable.

427 Comment: We suggest that tables (e.g., 4.11-1) include time frames (per year, per 25
years, etc.).

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)

Response: Comment noted. In the FEIS, tables and figures have been modified to include time
frames where appropriate.

428 Comment: Summary Figure 4 on page 20 of the Executive Summary is very simplistic, as it
should be for the general public. However, without more explanation, the reviewer is de-
ceived as to how differently the various projects operate.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)
Response: As noted on the figure itself, this is only a representation of the study boundaries of a
typical TVA reservoir; the map is not intended to convey operational details about individual reservoir

projects. The appropriate Land Management Office should be contacted for information related to the
operation of a specific reservaoir.

429 Comment: The visitors of the Nashville District projects depicted in Figure 3.13-2 ought to
be millions instead of thousands.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)
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Response: You are correct. The FEIS has been amended to correct this oversight.

430 Comment: [ wish that photographs or line drawings had been used to illustrate the shore-
line in each of the alternatives. An illustration of the shoreline in its fully developed state
under each alternative would be more clearly and easily understood than the written descrip-
tion.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Response: This is a good suggestion which was considered but not pursued, in order to reduce the

cost of printing the FEIS. lllustrations such as the ones suggested were used on exhibits at the public
meetings to obtain comments on the DEIS.

431 Comment: The map is such a scale that it serves no purpose.
Comment by: 1 survey comment
Response: The commenter does not specify which map. The map on page 1-4 is a locator map of
the Tennessee River and reservoir system. The folded Valleywide maps inside the back cover of the
DEIS depict shoreland ownership and residential shoreline development patterns in the Tennessee
Valley. Since this EIS is programmatic, the maps were designed to give an overview of the entire

reservoir system. Larger-scale maps would be used in the development of individual reservoir plans.
In order to reduce printing costs, the folded maps were not included in the FEIS.

432 Comment: Metric conversion is not used or needed; so why print it? If the DEIS had listed
the entire International Critical Tables, that could really have expanded the brochure.

Comment by: J.A. Collinson

Response: The metric conversion table was included in the Executive Summary. A few graphics in
the main document use metric measurements, such as Figures 4.10-1, -2, -3, and -4 and Table G-1 in
Appendix G. The FEIS has been amended to include the conversion table.

433 Comment: How is shoreline defined in this DEIS? The water line changes by 300 yards,
depending on the time of year.

Comment by: Joseph T. Frye (Frye Enterprises)

434 Comment: Footprint is not defined.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

435 Comment: Woody understory is not defined.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

436 Comment: It was hard to figure out what the phrase additional areas actually meant.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
437 Comment: By not defining removable spring/spud poles, the DEIS fails to clearly illustrate
Alternative C1 (page X-32).

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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438 Comment: |t appears that a lot of work (and money) went into this study. It needs to give
more information regarding terms, e.g., what is biostabilization, etc. A glossary at the back
would be helpful. | am sure this information is in the full document, but time is of essence to
us all.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Shoreline, footprint, additional areas, understory, and biostabilization were defined in the
DEIS glossary, and the term removable spring/spud poles has been added in the FEIS.

439 Comment: I do not know for sure in which category my own property is located.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

440 Comment: What does flowage easement mean? Does it mean that TVA took control of
privately owned shoreland under the law for whatever purpose? If so, was this done with the
written consent of the private owners?

Comment by: Gloria Reagon Price
Response: TVA purchased flowage easements on some reservoirs. Flowage easement shoreland is
defined in the FEIS glossary as privately owned lakeshore properties where TVA typically has (1) the
right to flood the land as part of its reservoir operations and (2) the authority to control structures.

Refer to Section 1.4.5 for a discussion of the four shoreland ownership categories, which includes
flowage easement shoreland.

441 Comment: There is no differentiation between seasonal and permanent residential shore-
line, which could be a significant issue.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)

Response: The definitions for summer pool and winter pool elevations are given in the glossary.

442 Comment: Section 26a pops in here and there; after more searching than was worthwhile, |
cannot find what that is.

Comment by: J.A. Collinson
Response: Under 26a of the TVA Act, no obstruction affecting navigation, flood control, or public
lands may be constructed or maintained along or in the Tennessee River system without TVA ap-

proval (i.e., a 26a permit). For a list of the page numbers where 26a is discussed, see the Index
under 26a Permits. We have added a definition of this term to the glossary.
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Chapter 3 — Development Issues

Public Interest

Comments received from citizens or groups who opposed further residential shoreline alterations and
were concerned about the public interest included topics such as:

443

444

445

446

447

Importance of protecting and preserving public land
Need to limit future residential shoreline development
Public ownership of land managed by TVA

Comment: The Tennessee River, its tributaries, and shorelines are some of our most
valuable public resources. Preserving the natural and scenic beauty and maintaining the
health of this important river ecosystem should be of the utmost importance to all citizens
who care about leaving a decent heritage for our children and future generations. People
are attracted to our region and enjoy the lakes because there is not too much development,
and it gives them a different type of experience apart from the working city environment. Yet,
many people take our lakes and rivers for granted. TVA needs to play a larger role in helping
to protect and preserve this pristine area.

Comment by: Catherine Murray (Sierra Club, State of Franklin Group), John Johnson (Katuah Earth
First), Thomas A. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society), William G. Minser, Tim Meyer,
Ann Coulter (Regional Planning Agency, Chattanooga-Hamilton County), Ken Scharabok, 17 survey
comments

Comment: TVA shoreline is not just real estate. Itis a part of the American landscape that
can never be reclaimed once it is developed.

Comment by: Randy Brown (Foothills Land Conservancy)

Comment: The TVA reservoir system has already firmly implanted its footprint upon the
natural ecosystems of the Southeast. Many of our fragile ecosystems now lie under water.
It is critical that future effort be made to preserve that which we have left. TVA shoreline
plays a very critical role in issues of both natural aesthetics and conservation. As a sports-
man and as one interested in conservation, | recognize the grave importance that TVA-
controlled shoreline represents.

Comment by: Troy L. Ettel (The University of Tennessee)

Comment: The members of the Alabama Audubon Council, representing over 5,000
members in the state, would like to express our strong concern that TVA maintain its land-
holdings in conservation status. We recognize TVA'’s landholdings to be one of the most
important conservation areas in the Southeast. These unique holdings provide wildlife
habitat, watershed protection, recreational opportunities, and other qualities that are out-
standing in our region.

Comment by: Ann Tate (Alabama Audubon Council)

Comment: One of the reasons | moved here was to enjoy the lake without having to look at
everyone’s lawns for miles. If | wanted that | would live in Knoxville or Pittsburgh. But | like
to look at trees; | do not want to see a yard mowed to the edge all the way down the lake.
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Right now access rights are at 38 percent, but it could go to 63 percent if TVA keeps Alterna-
tive B1. | do not think anyone really wants that. People are thinking of their current situa-
tion—what is best for them, their property value, and so forth. But in the long run one pays
for that.

Comment by: B. J. Gillum

Comment: As more and more people have access to water and shorelines for economic or
recreational purposes, we have to understand that one of the major reasons is to escape
from highly developed areas. If the area flocked to is also highly developed, where can one
go next? What can one use up next? All of us have to sacrifice pleasure, profits, and ease
to keep what we have.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: People are attracted to these reservoirs by what they provide: clean water, nice
vistas, good places for recreation. If we do not put this at the center of how we manage the
reservoir, we will destroy the very products that attract people. Southern California attracted
so many people that they destroyed the environmental quality, and now they are burdened
by taxes we cannot even dream of. If we dirty the water, we all pay taxes to build new water-
treatment facilities. We need to consider the long term. We must look 100 years down the
road, not 5 or 10. Otherwise, we will be paying incredible taxes to pay for the impacts we are
creating now.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)

Comment: As population pressures in this country intensify and open spaces decrease,
public lands will become even more important. This concern was also evident at the small
number of the public hearings which were not dominated by lakeshore landowners. Accord-
ing to newspaper accounts, citizens at these meetings expressed far more support for
controls on vegetation management and much less support for further privatization of public
lands.

Comment by: Mary S. Johnson

Comment: The Creator intends for us to care for the land and maintain its beauty. We
should only disturb what he created when it is essential.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: It seems most people care only about their own property and do not seem to be
aware that what they do affects others and the earth itself. We are all connected and
depend on each other in ways we cannot even see or understand. This includes the plants
and animals, the water, air, and earth. We are part of an awesome creation and have been
given its care. So far we have not done a good job. Eventually, what we do will come back
to affect us. In fact, damming the rivers and creating lakes have already injured the earth’s
ecosystem. Must we continue to add insult to injury? It is arrogant of us to act as if we own
the land and control the earth. Our existence is an immense gift, and we will be judged by
how we treat it.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: We as human beings are, like it or not, the caretakers of this planet Earth.
However, we are failing at our task of maintaining a clean and healthy environment. There
comes a time when things have gone beyond the point of return. Let that not happen with
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our environment. We need to wake up and start being more constructive rather than de-
structive. This is not only for our own well-being but for that of our children and their chil-
dren. They are the ones who will have to drink the dirty water and breathe the polluted air.

Commentby: Loretta S. Overbey

Comment: We must, in all good conscience, preserve, protect, and repair (as practical) the
earth for future generations. Success will not be judged on a single act but upon the com-
bined and unified efforts of the people who are tasked with the responsibility of managing
our natural resources. My heart goes out to you who must bear the mission before you. We,
the people, watch with bated breath, hoping you have heard our words and understood our
fears. Protect the earth; it is the only one we have. Good luck.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The river itself has no voice. It was here before us. We depend on it and act as
if we can control and use it solely for our selfish reasons. When the river ecosystem dies, we
will die, and we will have killed everything that is connected to the river also. | was extremely
saddened to hear what most people had to say only focused on their narrow and short-
sighted views. We need to think sustainability. The earth is finite and must be preserved
and restored.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Farragut, TN)

Comment: One of the goals of the Tanasi Girl Scouts is to help children learn to preserve
and protect the world around them. We emphasize very simple activities which are quickly
disappearing from our children’s lives—things like camping away from the sights and sounds
of motorboats and houseboats; things like roasting marshmallows on the beach and watch-
ing the sunset, where there are just a mountain with trees and no houses on the horizon.
Activities like canoeing are being lost.

Comment by: Brooke Bradley (Tanasi Girl Scout Camp)

Comment: We speak of percentages lost, recovered, and/or protected as if we were
dealing with the original whole, but we are not. Every year the original whole, those wild-
lands which support most effectively healthy species diversity, shrinks by a percentage. This
is the same debate | have had with my fisheries boss at the Cumberland City power plant.
He would tell me that calling oneself an environmentalist was not healthy for one’s career
and that a person in our line of work needed to make compromises. | would contend that we
were compromising the fabric of life which sustains our very existence, that the fabric was
wearing thin, and its ability to sustain was becoming precarious.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Inthe 1960s, if a wise person at TVA—I think it was General Herbert Vogel—
had not put a stop to the wholesale auction of our shorelines every fall and spring,
Guntersville Lake would be boathouses from one end to the other. TVA would make a great
mistake if they now opened up their public lands for residential development. We would end
up with no public lands. Dr. Arthur E. Morgan was TVA'’s Chief Engineer and Chairman of
the first TVA Board. | have a personal letter from him dated March 2, 1956, and written
during the controversy over the timber-cutting here. By this time he was long gone from TVA
and was the president of a college. He said, “Dear Mr. Smith: . . . This letter is just to express
my appreciation of what you have accomplished [in the stopping of the timber-cutting in Little
Mountain State Park]. In the early days of the TVA, in the processes of acquiring lands for
the Norris, Wheeler, and Guntersville Reservoirs, | tried very hard to save the natural beauty
spots around the reservoir margins for the public use of the generations to follow. In refer-
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ence to later dams, the process of acquisition of shorelands was much more restricted. As
the population of our country increases, and as leisure time increases, the need for recre-
ation space, and for bits of unspoiled nature to which people can go for refreshment of spirit,
will continue to increase. Past generations have been so close to pioneering days that there
has been lacking a sense of urgency in the preservation of fine bits of nature. It may be a
generation or two more before the full import of that need is recognized. | have felt that in
the meantime the best we can do is to hold the fort, to keep our fine, unspoiled recreation
areas in that condition until such an appreciation of them grows which will ensure the
necessary protection. For your help in this process of standing guard, | am deeply grateful.
A natural forest park should not have any timber cut. A dead tree is home for woodpeckers,
nuthatches and flickers; a fallen tree covered with moss is as much part of the natural forest
as the growing trees. A forest in its natural condition has values which will gradually come to
be appreciated. Before going to the TVA | was able to assemble forest lands in providing
reservoirs and otherwise on other projects. Today those forest parks, acquired at very small
expense, have as many visitors as some of our national parks. | think that the same may, in
time, be true of yours if they receive good care.”

Comment by: Claude H. Smith

Comment: Jtis an attitude. We either want to take care of the shoreline, or we just want to
get out of it what we can. Keeping it as green as possible would be my preference if | were a
homeowner. The land should be kept as natural as possible, and people should also have
access to enjoy the river.

Commentby: ThomasA. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society)

Comment: From now on it is essential that we preserve the remaining undeveloped
lakefront to the maximum reasonable extent. This is a public trust that is held for all of us
who enjoy the lake and enjoy its beauty. We enjoy it not because it is developed, but be-
cause of its natural state.

Comment by: Daniel Payne Hale, Gordon Robbins (Greenways Oak Ridge)

Comment: The natural state is how things should be left, not “improved” by cutting and
denuding the landscape. What about a policy of “managed open spaces and recreational
uses”? | hope that TVA is hearing all over the region from citizens such as me, who have
nothing to gain financially from possible development alternatives but understand society
has much to gain by having places remain in their natural state, places that provide recre-
ation, solitude, free ecological services (like clean air, water, and abundant wildlife), and
vistas free from towers, docks, business, and pollution.

Comment by: Rebecca K. Falkenberry (The University of Alabama, Birmingham; The City of Birmingham)

Comment: We all own the roughly 11,000 miles of shoreline that are a public resource.
TVA is the custodian of an outstanding natural resource. Without this custodianship, this
resource would be badly degraded, as we can see on reservoirs elsewhere in the country.
We now have an opportunity to contribute to this custodianship.

Comment by: Liane B. Russell (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning)

Comment: Continued development will result in an overcrowding of our lakes. This will
increase trash, pollution, and soil erosion and have a tremendous impact on scenic beauty,
water quality, natural resources, tourism, and the economy. Ultimately, this will diminish the
quality of life and the recreational experience. The beauty of the lakes is the undeveloped
shoreline. In addition to flood control and navigation, TVA has been entrusted by the public
to protect this undeveloped shoreline and its environment from uncontrolled development.
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TVA must implement and enforce measures to protect forests, wetlands, and shoreline
management zones; preserve wildlife and aquatic habitat; stop erosion and run-off pollution;
keep the shoreline and water clean; and conserve the lakes and natural areas for our
children and grandchildren. There needs to be more emphasis that our lakes and shoreline
are a national resource and need to be managed for their long-term benefits. Therefore, any
TVA policy should impact the environment only minimally and should exempt special and
unique environmental and recreational lands from development.

Comment by: Alan D. Jones (Tennessee Environmental Council), Barbara Price (Friends of the Tennes-
see River), Denny Haldeman, Kenneth Wills (Alabama Environmental Council), Larry Richardson (Tennes-
see Conservation League), Margaret Rohs, Sandra Wright, Thomas C. Wright, William Russell, J. C.
Kennedy, Mary S. Uziel, Mayo Uziel, John T. Taylor (United States Fish and Wildlife Service), 67 survey
comments

Comment: [ do not want to see the Tennessee Valley lakes overdeveloped. Once the land
is gone, it is gone forever. | love Middle Tennessee, but the development around the lakes
there is scary. An example is Tellico Lake.

Comment by: Dean Martin

Comment: Under any of these plans, TVA lands will eventually come to resemble those of
the Fox River Valley in lllinois. That valley is virtually wall-to-wall residences. The Fox River
is so overcrowded with boats and piers and boat slips that there actually used to be a
floating hot dog stand to service boaters. It is almost totally degraded. Its fish are full of
tumors, and the wildlife management agency advises not eating them.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The best possible use of these natural resources is to preserve them in their
current natural state, without significant additional development—residential or otherwise. If
development is allowed to continue, the very values that we cherish and admire in these
lands and waterways will be destroyed by the thousands of people who intend to build on
and near these areas. It is imperative that we enter into an era which will value the steward-
ship of our natural resources above overdevelopment and exploitation. | have lived on Lake
Michigan and the Chain of Lakes in Northern lllinois. | have seen what uncontrolled and
exploited shoreline management can do. Itis a disaster. | do not want to see that happen
here.

Comment by: Cassi M. Yost

Comment: The bass club | fish with goes to Lake Martin at Alexander City at least once a
year and has done so for the last 15-20 years. In that time span we have seen the shoreline
go from being almost primitive to having large homes on just about every lot on the shore-
line. This has really taken the natural beauty from the lake. Other members of the bass club
have also mentioned how this has detracted from the lake. Some companies and individuals
who have access to or use our lakes and rivers abuse that privilege. Our environment is
very fragile, and even small violations should be considered seriously. If someone wants to
see how shoreline development has destroyed the natural beauty of a lake, | offer to take a
day off from work and go for a boat tour of Lake Martin. Many other lakes—Weiss, Loy,
Neely Henry—are experiencing the same things as Lake Martin. | also realize that some
development must occur, but please do not let what happened at Lake Martin happen on the
Tennessee River.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Comment: [f you want to see what your shoreline would look like in 20 years, come look at
McKellar Lake in Memphis. There are about 50 shack boathouses and about 75 people
living permanently in them, using house commodes. At Lake Tahoe there are hundreds of
houses surrounding the lake. Each house has a septic tank between the house and the
lake. They now have a major pollution problem they do not know how to correct. Before you
propose a problem, find an answer to it, and leave the beauty of Pickwick Lake as it is.

Commentby: 1 survey comment

Comment: At Tims Ford we have problems with water quality, trash, erosion, crowds (on
weekends and holidays), and noise. Further development will only make these problems
worse. | favor a policy that restricts development, stops erosion (help us—I cannot afford to
put riprap along my shoreline), and removes the sources of noise around the lake.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Undeveloped public land is of growing importance to the recreational, environ-
mental, and economic health of the Valley. It will only increase in value to the American
people. We urge you to carefully evaluate lands eligible for development. Those with
significant wildlife, scenic, or agricultural values should be permanently set aside for future
generations.

Comment by: Randy Brown (Foothills Land Conservancy)

Comment: Although politically TVA must consider economic development and property
values in the region, | feel that such concerns must take a back seat to good stewardship of
public land.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA has dual conservation and development mandates; yet, in the past, devel-
opment has taken precedence over conservation. In this age of increasing environmental
awareness, TVA needs to become the sustainable development/ecosensitive model for the
region. They need to promote cluster development and neotraditional-, village-, and town-
style concepts (like the Norris model), not suburbanization of the landscape.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA needs to leave extensive areas untouched in order to keep an ecosystem,
which includes all the species that play in that area. Fragmenting the ecosystem destroys it.
Compartment 52 is a good example. Leave it alone, and leave the bat caves alone.

Commentby: ThomasA. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society)

Comment: [ would like to see TVA'’s future actions follow the precedents it has set over the
last several years. We strongly support the commitment TVA has made to the natural
environment and to the citizens of Tennessee, by setting aside critical natural areas along its
reservoirs. The TVA reservoirs and surrounding properties are some of our area’s greatest
natural treasures; they must be managed wisely and with an eye to the future.

Comment by: R. Kincaid Mills, James O. Mills

Comment: An important concept that seems to apply here is sustainability. Our actions
influence the ability of our children to have the same quality of life that we enjoy. So let us do
things today that will give them the same opportunity to have as much fun and enjoyment as
we have had.

Comment by: Kim Pritchard
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Comment: Population growth puts steadlily increasing pressure on limited natural re-
sources. The TVA reservoir system can be included in a very broad definition of natural
resources. The strictest possible shoreline management should be initiated now to preserve
what is left of the TVA reservoir natural shoreline.

Comment by: 4 survey comments

Comment: Millions of citizens, both local and visitors, receive many benefits from public
ownership of 265,000 acres around 30 publicly owned reservoirs managed by TVA. We
have supported efforts to properly manage the waters and adjacent land because they
provide numerous opportunities for hunting, fishing, birding, boating, swimming, etc. Yet,
during the past decade, the Institute has become increasingly concerned about increased
residential and commercial development along shorelines of TVA-managed reservoirs. The
impacts to fish, wildlife, water quality, and other natural values are increasing. The increased
affluence of a growing human population is having its impact on the resources. If not
checked, the very values of the reservoirs that many millions of people admire will be
destroyed by a few thousand people who hope to build on or near the lands and waters. TVA
officials who are legally responsible must not allow this to occur.

Comment by: Chester A. McConnell (Wildlife Management Institute)

Comment: The Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources (North Caro-
lina Division) strongly supports the proposed Initiative. As is well reviewed in the document,
protection of shoreline habitats can have many beneficial effects, including protection of
water quality; protection of aquatic habitats, including those needed by endangered and
threatened species, protection of corridors of intact vegetation that are needed as corridors
for wildlife movements; and protection of aesthetic and recreational values. The proliferation
of shoreline development, including clearing for lawns or views of the lake, can have adverse
effects on all of the above.

Comment by: Stephen Hall (North Carolina Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources)

Comment: We cannot continue to deplete natural resources (i.e., shoreline vegetation,
soils, water quality, wildlife, endangered species) for commercial gain and use. TVA has
allowed people access to beautiful and environmentally sound areas, which is what made us
move to this area. Although | would love to live on the shoreline, | realize that a greater
human presence means a greater loss of natural resources.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Economically speaking, protecting and preserving the TVA shorelines will be a
longer-lasting public benefit than any permanently land-altering development project. This is
our chance to make a strong stand for wetlands protection, endangered species, and
recreational use of our rapidly disappearing wild lands. Development must be controlled.
Developers have the option to improve existing structures or build on parking lots; they do
not need to develop wilderness.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: There should be vast natural areas maintained for the creatures of the wild. All
life depends upon other life, and there are many forms other than man whose interests must
be protected. With the passing of thousands of species each year, how far away is our own
extinction? We want to ensure that all areas of the shoreline and the river can be protected
and enjoyed by today’s population and the many generations to come.

Comment by: Larry P. A. Maney (Organization of Native Americans of TVA)
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Comment: The existing economic and recreational development depends on the quality
and management of the natural resources that are already starting to decline. We must
preserve this vast resource (the entire watershed) with access consideration for private
lands and adjoining landowners. Public lands must be preserved for the organisms that
inhabit them and for our children. | commend TVA for their concern and willingness to
accept the responsibility of enforcement and management of these lands. Listen to the
people. Do the right things and look to the future to protect the “total” environment.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Memphis, TN)

Comment: The decisions we make today are going to affect generations 50,100, 200 years
from now. What kind of a legacy do we want to leave them? Folks who live out on the lake,
including me, do not know what we have and what we are destroying. Think about it. TVA is
on the right approach.

Comment by: Kenneth H. Dubke

Comment: Something needs to be said about the relationship to future generations. Many
people would be more likely to accept governmental intervention and control if a wider view
were presented at first, and they could see that it is actually protecting and preserving
common land for their children and grandchildren.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ would like to see the public lands in an undeveloped state. The main attraction
for tourists is not Dollywood and shopping outlets; it is our wildlands. We need to set aside
public lands where one can go for peace of mind. Once we lose this land, it can never be
replaced, and money can never bring it back. Let us not repeat the mistakes of other
countries. Let us conserve our land so that our future children have a place to enjoy the
natural beauty of our country.

Comment by: Lisa Richardson-Calfee

Comment: It is possible that more wildlife refuges, public parks, wildlife management areas,
public lands, etc., have not been set aside because it has always been assumed that TVA
land will not be developed. Public lands need to be set aside first if more development is
allowed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: A person can go to the lake or river once, ten times, or a hundred times a year
and leave almost no evidence of damage; but when he goes there and builds his economic
monument—a house, boat dock, or landscaped vista—it is semipermanent and thus takes
away from future generations.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: If TVA is having financial problems, let us come together as a community and
decide on solutions. Any of these proposals would be suicide, however. The Tennessee
Valley is no longer a well-kept secret, because TVA has controlled development. The result
is some of the most beautiful land on this planet. Let our higher values prevail to preserve
this gift for future generations, who we hope will have evolved from the overconsumptive/
more growth/more jobs mentality to an appreciation of sensible and moderate growth while
preserving and protecting our environment.

Comment by: William D. Stokes
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489 Comment: These public lands, the small areas and the large, already belong to us; so let
us make sure they are used to serve the needs of future generations. It is going to take
resources to manage the shoreline, and | am concerned about TVA’s budget cuts. Weed
control and other things are being cut, as well as some of the land management funds. | am
concerned that, as development progresses, TVA will not have enough resources to manage
it. Maintaining these narrow strips of land and the big chunks as conservation areas may be
one of the more practical, cost-effective ways of dealing with the land and ensuring water
quality in a time of decreasing budget.

Commentby: Kenneth Wills (Alabama Environmental Council)

490 Comment: We view TVA’s landholdings as the most important conservation lands in our
region. The Tennessee River and surrounding lands are a regional and national treasure.
When we consider the development of up to 48 percent of the shoreline, it is easy to forget
that such development is irreversible. TVA lands are unique because of their contiguous
nature. As natural lands in private hands are fragmented, subdivided, and parceled to tiny
pieces, those few large holdings like TVA's must be held intact to preserve some remnant of
the natural forested lands which once covered this portion of our continent. It is shortsighted
to consider development of the TVA riverfront when the rest of the region is slowly turned
into suburbia. We urge TVA, who received their holdings under federal mandate, to hold
these lands as a sacred trust for future generations. When compared to the great national
parks of our nation, TVA'’s lands may not be considered spectacular. However, with the
current rate of urban growth and deforestation in the Southeast, it will not be long before
TVA'’s land holdings are considered a regional treasure—if they are held in conservation
status and not developed. One hundred years from now, the people of this nation will know
whether TVA conserved these lands or gave in to pressures to develop them for private gain.

Comment by: William J. Rogers (The Shoals Audubon Society)

Response: Comments noted. TVA agrees that public lands become increasingly important as
growth occurs. Public lands can be used to help meet a variety of short- and long-term needs. SMI
was initiated to reexamine how TVA should manage residential shoreline access to best meet these
needs. SMI examines potential short- and long-term impacts on natural resources such as wildlife,
fisheries, and vegetation, as well as values such as open space and aesthetics. TVA thinks that the
Blended Alternative strikes a balance between accommodating today’s need for reasonable access to
TVA's shorelines with tomorrow’s need for undeveloped open space. The Blended Alternative would
place high priority on the management of nonresidential shorelines to conserve their ecological and
recreational values. The Blended Alternative includes a management strategy that uses a number of
forward-looking techniques such as a maintain-and-gain public shoreline policy, a shoreline categori-
zation system, conservation easements, public education, and incentives. By adopting such a
management strategy now, TVA hopes that an appropriate balance between current and future needs
can be maintained. Further information about the Blended Alternative can be found in Section 2.8 of
the FEIS.

491 Comment: Priority should be given to controlling the total amount of development.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

492 Comment: We should severely limit the number of people living in the ecologically diverse
microenvironments of our waterways.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Comment: My husband and | are in favor of the least possible development and the least
disturbance to the environment. Only 10 percent of the undeveloped shoreline is left on our
lake. The majority here hope to leave it as itis. Nature is spiritually uplifting; houses are not.

Commentby: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ do not want to see the lake totally opened up. | do not want to go down to the
shoreline and see a cabin and a dock every time | turn a corner. It is important that we
maintain the lake in some semblance of beauty that it has today. | would like to still be able
to see eagles. The lake is beautiful.

Comment by: Bobby Wood

Comment: The private development of the Norris Lake shoreline makes me sad. | am very
tired of everything being mowed down and cleared off.

Comment by: Douglas Snelson

Comment: | hope no docks will be permitted along rivers as narrow and vulnerable as the
Hiwassee. | hope TVA will work hard to preserve waterways such as the Hiwassee, which is
quickly being destroyed by those who do not know any better.

Comment by: Sue Little

Comment: The Hiwassee should be developed to the extent the environment is not harmed.

Comment by: James E. Sherrill

Comment: TVA should hold residential development to an absolute minimum and to areas
naturally suited for development. Leaving the undeveloped shoreline alone would attract
more people than developing it.

Comment by: Susan L. Gawarecki, Ph.D. (League of Women Voters of Oak Ridge), Mary Huddleston, 1
evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN), 14 survey comments

Comment: Optimum residential development on Tims Ford Lake is about maxed out. It
probably would be best at this time to call for a slowdown in further residential development
and try to get a better handle on what needs to be done to combat littering and erosion.
Also it needs to be determined how these issues can be funded.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA should limit residential development to those areas with existing access
rights (i.e., 38 percent of the shoreline). Additional areas should not be opened, especially
since we have not even used 50 percent of what is currently available.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League), Tracy Slemmer, 1 evaluation form

comment (Farragut, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Murray, KY), 12 survey comments

Comment: There is already enough development impacting the natural beauty of our lakes.
| prefer the alternative which allows the least additional development without restricting
commerce and individual rights.

Comment by: 2 survey comments
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Comment: [ support 38 percent development, with sufficient control of erosion and enforce-
ment of maintenance violations.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Even though TVA estimates buildout under Alternative C1 at 48 percent, | did
not see anything in the EIS to guarantee this limit. Buildout should not exceed 38 percent
under any alternative, which still allows much more room to grow. We are already being
cramped by the development we have now, which is why we have the need for this study in
the first place.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Memphis, TN)

Comment: Open no more areas for residential development. Even with controls, guide-
lines, laws, etc., humans have a way of ruining and misusing all that is natural and a gift to
us. We use up and destroy in the process.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ thought TVA adequately identified the environmental factors but then disregarded
them for the most part by deciding to develop 2,809 to 5,510 additional miles of shoreline.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA shoreline is limited. There is only so much of it. Allowing further develop-
ment because of pressure from a few people is very foolish and very shortsighted. If the 38
percent is allowed to drift upward to 45 or 50 percent, then in 15, 20, or 50 years, more
pressure will push it to 60 or 70 percent. This threat of creeping development is insidious
and will rob our descendants of a priceless heritage which we now have. Please draw the
line now.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: No more public land should be made available for development. There is only
so much shoreline. If more shoreline is opened for development, there will still be pressure
to make more and more of it available until all of it is developed. If more shoreline is opened
for development, a fortunate few will benefit, but the general public will suffer an irreplace-
able loss.

Comment by: Bill Evans

Comment: [ am writing on behalf of 1300-plus members of the Tennessee Scenic Rivers
Association. We are an all-volunteer organization devoted to the preservation of
Tennessee’s rivers. The SMI has been discussed at our board meetings, and our primary
comment is that TVA should “manage reservoir shorelands to minimize environmental
disturbances.” We also strongly urge TVA to limit residential development to areas with
existing access rights. The stewardship of these lakes is a very important issue. We urge
you to continue development of this program with the protection of shoreline, rather than
further development, as the foremost goal.

Comment by: Jack Lyle (Tennessee Scenic Rivers Association, Inc.)
Comment: When you are dealing with TVA-owned land without existing access rights, then

it is very appropriate to have a buffer zone. Such property should be made available for
additional residential use only in very limited and exceptional situations, if at all.

Comment by: Allen N. Palmer
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510 Comment: Those who own land all the way down to the shoreline should be able to do
what they want to with private land. But if TVA has a buffer zone in front of the property, that
is public land that should not be developed. Leave it like it is.

Comment by: 1 unidentified speaker comment (Murray, KY public meeting)

Response: The objective of SMI is to provide reasonable access to TVA lakes, while better protect-
ing reservoir resources and values. Several alternatives, including the Blended Alternative, attempt to
do this using techniques such as shoreline categorization and conservation easements. Categorizing
shorelines will help identify where residential shoreline development should and should not occur. In
addition, some of the alternatives, such as the Blended Alternative, seek to maintain TVA's undevel-
oped shorelines by holding future development to those areas that are currently open for shoreline
alterations. The Blended Alternative also seeks to limit shoreline development impacts by including
vegetation management and other standards that would be applied to TVA-owned residential access
shoreland. See Chapter 1, Section 1.4.5, for an explanation of property rights on the reservoir
system. It should be noted that the buildout percentage (i.e., 38, 48, or 63) associated with each of
the alternatives represents nothing more than TVA's estimate of the upper limit or maximum amount
of development that could occur over SMI's 25-year planning horizon. This does not mean that
buildout necessarily would occur because these percentages are not development goals or targets.
These upper limits were needed for analysis purposes only and were used by the resource specialists
primarily in their assessment of the environmental impacts expected under each of the alternatives.

511 Comment: A TVA goal in the SMI should be that there will be no net loss of undeveloped
shoreline.

Comment by: Marvin Johnson (Tennessee Valley Sportsmen'’s Club)

512 Comment: There should be no net loss of public lands. If anything, we should be finding
ways to gain lands.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Memphis, TN)

513 Comment: The Recreation Services Division encourages TVA to develop additional alterna-
tives that would minimize future development impacts on our natural resources. Currently,
no alternative is provided by TVA that would result in less than a 25 percent increase in
development. A no-net-loss strategy should be developed to minimize the potential impact
on recreation, as well as the critical natural resources of the Valley.

Comment by: Alison Brayton (Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation)

514 Comment: The Tennessee Conservation League (TCL) believes that shoreline development
should be limited to 38 percent of the total shoreline, in view of the different land ownership
categories and the fact that private property rights exist on that 38 percent. We advocate no
net loss of public lands.

When additional shoreline development is being considered, TVA should identify and protect
ecologically sensitive and important areas. TCL urges TVA to consider a shoreline manage-
ment alternative that will ensure adequate shoreline vegetation protection for erosion and
pollution control and aesthetic quality for public recreational users.

Comment by: Larry Richardson (Tennessee Conservation League)

515 Comment: The demand for public use areas in the state of Tennessee is only going to
increase, and TVA needs to hold these areas as a public trust. We have a diverse wealth of
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natural resources throughout Tennessee, unlike a lot of other states. As a result, there is
pressure on Tennessee for use of those resources. TCL feels that we need to be extremely
careful in using those resources, especially the public ones, because they are going to
become more and more scarce.

This land was acquired by TVA through eminent domain, or it was purchased, and it is public
land for which we all pay taxes to enjoy. Not everybody can afford to live on the lake or own
a bass boat, but they still like to use the lake. It is a valid point that the landowners on the
lake are cleaning up behind other people who use the lakes. But the fact is that the public
has a right to use the lakes. Many people from Cincinnati, Ohio, use the upper lakes in East
Tennessee, and that is their right because those are public resources. The remaining 62
percent of the shoreline under TVA control should be kept public. We passed a resolution at
our annual meeting that advocates no net loss of TVA public land.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)

Response: TVA's new Blended Alternative establishes a maintain-and-gain policy that would result in
no net loss of nonresidential TVA public shoreline at a minimum. This alternative was formulated to
respond to concerns that opening up new shoreline for residential shoreline development would have
unacceptable impacts on the reservoir system'’s remaining natural resources and public values.
Under this alternative, TVA would seek to limit residential shoreline development to those areas that
now have access rights and are open for consideration of dock and other shoreline alteration propos-
als. Even within these areas, alterations would not be permitted where there would be adverse
impacts to sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, or power generation (see Section 1.4.5.)
TVA would also try to gain public benefits over open lands through such techniques as conservation
easements. The proposed shoreline categorization system would better protect environmentally
sensitive open lands. For more information, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

516 Comment: Limit residential development to 42 percent on main channel lakes and 38
percent on tributary lakes.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

517 Comment: Limit development to 43 percent.

Commentby: 2 survey comments

Response: It should be noted the buildout percentages associated with SMI’s various alternatives
were used in the analysis of alternatives and are not part of the alternatives themselves. These
percentages represent only TVA's prediction of the maximum amount of development that could occur
over SMI's 25-year planning horizon and are not goals or targets. The impacts from these sugges-
tions would fall between Alternatives C1 and C2.

518 Comment: According to the current ownership patterns (see Summary Figure 3), 38
percent of the shoreline is already subject to easements granted by TVA or held by it and is
thus subject to management for other than conservation purposes. Further, 37 percent has
already been conveyed for industrial and residential development, commercial and public
recreation, and resource management. Thus, 75 percent of the shoreline is already subject
to other uses. Only 25 percent is left. That small remaining amount should be retained for
public use for the betterment of the natural resources of the reservoirs, including protection
against adverse impacts on water quality, which, in turn, would still benefit municipal and
industrial users. Full utilization of these techniques is available only on the remaining
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25 percent of TVA-owned-and-managed shoreland. We have heard from other sources that
the 75 percent development figure could range upward to 90 percent; perhaps that is only
true as to certain reservoirs, but in those cases it would be more essential to preserve from
development the presently TVA-owned-and-managed shoreline.

Comment by: Robert R. Reid, Jr., Alabama Audubon Council, Alabama Ornithological Society, Cahaba
River Society

Response: This comment reflects a misunderstanding of the nature of ownership along TVA reser-
voirs. There are four broad categories of shoreland ownership around the reservoir system. These

include:

Flowage easement shoreland (21 percent of shoreline)—privately owned land where TVA has
the right to flood and control structures.

TVA-owned residential access shoreland (17 percent of shoreline)—TVA-owned land where
the adjacent private property owner has access rights and may apply for dock or other
shoreline alteration permits.

TVA-owned-and-jointly-managed shoreland (37 percent of shoreline)
TVA-owned-and-managed shoreland (25 percent of shoreline)

1.

2.

3.
4.

Only the first two categories are currently open for private water-use permit applications. See Section
1.4.5 for further information on ownership patterns. TVA-owned-and-jointly-managed areas do not
include residential access rights. Under TVA's new Blended Alternative, TVA would allow docks and
other alterations along existing open shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control,
and power generation concerns do not exist. TVA would also limit consideration of requests for
access across shorelines where such rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by others for
exchange of access rights that result in no net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped public
shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support the agency’s integrated resource management mission.
Other than these situations, no additional residential access rights would be considered.

519
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Comment: Our lakes and shorelines are valuable resources that were purchased and
developed with public funds and belong to all of us. They are protected for the enjoyment of
all citizens. Therefore, TVA land should be managed based on what the public wants, not
just a privileged, elite group of developers and lakefront property owners who sometimes get
preferential treatment. When property was condemned to allow the creation of the TVA
reservoirs, it was supposedly done for the greatest public good. This land should not be
used now to benefit only the fortunate few who are able to buy property adjoining the lakes.
We all have the same rights to use and enjoy the shoreline, and no group should be granted
privileges at the expense of others. In this respect, TVA needs to see that all people are
treated the same. Poor people love the river too. Concentrate on protecting the environment
and the rights of the public to equal access and use of the land for recreation and enjoyment,
and not solely as a dwelling place for those who have money. It is for the benefit of the public
at large that a maximum amount of public and unspoiled shoreline should be maintained.

Comment by: Danny Solomon, Joe Adkins, Liane B. Russell (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness
Planning), Patrick Lyons, Bobby Johnson, Jean Johnson, Tim Meyer, Eric Hirst, Susan Hirst, Rhovean M.
Rinella, Mary S. Johnson, 33 survey comments

Comment: Land use rights imply (incorrectly, we believe) that property owners’ rights
supersede nonowners’rights to a quality lake experience. TVA is a public, government
agency, and TVA lakes would not exist without the people’s authority. Therefore, the people
as a whole should have ultimate domain over the shoreline, and only in very restrictive and
limited circumstances should the public’s rights be permitted away to individuals.

Comment by: 3 survey comments
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Comment: [ love the lake and Tennessee River, and | do not want to see it taken by private
ownership. | grew up enjoying all the benefits of living near the lakes and river. Private
ownership denies the public enjoyment of the lake and destroys the beauty and quality of
water and the shoreline.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA has a public trust which should be their primary interest, above the rela-
tively few interests of those presently situated at the shoreline. The overreaching issue is
environmental protection of all citizens, not a few relatively self-centered but loud partici-
pants.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA should take a long-term (10-to-20-year) perspective, focusing on a broad
public perspective. Focus on environmental quality. Do not pay too much attention to the
narrow views of lakefront property owners.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Free public access has been barred on so many of this country’s shorelines
(lake, river, ocean). They have been monopolized by private ownership and commercial
exploitation. There are not enough public parks (state, federal, local) to provide access for
all other people who are not fortunate to own shoreline property.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Since TVA reservoirs were developed with public funds, the property owners
make up a very, very small percentage of the taxpayers who use the TVA reservoirs. The
issue of lake user rights on TVA public lands should be more important than landowner
rights.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ am one of the approximately 98.4 percent of the residents of the Valley who do
not own shoreline property. But we are nonetheless stakeholders in those lakes. We own
the lakes and we own the shoreline. We also vote. Even under the most obscene projection,
that associated with Alternative A, only about 6 percent of the inhabitants of the Valley will be
on the shoreline or in second lot developments. Ninety-four percent of us in the Valley still
will not be on a shoreline, but those lakes are ours.

Comment by: Stan Guffey

Comment: There are no individuals in an ant colony. Everything is done for the good of the
population as a whole, and that is why they achieve the level of success that they do. That
kind of influence ought to be in our societies today. We need to be more considerate of one
another, not thinking about just ourselves. We need to think about our neighbors and
grandchildren 50 years down the road. We need to take a better overall look at how we are
dealing with this planet and with one another in general. It is unfair for people who own
lakeshore property to feel that they have a lot more stake in this than | do because | do not
own lakeshore property. It is everybody’s property and | have every bit as much a stake in it
as anyone else.

Comment by: Earl F. Calfee, Ill
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Comment: TVA seems to listen more to property owners with their own selfish desires.
TVA took my great grandparents’ farm years ago, but my family has not really suffered
because of it. Why did TVA not retain all property rights along the reservoirs and rivers?
TVA is obligated to protect adjacent lands of the reservoirs; so do it. The more rights TVA
gives to property owners, the fewer rights the rest of us have. The rest of us outnumber the
property owners by far. So please consider that in your decision-making.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA land management and aquatic biology programs are in danger of being
starved for funding from Congress. Unless TVA takes a more populist stand and works for
the general welfare of the voting public as a whole, the die is cast for the end of the agency.
Favoring private developers and lakeside property owners will not provide enough funding to
survive. If TVA could renew its efforts to benefit the public who visits the lakes for recreation,
there is a chance to continue. Plan and build some nature parks at the River Park below
Chickamauga Dam, for example. Fight for the public good and we can help you. Cater to
selfish interests, and you should prepare your resumes and start networking for another job.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN)

Comment: TVA must protect the public lands that remain. Do not let the adjacent landown-
ers treat it as if it were theirs. Get tough and do what you are supposed to do—protect and
manage public lands. Quit bowing to political pressure; it is your mandate to protect and
manage; explain that to the politicians. The people who lose in private development of public
land are the overwhelming majority; lakefront owners are the minority. Do not cater to them.
TVA is charged with stewardship of public land for the public. If TVA will not do what is right,
the land should be turned over to the Nature Conservancy or another group that will protect
the public land and not bow to political pressure. If tighter control is not instituted, the
shoreline will be lost for future generations. The group poll tells a different story than the
public meetings. Remember who the majority of the people are. Boaters come to the lake to
get away from the urban environment, not to get back into it. Please protect our public land
from the handful of selfish landowners who think they have the right to privatize the public
assets.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Forty to fifty years ago TVA acquired most of the lands on our major river
systems and their tributaries to build the lakes. In acquiring those lands, a lot of it was done
with the power of eminent domain, where the landowners did not want to sell but were forced
to for the public good. It is a public resource and we better take care of it, or our grandchil-
dren will suffer. Once it becomes private development, you are no longer welcome on that
property; you get excluded on lands that you paid for with tax dollars. But our lakes and the
lands around them that were purchased by TVA are public property. The owners are all of
us, whether we live here or in California or Nevada, or wherever; whether we fish or ski or
boat or not, it belongs to everybody. We have a tremendous obligation as citizens to see that
these public lands in the future are used for the greatest benefit of us and our children and
grandchildren. What we decide now is going to decide that. Over 60 percent of the shore-
line is in public ownership or controlled through TVA. TVA is the custodian, but we are the
owners.

Comment by:  William G. Minser
Comment: Our quality of life and the very life of our natural heritage are at stake as solu-

tions are sought to avert an impending disaster. The Tennessee River is part of the com-
mons belonging to all of us, and its future should be decided by all of us. At present, devel-
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opment interests and shoreline dwellers are asserting their “rights” to continue degradation
of shoreline by popular demand. There are those with financial interests who have fanned
the flames of fear or regulation among shoreline dwellers, the majority of whom are respon-
sible citizens. Please do not allow the minority—development interests and their minions—
to determine the fate of our Tennessee River, our water quality, and our quality of life. We
cannot all live upstream or on the shore. Killing the river by loving it to death and failing to
act is little different than doing it with malicious intent. Call 1-800-TVA-LAND to become
involved in determining the fate of our Valley’s most precious resource and life support
system—our Tennessee River.

Comment by: Denny Haldeman

Comment: Itis my great hope that TVA will increasingly manage shoreline as a public
resource and not as a private benefit to householders along the shoreline. In some areas
householders’ yard-to-yard and street-to-shore mowing already creates the powerful visual
effect that the lakes and access to or along them is private, particularly around Tims Ford
Lake. Property owners by word and deed act together to groom “their” shorelines so that the
total appearance is that the shoreline is fully an extension of their yards. This is intimidating
to public users. TVA needs to abandon the implicit elitist agenda of its past policies and
embrace a public-resource philosophy for its shoreline management. TVA lakes are not
private clubs—nbut the restrictive covenants, the generally high real estate values around the
lakes, and the sub-rosa de facto agreements tolerated in the past make our public lakes
appear very much like the stronghold of a privileged, elite class.

Comment by: Gerald L. Smith (The University of the South)

Comment: We very much enjoy the solitude and scenic beauty found while boating on the
unspoiled coves and shoreline found at most TVA lakes. Further development brings more
boat docks, tree cutting, roads, and houses. These types of development only cater to the
wealthiest segment of our society. The common man is restricted more and more as to
where he can visit and feel welcome. The beautiful coves located above Pickwick Dam on
the eastern shore are a classic example of this. Just recently these were unspoiled and a
favorite of fisherman and boaters alike. Now, half-million-dollar homes and boat docks crowd
the shore, making nonhomeowners feel like intruders and ruining any sense of privacy that
used to be found. We realize that some development is inevitable with the increasing
population and demand for the lakeside lifestyle. However, such development must be
tempered so as not to destroy the very qualities that make these lakes so attractive.

Comment by: Martin Beckler, Gayle Beckler

Comment: With privatization we might not still have a voice about this land. | am particu-
larly concerned about corporate interests that might result from the privatization.

Comment by: Paul Kwiatkowski

Comment: Residential shoreline alterations are increasing by 6 percent per year. Develop-
ment must slow tremendously or we will lose valuable resources permanently. It is the
purpose and function of government agencies to limit and control permitting in the best
interest of the public as a whole, not in the best interest of capitalists. We are losing natural
resources at a rapid rate, all for the profit of a few. I rely on TVA to regulate these activities,
but it seems more and more that government is owned and influenced and operated by
corporate America. Will this ever cease? It is a crying shame.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Comment: Local citizens generally cannot compete monetarily with those from areas with
higher wages. We could be priced out of being able to use TVA land if too much private or
commercial development occurs.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: All of the alternatives are unacceptable and watered down to satisfy the whims
and desires of developers and wealthy landowners to use TVA lands as inducements to
destroy the reservoirs and limit the use and enjoyment of the majority of users who are not
as wealthy.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: No matter what alternative one chooses, there will be dramatic change along
TVA shorelines. | feel the natural heritage of future generations is slowly (Alternative D) or
very quickly (Alternatives A, B, C1) being sold out to the almighty dollar, especially in the
hands of developers.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: We should not loosen regulation just to satisfy those developers and individuals
who profit by development at the expense of those who wish to use the lakes for fishing,
boating, observation of wildlife, and other outdoor activities. Listen to the general public and
not just the well-organized and -financed vested interests.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: In no case should private real estate developers be allowed to capitalize on
public tax dollars. If they are allowed to develop property to make millions, they should be
required to pay a substantial enhancement fee, because they did not pay for the lake.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: We enjoy the wildlife that frequents our area, but many homeowners do not
appreciate having their lawns fertilized by geese and their gardens devoured by deer, so
they drive them away. Real estate developers are raping the shorelines with their new
subdivisions. We prefer wooded shorelines and an aura of tranquillity. Undoubtedly, real
estate developers (who are more than adequately represented on city councils) and county
commissions will do everything they can to develop the waterfront. | hope TVA can and will
control that somewhat.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Lakefront property owners must realize that it is a privilege to live alongside a
TVA reservoir. TVA property is owned by the public, and adjacent landowners do not have
the inalienable right to do what they want on this land or to treat it as their own. When
landowners annex adjacent TVA land as extensions of their yards, this excludes anyone else
from using this public land, if only by appearance and intimidation. Therefore, TVA needs to
reinforce its public access policy to prevent property owners from assuming control of
adjacent TVA land and to stop them from interfering with the public’s enjoyment of the
shoreline (i.e., walking, camping, etc.).

Comment by: Paul Rister (Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources), V. H. Wilson, Jr., 1
evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 1 evaluation form comment (Murray, KY), 12 survey comments
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Comment: In regard to land use rights, shoreline owners should not be given free reign to
alter the shoreline. | live on a public street, but | am not allowed to alter the street in front of
my house.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The way some people think that they own the land all the way to the shore is
astounding. These same people would not dream of going to the Smokies and logging an
acre or two of forest or of going into their next-door neighbor’s yard and putting in a deck
and swing set for their children.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Let homeowners have control of their own property, but do not give them control
or defacto ownership of public/TVA lands. Do not allow destruction of public lands by
neighboring private property owners. Private lakefront property owners do not own the lake
in front of their property and often do not even own the shore in front of their property. They
should not treat these areas as their own. If you buy land adjacent to a national park, you
are not allowed to clean park property for your own convenience. Property rights stop at the
property line. Even rights-of-way across land give only restricted rights.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: It is astonishing that we have spent so much money on the DEIS, public hear-
ings, and related activities because some people think they should be able to mow lawns all
the way to the (publicly owned) shoreline. | implore TVA to choose a plan that provides for
minimum development and maximum environmental safeguards.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA’s land and water belong to all of the people. When certain activities or
rights are permitted to individuals, then the people in general lose the use of their resource,
i.e., a mowed lawn along a TVA lake is judged by others to belong to the adjacent landowner.
To the greatest extent possible, the public land and water should always be managed so as
to provide maximum access and use by the public.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ see the SMI as a logical agency response to changing times and changing
constituencies. However, change that denies the unique institutional and philosophical
roots of TVA is dangerous, both for the people of the Tennessee Valley and for TVA itself.
The vast public landscape created by the TVA lakes and parks is a crucial institutional link
to the agency’s beginnings and basic purpose, as well as being a real physical link be-
tween the agency and the people of the Valley. Allowing adjacent property owners the
right to transform the public viewshed of the lake and river shorelines into a private land-
scape defined by privately owned picnic tables, fishing docks, etc., will permanently
change the nature of TVA’s public landscape. Even “low impact” development will tell
those using the lakes that this place on the shore belongs to someone else and to stay
away. A lake surrounded by private enclaves will no longer convey the qualities of a public
landscape. It will soon become a private domain. Those who want to take their children to
explore and find meaning will be uncomfortable in a public lake surrounded by individual
private worlds. They will go elsewhere to enjoy the experiences | treasured as a child and
still enjoy as an adult.

Comment by: Carroll Van West
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Comment: Far more people use the reservoirs than live on them. Therefore, we should put
the common uses of public lands ahead of residential, industrial, and other limited or indi-
vidual interests. Along these lines, TVA should have environmental sensitivity and the rights
of future generations as its highest priorities. TVA has the right and obligation to protect its
shoreline for environmental values, wildlife, and, where appropriate, public use.

Comment by: Adelle Wood (Sierra Club), Joe W. McCaleb, John Young, 5 survey comments

Comment: Our environment will deteriorate if TVA keeps buckling under to pressure from
developers. If that happens, the reasons why many people choose to live here will fade
away. TVA needs to be tough and stand firm on environmental issues. Our natural re-
sources are far more important than the financial comfort of the moneyed, powerful few.
After all, the shoreline is still public and owned by those who cannot afford to buy a lot and
build a house on the lake.

Comment by: 4 survey comments

Comment: Public land that TVA condemned should not be turned over to private develop-
ment. The public benefits derived from those lands (recreation and protection of water
quality, reduction of erosion, preservation of wildlife habitat and endangered species, protec-
tion of wetlands, protection of the natural beauty, and flood control) must take precedence
over private development. Most areas of the state that TVA properties are located on do not
have any kind of zoning, subdivision controls, or land use controls. Therefore, developers
and builders can do almost anything. TVA must take a more positive role in land manage-
ment.

Comment by: Bill Terry

Comment: TVA is a public institution, owned and financed by the public taxpayers. Since
TVA property is public property, decisions should be made in the interest of the majority of
citizens. Primary attention should be given to the critical resource issues of water quality,
soil conservation, wildlife and aquatic habitat, wetlands preservation, and the environment
that we all share. Only secondary importance should be given to the desires of a relatively
few property owners and developers who might be motivated by self interests.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: Most responses from landowners and lake users will reflect their interest in
increasing property value for speculation or in obtaining the right to, in effect, “own” TVA’s
shoreland. They want to have TVA land to mow and plant shrubs as though it were theirs.
They do not care about the needs of shoreland birds and animals or the effect on the lake
water. | listened to the nearly 100 percent negative public comments at the Roane State
College public meeting on July 9. A self-serving gang of thieves is what they sounded like. |
was the only speaker who defended the need for TVA. Do not give up. Hang in there and do
what is right for the lake.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Maintaining to the lake does not mean mowing to the lake. Right now incalcu-
lable damage is being done to the soil, and erosion is occurring because those practices are
continuing. We have to realize that the lake owners are a privileged few. But our responsibil-
ity and TVA'’s responsibility is to the public, including future generations, to preserve and
conserve the shoreline and the lakes.

Comment by: Nancy Benziger Brown (American Planning Association)

Shoreline Management Initiative



556

557

558

Responses to Public Comments

Comment: Prior to the August 1 meeting at Central High, | thought that lack of education
and communication was the root of antienvironment attitudes at previous comment meet-
ings, as reported by the media. However, after listening to TVA-bashing, to development-at-
any-cost sentiments, and to nonacceptance of logically presented facts, | think that some
adjacent shoreline landowners and special interest groups such as realtors do not have any
overall long-term perspective—only narrow, personal, short-term interests. For instance,
there are many of us who do not want to see house after house but prefer trees and rocks
along the river. People sitting near me at the August 1 meeting even complained at length
about snakes along the shore, with seemingly no concept of snakes’ value in the ecosystem.
I thought that was a basic fact learned in elementary school science. In brief, future residen-
tial development must be limited to assure access to our lands for all. Proper environmental
management of these lands will assure a quality experience for all.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Most development along TVA lake shorelines is not in the best interest of most
residents of the Tennessee Valley. Development is in the interest of the relatively few who
will benefit financially (developers and real estate agents) from new homes and the relatively
few who can afford to buy those homes. What will our children say about this issue in the
year 20207 | do not believe they will look back and say, “ 1 wish TVA had sold more
lakeshore acres to developers.” It is very likely that they will wish TVA had the foresight and
courage to resist development pressure and protect the shoreline of TVA lakes. Then they
will have a choice in managing those lands. If they choose to develop a large area, they can
decide to allow that development. If we decide it for them today, they will not have a choice.

If we have learned one thing about development, it is that it is typically a permanent deci-
sion. Converting developed land back to farm land or a natural area is very difficult and has
rarely been achieved. With the pressures of economic and population growth, natural
resources in the Tennessee Valley are facing unprecedented threats. That is why it is so
important for public agencies to act as stewards for our resources and to stand up for the
long-term interests of the citizens of this nation.

Comment by: Alan D. Jones (Tennessee Environmental Council)

Comment: All of the reservoirs impounded to date were bought with the funds collected
through taxation from all socioeconomic classes. These waterways and the land surround-
ing them are the public’s domain, not private property. The right to access or utilize these
federal resources should not be dictated by a private landowner’s assertion (even if misin-
formed) that he or she owns the land or water that they have effectively leased from the
government. The continued use and growing pressure on these resources by interests other
than those originally established by the TVA Act (flood control, navigation, water supply, and
recreation) could be considered by some extreme opinions to be “takings.” For example,
Appendix O of the DEIS gives per capita income for surrounding areas of these reservoirs.
All of them are less than $19,000 per year. If you take into consideration the fact that the
average lake lot on Tellico Lake or Fort Loudoun is typically three times, and in some in-
stances five times greater than the average income for these specific areas, the corollary is
that the land bought with the public tax dollar (from all socioeconomic classes) is being
redistributed to those of much higher economic status in the area. This results in a common
public sentiment that the public land is being sold-out to big money interests (land develop-
ers) with the blessing of TVA—in essence, a taking. | understand the changes in policy and
personnel over the years that have resulted in the mixed bag of shoreline policy to date;
however, | urge TVA to hold the line on future development.

Comment by: Eric T. Newberry, Jr., P.E. (Tennessee Bass Federation)
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559 Comment: When TVA removed the first landholders from their lands through eminent
domain, it began a process that has come full circle. Subsequent sales of this “stolen” land
now threaten TVA'’s ability to control the development beast that has been unleashed.
Although seemingly illegal and highly immoral, TVA over its 63-year history has been selling
large and small parcels of this ill-gotten land to private developers. Over the years, TVA has
answered, if not catered to, the demands of multiple users of the Tennessee River. Among
the users are the shoreline property owners. Today this owner group is in no mood to be told
how to manage the riparian zone. Lacking a basic understanding of the interplay between
aquatic and terrestrial life forms, most shoreline residents clear to the water’s edge, install a
seawall, or riprap the bank and keep vegetation short. The riverbank often resembles
waterside suburbs devoid of biodiversity and natural areas. And still the land sales go on.
Yet, according to TVA’s own biologists, geologists, and assorted experts, opening more
shoreline for residential development will have deleterious effects on shoreline vegetation,
wildlife, endangered and threatened species, soils, wetlands, floodplains and flood control,
aquatic habitat, water quality, recreational use, aesthetics, Native American archeological
sites, and navigation.

Comment by: Cielo Sand Myczack (Broadened Horizons Riverkeeper Project)

560 Comment: A great deal of attention has been paid to the rights of present and future
lakefront owners. The American Planning Association (APA) would like to stress that the
public, as well as the landowners, have both rights and responsibilities in utilizing the shore-
line. In many cases we have seen that a short-term benefit to an individual owner or devel-
oper is a long-term detriment to the public. Those landowners who resist the preservation of
the shoreline will not have a shoreline to preserve in the future or a lake that they or others
want to fish and swim in. APA does not object to development as such, nor do we believe
that it is necessary to halt all opportunity for future development on the TVA reservoirs.
However, we have grave concerns about the extent of future development proposed in
several of the scenarios.

Comment by: Nancy Benziger Brown (American Planning Association)

Response: Comments noted. TVA has developed a new Blended Alternative. This alternative
balances the rights of lakefront property owners with the ecological, aesthetic, and recreational
importance of public lands around the reservoir system. The Blended Alternative would allow docks
and other alterations along existing open shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood
control, and power generation concerns do not exist. TVA would limit consideration of requests for
access across shorelines where such rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by others for
exchange of access rights that result in no net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped public
shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support the agency’s integrated resource management mission.
Other than these situations, no additional residential access rights would be considered. See Section
2.8 of the FEIS for a description of this alternative. It should be noted that all public shoreland is
available for public use. However, as some commenters and TVA analysts have pointed out, informal
public use diminishes as shoreline development occurs.

561 Comment: IfI wanted an ugly lake | would go to Tims Ford where there are houses and
grass lining it. Dale Hollow and Center Hill Lakes are beautiful because of the preservation
engineered by TVA. It would be a shame for these lakes to look like Tims Ford, Percy Priest,
or Old Hickory. Granted, we have a vested interest in Center Hill, but we chose that lake
after visiting and studying all the Middle Tennessee lakes managed by TVA. | have never
seen more aesthetically beautiful lakes than Dale Hollow and Center Hill. | would prefer they
be managed by use fees than to undergo any significant shoreline development.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Response: Comment noted. Percy Priest, Old Hickory, Dale Hollow, and Center Hill Reservoirs are
part of the Cumberland River system administered by the USACE. Tims Ford is a TVA reservoir. Itis
a watershed development project managed collaboratively by Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation and TVA. Both agencies will be working with the public in the near future to de-
velop a land management plan for Tims Ford Lake that is consistent with mutual objectives of the
agencies, public interests, and the policy that is adopted as a part of SMI.

Development

During the 1996 public involvement process, citizens or groups commented on additional develop-
ment of shoreline properties. Comments included topics such as:

»  Support for additional shoreline development
» Benefits of residential shoreline development
»  Amount of shoreline to be developed

»  Buildout/growth projections

562 Comment: Residential shoreline development should be allowed to continue, but it has to
be planned and carefully done. For example, development should not occur in large tracts of
unblemished land, game preserves, or environmentally fragile areas. Residential develop-
ment should be attractive and should not interfere with flood control, erosion control, and
water quality. Also, land should be zoned to prevent conflicts between user groups. For
example, TVA should designate some large, undeveloped areas specifically for hunting and
fishing to avoid problems with residential landowners.

Comment by: William H. I. McCrary, Billy Godwin (Grace Long Real Estate), Bobby Wood, Granville
Major, Kenneth E. Johnson, Jr., Mike Bunch, Vernon Reedy, Kenneth M. Gresham, Jr. (Gresham & Hogan,
Attorneys and Counselors at Law), 5 survey comments

563 Comment: There is more than enough undeveloped shoreline for vegetation, wildlife,
endangered and threatened species, etc. Just do not develop near or around TVA wilder-
ness areas. Restrict or slow development if these resources are of concern.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA agrees planning is an important component of effective shoreline management.
Since 1979, TVA has prepared land management plans for individual reservoirs. Through this pro-
cess, TVA seeks public input and evaluates resource conditions to determine the most suitable use of
each parcel of public land in TVA custody. Some parcels are allocated for purposes such as habitat
protection; natural resource conservation; informal recreation activities such as hunting, bank fishing,
and picnicking; developed recreation areas; and industrial/commercial development.

Under any of the SMI alternatives, development of residential shoreline alterations such as docks
would continue. The new Blended Alternative, like Alternatives C1, C2, and D, would integrate a
shoreline categorization system into the reservoir land management planning process to identify
residential access shorelines where protection, mitigation, or management strategies are needed.
TVA would also adopt residential shoreline development standards designed to protect water quality,
prevent flood control impacts, control erosion, and otherwise conserve shoreline resources.
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564 Comment: TVA still owns 40 percent of the shoreline under the TVA-owned-and-managed
shoreland group on Watts Bar Lake. Regardless of requests or demands to do otherwise,
these are the areas TVA should protect, let go back to nature, and intensely manage. Itis
not realistic to try to manage residential shoreline areas as if they were in a remote national
park.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA s examining whether residential shoreline development should be limited to areas
that now have access rights or if additional areas should be made available for development. TVA
does not intend to manage residential areas as a national park. The agency is looking for ways to
better protect the environment, while allowing reasonable access to the reservoir by adjacent resi-
dents.

565 Comment: TVA should allow residential development of as much shoreline as possible and
give responsibility for this development to the private sector. TVA should ensure water
quality and erosion control—not development. In addition, TVA should minimize their control
over property owners to manage the shoreline.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Response: Comments noted. Alternative A captures the sentiments expressed in these comments.
SMI addresses management of public land in TVA custody and permitting of shoreline development
consistent with agency responsibilities under Section 26a of the TVA Act. Under the Blended Alterna-
tive, a reasonable level of residential shoreline development would be allowed. In addition, this
alternative would provide flexible standards that allow applicants to request TVA permits for various
types of docks, methods of erosion control, and other shoreline alterations.

566 Comment: [support developing safe industries along the waterway, but not water polluters.

Comment by: Shirley Hodges (Save Our Parks)

Response: Comment noted. TVA identifies sites suitable for industrial development in its reservoir
land management plans. Prior to allowing TVA shorelands to be used for industrial uses, potential
impacts on water quality and other resources are evaluated and taken into account.

567 Comment: Contrary to the underlying conclusion in the DEIS, managed development is
beneficial rather than detrimental. Without development there would be no roads, factories,
or lakes. Development benefits the economy by creating employment and attracting people
to the area. As a result, the local tax base is also increased. Industrial development is much
more harmful to the environment than residential development, which also has positive
environmental impacts, such as erosion control and the establishment of fish habitat around
docks. Developed shoreline that is landscaped and boathouses that are well built and
maintained also add to the scenic beauty of the lake.

Comment by: Donald R. Miller, Theodore S. Maloney, 14 survey comments
568 Comment: My personal experience is that private residential development, especially in

areas likely to show pride of ownership, enhances the utility of land, particularly to casual
users of adjoining land. Development does not degrade property.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Comment: By reducing the diversity of plant species (Sections 1.8.1, 1.8.2), residential
development typically reduces noxious plant species (poison ivy, bramble, other weeds) and
replaces them with desirable species (perennial grasses, flowering bushes such as roses,
rhododendron, and azaleas, and attractive shade and fruit trees). These desirable plant species
attract bees and birds and other beneficial wildlife. Has the TVA set itself up to preserve large
tracts of poison ivy? Experience shows that private residential development makes the whole
area more desirable and attractive to recreational visitors, as well as to landowners.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: Itis not true that private residential development adversely affects the lakes.
Excessive public development is of much greater concern to us, since this type of develop-
ment is characterized by slums, wasteland, and undesirable flora and fauna. It is our
experience that private development enhances property, and public development degrades
it.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Response: The FEIS addresses both positive and negative impacts of residential shoreline develop-
ment. According to SMI analyses, residential shoreline development is the primary shoreline distur-
bance activity that contributes to reservoir resource impacts. Section 4.14 of the FEIS more fully
addresses the benefits of residential development to the economy, including increases in employ-
ment, property values, and the local tax base. Section 4.9 mentions that docks provide food and
cover for fish. Section 4.12 addresses aesthetics issues. The Blended Alternative (Section 2.8 of the
FEIS) also addresses the need to control erosion and the benefits of enhancing fish habitat.

571

Comment: The river improves our quality of life by providing for our residential and recre-
ational needs. Industry should blend in, but residential development should be the primary
use of our rivers, lakes, and shoreline.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted. TVA manages public lands and shorelines to provide diverse economic
development and resource management benefits.

572

Comment: Houston County is one of the most economically depressed areas in Tennessee.
There are very few lakefront lots available. Due to the law of supply and demand, the few
lots that are available sell for about $50,000. This excludes a large segment of the popula-
tion from achieving the American dream of owning a cabin or retirement home on the lake,
but this is the type of development Houston County needs to create jobs for our citizens.
Houston County does not need or want water-and-air-polluting industrial development.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted.

573 Comment: TVA's development plan is not good for economic reasons, because 38 percent

of the shoreline is not enough.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Response: Comment noted. TVA's socioeconomic analysis (Section 4.14 of the FEIS) shows that
population and income would increase as the amount of residential development increases. How-
ever, property values would be higher at the 38 percent Valleywide level of development under
alternatives that include standards for shoreline permitting (i.e., the Blended Alternative and Alterna-
tive C2). Property values would increase under any of the alternatives considered, but the increase
would be lowest under Alternatives A and B1, both of which could potentially result in residential
shoreline development of 63 percent Valleywide. It should be noted that the amount of shoreline with
access rights varies on a lake-by-lake basis, as shown in Table 1.4-1 of the FEIS and as explained in
the next response.

574 Comment: Forty-eight percent development should be the maximum for any given area of
a reservoir. If a mile on one side of a lake is opened for construction, then a mile on the
opposite side should be left undisturbed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

575 Comment: TVA should allow 50 percent of the shoreline to be developed. That would leave
50 percent available for recreational use.

Commenthby: C.Demetriou (Citizens for Less Government), 3 survey comments

576 Comment: Instead of the two extremes, TVA should limit development on the lakes to 50
percent. The public would get 50 percent of the lake, and the private owners would get 50
percent.

Comment by: Robert L. Garrison (Lake Nottely Improvement Association)

Response: Under Alternative C1, TVA estimated that as much as 48 percent of the shoreline
Valleywide could be developed for residential purposes. Other alternatives have projected develop-
ment levels of 38 percent (Alternatives B2, C2, D, and the Blended Alternative) or 63 percent (Alterna-
tives Aand B1). The level of residential development on an individual reservoir would be determined
by a number of variables, including the amount of shoreline in the flowage easement and TVA-owned
residential access shoreland categories (refer to FEIS Section 1.4.5), resource conditions along those
shorelines, the shoreline management policy adopted by TVA, and market demands. As shown in
Table 3.4-3 of the FEIS, residential shoreline development has already exceeded 38 percent on four
reservoirs.

Because of varied ownership patterns, existing development conditions, resource issues, and other
constraints, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to guarantee that half of the shoreline of a particular
reservoir would be available for recreation. For the same reasons, it would not be possible in many
situations to apply the mile-for-mile suggestion to a given area of a reservoir. However, the Blended
Alternative includes a maintain-and-gain shoreline policy that would achieve results that are compat-
ible with these suggestions. Under this alternative, shoreline permitting would be allowed within
flowage easement and TVA-owned residential access shoreland where sensitive resources, naviga-
tion, flood control, and power generation concerns do not exist. Proposals submitted to TVA for
access across and development of other public shoreland would have to include provisions for
offsetting mitigation, such as conveyance of conservation easements or relinquishment of access
rights over other shoreland of equal or greater public and ecological value. In this manner, TVA-
approved landrights exchanges would maintain and improve environmental integrity, maintain and
enhance public benefits from reservoir lands, and keep the projected maximum buildout level from
residential shoreline development at 38 percent or less Valleywide.
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577 Comment: | would prefer 100 percent residential development of land that is suitable for
this purpose, which is probably less than 50 percent of the shoreline. Much of the existing
development was built on unsuitable land, leading to water quality problems from septic
tanks, etc.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted. TVA agrees that all shoreline is not suitable for construction of docks
and other shoreline development. Potential impacts to water quality resulting from residential shore-
line development are discussed in Section 4.10 of the FEIS.

578 Comment: We would like to see more shoreline development. What is wrong with 63
percent residential development?

Comment by: Roger Brown, 1 survey comment

Response: The 63 percent Valleywide development level is anticipated under Alternatives A and B1.
As explained in Chapter 4 of the FEIS, these alternatives would result in the highest level of adverse
impacts to water quality, aquatic habitat, wildlife, threatened and endangered species habitat, vegeta-
tion, cultural resources, wetlands, public recreation use opportunities, and other resources. It would
also result in the lowest increase in the value of lakefront property.

579 Comment: Most of the prime shoreline which can be developed has already been devel-
oped. For instance, on Wilson Lake a lot of the undeveloped shoreline is rocky or is in front
of rock bluffs. In my opinion, that is a big issue.

Comment by: Bubba Doss (Bubba’s Marine Construction), 1 survey comment

Response: Wilson Reservoir is the oldest reservoir in the TVA system, and it has the highest level of
residential development (52 percent of the total shoreline). Most of the shoreline around this lake (95
percent) is privately owned flowage easement (92 percent) or TVA-owned residential access shore-
land (3 percent). In addition to steep slopes, remaining property around the lake has not developed
for reasons such as lack of roads and/or utilities and the interest of landowners in retaining large
parcels for farms or other purposes. Ownership and development patterns differ on other TVA
reservoirs.

580 Comment: The issue of opening more shoreline for development versus keeping the status
quo was not addressed in sufficient depth.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Response: Comment noted. This is one of the critical SMI issues that has been addressed through-
out the FEIS. The SMI FEIS evaluates a range of alternatives. Some result in additional shorelands

being opened for residential shoreline development, and others would limit development to areas
where access rights now exist.

581 Comment: Since a significant amount of land which TVA has sold for residential purposes
has never been developed, APA is reluctant to recommend the development of a significant
percentage of additional property.

Comment by: Nancy Benziger Brown (American Planning Association)
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Response: Comment noted.

582

583

584

585

586

587

588

Comment: With 62 percent of total shoreline either TVA-owned-and-managed or TVA-
owned-and-jointly managed, it is hard for me to understand how development can get out of
hand.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Your basic premise is flawed. If in 50 years 13 percent of the shoreline has been
developed, why do you think that suddenly three times that much development will take
place in the next 25 years? This is very confusing, poorly presented, and in some cases,
contradictory.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: On the older lakes there is hardly any land left to build on except cliffs. Only 13
percent has been developed in 50 years. | doubt that we will ever see 20 percent of the
shoreline developed.

Comment by: Joe Wiley

Comment: With only 17 percent of all shoreline developed, this is not the time nor does
TVA have the authority to mandate change. | know from 25 years of experience fishing
every eastern reservoir that as much as 50 percent will never be developed for a variety of
reasons. When the time comes, control should come from state and local government, not
federal.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Chatuge and Nottely Reservoirs should not be in the high-growth projection
category. They should be classified as low growth.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Shoreline development projections were grossly estimated, using a growth
assumption based on dock permit increases of 6 percent per year. Based on this assump-
tion, TVA estimates that over 50 percent of the Tennessee River system shoreline will be
developed in 25 years. When electric power companies estimated this magnitude of projec-
tion (6 percent per year) for electrical power demand in the 1970s, they grossly overesti-
mated electrical power consumption in the 1990s.

Commentby: Thomas Begley, P.E.

Comment: TVA has used statistical deception, suppression of important facts, and ques-
tionable mathematical manipulation to unethically support a case for Alternative C1. For
example, TVA claims that residential development is out of control and states on page 2-16
of the DEIS that residential development could take up nearly two-thirds of all the shoreline if
Alternative B1 stays in effect. How can this be? TVA either owns or controls nearly two-
thirds of the shoreline. Only one-third is privately owned.

Comment by: Joe Wiley

Response: There are several strong indicators of the potential for notable increases in the level of
residential shoreline development over the next 25 years. These include existing high levels of
development on several reservoirs, population growth in counties along reservoirs, and increases in
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the number of permit applications. It should be noted, however, that the Valleywide buildout percent-
age (i.e., 38, 48, or 63) associated with each of the alternatives represents nothing more than TVA's
estimate of the upper limit or maximum amount of residential shoreline development that could occur
across the Tennessee Valley region over SMI's 25-year planning horizon under certain conditions.
This does not mean that buildout necessarily would occur, because these percentages are not
development goals or targets of the alternatives.

As discussed in Section 3.4.4 of the FEIS, there is a great deal of variation between reservoirs in the
amount of existing residential shoreline development. Twelve of the 30 reservoir projects addressed
in the SMI study already exceed the Valleywide average residential shoreline development level (13
percent of the shoreline). On four reservoirs, residential development exists on over 40 percent of the
shoreline (Wilson, 52 percent; Boone, 51 percent; Fort Loudoun, 49 percent; Chatuge, 41 percent).
Four other reservoirs have 20 percent or more of their shoreline developed for residential use (Watts
Bar, Blue Ridge, Nottely, and Fort Patrick Henry).

From 1980 to 1994, population in counties along TVA reservoirs increased by 10.4 percent. Over this
same time frame, nine of the reservoir counties had increases from 20.3 percent to 44.9 percent
(FEIS Section 3.16).

Before forecasting the amount of buildout anticipated under each alternative, TVA determined that
permits are increasing at the rate of 6 percent annually (Section 1.1 of FEIS). This rate of increase
was applied to shoreline mileage data to determine an anticipated level of development over the next
25 years. This study yielded an estimated level of development of 54 percent of the shoreline. Realiz-
ing that the actual level of development would be influenced by a number of factors, TVA projected
that the alternatives could result in different buildout scenarios.

TVA's method for forecasting the amount of residential shoreline development anticipated under each
alternative is explained in Section 4.2 of the FEIS. Under the highest buildout scenario (63 percent),
TVA assumed that all of the privately owned flowage easement shoreland (21 percent of the shoreline
Valleywide) would be developed. In addition, it was assumed that all of the TVA-owned residential
access shoreland (17 percent of the shoreline Valleywide) would be developed. It was also assumed
that residential access rights would be conveyed over additional TVA shoreland on a case-by-case
basis, and residential use would eventually become the dominant use of the shoreline. The 63
percent level of development was estimated using growth rate assumptions that are explained in
Section 4.2 of the FEIS.

589 Comment: Currently, development is at 13 percent (1,383 miles) of the total shoreline and
could affect 38 percent of the total shoreline based on accessible ownership categories. Itis
unclear as to why only a 48 percent to 63 percent buildout was predicted for Alternatives C1,
B1, and A, when all TVA shorelines (100 percent) would be accessible (based on all four
ownership categories being open to development), while a full 38 percent buildout was
predicted for Alternatives D, C2, and B2, when 38 percent of the shoreline would be acces-
sible (based on only two ownership categories being open). We assume that the 38 percent,
48 percent, and 63 percent buildout scenarios predicted by TVA would actually be less after
shorelines are inventoried for sensitive areas (wetlands, archaeological sites, etc.) that
typically would be precluded from development. The FEIS should clarify.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)

590 Comment: Considering the rate at which residential shoreline development and occupation
are anticipated, the consequences to the environment would be great. The DEIS reports
that well over half (54 percent) of the shoreline environment could potentially be developed
over the next 25 years. However, the reservoir growth projections cited under paragraphs
4.2.1 through 4.2.3 could be much higher. If so, this would ultimately encompass the
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complete shoreline with residential development in 25 years. Does that make sense? |
certainly do not think so. In essence, what the report is saying is that 100 percent of the
shoreline will be eaten up and beaten up by residential access through constant wear on the
land and abuse of the environment.

Comment by: Gloria Reagon Price

Response: There are several reasons why none of the alternatives are expected to result in 100
percent development of the shoreline. Under Alternatives C1, C2, D, and the Blended Alternative, the
shoreline categorization system would preclude the development of environmentally sensitive shore-
lines. In addition, site selection criteria (i.e., maintenance of a 100-foot buffer, adjacent land zoned for
residential use, etc.) would be applied under Alternative C1, as described in Section 2.5.1 of the
FEIS, to identify areas where conveyance of additional access rights would be considered. This
systematic approach would clearly eliminate some shoreline areas from consideration for residential
development.

Although these approaches would not be used under Alternatives A and B1, there would still be some
limitations on the amount of residential shoreline that would be developed. For example, TVA would
not permit shoreline development where threatened and endangered species would be impacted or
where unavoidable impacts to other sensitive resources would occur.

TVA assumed that the growth rate for residential development and the suitability of property for
development would be influenced by, and in some cases precluded by, factors such as availability of
roads and utilities, local zoning, and proximity to employment centers. Factors affecting suitability of
property for development are dependent on site-specific conditions, and this makes it difficult to
guantify precisely how much property is not suitable for development for a region as large as the
Tennessee Valley. Therefore, TVA chose to examine impacts at the maximum buildout level for each
alternative, even though actual buildout would likely be less, especially on some reservoirs. TVA's
method for estimating the amount of shoreline potentially impacted by future residential alterations is
explained in Section 4.2 of the FEIS.

591 Comment: Only seven years of permitting data were used to create the entire engine for
the growth model.

Commentby: Sayra Thacker (Tennessee Marine Construction)

Response: TVA believes the seven years of data used to project trends are sufficient. The data
covers years 1988 to 1995, which was a period of diverse economic conditions. The data clearly
show an increasing trend in the number of permits issued, and this tracks the increase in population
growth in the counties adjacent to many of the reservoirs addressed in the study. The number of
permits processed by TVA are increasing at a rate of 6 percent per year (Section 1.1 of the FEIS).
From 1980 to 1994, population in counties along TVA reservoirs increased by 10.4 percent. Over this
same time frame, nine of these counties had increases of 20.3 percent to 44.9 percent (FEIS Section
3.16).

592 Comment: TVA grossly extrapolates future shoreline development into 38, 48, and 63
percent growth scenarios. TVA lumps Kentucky Lake, which presently has less than 10
percent total development, into the same projection scenario with Tennessee River system
reservoirs that presently have over 50 percent total development. TVA should at least refine
their future reservoir growth projections based on individual reservoir data. TVA’s general
reservoir shoreline growth projection alternatives are neither accurate nor appropriate for
Kentucky Lake.

Comment by: Thomas Begley, P.E.
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Response: The growth rate projections were used in estimating the amount of additional shoreline
that could be “opened” for development under some of the alternatives. These growth rates took into
account a number of factors, such as proximity to population centers, road access, availability of
utilities, existing land use patterns, water quality conditions, and topography. Kentucky and 13 other
reservoirs were included in the scenario projections as medium-growth reservoirs. Including Ken-
tucky, 12 of the medium-growth reservoirs have 6 to 23 percent of their shoreline developed for
residential purposes. There were only two reservoirs (Wilson and Boone) in the medium-growth
category that have over 50 percent of their shoreline developed. Both of these reservoirs have a high
level of flowage easement property and very little TVA land. Additional residential shoreline develop-
ment is anticipated on these two reservoirs, but it will occur primarily on flowage easement land.
Because of the limited amount of TVA property on these two reservoirs, applying the medium-growth-
rate assumption to them did not substantially affect the Valleywide growth projection.

593 Comment: We are aware that the selection of Alternative C2 would continue to preclude
shoreland residential development which has no (0 percent) or minimal shoreline currently
designated for residential access. Conversely, however, we also note that under Alternative
C2, other reservoirs would continue to have a large percentage of shoreland open for
potential residential development. This existing counterbalance between substantively
developed reservoirs and minimally developed ones would be preserved with the selection
of Alternative C2. Compared to substantive development of all TVA reservoirs (which could
occur under Alternative C1), maintaining this counterbalancing would help offset existing/
new development impacts and promote an overall healthier Tennessee Valley system. It
would seem to be considerably less difficult to limit the amount of new development at
reservoirs as opposed to reducing (reversing) the amount of existing development at these
developed reservoirs in an effort to maintain the overall health of the TVA system.

Should TVA have concerns that selection of Alternative C2 would maintain unequal develop-
ment patterns within the Tennessee Valley (i.e., where portions of the shoreland at one
reservoir could be residentially developed but no such development could occur at another)
and that such a development pattern would be unequitable, TVA may wish to modify Alterna-
tive C2 to include a reasonable amount (15 to 20 percent) of development within the other
two additional ownership category areas (i.e., TVA-owned-and-jointly-managed shorelands
and TVA-owned-and-managed shorelands) at those above reservoirs that are currently
inaccessible or minimally accessible for residential development. However, this exception
should be limited to only those reservoirs with currently no or minimal open shoreland and
only if the reservoirs can environmentally support residential development (i.e., shoreline
categorization system permits access). This modification could perhaps be accomplished
through selected land transfers (purchases, sales, and/or tradeoffs) to generate accessible
ownership category areas in the desired reservoirs.

Commentby: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)

Response: TVA's new Blended Alternative is consistent with these views. Under this alternative,
TVA would adopt a policy of maintaining and gaining public shoreline. TVA estimates that the
Valleywide level of residential shoreline development could be up to the 38 percent level, which
represents current property ownership. Any increases in development from agency-initiated projects
would be offset by conservation measures such as shoreline protection and conservation easements.
TVA would not consider proposals from others for shoreline access in new areas unless the proposal
provided for conveyance to TVA of other land or landrights with equal or greater public and ecological
value. This practice would result in no net loss and preferably a net gain of public shoreline.
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Chapter 4 — Standards and Permitting

Standards

During the 1996 SMI public involvement process, many citizens or groups offered comments regard-
ing standards. These comments covered a variety of issues, including:

594

595

596

597

598

599

Need for standards and regulations

Need for flexible, fair standards

Pros and cons of existing guidelines
Standards under various alternatives
Standards of other agencies
Reservoir-specific standards

Structure registration

Facility design and construction
Footprints/size, number, and density of docks
Boathouses, boat slips, and boat ramps
Community facilities

Shoreline frontage requirements
Dredging

Shoreline categorization and inventory
Vegetation management standards
Vegetation management corridor/pathway

Comment: Standards and guidelines are necessary.

Comment by: Lee Miller, 3 survey comments

Comment: Standards for development are long overdue.

Comment by: Larry Richardson (Tennessee Conservation League)
Comment: [ favor placing the maximum politically feasible restrictions on private, exclusive
use of public lands.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: Some controls are required to protect our environment, fresh water, and trees.
Keep the controls simple and more people will favor them.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: There should be enactment and enforcement of rules to maintain the shoreline’s
natural quality.

Comment by: V. H. Wilson, Jr.

Comment: Riparian rights must be regulated to the extent that the overall environment is
protected from runoff and the destruction of shoreline and aquatic vegetation.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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601

602

603

604

605

606

607

Comment: The construction and land use standards that were described in the DEIS seem
reasonable.

Comment by: Gregory E. Huber, Alan D. Jones (Tennessee Environmental Council)

Comment: Impose regulations on undeveloped land.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Given TVA's legal obligations to private landowners along 17 percent of shore-
line (TVA-owned residential access shoreland), the highest environmental standards should
be established for allowable development in this category.

Comment by: Chester A. McConnell (Wildlife Management Institute)

Comment: The North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission currently reviews all nation-
wide and General Section 404 permits administered by the USACE in western North Caro-
lina, including all counties within the Tennessee Valley. We recommend that standard
requirements be developed which would limit removal of shoreline vegetation and encour-
age bioengineering approaches to existing erosion problems.

Comment by: David L. Yow (North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission)

Comment: TVA’s decision on shoreline management would affect 10,995 miles of shoreline
along 30 reservoirs in 7 states and has a 25-year planning horizon. Currently, TVA reservoir
development is at 13 percent (1,383 miles). Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is
pleased to note the potential presented in several alternatives for greater control of develop-
ment along TVA shorelines on the same amount or more of TVA shorelands presently open
to residential development. Given development pressures, EPA believes that proper TVA
shoreland management is essential for the planning horizon.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)

Comment: When we waste this beautiful land there will not be any more to replace it. |
have noticed many of our lakes eventually become huge cesspools. Our mountains com-
pare favorably with Switzerland’s. They are a national treasure if we could only clean up a
little and preserve what we have. Please tighten up environmental controls and standards.

Comment by: Grace Dempsey

Comment: We would like for TVA to put forth strong standards so we have some uniformity
and pleasant appearance of our shoreline. If we do not have standards, private docks might
look like some of the docks in downtown Card Sound on the way to Key Largo, and that
certainly is not the way you want the river to look. Give examples and show pictures of what
standard docks look like.

Comment by: Lester J. Vohs

Comment: There are examples of poor shoreline management on the TVA system (e.g.,
the Singleton Complex). Trash, wastes, and pollution have been dumped into reservoirs
with public knowledge. This practice, deliberate or not, must cease, and standards must be
set. Itis a fact that local governments, industry, and private owners continues to pollute the
waterways with liquids and solids. Runoff from small watersheds continues to deposit
sewage, trash, and solid wastes into the upper reaches, and with the first rain the mess is
deposited into the nearest reservoirs. This practice must be stopped.

Comment by:  Marvin Johnson (Tennessee Valley Sportsmen’s Club)
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Comment: There must be protections put in the system to preserve the natural beauty of
our lakes. In order to achieve this goal most effectively, we must have an organized agenda
and rules. Without rules everyone will pull in a slightly different direction, and we will never
move closer to our goal of preserving the world around us.

Comment by: Earl F. Calfee, lll

Comment: [ have tried to put myself in the position of a property owner who would be
affected by the outcome of this. | feel that | would still have the same opinions. In an ideal
world there would be no need for regulations such as these. Unfortunately, it seems that the
people in a position to buy wonderful lakefront properties usually do not have a respect for
these natural environments.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: A fellow said that property values would be affected by whether or not he had a
view. However, if that view is achieved by doing something that is not permitted on property
that they do not own, | do not see how they could complain when they are stopped. | think if
the rule is there, it is the property owner’s job to follow that rule or get it changed.

Comment by: B. J. Gillum

Comment: Antiregulatory extremists, espousing property “rights,” seldom, if ever, mention
property responsibilities in the same breath. If all humans and corporate interests could be
trusted to do right by the community, we would need no laws. Unfortunately, humans have
yet to evolve to that degree. Many who are opposed to limits on development and shoreline
destruction at the same time support speed limits in their neighborhoods, laws to keep
drunks off highways, and limits to pollutants dumped by the “ethically challenged” from
upstream or upwind. Around the nation, citizens are coming together with vision and resolve
to protect and enhance shorelines, viewsheds, water quality, the biological commons, and
other societal values. Financial incentives, regulations, and the use of regulatory agencies
are merely tools of our democracy for the general good of the community.

Comment by: Denny Haldeman
Comment: TVA must maintain control and implement standards to protect wildlife habitat
and other resources.

Comment by: Douglas Snelson, 1 survey comment
Comment: Set guidelines that will protect the environment, water quality, vegetation, and

animal life over the long run. If these guidelines limit building or set restrictions on total
building, then so be it.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: Any increased development must be implemented with strict controls to protect
water quality and the watershed.

Comment by: 4 survey comments

Comment: [f private development occurs, there need to be incentives and regulations that
minimize the ecological impact of that development.

Comment by: John Johnson (Katuah Earth First)
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Comment: In Hamilton County, Tennessee, the shorelines are fast becoming sites with too
many docks and boat slips. The lands are being stripped clean of trees near the waterline.
Areas under TVA's existing guidelines should be respected, but further development along
TVA shoreline needs strong guidelines pertaining to docks, slips, boat houses, etc. | do not
want to sound harsh toward any future development, but just and fair guidelines need
implementation by TVA to save trees and wildlife on land and water.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: | especially support a change in the policy that would prohibit adjoining land-
owners from site alteration of TVA public lands except for a path to the lake and lake edge
improvements.

Comment by: Tom Christensen
Comment: Controls are needed for the lake areas. If the shores are not managed, they will
soon be destroyed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: Where land has already been sold with rights to have facilities, we favor strict
guidelines to limit the visual and environmental impacts.

Comment by: Mike Jolly, Becky Jolly

Response: Comments noted. TVA agrees standards are an integral part of an effective shoreline
management strategy. Proposed standards are discussed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.

620

Comment: TVA should not allow any other use of public land. It should be held by TVA or
the state park or something similar. TVA should also ensure that certain preventive rules are
followed. For instance, we should not allow erosion, silt, runoff, and poisons into the water.
Remember, we are all part of this.

Comment by: Thomas A. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society)

Response: Some of TVA's existing public lands have outstanding access rights. TVA seeks to
prevent adverse environmental impacts in permitting shoreline alterations where access rights exist.
The purpose of SMI is to decide how best to achieve that objective.

621

622

Comment: TVA’s restrictions are much less than those in more experienced, more heavily
developed countries. However, as population increases, so does the need for regulations.
There are 293 million people in America now, and it is impractical to think individual rights
can be unlimited.

Comment by: Kenneth H. Dubke, Earl F. Calfee, I, William Russell

Comment: We concur with selection of Alternative C1: Managed Development Along Open
Shoreline and Additional Areas. Because of increased population and pressure on recre-
ational uses, it is important to manage shoreline development and minimize environmental
impacts. Many of those using the lakes for recreation are not affluent enough to own
shoreline property and should not be restricted from water uses because of this. It would be
an important step to have criteria and standards and to enforce them.

Comment by: Caroline Williams (League of Women Voters of Chattanooga-Hamilton County)
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Comment: TVA should act as administrator and maintain high standards for shoreline use
and construction. Property owners should have choices but not a free hand in what they do
with their land or public land. Continued inspection of water-use facilities is needed.

Comment by: 5 survey comments

Comment: [ agree 100 percent that the building of docks and boat slips has to be better
regulated. Over the past 20 years | have removed three run-down docks that were permit-
ted to property | acquired and have two more docks which | plan to remove this winter. All
five of these docks were poorly constructed to start with and became eyesores and safety
hazards almost before they were finished.

Comment by: James B. Baker

Comment: Development and design standards are needed to control the increase in the
number and size of water-use facilities (boat docks, piers, etc.). TVA should consider
combining individual docks into community facilities, limiting the number of structures in a
given area, limiting the overall size and footprint of structures, and requiring that facilities be
maintained in accordance with specific standards.

Comment by: 15 survey comments

Comment: [ do agree on reasonable size limits for docks.

Comment by: Ronald Prime
Comment: On the TVA land that is offered for development, we urge that TVA place

reasonable, yet effective, restrictions on the type and density of development allowable in
the future.

Comment by: Randy Brown (Foothills Land Conservancy)
Comment: There were no discussion and no proposals to limit development in areas

saturated with boathouses and marinas. There must be a limit somewhere as to how far
TVA will go in saturated areas when there are so many unsaturated areas.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: Some areas on Pickwick look bad because of all the completely covered boat
docks spaced very closely together.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: TVA should continue to manage with permits and design standards for docks
(flotation-encased foam), riprap, and tree-cutting.

Comment by: Mary Huddleston
Comment: Try to control the quality level to avoid inferior structures being built along or in
view of the shoreline.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: Docks, shoreline use, and commercial marinas should be highly restricted and
controlled by the agency.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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633 Comment: [ would like to mention the one positive aspect of TVA’s SMI shoreline proposal.
I think the guidelines on docks are most acceptable. | only wish the rest of the SMI used as
much common-sense reasoning.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

634 Comment: It makes me uneasy to pull into a slough that | have fished for years and find |
cannot even throw bait anywhere and fish the banks because of two and three piers. No one
should have the right to build such large piers.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

635 Comment: On narrow lakes like Boone and Fort Patrick Henry, we need more dock control
and smaller docks.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

636 Comment: We need standards to protect shoreline resources from erosion, pollution
caused by pesticides and fertilizers, and vegetation clearing. We need to limit boat, motot,
and dock sizes to prevent erosion. Let us deal with these current problems before allowing
more development.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

637 Comment: Please preserve the natural state of the lake. Allow houses, but limit materials
and colors to blend with the environment. Limit or eliminate turf grass. Limit riprap; it looks
like a gravel pit.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

638 Comment: Subdivision covenants are in place to prevent somebody from putting up a
trailer or building something to devalue the property. The time has come for TVA to put
covenants in effect on its property. Too many people are coming to use this property, and it
is going to need some restrictions whether we like it or not.

Comment by: Harold Sharp (Fishin’ Talents Incorporated)

639 Comment: We should take a hard look at the subdivision requirements Valleywide. In my
tours around the Valley, | see a lot of old developments where this was not done.

Comment by: Robert Critchfield

Response: When more and more people are involved, there are clearly more opportunities for
conflicts in the demands and requirements of those people. Reasonable standards can help to
minimize those conflicts. The analogy of Valleywide subdivision requirements is a good one. As the
number of docks and piers increases, it will become even more important to manage the size and
type of structures that are built. Recognition of this need was one of the primary reasons the SMI
study was started.

In response to public comments, TVA developed a Blended Alternative. It combines standards from
Alternatives B1, B2, C1, C2, and D and addresses issues such as the size of docks, type of bank
stabilization, and other requirements for use of TVA land and shoreline. The Blended Alternative also
provides for developers or subdivision associations to work collaboratively with TVA in preparing a
shoreline management plan for the shoreline alterations. These plans would emphasize clustering of
facilities, sharing of common access, and other sound stewardship practices.
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640 Comment: Some people are finding ways to get around TVA’s current general guidelines.
For instance, people are building giant docks and only counting the boat slips in their square
footage. TVA needs to strengthen its standards to control these things.

Comment by: David Hines
Response: The concern raised here is one of the reasons several of the alternatives propose to stop
using individual square-footage guidelines for docks, boat slips, and other water-use facilities. In-

stead, the new standards would define a maximum footprint of water surface that can be used by
each lakefront lot.

641 Comment: Eliminate all standards except those disallowing people from extending a dock
or boathouse into an existing channel.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

642 Comment: Eliminate all the rules and restrictions and substitute good communications and
recommendations to the property owners.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comments noted. As demonstrated by the findings in the FEIS, standards help to
minimize impacts to shoreline resources and help to ensure consistency in TVA's permitting decisions.

643 Comment: [ recently vacationed in Canada, and some of that country’s severe restrictions
on shoreline development were explained to me. It seems to me that we can reach a happy
medium that allows shoreline development that is compatible with the environment,

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: In response to public comments, TVA has developed a Blended Alternative that com-
bines features of Alternatives B1, B2, C1, C2, and D in ways that meet TVA's shoreline protection
objectives and allow for flexibility by property owners in requesting permits.

644 Comment: Flexible, uncomplicated standards are needed. In particular, property owners
want fewer restrictions on docks, boathouses, and slips.

Comment by: Gary Pack, Jackie Tipper (League of Women Voters of Shoals), 22 survey comments
645 Comment: We need more oversight and regulations on things which can damage the

shoreline and lake, such as cutting trees, and fewer regulations of temporary things, such as
floats between boathouses.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
646 Comment: All lots are different, and any good alternative absolutely must have some
degree of flexibility.
Comment by: 1 survey comment

647 Comment: [am suspicious of a highly bureaucratic network which will establish rules and
regulations without the latitude and flexibility which individualization affords.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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648

649

650

651

652

653

654

655

656

657

Comment: A blanket policy adversely affects landowners like me who take care of their
property, protect the environment, clean up the refuse left by others, and so on.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ hope that TVA will refrain from imposing unreasonable restrictions and fees for
the use and development of residential development, as | believe it will enhance the public
image of TVA and the increased usage by the public of the lakes.

Comment by: Kenneth M. Gresham, Jr. (Gresham & Hogan, Attorneys and Counselors at Law)

Comment: Exert some control on the development and improvement of the water’s edge
by the adjacent landowners, but do not prevent it. By encouraging use and growth, TVA will
gain a group of landowners who will work to improve shoreline conditions. If TVA starts
being more independent and restrictive, they will have problems with the landowners.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: Some rules and regulations are inevitable and must be put into place to keep
responsible persons in line. These rules, however, should be basic, clear, concise, and few.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Development standards should provide enough protection to be effective and
be flexible enough to permit innovative solutions. Complicated guidelines and onerous
permitting processes will only serve to undermine the goal of protecting the shoreline.

Comment by: Ann Coulter (Regional Planning Agency, Chattanooga-Hamilton County)

Comment: TVA should have some role in giving minimal oversight to shoreline manage-
ment. Standards should not punish or be unnecessarily restrictive.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA may have good intentions, but the property owners need more leeway.
The people own TVA. Give us a chance to improve our property and make Kentucky Lake a
showplace.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Perhaps Alternative B2 fits our thoughts best, but we would appreciate being
able to clear fallen trees from storm damage. Please keep us informed on the standards.

Comment by: Matt Galas, Dot Galas

Comment: Alternatives C1 and C2 are too restrictive of lakefront property owners. In
Guntersville, with property more than $1,000 per square foot, landowners need the ability to
maintain the shoreline to maximize aesthetic value and property value.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Shoreline property owners have made significant investments in their land. We
did this for the view, access to the water, and the general enjoyment of waterside living. We
do not want to have those benefits risked by regulations which serve no purpose. We may
be supportive of reasonable regulations designed to ensure that private properties, docks,
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and ramps are maintained, but such regulations should enhance our property value without
reducing use or view.

Comment by: Stephen Taylor, Sandy Lutz, Joseph M. Swann, CPA (Morristown Area Chamber of
Commerce), Louis Oats (All Saints’ Episcopal Church), Peter Clark, M.D., Judy M. Arnold McKenzie
(Massengill-McCrary Realtors), Craig H. Price (Hamblen County Conservation Board), Patricia H.
Anderson

Comment: Please continue to respect individuals’ rights. Diversity makes things more
interesting. | do not want every dock, retaining wall, and lawn to look like a clone. Let
people be creative as long as it is not detrimental. Please do not regulate lake usage to
certain types of watercraft or water surface usage. We do not need to penalize anyone. Let
everyone enjoy the lakes in his own way.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: When residents have good, common-sense ideas for improving the shoreline,
TVA should be more flexible and entertain the ideas with an open mind. Make decisions
based on fact and not outdated regulations.

Comment by: 3 survey comments

Comment: Those who want to build should still be able to, with some guidelines. These
guidelines should be decided by landowners and TVA, not by bureaucracy.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: This DEIS talks about creating a cooperative spirit, but unfortunately it is not
written into the regulations.

Comment by: Hugh M. McCue

Comment: [t appears that you are attempting to eliminate the ability of anyone at TVA to
use common sense and judgment in evaluating shoreline alteration permits, which is the
typical bureaucratic method of administering policy.

Comment by: James B. Baker

Response: One of the reasons for the public-involvement phase of SMI was to help identify which
standards could be reasonably and efficiently implemented. In response to public comments, TVA
has developed a Blended Alternative which provides for more flexible standards. Under the Blended
Alternative, permit applicants would have flexibility to design structures that meet their needs within
the requirements established in the standards. Because of this flexibility, variation in size and ap-
pearance should result. The fee proposals have been withdrawn.

663

664

Comment: All you can do is your best. You will not be able to please everybody, because
no matter what or how you do it, somebody will not be happy about it.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The SMI policy should be implemented as simply and as fairly as TVA can when
balancing all the issues.

Comment by: Gary Pack
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665 Comment: Rules and regulations should be fair to owners of lakefront property.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

666 Comment: [ support control of shoreline development by TVA and USACE. However, the
administration of policies must be done fairly and equally without political interference or
favoritism.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

667 Comment: TVA should specify a concise set of rules and regulations, explain the rationale
so that everyone understands, and then apply the rules fairly. Do not change them for
anybody for any reason. Leave things the way they were set forth back in 1933, and stop
fooling around. What is public land is public land; what is private land is private land. Make
rules about these narrow strips of land and enforce them.

Comment by: Bill Evans

Response: Comments noted. Pleasing all stakeholder interests is a very difficult task. TVA has
attempted to balance competing interests by developing a Blended Alternative that appropriately
reflects public comments. The standards proposed in the Blended Alternative have been purposefully
formulated for simple, fair, and flexible implementation.

668 Comment: The way I read the document, those who have the money will be able to buy
any land they want and build with only a few more restrictions than they have now.

Comment by: Rebecca K. Falkenberry (The University of Alabama, Birmingham; The City of Birmingham)

Response: Comment noted.

669 Comment: Existing residential development areas within the TVA-owned residential access
shoreline and flowage easement ownership categories should be systematically evaluated
for shoreline use agreements. Once TVA has decided that a proposed shoreline alteration
or use of TVA-owned residential access shoreland is acceptable, TVA and the applicant
should enter into a shoreline use agreement. This contract would prescribe the terms and
conditions for access across and use of public shorelands. Section 26a permits would still
be required for all proposed shoreline alterations.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)
Response: The shoreline use agreement concept would be embodied in a combined 26a/land use
permit under TVA's new Blended Alternative. When reviewing plans for new residential shoreline
development or alteration of existing permitted development, TVA would use the 26a/land use permit.

However, TVA proposes to grandfather existing permitted development, as discussed in Chapter 5 of
this volume.

670 Comment: What TVA has been doing is working. Why propose solutions for problems that
do not exist? TVA should simply handle increased permitting more efficiently.

Comment by: 4 survey comments
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Comment: EXxisting guidelines and policies are working well and are adequate. There is no
reason to impose additional restrictions or alter current policies. We live under too many
regulations now.

Comment by: Ed Harper, 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 81 survey comments

Comment: Leave things as they are. Changing procedures, introducing new restrictions,
etc., only call for more employees, more equipment, and thus more funding.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: The more TVA attempts to control in detail, the more unfavorable public opinion
they generate. The more the agency attempts to regulate, the more it will cost to enforce
and to administer, and therefore, the greater the shortfall in funding. TVA should continue
using its present shoreline management rules.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: These new regulations are really not fair and will do more harm than good.
People resent being forced into detrimental changes. Be fair, as you have been in the past.
Do not pit one group against another.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: It is unreasonable to place additional restrictions on residential shoreline
development other than those already in place along privately owned flowage easement and
TVA-owned residential access shoreline. Restrictions on such property should be only
those necessary for navigation, protection of the reservoir, and things of that nature. At-
tempting to control aesthetics, to maintain those areas as a natural park-type environment,
is inappropriate.

Comment by: Allen N. Palmer

Comment: When we purchased our property, TVA informed us of the rules and regulations
of owning land adjoining a TVA lake. On land below the 750 line/straight line boundary, cut
no trees over 3 inches in diameter and maintain some type of erosion control. What rules

TVA had were sufficient and fair. TVA should continue to operate in the manner of the past.

Comment by: James M. Talley, Mrs. James M. Talley

Comment: We knew the rules when we bought our land and have complied and cooper-
ated. If something is working, do not try to change it. Leave the rules and regulations as
they are.

Comment by: W. Terry Finnell, Robert E. LeFoy, Jr., Gary McDougal

Comment: Use existing guidelines for shoreline management zones, management of
woody understory, community facilities, boat-launching ramps, and dredging.

Comment by: 3 survey comments

Comment: TVA already controls over two-thirds of the shoreline development by ownership
and 100 percent through the permitting process. In other words, TVA already has control of
all future development as it relates to the shoreline. For TVA to propose more than what is
currently being practiced is unreasonable and unacceptable.

Comment by: David Hollenbeck
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680 Comment: There is no justification for increasing the scope of TVA’s activities in residential
shoreline development control, and the preferred Alternative C1 would certainly require the
expenditure of substantially greater resources than are now available. Rather, improved
enforcement of those permitting policies and guidelines now in effect would be much more
cost-effective.

Comment by: Donald M. Shepherd

Response: Comments noted. Some features of TVA's current guidelines have been in place since
the 1950s. Other features have evolved over the past 10 to 20 years to respond to new laws that TVA
must follow in administering its permitting program. Some features were included over the past 5 to
10 years to clarify TVA requirements and increase consistency of permitting decisions within TVA's
regional land management field offices.

TVA's current shoreline management practices do not always provide the necessary or desirable level
of environmental protection. TVA's analysis conducted for the SMI FEIS reveals that undesirable
environmental impacts will occur to some shoreline resources in the future unless TVA modifies its
shoreline management guidelines and standards. Please refer to Table 2.10-1, Alternative B1, for a
discussion of probable environmental impacts under TVA's current practices.

Over the past few years, dissatisfaction with the requirements has been increasing. In 1993, a Gallup
public opinion survey reported that 77 percent of the people felt TVA needed more limitations on the
size and number of piers that could be built on TVA reservoirs. Some homeowners have indicated
that TVA's existing requirements for docks and other water-use facilities do not offer them enough
flexibility to design the type of structures they need. Other agencies and citizens expressed concern
that the existing guidelines contribute to environmental degradation. At the same time, TVA was
receiving increasingly higher numbers of permit applications, leading to concerns about the cumula-
tive impacts of residential shoreline development. TVA decided to seek public comment on several
alternative approaches in an effort to address these concerns. In response to public comments, TVA
has developed a Blended Alternative that combines features of Alternatives B1, B2, C1, C2, and D.
This alternative provides more flexibility in meeting varying shoreline development needs of different
applicants and clearly explains grandfathering of existing shoreline facilities and uses. Refer to
Section 2.8 of the FEIS for information about grandfathering of existing development and standards
proposed in the Blended Alternative. Additional information can be found in Chapters 5 and 6 of this
volume.

681 Comment: We wish to express our opposition to TVA and USACE plans that would put
more restrictions on our waterfront property. The restrictions in place now are strict enough.

Comment by: W. Terry Finnell, Robert E. LeFoy, Jr., Gary McDougal

Response: Comment noted. The standards proposed in the FEIS were TVA, not USACE, propos-
als.

682 Comment: The current guidelines are allowing people to construct concrete boat ramps
and floats that slide on a cable. People have three or four boats per house, and they are
building stairways down to the water. There are commercial docks that are protruding
further and further out in the coves. TVA is giving commercial docks additional land to do
this. If the lakes become polluted and contaminated, TVA should rescind all permits.

Comment by: John Young
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Response: By managing future shoreline development with environmentally responsible standards,
it should not be necessary to rescind permits. The SMI alternatives apply to residential, not commer-
cial, docks.

683

Comment: The Master Plan of Development for Tellico Village—submitted by Cooper
Communities, Incorporated, and accepted by TVA—provides for individual boat docks,
community boat docks, select clearing within the shoreline strip, and development of other
recreational facilities within the shoreline strip. In order to assure the maximum availability
and enjoyment of lake facilities for lakefront property owners and the public at large, we
advocate a shoreline management policy which provides allowances for the above. TVA
must determine a reasonable balance between wilderness preservation and shoreline
development, whether residential, recreational, or industrial. We advocate a 48 percent limit
on residential shoreline development, fearing that if development exceeds one-half of the
shoreline, the overall desirability of any particular lake for residential development would be
compromised, and the environmental consequences would outweigh the benefits of devel-
opment. Large-scale developments should be required to submit a master plan which
includes green space and elements to protect the environment in return for the enhance-
ments listed above. Tighter controls should be implemented for shoreline activities re-
quested by individuals so that the result is a cumulative impact equivalent to that of large
developments.

Comment by: Thomas C. Oppenheim, P.E. (Cooper Communities, Inc.)

Response: In addition to Tellico Village, TVA has worked with developers at other locations on Tellico
and on other lakes in the system to create shoreline plans that provide for protection of wetlands or
other critical resources, minimal or no disturbance along steep slopes, designated open space,
clustering of water-use facilities in community spaces, and other environmentally responsible actions.
As a further example on Tellico, TVA has worked with the developers of Rarity Bay, Harbour Place,
Culvert's Cove, Kahita, other smaller developments, and individual lakefront property owners to
reduce potential impacts to the reservoir shoreline. TVA wants to work with interested developers or
homeowner associations in customizing shoreline plans for developments. Interested parties should
contact their local Land Management Office for more information.

684

685

Comment: [ am opposed to clearcutting the shoreline, so | favor the fairly tightly controlled
vegetation requirements of Alternative C1.

Comment by: Bogue Waller

Comment: Alternative C1 restrictions are not unreasonable. After all, the recreational value
is there because of the TVA reservoir. Since TVA owns the land below contour 1034, they
should say what is to be done, as long as it is reasonable.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comments noted.

686

Comment: Manage the shoreline, woody understory, and tree-cutting as proposed in
Alternative D.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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687 Comment: Most of the land use standards in Alternative D are clearly in the best interests
of conservation and environmental preservation, although | have no concern with the
covered boat slip in Alternative C1 and C2.

Comment by: Monte B. Miller, M.D.

688 Comment: | support Alternative D because it is more specific in requirements. With no
requirement or less stringent requirements, many individuals will throw together almost
anything to serve their own purpose. Many will not correct problems or respect other
people’s efforts to correct problems. That is the nature of some of the people who use the
lakes.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comments noted.

689 Comment: TVA’s existing permitting guidelines (Appendix A) should be replaced by the
comprehensive set of shoreline development standards developed by the Tennessee
Conservation League. These guidelines were developed by altering guidelines set forth in
Alternative D of the TVA SMI DEIS. These standards are designed for maximum preserva-
tion of natural resources and scenic values along TVA-owned residential access shoreland
and, where applicable, flowage easement shoreland. Only those residential shoreline
alterations that result in minimal disturbance of existing conditions should be allowed.
Additionally, these guidelines were developed to ensure that shoreline protection will be
adequate for the following purposes: aquatic vertebrate and invertebrate habitat, buffer
reservoir water from residential nonpoint source pollutants, erosion control, migration/
movement corridors for birds, movement corridors for terrestrial mammals, and aesthetic
quality for public recreational users.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)

Response: TVA initiated SMI primarily to review existing permitting practices with the public and
formulate a shoreline management policy that better protects shoreline resources as new develop-
ment occurs. In response to public comments, TVA has developed a Blended Alternative that empha-
sizes the ecological and recreational importance of TVA public lands. TVA would adopt permitting
standards and a shoreline categorization system to ensure that permitted actions would not harm
wetlands, threatened and endangered species, cultural resources, aquatic habitat, or other important
shoreline resources.

690 Comment: [am in favor of TVA’s plans for keeping docks maintained and requiring people
who are putting in new docks to live up to whatever standards the USACE recommends.

Comment by: O’Neal Terry

Response: TVA agrees maintenance of facilities is important. TVA examined and took into account
USACE requirements prior to developing the alternatives in the EIS. USACE has independent
permitting authority in the Valley and can apply its standards as appropriate.

691 Comment: Itis good to see zoning applied to the lakes. Is TVA reviewing the zoning
practices and standards of major cities before finalizing SMI?

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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692 Comment: There are existing county land use laws that can be enforced. Use them.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

693 Comment: Zoning considerations for land need to be reviewed. Trailers should not be
intermingled with houses. Standards must be enforced where this occurs now. Property
values are at stake.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Many counties in the Valley do not have zoning programs. Local zoning typically applies
to use of private land. TVA is responsible for determining the best use of land and shorelines in its
custody. It is the responsibility of local authorities, not TVA, to determine the type of dwelling to be
placed on private property.

694 Comment: [ concur with TVA’s conclusion that each lake should have its own management
regulations, as each lake in the TVA system has its own peculiarities and problems.

Comment by: Charles F. Holloway

Response: TVA proposes to adopt one policy to guide shoreline permitting on all agency lakes. TVA
does prepare individual reservoir management plans to identify the most suitable uses of its public
land.

695 Comment: One policy does not fit all TVA lake situations. Policies must consider differing
water level fluctuations (tributary and mainstream), lake use, amount of current and pro-
Jected development, amount of public land, water temperatures, industrial pressures and
use, lake depth, lake size, erosion control measures, etc. Reservoir-specific or regional
policies and standards are needed.

Comment by: Allen N. Palmer, Calvin Carpenter, Charles C. Smoot (Bear Paw Subdivision), Dale
Hedges, Danny Hunt, Dave Cooper, Debbie Hellums, Doug Warren, Earl Shirley, Heber Norckauer, John
Croes (Timberlake Estates Homeowners Association), Mike Bunch, Nancy Benziger Brown (American
Planning Association), Patricia Stoll, Ralph Bahr, Richard Bell, Rodney Campbell, Scott Koenig, Steve
Fritts, Susan L. Gawarecki, Ph.D. (League of Women Voters of Oak Ridge), Wayne Burge, William Sherrill,
Ken Cole, Walter E. Flood, Mildred C. Flood, Carl L. Guffey, Elaine Armfield-Guffey, Robert L. Johnson,
Johnny L. Boyles, William C. Noell, Jr., Jerry Wyatt, Mrs. Jerry Wyatt, Pat Thompson, 1 evaluation form
comment (Blountville, TN), 35 survey comments

696 Comment: Shoreline homeowners’ docks on large, open bodies of water should have
different standards than those on smaller coves where navigation and boat traffic will be
hindered. Uniform system-wide standards for all docks are unwise and unfair.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

697 Comment: The ideal alternative would be for the greatest protection of the shoreline
(erosion and environmental). The alternatives given would depend on individual area
conditions. | prefer the greatest care and the greatest individual usage.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The shoreline categorization system proposed under Alternatives C1, C2, D, and the
Blended Alternative would be implemented on a reservoir-by-reservoir basis as individual reservoir
management plans are prepared. This would allow TVA to consider specific site conditions along the
shoreline in determining if there are any special resources that would be affected by docks or other
shoreline development.
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The new Blended Alternative would not be a one-size-fits-all policy. The policy would set maximum
size requirements for water-use facilities, but the permit applicant would have the flexibility to deter-
mine exactly how to best meet his or her needs within the size requirements. For example, some
may apply for a permit to build a small dock, while others may prefer to build a larger dock as well as
boat slips. Upon request, TVA would assist the applicant in evaluating what type, size, and configura-
tion of docks or other water-use facilities would best meet his or her individual needs.

There are differences in topography, lake fluctuations, and other conditions on mainstream and
tributary reservoirs. These conditions can and will be taken into account in the reservoir land plan-
ning process. The permitting standards, including the maximum size requirement for water-use
facilities, are flexible enough to work on both tributary and mainstream reservoirs.

SMI will not prevent TVA from developing unique solutions for special problems. For example, TVA
will consult, as requested, with applicants about special problems such as erosion. Through these
discussions, TVA will work with applicants to evaluate factors contributing to the erosion and to
explore erosion control options. This collaboration will help determine the best erosion control
strategy for each situation. Also, SMI is not the only avenue used by TVA to address problems within
the Tennessee River system. TVA's River Action Teams and Land Management Offices work with
other agencies and local citizens to systematically assess conditions within the Tennessee River
watershed and develop action plans tailored to solve identified problems.

698 Comment: TVA regulations should be the same on all reservoirs.

Comment by: Mary Huddleston

699 Comment: If any development restrictions are placed on TVA shoreline, they should be
placed on the TVA shoreline (public and private) as a whole and thus not unfairly restrict
ownership of land near metropolitan areas such as Boone Lake and the Tri-cities (Bristol,
Johnson City, and Kingsport). Any development restrictions must be considered on the
Tennessee River Valley as an ecosystem in itself.

Comment by: Association for Democratic Reform of the Environment and Shoreline

700 Comment: It would be preferable for the SMI to present alternatives for basin-wide, long-
term management standards, policies, and goals. Final management plans may be ulti-
mately prepared on a project-by-project basis under the basin-wide policies developed
earlier.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)
701 Comment: A more regional management plan with some community representation would

help as this seems to give too much power beyond local owner concerns. However, some
effective management is needed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Under each alternative, the same policies and standards would be applied to all TVA
reservoirs. Individual reservoir plans would be used to implement shoreline categorization and to
assess reservoir-specific issues and impacts.

702 Comment: There is inconsistency that | have found on other TVA lakes in comparison to
Tims Ford. | would like to see a more consistent policy among all TVA lakes.

Comment by: Frank Sanders
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Response: When it was responsible for managing shoreline permitting on Tims Ford Reservoir, the
Tennessee Elk River Development Agency established permitting requirements for that reservoir.
Some elements of the requirements were similar to those followed on other reservoirs by TVA, but
other provisions were unique to Tims Ford Reservoir. The new permitting requirements in TVA's
Blended Alternative would be consistently applied to Tims Ford Reservoir and other reservoirs in the
Tennessee River system.

703 Comment: A license plate or tag should be attached to approved facilities and be visible
from the water for compliance checks. Require the property owner to display the permit
number in a specified color and size on the structure so that a survey could easily be taken.
These registration numbers would be used to retrieve other applicant information from a
data base should communication with the owner be required. A sequential numbering
system could be used to take care of structures with damaged or missing numbers.

Comment by: Keith Dicken, 2 survey comments

704 Comment: Structure registration tags for boat docks would not provide any more informa-
tion than is currently available. The owner of any boat dock can be easily identified by the
land parcel number, available on TVA maps and current tax records. If a more expeditious
method is desired, owners could be required to place their names and addresses on the
lakeward side of the structure. If the registration process were put in place, then it must be
decided what constitutes a poorly maintained structure and how enforcement will be accom-
plished. If implemented, these procedures would accomplish nothing but the addition of new
departments within TVA to manage them, which in these economic times is not as popular
as it once was.

Comment by: Walter E. Flood, Mildred C. Flood, Carl L. Guffey, Elaine Armfield-Guffey

705 Comment: | fail to see that putting a tag on the end of a dock is going to accomplish
anything that cannot be accomplished just as readily today with the information available at
the Assessor’s Office, and | am sure TVA already has lot numbers for each lot. What would
prevent somebody from taking the registration tag off?

Comment by: Robert Cheetham (Pine Grove Fire Association)
Response: Issuing tags for permitted facilities would make it easier for TVA staff to determine

whether facilities are approved and in compliance with permits. TVA has withdrawn the structure
registration fee concept.

706 Comment: Dock designs should include acceptable construction practices so that they will
be structurally sound and will not fall apart and litter the lake.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA agrees. Both the existing Section 26a regulations and any changes to them would
have construction standards.

707 Comment: Who designed the new style boathouses that would fall under the 1,000-square-
foot limit? What types of boats would be considered? Are you going to take these different
sizes and makes and models into consideration when you design a specific boathouse?
From a construction standpoint, there are some situations where the physical construction
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and safety of a boathouse does not necessarily fall under the current standards, and | would
like to know if those issues are going to be addressed.

Comment by: Bubba Doss (Bubba’'s Marine Construction)

Response: TVAdid consider the varying sizes of boats when it developed proposed dock standards.
Homeowners would continue to have responsibility for design of boathouses and other water-use
facilities that would accommodate their boat(s). TVA's role would be to ensure that the proposed
facilities would fit within the maximum footprint requirement and that they would not adversely affect
navigation, flood control, power generation, public lands, or the environment. TVA would also have a
role in making sure the facilities are maintained in good condition. Under the Blended Alternative,
TVA would no longer include the access walkway in calculating the 1,000-square-foot footprint. This
change would accommodate larger boats and docks of varying sizes.

708

709

710

Comment: Existing building codes and common sense are sufficient standards to control
structures of all types. There are only certain types of materials that are appropriate for
construction of water-exposed boat houses, docks, retaining walls, and riprap, and they are
being used today in shoreline facilities. TVA should not be allowed to require shoreline
construction to a greater degree than permitted today, certainly no more than Alternative B1.
As an architect, | understand the importance of standards, building codes, and rules and
regulations. | also know from 47 years of experience that they can be written to be too
restrictive and not achieve the purpose intended; therefore, standards allowed under Alter-
native B1 are sufficient.

Comment by: Edwin E. Howard, Patricia Howard

Comment: Piers and docks should be designed for aesthetics as well as life expectancy,
i.e., type of construction materials (bolts versus nails, treated lumber, flotation). A primary
target should be marinas built in coves with no gas, restrooms, or other facilities for the
public.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Construction standards are desirable and would be acceptable as long as
proper engineering guidelines are used and any deviations are reviewed by qualified engi-
neers, not by technicians armed with only a modicum of knowledge and a TVA-approved
standards manual.

Comment by: Gregory E. Huber

Response: Comments noted. In response to public comments, TVA has developed a Blended
Alternative that sets standards for size of facilities but does not provide engineering specifications for
facilities. It is the applicant’s responsibility to ensure proper engineering of permitted facilities.

711

712

Comment: Standardized water-use facility designs are not necessary. Dock designs
should be the property owner’s choice.

Comment by: 8 survey comments

Comment: No one design fits all problems.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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713 Comment: Uniform dock requirements goes beyond common sense. Why in the world do
we need all docks to look alike?

Comment by: Alan L. Compton

714 Comment: We are a nation of individuals, and the notion of standardized dock designs is
not consistent with our culture.

Comment by: Richard H. Shuford, Jr.

715 Comment: There should be no standardized dock designs. We do not need to have
everything lined up the same. Part of the enjoyment of boating on the lake is to see a
variety of vegetation and a variety of buildings and docks.

Comment by: Victor Hart

716 Comment: [ do not support standardized dock designs. Let individuals use their own

initiative, as long as the construction is sturdy. | am sorry that some people have poor taste,
but that is part of being human. Someone recently constructed a home across the lake from

us which is an eyesore, but | will defend their right to have it.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

717 Comment: Standardized water-use facility designs are needed to ensure strength and
durability. Standard plans would also lower costs associated with permitting activities, and
property owners would no longer be at the mercy of commercial dock builders.

Comment by: Gregory E. Huber, 5 survey comments
Response: None of the alternatives would result in all docks looking exactly alike. Standardized

dock designs are components of Alternatives C1, C2, and D and would be optional, not mandatory.
Under the Blended Alternative, sample sketches could be used by homeowners in applying for

permits. They would be available for a homeowner’s use if they met the homeowner’s needs. If none

of the sample sketches were acceptable, then the homeowner could submit sketches for a design
that better met his/her needs. As long as the plans met TVA requirements, the design submitted by
the homeowner could be approved.

Standardized dock designs were suggested under some alternatives as a way to make it easier for
homeowners to apply for permits. TVA does not intend to require all docks to be exactly the same
size or to be exactly alike. Some homeowners would choose to build a small dock only, while others
would build a dock and adjacent slip, and still others would build a large boathouse.

718 Comment: Structures should be built that do not exceed the height of existing canopy.

Comment by: Thomas A. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society)

719 Comment: There is no need for the huge, ostentatious docks that are two levels high, with
a railed rim deck on top. This structure blocks views and in a few years will need extensive
repairs. When we bought property 10 years ago at Tellico Village these were not allowed
and should not be allowed now.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Response: The Blended Alternative includes a requirement that boathouses contain only one story.
Limiting the height of the structure to the height of the existing canopy would be difficult to administer
because of the variability and change in canopy heights.

720

721

722

Comment: The allowable footprint should be between 300 and 400 square feet, as pro-
posed in Alternatives B1 and B2.

Comment by: 13 survey comments

Comment: Decrease the maximum allowable footprint to 500 square feet.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: TVA does not have the needed control under any other alternative than Alterna-
tive D. One thousand square feet is too much for a maximum allowable footprint.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Response: Comments noted. Under each alternative, the actual size of water-use facilities would
be based upon homeowner’s needs, physical site conditions, surrounding residential shoreline
development, and applicable TVA requirements. The alternatives provide for a range of maximum
dock sizes from 300 square feet to over 1,000 square feet. For more information, see Chapter 2 of
the FEIS.

723

724

725

Comment: The maximum allowable footprint should be 1,000 feet for individual docks and
200 feet per lot for community docks.

Comment by: Dolores Howard

Comment: The 1,000-square-foot footprint in Alternative C1 is reasonable.

Comment by: 3 survey comments

Comment: Increase footprint to 1,000 square feet.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Alternatives C1 and C2 provide for a 1,000-square-foot footprint, including access
walkway, from the water’s edge to the main dock. The Blended Alternative provides for a 1,000-
square-foot footprint, but the access walkway is not included in calculating square footage. For
community facilities to serve lots abutting TVA land, one slip per lot will be considered instead of
setting a footprint requirement.

726

Comment: The 1,000-square-foot footprint for boat docks is inadequate. The USACE'’s
nationwide permit, which says 750 square feet for the water surface area occupied by the
slips, 400 feet for swim platforms, 4-foot walkways, and 6-foot access walkways, makes a lot
more sense than TVA’s 1,000 square feet. In some cases TVA has not addressed the
handicap-access issue. When the walkways are reduced below 3 feet, they are not wheel-
chair-accessible.

Comment by: Dennis Thacker
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727 Comment: The access gangways should not be included in the calculation of dock square
footage if kept to the standard 5-foot width. The proposed method of calculation unreason-
ably penalizes those who have front shallow areas. If a homeowner wants to use a gang-
way wider than the 5-foot standard, then calculate the square footage of the dock and add
only the width that exceeds the 5-foot standard multiplied by the length of the gangway. If a
reduction of dock size is the desired goal, reduce that footprint area in the proposal, but
calculate only the dock footprint and the gangway square footage beyond the 5-foot stan-
dard in calculating the total dock square footage. The standard gangway width must be at
least 5 feet. TVA's examples of possible allowable footprints on page 2-9 are misleading,
unsafe, and ergonomically unviable. Has anyone at TVA actually walked across a floating
gangway that is only 4 feet wide, while carrying fishing and boating gear?

Comment by: Gregory E. Huber

Response: The different size requirements described for docks and other facilities are very similar to
TVA's existing guidelines. The footprint approach gives homeowners flexibility to determine what
size, type, number, and configuration of docks and other water-use facilities will best meet their
needs. The Blended Alternative would not include access walkways in calculating the 1,000-square-
foot footprint. This would provide more space for other facilities. In addition, the Blended Alternative
would provide for access walkways up to 6 feet wide, which should accommodate the needs of
disabled persons. The agency recognizes special needs of disabled persons and will work with them
to accommodate those needs.

728 Comment: In Alternative C1 the footprint allowance is too small. Since it includes walk-
ways, people with larger boats would have to build smaller deck areas.

Comment by: 3 survey comments

729 Comment: The proposed 1,000-square-foot allowable footprint for water-use facilities is
inadequate; 1,500 square feet would be more appropriate. TVA should not attempt to
compare its standards to those of Duke Power Company.

Comment by: Allen Gezelman, Cecil Batchelor, Dennis Thacker, John Scott

730 Comment: Increase square footage allotment for docks to 1,500 square feet. Allow larger
docks on a case-by-case basis. On some lakes and on some pieces of land and with some
boats a larger dock may be necessary.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Alternatives A, B1, and B2 provide for larger facilities. Under the Blended Alternative, the
maximum footprint requirement is 1,000 square feet, but unlike Alternatives C1 and C2, the access
walkway would not be included in determining the square footage. This should substantially address
the expressed need for a larger footprint size, and it would provide space for more than one boat.

731 Comment: Is the maximum allowable footprint figured per lot (no matter what size?), per
property owner, or per acre? For example, would someone who owns 100 acres be allowed
a larger dock than someone who owns 1 acre on the lake? If | own a permitted dock and
want to add another structure, will | be held to the new maximum allowable footprint?

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Farragut, TN)
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Response: The Blended Alternative would set a maximum footprint of 1,000 square feet of water
surface, excluding the access walkway. The same footprint would typically apply to a 1-acre lot or a
100-acre parcel that is in one ownership. The addition would have to conform to new SMI standards,
and the aggregated facilities would have to meet the footprint requirement. However, existing prop-
erty owners who live in areas where residential shoreline alterations existed prior to the effective date
of the SMI policy may apply for variances to modify existing docks in ways that conform to surround-
ing permitted shoreline alterations.

732 Comment: Should structures in the Tennessee Valley be the same size as structures in
North Carolina?

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN)

733 Comment: [ do not agree with attempting to limit a dock facility to one dock per site; there
should be some consideration given to the size of the site. If somebody has a large site, it
might be reasonable to have a larger dock or perhaps a dock and a boathouse, whereas
somebody that only has 50 or 60 feet perhaps should not be permitted as much. Some
adjustment of a per-resident requirement should be allowed for varying sizes of frontage. A
blanket restriction of one dock or fixed area per land parcel is unreasonable, especially for
privately owned shoreline. Consideration should be given to the amount of shoreline in the
parcel, the density of such structures in the area, and the potential for future requests. What
is an appropriate limit for a 30-foot waterfront may be too restrictive for a 1,000-foot water-
front. We frequently accommodate six or more boats at our docks.

Comment by: Allen N. Palmer

734 Comment: TVA should make the size requirements of the dock and the boathouse appli-
cable to all of the wide lakes. The structures do not in any way hamper navigation, there-
fore, there is plenty of room for navigating and recreational purposes. So we should not
have such stringent restrictions.

Comment by: Cecil Batchelor

735 Comment: Why not set a minimum and maximum size for docks that can be built on the
lake, depending on the planned dock location, size of the cove, number of potential docks in
the cove, and possible impact on boat traffic if in the main channel.

Comment by: James B. Baker

736 Comment: Maximum allowable footprint should be a function of location, neighbors, and
other factors evaluated at time of permitting.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The idea of setting a minimum and maximum size for docks based on length of shore-
line, size of cove, number of potential boats in coves, and dock location would require development of
a complex formula or other detailed criteria to implement. This could contribute to confusion and
would be difficult to administer.

TVA's existing guidelines state that only one dock will be permitted to serve each lot that adjoins
shoreland. Existing guidelines also allow for a boathouse or boat slips at each adjoining lot and for
additional facilities. The new Blended Alternative does not specify how many facilities can be built per
adjoining lot. Instead, it would set a maximum footprint of water surface that can be used by each
adjoining lot owner. Even on wide lakes there are places where the navigation channel is very close
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to shore. In these cases, TVA carefully evaluates the physical and environmental constraints and
places special limitations or other site-specific requirements on the type of shoreline facilities that may
be permitted.

737 Comment: Considering that Cherokee Lake, as well as the other 19 tributary lakes on the
Tennessee River system, fluctuate as much as 50 feet from summer to winter pools, can you
imagine the difficulty in moving a behemoth structure such as the one chosen in Alternative
C1? It would discourage tributary lake lot owners from even having a dock. Besides
considering that there are 20 tributary lakes listed in your SMI DEIS and only 9 nontributary
lakes, with a fluctuation of maybe 5 feet, does not the Alternative C1 dock seem biased
toward the more stationary lakes and docks? Sign an agreement to keep Cherokee Lake
between 1060 and 1070 year-round, and | will sign up with the next available dock builder
for the dock of your choice.

Comment by: Marc A. Carter

Response: The 1,000-square-foot footprint proposed in Alternative C1 was suggested as a maxi-
mum area to be occupied by an individual property owner’s dock, boatslips, or other water-use
facilities. It was not TVA's intent for each homeowner to build facilities this big. TVA expects home-
owners to select the size of facilities that they need and are able to manage within established TVA
requirements.

738 Comment: TVA should maintain a liberal policy of allowing docks and boathouses. Stan-
dard requirements and minimum/maximum sizes are understandable and desirable; how-
ever, they should not be used as a discouragement mechanism.

Comment by: Robert K. Maxon

Response: The size standards in Alternatives B1, B2, C1, C2, and the Blended Alternative are
intended to provide maximum sizes, not to discourage shoreline development.

739 Comment: Docks should be 50 feet from other property owners’ land.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

740 Comment: A 50-foot minimum for dock density should be added to Alternative B2.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

741 Comment: A 50-foot minimum distance between docks may be too much, since permanent
docks must be built where water is deepest.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

742 Comment: TVA should require a 100-foot minimum distance between docks.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

743 Comment: There should be no restriction or distance between docks, because many lots
are not very wide.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Shoreline Management Initiative 129



Responses to Public Comments

130

Response: Alternatives B1 and B2 would follow existing TVA guidelines, which do not include a 50-
foot minimum density requirement. Under Alternatives C1, C2, and the Blended Alternative, TVA
would keep at least 50 feet of space between docks. TVA would expect that developers would design
subdivisions in a way that take into account the 50-foot density standard and appropriately size lots or
provide for community facilities. The 50-foot distance requirement would not apply to preexisting
shoreline developments. If physical constraints of existing sites prohibit spacing docks at 50-foot
intervals, the distance between docks would be adjusted as needed. Alternative D has a 100-foot
minimum density requirement.

744 Comment: TVA should control the density of docks by limiting the development of multifam-
ily units.

Comment by: 4 survey comments

Response: TVA does not determine the type of housing units to be built on private land. Local
authorities make these determinations.

745 Comment: Close placement of commercial and residential docks causes traffic from many
large boats and wave runners, creating a problem. Muddy water and pollution make the
water unfit for swimming and activities near shore. This traffic also causes the loss of a
minimum of 1 foot of shoreline a year due to wave action.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

746 Comment: TVA should not allow lot sizes to be too small, because this crowds the shore-
line with boats, wave runners, etc.

Comment by: Dorothy Dove

Response: Under Alternatives C1, C2, and the Blended Alternative, TVA would require at least 50
feet of space between docks, wherever practical, because of concerns about density. Many of the
boats and wave runners on the lake are owned by people who do not live at the lake.

747 Comment: TVA does not know what is going on in this lake, when they have a proposal
written in the DEIS that allows only 25 square feet of storage area for a boathouse. There is
no room for life preservers in 25 square feet of storage, much less outboard motors, gas
tanks, oars, and fishing tackle.

Comment by: Ray Werden
Response: The 25-square-foot requirement for completely enclosed storage space has been in
effect for several years. This requirement does not mean that a boathouse cannot have outside
dimensions larger than 25 square feet. It just means that the totally enclosed floor space inside the

boathouse cannot exceed that size. This allows for a reasonable storage area. Under the Blended
Alternative, the size of the storage area would be increased to 32 square feet.

748 Comment: Covered boat slips are okay with or without sides.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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755

756

757
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Comment: Why no sides on covered boat slips?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Enclosed boathouses provide security and should be allowed, to discourage
theft.

Comment by: 17 survey comments

Comment: The design of boathouses should allow for the totally enclosed and secured
storage of one boat and limited equipment.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Open-sided boathouses and boat slips do not protect the boats against theft or
vandalism. | have suffered about $2,000 of theft, and | have a locked boathouse.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: My first concern is that TVA is proposing to open up boathouses on new struc-
tures. As crime increases, we find it necessary to enclose our boathouses. TVA might be
doing this for inspection purposes, but if TVA inspects the new boathouses as they are built,
that would preclude the necessity for annual inspections.

Comment by: Cecil Batchelor

Comment: TVA proposes an open boathouse without any closure. That is fine for a
marina, where there is security; but we cannot do that on this lake. We have enough trouble
as it is with theft. We have to lock our boathouses and put down wave breakers to keep
people from coming up underneath them.

Comment by: Ray Werden

Comment: An enclosed boathouse is more feasible than an open boathouse because of all
the clutter hanging up. Being in the insurance business, | have had to pay several theft
claims when stuff is locked up. It is a temptation when there is a trolling motor and fishing
rods for everybody to see.

Comment by: Brent Lay (River Oak Recreation)
Comment: Alternative Zero would allow landowners to construct boathouses with sides so
that their property is protected.

Comment by: Kenneth Wills (Alabama Environmental Council)
Comment: Boat slips may no longer have sides on them because it is deemed unsightly

and unnecessary. That may be true for metal sides, but other aesthetically acceptable
designs are available.

Comment by: John W. Musser

Comment: A boathouse should have a roof and sides, but the SMI alternatives do not allow
sides.

Comment by: 1 unidentified speaker comment (Guntersville, AL public meeting)
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759

760

761

762

763

764

765

Comment: Boathouses without sides are ugly and look cluttered. A sided boathouse is
tidy-looking.

Comment by: Bruce Watkins, Alan L. Compton, 2 survey comments

Comment: Floating facilities should be allowed to have sides for security purposes. This
would lessen incidents of theft and vandalism. The ecological impacts of floating facilities
are defined by their presence or absence, not by their aesthetic appearance.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)

Comment: Under Alternative C1 there would be no sides on boathouses. You might expect
this to be better aesthetically because you could see through it and see the vegetation. But
in reality, it looks worse. After the slip owner hangs fishing gear, floats, rafts, swim ladders,
towels, clothes, and rubber ducks from under the roof or on the open docks, it is an eyesore,
and not scenic. Also, open sides encourage vandalism.

Comment by: George J. Jeram, 1 survey comment
Comment: Boathouse sides are precluded under Alternatives C1 and C2. If this restriction
could be put into an “is considered” category, Alternative C1 or C2 would be acceptable. |

own a 40-year-old, mahogany-decked, wood boat. An enclosed boathouse would provide
the required weather protection.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: [ would like to see at least partial sides permitted for boathouses to better
protect suspended boats. | would prefer full sides.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: | do not like boathouses with sides.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ favor boathouses with no sides. Boathouses with sides are unsightly and
destroy views. Also, boathouse sides could create a safety hazard since a call for help
would do no good if the person in the water could not be located visually.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Because of the security and aesthetic concerns raised in these comments, the Blended
Alternative would allow boathouses to have exterior siding.

766

767

768

Comment: Uncovered boat slips are preferred.

Comment by: 7 survey comments

Comment: Covered boat slips are preferred.
Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: Contrary to medical advice to avoid excessive sun exposure (besides comfort

considerations), roofs will only be permitted over boat slips, with no roofs allowed over the
dock area used by people. s this logical?

Comment by: John W. Musser
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Comment: Why would TVA not allow roofs over the dock, as well as the boat slips, to
reduce cancer risk? A roof alone is not adequate protection for some boats. Some boats
are very expensive, and the statement that boating needs will be met is another projection
without credibility.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Alternative D would allow only uncovered slips. Covered slips and/or docks would be
permitted under the other alternatives.

770

771

772

773

774

Comment: TVA should not impose roof color restrictions. “Blending roof color with the
natural surrounding” is too vague a concept for consideration as a standard. Who would
make these decisions?

Comment by: 9 survey comments

Comment: Do we really need a federal agency telling us what color roof metal to use, such
as what is proposed in Alternative C17?

Comment by: Sayra Thacker (Tennessee Marine Construction)

Comment: The designation of roof colors for boathouses or docks by TVA is an unwar-
ranted restriction of property owners’ rights. TVA might encourage their roof color prefer-
ence, but dictating roof color would only generate a bad public relations image and might
leave TVA vulnerable to lawsuits over roof color.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: The color of both the top and the sides of boathouses should be controlled to
blend into the surroundings.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: All covered boat slips should have natural-colored roofs.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Boathouse or slip roof color would not be specified under Alternatives A, B1, B2, and the
Blended Alternative. Color was included in Alternatives C1 and C2 to more fully address aesthetic
concerns.

775

776

777

Comment: Do not utilize Styrofoam for flotation.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: All water-use facility flotation should be encased. Styrofoam that is not encased
breaks off and becomes a litter problem. Encased Styrofoam prevents this unsightly pollution.

Comment by: C. Tom Bennett (Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources), 18 survey
comments

Comment: | strongly urge TVA to require that new dock owners use enclosed foam. We
recently replaced all of the unenclosed foam blocks on our dock, because the ducks and

geese were pecking away large chunks of the Styrofoam, and all of those small particles

were ending up in the lake. The fish try to eat these and so do other wildlife.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Shoreline Management Initiative 133



Responses to Public Comments

134

778 Comment: The issue of flotation for commercial docks needs to be discussed. The same
type of flotation must ultimately be applied to residential and commercial docks.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

779 Comment: Encased foam is more expensive than regular foam. Unencased foam eventu-
ally breaks up, creates a mess, and could present a water hazard.

Comment by: James B. Baker, 5 survey comments

Response: The problem with unencased foam is that it breaks apart and creates debris in the lake.
It is also damaged by muskrats and other animals. Pontoons, encased foam, or other commercially
manufactured flotation, are well protected and more durable than unencased foam and are less likely
than unencased foam to break loose. Encased foam is usually more expensive than unprotected
foam, but it is often guaranteed to last several years. Under Alternatives C1, C2, D, and the Blended
Alternative, TVA would require all docks to use commercially manufactured flotation. If Styrofoam is
used, it must be the commercially manufactured, encased type. Unencased foam that has broken
away is a noticeable problem at some locations.

780 Comment: Limit the number of boat slips to one or two per lot.

Comment by: 7 survey comments

Response: Two slips per lot are allowed under Alternatives B1 and B2. Alternative A has no limita-
tions on the number of slips. Under Alternatives C1, C2, and the Blended Alternative, more than one
slip could be permitted, as long as it and other water-use facilities fit within designated footprint
requirements. Under the Blended Alternative, the maximum footprint would be 1,000 square feet, and
the size of the access walkway would not be included in calculating the footprint.

781 Comment: TVA should not approve privately owned boat ramps. However, TVA could
consider community boat ramps in conjunction with community docks.

Comment by: James B. Baker, Dolores Howard, 4 survey comments
782 Comment: Construction of privately owned boat ramps should be allowed without addi-
tional restrictions.
Comment by: Scotty Long, petition with 23 signatures (Riverbend Estates), 17 survey comments
783 Comment: Page X-38 says there will not be any new boat ramps allowed in any subdivi-
sion where there is a boat ramp within a 20-mile radius. Therefore, if you take the Olan-

Marshal Bridge and a 20-mile radius, that would cover the whole lake and eliminate any new
boat ramps coming into the area.

Comment by: James Southerland
784 Comment: An idea for a boathouse designed to roll up and down ramps would provide a

means for lifting the boat out of the water when not in use and enhance availability in a
variable level reservoir.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Individual, private boat ramps would be permitted under Alternatives A, B1, B2, and the
Blended Alternative. Under Alternatives C1 and C2, community ramps would be considered, as well
as ramps on flowage easement shoreland. Alternative D would allow only community ramps where
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no public ramps are within 20 miles of the proposed site. The 20-mile radius provision would apply
only to Alternative D, where one of the primary goals is to minimize disturbance of the shoreline.
Most TVA reservoirs have several public boat-launching ramps provided by TVA or state or local
governments. Commercial marinas also provide numerous launching facilities.

785 Comment: Boat launching should not be restricted to privileged individuals but should be
public, since the water is public.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

786 Comment: There should be no community facilities other than public launch ramps and
parking lots. There are places where commercial docks can be built, but they should be
accessible by the general public, not just a community.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA and other agencies provide boat-launching ramps to meet public needs. There is
typically no public road access to boat-launching ramps built in subdivisions or other residential
areas, so it would be difficult to require public use of ramps in these areas. In addition, ramps built by
individuals are their personal property and should not be used to launch boats without their permis-
sion. Community facilities actually help cluster development and minimize impacts to shoreline
resources that result from numerous individual facilities. Under the Blended Alternative, TVA would
encourage community facilities where physical site constraints make it unfeasible to permit individual
facilities. TVA would also work with interested developers and/or subdivision associations to develop
plans for clustering shoreline facilities and sharing access corridors.

787 Comment: Further development should be restricted to areas where there is already
residential development nearby, with concern for significant land habitats or sensitive
environments.

Comment by: Susan L. Gawarecki, Ph.D. (League of Women Voters of Oak Ridge)

Response: Under Alternatives C1, C2, D, and the Blended Alternative, emphasis would be placed
on protection of sensitive habitats. Given the present distribution of residential access rights, it will
not always be possible to site new residential shoreline development next to existing development.

788 Comment: Enforcement of the categories in the shoreline categorization system precluding
sensitive segment development should be strictly enforced. We note, for example, that
under the category of “Community Facilities” applicable to Alternative C2 (page 2-10), it is
stated that: “In cases where TVA-owned residential access shoreland is in a protected
category, TVA would not accept applications for individual facilities, but proposals for limited
community facilities would be considered.” EPA disagrees with such exceptions in protected
areas. If the segment is considered sensitive, development should be precluded from
individual or community structure development (indeed, even if exceptions were made,
granting them for community use rather than an individual use would probably have more
environmental impact, since activity levels at community structures can be expected to be
more than at individual structures).

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)
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Response: Under alternatives where the shoreline categorization system applies, TVA would not
permit individual or community facilities in shoreline protection areas. TVA would determine if there is
an adjacent shoreline segment allocated for managed residential shoreline development that could be
used for community facilities without impacting the shoreline protection area. This has been clarified
in the FEIS.

789

790

791

792

793

Comment: Community water-use facilities are an excellent way to minimize shoreline
impacts, cluster development, and promote community spirit, and result in greater shoreline
utilization and shoreline appreciation. Community facilities should be encouraged regard-
less of the alternative chosen.

Comment by: 4 survey comments

Comment: Residential areas should be clustered in designated areas, with some areas off
limits to development. Limiting road access would prevent spread in the environmentally
sensitive areas.

Comment by: Rebecca K. Falkenberry (The University of Alabama, Birmingham; The City of Birming-
ham), Thomas A. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society)

Comment: Even under Alternative D, 38 percent of the shoreline could be developed, as
compared with the current 17 percent—more than a doubling. For TVA-owned residential-
access shoreline, the number of permitted access corridors, as well as their width, should be
limited, and ways should be found to limit the number of permitted docks and boatslips, e.g.,
via combining facilities for more than one owner.

Comment by: Liane B. Russell (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning)
Comment: Group docks should be encouraged wherever possible. Community docks
should be restricted to the property owners and not open to the public.

Comment by: Cielo Sand Myczack (Broadened Horizons Riverkeeper Project)
Comment: Developers should be required to provide land for community boat ramps if
there are more than four lakefront lots.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: There would be no emphasis on clustering of docks under Alternative A. Community
docks would be encouraged under Alternatives B1 and B2 in small coves or other situations where
site conditions prohibit each lot owner from having individual facilities. TVA would encourage devel-
opers, under Alternatives D and the Blended Alternative, to provide community facilities in lieu of
individual facilities. However, community facilities would not be mandatory unless physical con-
straints or environmental considerations would prevent the construction of individual facilities. Under
Alternative C1, community facilities would be promoted in new areas opened for residential access
and shoreline development. The shoreline categorization system—a feature of Alternatives C1, C2,
D, and the Blended Alternative—would designate protected shoreline areas as off limits to shoreline
development. TVA has little involvement in the routing of roads.

794

Comment: Alternative C1 provides the best mix of protection of water and shoreline
resources, aesthetics, and assurance that property owners have reasonable use of their
water frontage. However, | have a suggestion regarding the regulations on boathouses. My
parents and | own a house on Kentucky Lake. Our lot is only 50 feet wide. We currently do
not have a boathouse. The requirement of Alternative C1 that boathouses be at least 50
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feet apart could effectively preclude me from having a boathouse on the shore adjacent to
my property, depending on the placement of boathouses on abutting lots. | would prefer to
share space in a community boathouse or a boathouse of a neighbor. However, there is no
way to guarantee that any of my neighbors will permit me space in theirs. There needs to
be some mechanism incorporated into the regulations to protect the interests of owners of
narrow lots such as mine. One alternative is to include incentives, such as increased size or
number of boatslips, for the construction of community boathouses.

Comment by: Thurman Wade Morgan

Response: Under Alternatives C1, C2, and the Blended Alternative, TVA would site water-use
facilities of one homeowner 50 feet from those of another homeowner. TVA would expect that devel-
opers would design subdivisions in a way that took into account the 50-foot density standard and
appropriately size lots or provide for community facilities. The 50-foot distance would not apply to
preexisting subdivisions. In the situation described, it would not be possible to accomplish this goal
because of preexisting lot boundaries. TVA would work with the homeowners in this case to explore
options for community facilities, and if individual facilities were pursued, TVA would seek a reasonable
amount of space between facilities.

795 Comment: Lots with over 100-foot frontage should have a corridor width not over 50 to 70
percent. Lots with less than 100-foot frontage should have a corridor width of 25 to 50
percent.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

796 Comment: Base allowable dock and boathouse frontage on total lot frontage and limit to
less than 30 to 35 percent; for example, a 100-foot lot would get 35 feet. Also, set a maxi-
mum of 100 feet.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: These are good suggestions, but it could become complicated to administer because of
the tremendous variation in lot sizes and shoreline configurations. Using percentage of lot width to
determine corridor size was proposed in Alternatives C1 and C2. This approach was criticized as
being complicated and confusing. Under the Blended Alternative, the corridor could be up to 20 feet
wide.

797 Comment: There should be some type of control of the lot footage along the waterline. For
example, in some coves there are boat docks and floating piers every 5 feet. That is too
close, and maybe 100 feet apart is too far apart. In future development of the land, TVA
should have a restriction that no residential lot could have less than “X” feet of waterfront.

Comment by: Ronald Poe

798 Comment: The TVA system is a national treasure. Some controlled residential develop-
ment is also an asset. No one area should be overdeveloped. One control could be lot size.
For example, waterfront lot size at Tellico Village is just too small in some areas and gives a
crowded look to the area.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

799 Comment: Individual private owner boat docks should be allowed for anyone owning 100
feet or more of shoreline.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Response: TVA does not normally have opportunities to review and comment on proposed subdivi-

sion plats and therefore cannot directly influence lot size. Many lots are less than 100 feet wide, and

it would be difficult to enforce a no-dock policy for those lots, especially the ones that are close to 100
feet wide.

800 Comment: There was ambiguity about how much private frontage would be required for a
new dock or altered dock.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Alternative D would require ownership of a 200-foot-wide lot to qualify an applicant for a
dock permit. Under the new Blended Alternative, lot width would not be specified, and TVA would
address density of docks by requiring a 50-foot distance between permitted docks. This could
indirectly affect lot widths. TVA would expect that developers would design subdivisions in a way that
took into account the 50-foot density standard and appropriately size lots or provide for community
facilities. The 50-foot distance would not apply to preexisting shoreline developments.

801 Comment: [do not like the restriction which requires a minimum of 200 feet of waterfront
ownership in order to build a boathouse.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: This requirement would be in effect only under Alternative D.

802 Comment: What kind of changes do you propose to make concerning dredging?

Comment by: Jeffrey Overstreet (Little Rivers Dredging, Inc.)

803 Comment: Current dredging rules are reasonable and adequate.
Comment by: 2 survey comments
804 Comment: The dredging rules seem to be reasonable environmental impact and construc-
tion standards.
Comment by: Gregory E. Huber
805 Comment: Under the Tennessee Conservation League’s proposal, dredging would not be
allowed on TVA land except for purposes of navigation as specified by the TVA Act. Within
the flowage easement area, individual boat channels would only be considered where

navigation to private water-use facilities was impaired. Amounts of dredged materials would
have to be approved by TVA and could not exceed 100 cubic feet.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)

806 Comment: /am opposed to dredging.

Comment by: Cielo Sand Myczack (Broadened Horizons Riverkeeper Project), 3 survey comments

807 Comment: Increase dredging restrictions.

Comment by: 2 survey comments
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808 Comment: Dredging should be allowed only if no other site or solution is available and only
for community docks. It is desirable to avoid all dredging if at all possible.

Comment by: Dolores Howard

809 Comment: The Tennessee Conservation League urges TVA to find a method of locating
private boat slips so as to curtail dredging for private individual boat docks. The League is
concerned that small-scale dredging over numerous incidents has a potential for significant
impacts to water quality.

Comment by: Larry Richardson (Tennessee Conservation League)

Response: Ideally, docks should be sited in deep-water areas where no dredging is required. TVA
examined size requirements to provide 3:1 side slopes and a reasonable boat channel to establish
the 150-cubic-yard limitation. To the extent possible, TVA encourages the siting of docks at locations
that require little or no dredging. The USACE also has jurisdiction over dredging.

810 Comment: Dredging is okay if necessary.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

811 Comment: Allow the proposed dockage, but also allow a pile-driven wing to deflect waves
and wakes and, as an option, a dredged-in docking slip, with wave-wing, in lieu of a dock as
described in the DEIS.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

812 Comment: Dredging should be done by permit when it poses no problems to TVA and
landowners.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

813 Comment: Dredging activities are needed to get our boats to our docks. The channels
need to remain open. It has turned into a dangerous situation.

Comment by: Douglas Sisco

814 Comment: Dredging restrictions should be removed.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Response: Dredging can disturb fish-spawning areas, archaeological resources, wetlands, water
quality, and other resources. Dredging would be most common under Alternative A because there
would be no predefined standards or limits on dredging. Under Alternatives B1 and B2, TVA seeks to
minimize dredging. Under Alternatives C1, C2, and the Blended Alternative, proposals for dredging of
individual boat channels within TVA-owned lake bottom would be considered, provided that no more
than 150 cubic yards of material were removed. Whenever feasible, TVA prefers the construction of
longer docks instead of dredging.

815 Comment: All shoreland contained within the TVA reservoir system should be inventoried
and categorized according to the process outlined in Section 2.5.1 and Appendix C (see TVA
SMI DEIS). Under the Tennessee Conservation League alternative, TVA would freeze
additional development until the categorization system was completed. Based upon the
categorization system, TVA would redesignate all remaining undeveloped shoreline miles
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into categories based upon ecological and public use values. Through this process TVA will
better classify ecologically sensitive areas, critical habitats, public recreational areas, and
areas most suited to development. This categorization and inventory system is important
because Tennessee represents several different ecotypes from the eastern part of the state
to the west. Thus, what might be appropriate natural resource management for an East
Tennessee reservoir may not be appropriate management for a West Tennessee reservoir.
The Tennessee Conservation League wants this process applied to all shoreland within the
TVA system (including Land Between The Lakes). Only in this manner will TVA be able to
effectively and proactively manage our public lands for multiple uses.

Comment by: Larry Richardson (Tennessee Conservation League), Michael A. Butler (Tennessee
Conservation League)

816 Comment: New development and protection of the natural environment must be integrated.
Any growth management guidelines should be based on real constraints, not just specula-
tion and intuition. The proposed inventory and categorization system in Alternatives C1, C2,
and D are critical for success. Some additional areas may be suitable for residential devel-
opment while other existing “open” areas may not be suitable. An inventory and some
criteria for designating suitable development lands should be undertaken.

Comment by: Ann Coulter (Regional Planning Agency, Chattanooga-Hamilton County)

817 Comment: [ conclude that performing shoreline surveys of the scope anticipated prior to
approval of permits might result in lengthy delays in approval under Alternative C1.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Under Alternatives C1, C2, D, and the Blended Alternative, the shoreline inventory and
categorization system would apply to flowage easement shoreland and TVA-owned residential access
shoreland. TVA collects data during the preparation of individual reservoir plans about resource
conditions on other TVA properties. This information is then used to determine the best use of those
properties. TVA also routinely maintains information about occurrences of threatened and endan-
gered species and other important resources. The shoreline surveys would actually help minimize
the need for field inspections of proposed construction sites by TVA archaeologists and biologists,
thereby limiting the amount of time required for each permit review. It would be impractical to freeze
permits, particularly when impacts would be individually evaluated. Under any alternative, TVA would
conduct site inspections to identify and evaluate resource conditions and how they might be im-
pacted. Because of funding limitations, implementation of the shoreline categorization system would
be a multiyear effort.

818 Comment: EPA notes that under Alternatives D, C2, and C1, a TVA shoreline categoriza-
tion system would be provided so that even within the two current TVA ownership categories
accessible to residential development, there may be protected areas of special concern
where sensitive resources have been identified by TVA staff inventories which preclude
development. As such, development within the 38 percent of TVA'’s total shoreline open for
development under Alternative C2 would only be in permissible areas, subject to the results
of TVA inventories for sensitive areas, shoreline categorization systems, shoreline develop-
ment standards, shoreline management plans, as well as existing legislation (e.g., 404) and
other laws and regulations that would preclude development in given shoreline segments.
Such nondevelopable areas within the two currently open ownership categories can be
critical to water quality and as wildlife refuges.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)
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Response: Comment noted.

819 Comment: There are numerous problems on TVA Lakes. TVA needs to catalog these
problems, then sort them according to their impact on the lake and surrounding land. For
instance, a particular problem may have a severe impact on a small area; yet, because the
area is small, is the impact less important? | do not think so. Small things tend to grow.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA does inventory conditions in and around its lakes. This data is used to develop
action plans for addressing problems such as shoreline erosion, litter and trash, and poor water
quality.

820 Comment: Shoreline management zones, management of woody understory, and tree
cutting should be as in Alternative A.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

821 Comment: | would suggest that TVA require people who mow yards to the water’s edge to
use riprap, leave several large trees; also, weed Killers or fertilizers should not be used
within 40 or 50 feet of the water.

Comment by: James A. McConkey

Response: Comments noted.

822 Comment: Tighten restrictions on vegetation removal.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

823 Comment: Except as necessary for installation of access paths, no vegetation removal or
soil disturbance should be allowed on properties adjacent to the shoreline.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)

824 Comment: Public land should be managed by the charter obligations of TVA for flood
control and then derivatively for water quality. There should be no cutting, trimming, re-

moval, or extermination of riparian vegetation, except by TVA as a part of an agenda of flood
control or water quality protection.

Comment by: Gerald L. Smith (The University of the South)

Response: Comments noted. These approaches to vegetation management are similar to the
standards proposed in Alternative D.

825 Comment: Keep vegetation without any cutting or clearing, and keep original river basins
without altering their own natural channels.

Comment by: Thomas A. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society)
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Response: Comment noted. Most of the alternatives contain provisions for limiting the alteration of
shoreline vegetation.

826

827

828

829

830

831

832

833

834

Comment: Property owners should have no restrictions on their use of the shoreline. TVA
should not be involved in shoreline management and should not impose any rules or regula-
tions on lakefront property owners. If a person owns lake property and wants to build,
remove vegetation, cut trees, or otherwise change the landscape, it is none of TVA’s business.

Comment by: 8 survey comments

Comment: | oppose Alternative C1 because of the vegetation management requirements.

Comment by: Wayne Burge

Comment: We are opposed to the control TVA exercises over vegetation and landscaping
of property lying below the 690, 685, etc.

Comment by: Sandra Wright, Thomas C. Wright

Comment: Remove the standards for clearing and encourage grass planting. TVA has
presented no proof that the stated standards and methods are workable or accomplish
TVA'’s objectives.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Some people are going to mow, and some people will not want to. This is
something that does not need TVA's involvement.

Comment by: James A. Mclintosh

Comment: Lakefront property owners should be able to clear all the way to the water’s
edge. There are a lot of areas that are undeveloped where natural vegetation is occurring.
These areas will probably never be developed.

Comment by: Robert Critchfield

Comment: Once a house is constructed on lakefront property, the owner should be allowed
to clear and maintain the land. Perhaps some sections of the lake should be designated as
undeveloped (similar to the straight line boundary areas) and development of the property
restricted. This would be preferable to applying restrictions to all lakefront property.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: My concern is over not being allowed to clear the land between my property to
the lakeshore.

Comment by: Gerald Winn
Comment: The emphasis on maintaining woody understory seems excessive. Each
ownership entity should manage his own woody understory.

Comment by: 2 survey comments
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Comment: The proposals overemphasize vegetation management. We need flexibility in
the proposed standards where the original, natural vegetation is already destroyed. Allow us
more latitude in landscaping the lakefront.

Comment by: 3 survey comments

Comment: TVA should allow full width clearing of the frontage area with restrictions on the
types of vegetation and trees that could be removed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Allow the planting of a variety of native shrubs and trees and the removal of
weeds and briars without the need for permits if wood mulch is used to limit erosion.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA should allow property owners to manage vegetation and use adjacent TVA-
owned land in exchange for shoreline cleanup, erosion control, construction of fish
attractors, establishment of food plots for wildlife, construction of songbird and bat houses
and winter feeding stations for deer, and installation and maintenance of salt licks.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: If vegetation management only refers to trees greater than 5 inches, then | have
no objection. If it prevents me from cutting undergrowth, then | am against the restriction.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ do not object to rules that prohibit the cutting of trees below TVA’s 750 as long
as grass and weeds are allowed to be cut.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN)

Comment: Much more leniency toward current guidelines should be approved, i.e., cutting
of unattractive trees and vegetation and replacement, where needed, with more environ-
mentally and aesthetically desirable species.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: TVA’s tree-cutting preference is awful. | want to be able to cut down dead or
dying trees and replace them with native hardwoods.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: Offer alternate approaches to planting or cutting. Usually high cutting prevents
undergrowth while maintaining some soil.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: There should be more flexibility in the shoreline vegetation requirements to

allow small sunny areas (maybe 30 feet x 30 feet) for land-based activity along the shore-
line.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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845 Comment: With the professional expertise that TVA possesses, vegetation management
standards could be designed that would satisfy TVA and provide lakefront owners a lake
view as well as access.

Comment by: 4 survey comments

846 Comment: Property owners have made large investments to have a view of the lake and a
nice home. Vegetation management standards have been proposed by TVA, but | think the
homeowner should have some flexibility as to what goes up in front of his home. We can all
work together whether we are conservatives, environmentalists, or homeowners who just
want to enjoy the view.

Comment by: Al Morton (Cove Norris Subdivision)

847 Comment: TVA should work with individual property owners on this issue of vegetation
management. | may be willing to establish a wildlife corridor across my property to TVA-
owned land and to remove some vegetation to keep snakes away. This would let me enjoy
the lake more. TVA should not develop very restrictive standards but should work with
individual property owners to meet their needs as well as TVA's.

Comment by: Steve Fritts

Response: In response to public comments, TVA has developed a Blended Alternative, which has
more flexible vegetation management requirements than Alternative C1. Under the Blended Alterna-
tive, the SMZ would be narrower (25 feet deep from normal summer pool). It would be required as
new homesites develop next to forested TVA land that has outstanding access rights. TVA would
work with adjacent homeowners to encourage the planting of native trees, shrubs, and plants in areas
where the TVA land is not forested. The SMZ would not be required on flowage easement land, other
private land, or on TVA-owned residential access shoreland that is currently mowed by existing
homeowners. The Blended Alternative provides for removal of specified plants such as poison ivy
and Japanese honeysuckle. Outside of the SMZ, this alternative provides for selective clearing of
trees under 3 inches in diameter at the base. Under the Blended Alternative, TVA would allow
clearing of an access/visual corridor up to 20 feet wide across TVA land.

848 Comment: The general use restrictions seem to preclude all uses of the shoreline even
when a shoreline use agreement has been purchased. There is no incentive for improve-
ments resulting in a better shoreline for all users. One restriction that really stands out is the
one against gardens. Removal of undesirable plants and the placement of recommended
native ornamental species sounds a lot like gardening. The planting of native fruit and nut
trees helps many varieties of wildlife and improves the diversity of the shoreline area; yet
these uses would be prohibited even under a shoreline use agreement. This does not make
sense and is counterproductive to the protection of the shoreline and aquatic resources.

Comment by: Gregory E. Huber

Response: Under Alternative C1, the restriction against gardens and orchards was intended to
prevent tilling of soil and the resultant bare earth on TVA land near the water. The purpose of this
requirement was to prevent runoff of sediment when it rains. Random planting of native plants and
trees would be allowed under Alternative C1 and the new Blended Alternative.

849 Comment: Clearly, some issues—such as continuing to allow trees and vegetation to be
cut to the water line—are not being adequately addressed, and they need to be resolved.

Comment by: Rebecca K. Falkenberry (The University of Alabama, Birmingham; The City of Birmingham)
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Comment: Clarify the tree-cutting standards.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: TVA should stop property owners from cutting all the trees down to the lake.
Erosion occurs after these trees are cut and tons of soil are washed into the lake.

Comment by: Charles C. Smoot (Bear Paw Subdivision), 5 survey comments

Comment: [/ do not support cutting trees, regardless of size.

Comment by: Mary Huddleston

Comment: A 5-inch tree is a large tree to be cut except on rare occasions.
Comment by: 2 survey comments
Comment: [ do not object to rules prohibiting the cutting of trees on TVA property, as long
as low branches can be cut.
Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN)
Comment: Under land use rights, trees over a certain size should be looked at when

building plans are submitted and all trees possible spared. No large trees on shoreline
should be cut just because someone wants a better view of the lake or a pretty yard.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: There should be no tree-cutting unless the trees are dead.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Keep trees from being clearcut or thinned.
Comment by: Thomas A. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society)
Comment: Different circumstances call for different management practices. No one should

be allowed to clearcut or remove all vegetation and plant grass, but some trees and vegeta-
tion could be carefully removed.

Comment by: 4 survey comments

Comment: Current guidelines are okay for tree-cutting and management of woody under-
story.

Comment by: 4 survey comments

Comment: Do not allow canopy-size trees to be cut. Cut only 3- to 4-inch trees.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: Allow trees up to 5 inches to be cut.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Within the access pathway, cutting of trees or other vegetation up to 7 inches in
diameter at breast height could be permitted.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)

Shoreline Management Initiative 145



Responses to Public Comments

146

863

864
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866

867

868

869

870

871

872

Comment: Allow cutting of trees up to 9 inches in diameter in a no-fee corridor.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ love trees, wildlife, and anything in nature, but | do believe that property
owners whose property meets TVA property should be allowed to clear out undergrowth and
cut smaller trees to enhance the view. It should be allowable to cut some trees up to 12
inches in diameter .

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: [ believe that tree-cutting is necessary where old pines or oaks are the main
forest.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: Tree cutting should relate more to quality and quantity, to provide growth of the
most desirable and beneficial species. The 5-inch-diameter limit is very arbitrary.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Comment: As lakefront property owners, we would like to be able to clear a percentage of
the larger trees so we can see the lake.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Drop the tree-cutting restriction.

Comment by: 9 survey comments

Comment: Cut limbs instead of trees to improve view.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: | prefer professional limb cutting for view, but no topping of trees.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Most property owners build houses to see water and activities going on. TVA
should allow homeowners to clear obstructions impairing their lake view. Trees should be
trimmed, not topped, to allow this vision.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: There is nothing in the DEIS about selective trimming, although it mentions
cutting trees. | built 22 years ago on a lot on the side of a hill, and | did not cut a tree. | built
around a 200-year-old oak. Then | hired a professional tree trimmer to come in and open a
view. All of those trees are still standing. Some of them are 60 and 70 feet tall now.

Comment by: David Hines

Response: Some cutting of live trees is usually required to get reasonable access to the water.
Under existing TVA guidelines, selective cutting of trees under 3 inches in diameter can be permitted
on TVA-owned residential access shoreland. Under Alternatives C1, C2, and D, no vegetation
removal would be allowed on TVA-owned residential access lands outside of the vegetation manage-
ment corridor or lake access path. Under the Blended Alternative, trees could not be cut (except in
the accessl/visual corridor and to make sites suitable for erosion control projects) within an SMZ
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extending 25 feet landward from the normal summer pool level of the lake. The SMZ would not be
required on flowage easement land, other private land, or on TVA-owned residential access shore-
land where lawns now exist. Outside of this important 25-foot SMZ area, trees under 3 inches in
diameter could be selectively cut with advance approval of TVA. Certain understory plants could be
removed with TVA approval. Leaning trees or other danger trees that pose a hazard to homes or
other structures could also be authorized by TVA for removal, regardless of their size. In these cases,
TVA would require planting of replacement trees at a suitable location.

In all cases where trees are proposed for removal from TVA-owned residential access shoreland, TVA
would work with the homeowner to identify which trees could be removed and which side limbs could
be cut to enhance the view of the lake.

873 Comment: Tree-cutting is a hard issue to enforce, but not cutting fruit or flowering trees
could easily be added.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The current guidelines (Alternatives B1 and B2) and the standards proposed under the
Blended Alternative allow removal of some small trees, while encouraging retention of native species
with high wildlife or ornamental value, such as flowering dogwoods.

874 Comment: Homeowners with large investments in docks and boats want the right to cut
trees that pose a danger to docks or persons near a dock. Homeowners need to be given
different choices that are acceptable to them and TVA.

Comment by: Ronald Prime, 2 survey comments

875 Comment: If undesirable scrub pine trees block a view or present a danger to property, a
homeowner should be allowed to remove them.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

876 Comment: If TVA prohibits a property owner from cutting a tree and it falls on his land, then
TVA should be required to remove the fallen tree at its expense, with no damage to the
landowner’s property.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Under all alternatives, TVA would continue to work with property owners regarding the
legitimate removal of leaning trees or other danger trees that pose a hazard to homes or other
structures. In these cases, TVA would require planting of replacement trees at a suitable location.
However, TVA will not approve removal of a large tree simply because it is in close proximity to a dock
or blocks a view.

877 Comment: Aggressive, invasive exotic species (privet, kudzu, purple loosestrife) should be
controlled on private and public land. The list of pest plant species compiled by the Tennes-
see Exotic Species Pest Plant Council could be used to identify species that qualify for
control efforts.

Comment by: 2 survey comments
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Response: TVA acknowledges the ecological problems caused by invasive exotic species and is
opposed to their being planted on reservoir shorelands. TVA also actively controls these species on
some TVA lands. Under the Blended Alternative, landowners could, with TVA approval, control these
species on adjacent TVA-owned SMZs.

878

879

880

881

882

883

884

885

886

887

Comment: Property owners should be allowed to have pathways and docks. Pathways
should be maintained according to TVA standards.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Allowing lakefront property owners to have a path to the water and a dock is all
they should need.

Comment by: Bogue Waller

Comment: No pathways should be allowed.

Comment by: 5 survey comments

Comment: Pathway widths should be reduced in all cases. People generally walk paths in
single file, regardless of what their stated preferences may be. Excessive path width
produces an aesthetically less pleasing canopy opening, “straight-lining” of the path routing,
and erosion.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Pathways should be limited to 6 feet wide.

Comment by: 3 survey comments

Comment: In order to have enough land for all taxpayers to use in the future, | recommend
that TVA not allow any more than a 6-foot corridor on its rights-of-way.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Set aside natural areas and protect them with restrictions and 6-foot paths
where appropriate.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Property owners adjoining TVA-owned residential access shoreland should be
allowed to install an access path up to 8 feet wide. TVA could define the route of access
pathways. Access paths should be for pedestrian use only and no wider than 8 feet wide.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)

Comment: Pathways should be no more than 10 feet wide. The path of least impact
should be chosen, avoiding the cutting of vegetation with large soil-holding root systems to
minimize erosion.

Comment by: Cielo Sand Myczack (Broadened Horizons Riverkeeper Project), 1 survey comment

Comment: The landowner needs to have a reasonably large passageway to the water, up
to a maximum of 15 feet wide. Tree-cutting should be held to a minimum in the access
corridor, but it should not be based on diameter size, since this eliminates new growth and
trees.

Comment by: Dolores Howard
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888 Comment: Decrease the vegetation management corridor maximum to 15 feet on all lot
sizes.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

889 Comment: Lakefront property owners should not be restricted in their access to public
lakes. Any alternative with a 6-foot path is not a desirable or reasonable option.

Comment by: 5 survey comments

890 Comment: We object to a 6-foot path overgrown on each side with weeds and under-
growth. We live on the lake because we enjoy the view of the lake as well as the use of it.

Comment by: Jack C. Bryden, 1 survey comment

891 Comment: | object to the 6-foot-path restriction. The pathway should be wide enough to
accommodate a full viewshed and boat access and allow access for keeping the shoreline
clear.

Comment by: C. Edward Smith, Leonard Lankford, 8 survey comments

892 Comment: The thought of having a 6-foot strip that can be mowed to the lake is ridiculous.
The enforcement of this proposal would result in hundreds of new TVA employees with tape
measures and field glasses watching for someone to cut a tree or mow a 10-foot-wide strip.
This would be at taxpayers’ expense. The cost of enforcing these restrictions as proposed
sounds like another bungled, make-work program of a federal agency.

Comment by: Joseph T. Frye (Frye Enterprises)
Response: The range of alternatives evaluated included clearing of pathways from 6 feet wide in
Alternative D to Alternative A, which does not specify a width. The Blended Alternative provides for a
corridor up to 20 feet wide, which is intended to provide access to the water and to provide a reason-
able view of the lake. TVA expects that a number of people would apply for a narrower corridor.

Existing lawns on TVA-owned residential access shoreland would be grandfathered. TVA has with-
drawn the fee proposals.

893 Comment: A narrow path taken to a boat dock day after day can wear down the vegetation
and cause erosion.

Comment by: Tom Anderson

Response: Paths mulched with bark chips or some other cover material would not cause erosion.

894 Comment: Switchbacks and curves in pathways can avoid larger trees, produce a more
aesthetically pleasing effect, reduce erosion, and are less boring for foot travel.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

895 Comment: A curvilinear or traversed path would both allow water access and give the
appearance from the water of continuous undeveloped shoreline. The path would not be

very (if at all) apparent from the water, thus preserving the scenic quality. A straight-line path

perpendicular to the shoreline should be discouraged.

Comment by: George J. Jeram
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Response: Under Alternatives C1 and C2, the cleared access right-of-way was intended to allow for
an open view of the water from the home. Alternative D, on the other hand, provides for a narrow,
meandering 6-foot-wide corridor, and the only place vegetation could be removed would be within the
pathway. Under the Blended Alternative, meandering corridors up to 20 feet in width would be
permitted. The corridors would be routed by TVA in cooperation with the homeowner to minimize
removal or disturbance of existing trees and shrubs.

896

897

898

Comment: Gravel is unacceptable as a path-surfacing material, both from a visually
aesthetic standpoint and from the feel underfoot. This is vividly illustrated at TVA’s weir dam
trails below South Holston Dam.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Trail-surfacing materials should be as per Alternative D, but minus the gravel.
Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Cement and other hard material roads and driveways and other impervious

cover should be restricted so that erosion and runoff are prevented.

Comment by: Thomas A. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society)

Response: Different surface materials have varied attributes. Under the Blended Alternative, TVA
would approve a variety of surface materials.

899

900

901

902

903

904

Comment: The vegetation management corridor needs more explanation. What is it for?
How is it managed? And by whom?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: What size corridor is being considered under Alternative C1?

Comment by: Barbara Tigrett

Comment: Vegetation management corridors should be allowed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: We are in favor of Alternative C1 with a 50-foot access corridor. This corridor
would allow air flow and would control poison ivy and snakes.

Comment by: Paul Loiseau, Robin Loiseau

Comment: We oppose vegetation management corridors. Vegetation management should
be at the property owner’s discretion. Vegetation management corridor regulations cannot
be enforced fairly.

Comment by: Scotty Long, Wayne Burge, Mary Huddleston, 1 evaluation form comment (Farragut, TN),

15 survey comments

Comment: Vegetation management corridors should be wider than Alternatives C1, C2,
and D propose.

Comment by: 3 survey comments
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905 Comment: Increase the vegetation management corridor to 20 feet or 40 percent of the
Joint boundary.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

906 Comment: Allow at least a 50-foot management corridor at no additional cost.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

907 Comment: If property boundaries exceed 100 feet, allow multiple access corridors based
on multiples of 100.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

908 Comment: Work with developers and landowners to have 100-foot or wider corridors to run
back from the shoreline to existing wooded lands every 1,000 to 2,000 feet.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

909 Comment: The vegetation management proposal is too restrictive and is illogical. Frontage
length should play no part in the requirements.

Comment by: Gregory E. Huber

Response: Alternative C1, the alternative preferred by TVA when the DEIS was released for public
review, would allow a 20-foot-wide visual/access corridor on TVA land that adjoins a lot that is at least
100 feet wide. A 250-foot-wide lot could have a 50-foot-wide corridor—the maximum width allowed.
Only a 6-foot-wide corridor would be allowed under Alternatives C1 and C2 if the lot is less than 100
feet wide. Under the Blended Alternative, visual/access corridors up to 20 feet in width would be
allowed, and provisions for thinning of vegetation outside of the corridor to enhance views from
homesites are included. The corridor would be routed by TVA in cooperation with the homeowner to
minimize removal or disturbance of existing trees and shrubs on TVA land. In addition, homeowners’
associations and developers could work with TVA in developing a shoreline management plan that
clusters docks and provides for green space along the shoreline. Existing lawns on TVA-owned
residential access shoreland would be grandfathered.

910 Comment: [ have about 1,000 feet of shoreline. Under Alternative C1, TVA is going to
allow me to use only 6 feet of that shoreline. The other 994 feet will be available for the
boaters to use as before. | have no deeded rights to the TVA property in front of me. All |
will be able to do with my permit or lease is use the 6 feet to go to the dock, under Alterna-
tive C1. Itis a misconception that we are giving away these TVA properties.

Comment by: Robert Peery

Response: If Alternative C1 is implemented and if this site is identified in the subsequent reservoir
planning process as being available for new residential access, a 50-foot-wide corridor across TVA
land would be considered. The entire 1,000 feet of shoreline would remain public land, but once the
corridor and any shoreline development was in place, there would be some displacement of public
users and other losses of public benefits associated with private use of the shoreline. Under the new
Blended Alternative, future residential shoreline development would be allowed in areas where the
adjacent landowner already has access rights and where sensitive resources, navigation, flood
control, and power generation concerns do not exist. TVA would not consider proposals from others
for shoreline access in new areas unless the proposals would convey to TVA other land or landrights
of equal or greater public and ecological value. For more information about the Blended Alternative,
see Chapter 2 of the FEIS.
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911 cComment: If more clearing is approved for vegetation management corridors, it means
more fertilizers entering the water and less vegetation to help stop erosion on these banks.
At Norris, they are already a disaster.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

912 Comment: Under Alternative C1, TVA is talking about allowing landowners to clear a
corridor. | have also heard discussion about homeowners partnering with TVA to put in
riprap and other sorts of erosion control measures. However, could not the erosion prob-
lems be prevented if trees were not allowed to be clearcut at the shoreline in the first place?

Comment by: Barbara Tigrett
Response: The intent of the corridor across TVA land is to provide a visual/access opening. Under
Alternative C1, tree-cutting and other vegetation removal would not be permitted along the remaining
shoreline located outside of the corridor. Under the new Blended Alternative, trees could not be cut
within 25 feet of normal summer pool (except within the corridor), but some thinning of select under-
story vegetation would be allowed. Cutting of trees less than 3 inches in diameter and other vegeta-
tion alterations would be permitted outside of the 25-foot SMZ. At 25 feet, the SMZ is at the minimum
depth required to meet water quality objectives, help prevent erosion, and provide aquatic habitat.
TVA agrees that forested shorelines help to control erosion and minimize the amount of runoff that
enters the reservoirs. The benefits of forested SMZs are documented in Section 4.6 of the FEIS.

TVA also recognizes that erosion control may be required along the corridor and other portions of the
shoreline.

913 Comment: Why is the buffer strip requirement 100 feet? Why could it not be smaller?

Comment by: Jim Walmsley

914 Comment: The SMZ is too large in Alternative C1.

Comment by: 3 survey comments

915 Comment: Reduce the width of the SMZ to 10 or 15 feet. A buffer of this size would
accomplish as much as one 100 feet wide.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

916 Comment: Either eliminate the 100-foot buffer zone or let it be a maximum of 15 feet and
managed to a height of 3 feet.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

917 Comment: Reduce the 100-foot buffer to 20 feet, allowing underbrush to be cleared and
trees less than 3 inches in diameter.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

918 Comment: Reduce the width of the SMZ to 25 feet.

Comment by: James E. Sherrill, 1 survey comment

919 Comment: Reduce the width of the SMZ to 25 to 50 feet.

Comment by: 3 survey comments
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920 Comment: If an undisturbed minimum depth buffer is the only way, then follow the USACE
guideline, which is a 50-foot undisturbed area to the bank of a navigable waterway. Then
leave an additional 50 feet up to the homeowner’s discretion regarding the replacement of
existing plants with recommended natives.

Comment by: Gregory E. Huber

921 Comment: A 100-foot buffer is okay.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

922 Comment: On land that is sold, setbacks should be at least 100 feet.

Comment by: Thomas A. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society)

923 Comment: More and more organizations (such as the American Forest and Paper Associa-
tion) are recognizing the need for wider SMZs than have been the case in the past and have

advocated 100 feet from the borders of all rivers and major tributaries. We compliment TVA
for also doing so and urge that, in the case of the TVA lakes, the required SMZ should be
100 feet. In addition, where the property does not directly front a river or reservoir, it would
still appear desirable, because of inherent problems such as stormwater runoff, to maintain
a 100-foot vegetated buffer zone. In this connection, it may be noted that 100 feet is only a
little over 30 yards.

Comment by: Robert R. Reid, Jr., Alabama Audubon Council, Alabama Ornithological Society, Cahaba
River Society
924 Comment: Increase the buffer zone to 1,000 feet.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

925 Comment: The buffer strip should consist of at least three rows of trees in width in order to
establish a riparian habitat. This will allow about 3.5 units of carbon per hectare of produc-
tivity per year. Grass only allows .5 units of carbon per year.

Comment by: Clifford C. Amundsen, Ph.D.

Response: Alternatives C1 and C2 provide for a 100-foot-deep undisturbed SMZ, except for clearing

of a corridor across TVA land. This depth was based on recommendations in scientific literature and
the experience of other shoreline managers. Although some commenters supported the 100-foot-
deep SMZ, this proposal also received considerable opposition, and the depth of the SMZ was
reduced in the Blended Alternative to 25 feet. At 25 feet, the SMZ is at the minimum depth required
to meet water quality objectives, help prevent erosion, and provide aquatic habitat. These vegetation

management guidelines are similar to recommendations by Welsch (1991). This author proposes the

use of a three-tiered streamside management zone consisting of 15 to 20 feet of undisturbed forest
(Zone 1), 60 to 75 feet of managed forest (Zone 2), and a runoff control zone (Zone 3). Grassing or
lawn establishment is only allowed within Zone 3, and in no instance is this zone located closer than
75 feet to the shoreline. Schueler (1995) recommends a similar vegetation management system

including a 25-foot-wide restricted use streamside zone followed by a forested middle zone (minimum

width of 50 feet) where some clearing and a wider range of activities and uses can be accommo-
dated; and an outer zone which provides an additional 25-foot setback separating the outer edge of
the middle zone and permanent structures.

Under the Blended Alternative, the 25-foot SMZ would be required as new homesites are developed

next to forested TVA public land that has outstanding access rights. TVA would work with adjacent
homeowners to encourage the planting of native trees, shrubs, and plants in those areas where the
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TVA land is not forested. The SMZ would not be required on private land or on TVA land where
permitted shoreline alterations and lawns now exist. In contrast to Alternative C1 (which allowed no
vegetation disturbance in the SMZ other than that required for clearing the access corridor), the
Blended Alternative provides for clearing of specified plants—such as poison ivy, Japanese honey-
suckle, and kudzu—uwithin the 25-foot-deep zone and elsewhere on TVA land.

The Blended Alternative adopts existing tree-cutting guidelines on the portion of TVA property that is
located outside the SMZ. Permits would be required for the clearing of select trees and other vegeta-
tion under 3 inches in diameter at the root collar. Pruning of side limbs on trees could also be allowed
in the SMZ and elsewhere on TVA land.

926 Comment: What if a person wanted to develop a resort or marina complex that had some
residential component? Would these proposed standards then be applied to that complex?

Comment by: Richard Douglas (Cedar Knob Resort)

Response: TVA's standards for residential shoreline development would be applied to the residential
portion of that complex.

927 Comment: What about standards for the other 80 percent of shoreline?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA applies best management practices in the management of natural resources along
this remaining property. In addition, standards are established for industries, resorts, marinas, and
other developments as plans are reviewed by TVA. TVA also develops individual reservoir plans to
identify the best use of its property.

928 Comment: TVA s talking about runoff from new development and roads. Is it left up to the
local agencies to review plans for road development, site layout, etc.? Would any of this in
the future be adopted by TVA as part of their permitting procedures or design standards?

Comment by: Marilyn Livesay

Response: TVA's review of shoreline development permit applications can be most effective in
cases where the road and lot layouts have not been finalized. In those larger-scale reviews, the
agency can work with the developer to identify the most suitable waterfront areas for shoreline
development and any environmentally sensitive areas that should be protected. Integrating these
considerations into the overall development plan sometimes results in relocation of roads or rear-
rangement of lot boundaries. TVA encourages developers to seek suggestions for improving plans
before they are finalized. Often lots have been sold before TVA becomes aware of the new develop-
ment, leaving TVA with no opportunity to influence placement of roads or lot boundaries. Local
authorities have responsibility for approving roads and subdivisions on private land. State water
quality departments are responsible for controlling runoff from new developments. TVA works with
the states to address runoff problems that pollute the reservaoirs.
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Section 26a and Land Use

A number of citizens or groups commented on TVA's Section 26a permitting and land use responsi-
bilities. These comments included issues such as:

929

930

931

TVA's responsibility for managing public land and water

Sale, lease, or transfer of TVA land

TERDA and Tims Ford Lake issues

Requests for access rights

Future land planning/individual reservoir land use plans

Land use allocations

Land use actions (Camp Barber, Little Cedar Mountain, Shell Mound)
Permitting process

Permit approvals, transfers, and appeals

Permits for vegetation management, soil disturbance, and other shoreline activities
TVA's liability with respect to 26a permits

Property owners’ responsibility for permitted activities and structures
Enforcement of TVA regulations/role of the TVA Police

Permit violations and encroachments

Boundary marking

Agricultural use of TVA-managed land

Comment: TVA’s SMI proposal to provide long-term protection of water quality and aquatic

life on the Tennessee River system sounds environmentally patriotic. | do not believe,
however, that TVA has the congressional mandate by law to carry out this federal water
quality initiative. The primary congressional authority given to protect water quality and to
protect aquatic life in our nation’s lakes, rivers, and streams was assigned to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) under the Federal Water Pollution Act of 1972 and the
Clean Water Act (amendments) of 1977. The EPA has granted primacy to Kentucky and
individual states for enforcing its water quality regulations for our nation’s surface waters.
States do have that authority, as does EPA. TVA was delegated federal authority by Con-
gress by the TVA Act of 1933 in the specified areas of navigation, flood control, and power
generation. TVA should focus its efforts and resources in these specific areas where it has
federal congressional authority. TVA does have proper congressional responsibility and
authority for approving any dam, appurtenant works, or other obstructions (docks, piers,
etc.) under Section 26a of the TVA Act.

Comment by: Thomas Begley, P.E.

Comment: |t is important for the recreational users, private landowners, and commercial
owners to establish proper maintenance of their own docks or water navigational needs. |
think it is the government’s responsibility, not TVA'’s, to provide restrictions for building and
maintaining docks or other navigational facilities. By TVA’'s own statement, the taxpayers’
money built the dams, and thus the water use belongs to the public. This statement shows
the control of water for commercial or recreational usage belongs with the Federal Govern-
ment.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: How compatible are the alternatives and standards proposed in SMI with the
requirements under Section 26a of the TVA Act? | do not understand how Section 26a of
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932

933

the TVA Act translates to TVA’s having the authority to restrict tree-cutting, outline dock
designs, and establish shoreline vegetation management requirements. How do these
items affect TVA’s ability to manage navigation or flood control?

Comment by: 3 survey comments

Comment: [If we wanted TVA to be an environmental protection agency, we would have
identified such environmental protection as an integral part of its charter (not backdoor,
through Section 26a).

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: In addition to creation of a river system for navigation, flood control, and power
generation, | am sure a key selling point for the TVA Act was the regional benefits associ-
ated with public use of the proposed TVA river system. As stated in the “Background for
SMI” statement, TVA was tasked with managing the Tennessee River system, which should
have included not only navigation, flood control, and power generation, but other benefits of
the river system such as public use, present and future.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA does not have regulatory authority under the Clean Water Act. However, TVA, just
like all federal agencies, has a responsibility to manage its public land and waters in an environmen-
tally responsible manner. The purpose of TVA's SMI is to develop standards that can be applied to
future shoreline alterations and that will protect critical shoreline resources for future generations.
TVA does have regulatory responsibility for all shoreline construction within the Tennessee River
system under Section 26a of the TVA Act. In addition, as owner and custodian of much of the lake
shoreline within the Tennessee River system, TVA has both the obligation and the legal right to
manage those public lands through approval or disapproval of specific uses on those lands. As a
federal agency, TVA is subject to environmental laws and executive orders, such as NEPA, Wetlands
Executive Order, and Clean Water Act.

934

935

936

937

Comment: The alternatives state different amounts of development. Where will this land
come from? Will land have to be sold by TVA? This was not clear from reading the DEIS.

Comment by: Catherine Murray (Sierra Club, State of Franklin Group), 3 survey comments

Comment: You need to explain why you want to sell more land for houses, even though
you admit it might hurt the lakes.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA never explained why it wants to sell more land; it just said there was
pressure to sell. If developers were pressuring to build houses in the Grand Canyon, the
Park Service still would not sell, so TVA should not either.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: None of these alternatives are acceptable. Shorelines are a public resource,
and it makes no more sense to sell them than to sell our state or national parks. What
authority does TVA have to independently decide to sell shorelines? Could other branches
of government, such as BLM, USFS, USFWS, independently decide to sell their lands?

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Comment: We oppose the sale of public land by TVA. This land is a valuable natural
resource that belongs to all of us, and once it gets in the hands of private developers, it is
forever lost to the public. There is no more shoreline being made; so, these lands should
remain in the public domain and open to all. Selling it is tantamount to giving away our
children’s future.

Comment by: James O’Neal, Pete Wyatt, Daniel Fitzpatrick, Kay MclIntosh, J. Mark Wisham, 19 survey
comments

Comment: | attended an SMI meeting and saw the greed and selfish interest of residents
and developers expressed repeatedly. The SMI must be based on all applicable laws and
good decision-making, not greed, selfishness, emotions, and political pressure. There is no
more shoreline being made; thus, in order to protect the environment and to have this
valuable resource for all to enjoy in the future, | oppose any further selling or leasing of TVA-
owned-or-controlled shoreline.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [f you limit shoreline development to 38 percent, you will have a rush of buying
by a few individuals who may hold the land next to TVA lands or who may through politics
get their lands included in the plan.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The financial constraints on TVA would be increased if more lands were put on
the selling block because of all the permitting requirements and studies that would be
needed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The possibility that TVA might release land to be developed privately is a great
worry to me. Before it releases any more land for development, TVA should be more
restrictive.

Comment by: Virginia Eslinger
Comment: We urge TVA to show environmental leadership and keep our national parks
and other natural resources in public hands, such as the lakes owned by TVA. We urge TVA

to keep these resources from being sold to private industry and exploited and ruined for
current and future generations.

Comment by: Nance Held, Chris Johnson
Comment: In an era when the government is spending money to reclaim greenways, there
is no wisdom in selling existing greenways along our lakes.

Comment by: Walter M. Lewko
Comment: [ have heard rumors for several years now that TVA is considering selling some

land around Boone Lake. Do we not already have enough houses trashing up the scenic
beauty of that lake?

Comment by: Tim Meyer

Comment: Since TVA favors Alternative C1, it shows TVA wants to sell more land. That
means less recreational areas, and | do not like that.

Comment by: 2 survey comments
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947

948

949

950

951

952

Comment: Lands not suitable for residential development, such as wetlands and those with
archaeological resources, should not be sold. TVA should not consider selling land contain-
ing safety harbors and landings. Selling all land or selling nothing should not be the only
option. Common sense should be used.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA should not sell additional land, since water quality and wildlife would be
harmed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ do not want to see TVA sell off environmentally sensitive areas to developers.
Maintain certain areas for wildlife preservation. Other areas would be better off developed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The Alabama Waterfowl Association, an affiliate of the North American Water-
fowl Federation, has called my attention to the fact that TVA is planning to sell, lease, or
otherwise develop lands purchased by eminent domain for housing, condominium, or
business uses. Mr. Jerry Davis is quite right when he points out that our country’s wildlife
continues to be squeezed into smaller, less desirable space and that the public has a valid
concern that lands which were purchased for public use should remain so. If, in fact, this
plan is new and is contrary to the purposes of the original purchase of the land, then |
strongly urge you to reconsider and reassess the direction you are taking. The public has a
strong desire for open space; and the wildlife, which was here long before we humans,
certainly needs it. | should hope that the opportunity to strengthen government coffers and
developers’ pocketbooks does not dictate sacrificing once public lands and open spaces for
more comfortable budgets and fortunes for a few.

Comment by: Charles A. Sauer (North American Waterfowl Federation)

Comment: The environmental and aesthetic values that the lakes and shoreline hold
should be protected at all costs. And, because the public demand for outdoor natural
resources is increasing but the resource is diminishing, they become more and more
valuable and should not be sold to or allowed to be degraded through special permits to
private interests. Shoreline development degrades environmental values and precludes
continued use of those public lands. We do not sell parcels of our state or national parks for
private development. Neither should our public shorelines be used for exclusive private or
industrial use. To do so results in visual blight for the rest of the public, degrades botanical
and wildlife resources, and may cause pollution problems.

Comment by:  William G. Minser

Comment: [ encourage TVA to select the shoreline management alternative that provides
the greatest level of protection to the publicly owned resources in and around the Tennessee
River. In particular, TVA should not transfer any publicly owned areas to private interests or
to state or local governments, for that matter, in response to so-called pressure to develop
the shoreline. Instead, TVA should uphold the quaint, legalistic notion that it holds all of its
properties in “public trust” for the benefit of current and future generations of Americans.
Surely it would be a violation of this trust for TVA to transfer any additional publicly owned
lands to private interests or state or local governments for the purpose of developing such
lands.

Comment by: Richard A. Parrish (Southern Environmental Law Center)
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Comment: TVA originally acquired the land it oversees by taking property from people
under the government’s power of eminent domain. This was done to achieve a larger public
purpose for the citizens of the Tennessee Valley—to improve living conditions, provide
electricity, and stimulate economic development, TVA is now proposing to sell this land to
developers who would make several times the amount of money that was paid to the original
owners. Selling this public property would be morally wrong and violate the original guaran-
tees made when the land was acquired.

Comment by: Alan D. Jones (Tennessee Environmental Council), Dean Martin, Glenn Smith (Smoot
Homeowners Association), Ray Werden, Steve Fuson, John Coyle, Alicia Salzman, Letitia C. Langord, 5
survey comments

Comment: The people have given or sold land to TVA for a small price. TVA or the bureau-
cracy then makes big profits from it. Look at Tellico Lake or TRDA. It is time for this to stop.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Much of the land TVA owns was taken from the Cherokee Nation, first by the
government in 1838. This became known as the Trail of Tears. Then TVA acquired this land
by eminent domain, the right of the government to take private land for public use. What
right does TVA have to sell or lease this land that was taken from private landowners?

Comment by: Jerry Davis (Alabama Waterfowl Federation, North American Waterfowl Federation,
Alabama Waterfowl Association, Inc.)

Comment: [ am concerned about public lands being sold for private use. | request that
TVA review and publish the original justifications for obtaining lands by eminent domain.
Lands which records show to have been sold willingly were, nevertheless, sold under the
threat of eminent domain. If TVA finds that the original justification for obtaining these lands
for public use are no longer valid, they are morally obligated to offer these lands back to the
original owners or their descendants. If TVA finds that the original justifications for obtaining
these lands for public use are still valid, they still have no right to sell these lands for private
use.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Such actions as sale of this land taken by the U.S. Government over the years
have been so prevalent that the trust of and belief in the government at all levels is presently
at an all-time low. All these shoreline lands were either purchased by TVA with no choice
given to the seller or condemned in the courts by TVA under the TVA Act of 1933 when
owners refused to sell. If these shorelands are no longer needed by TVA in management of
the reservoir, they should be sold back to these people or to the heirs for the same price that
TVA paid. Had TVA not taken these lands from the people, they would be worth just as much
to the original owners at this time as they are presently worth to TVA and to the real estate
developers who want to sell them. There are private lands that can be bought for residential
purposes, and these public lands should not be sold. The sale of these public lands for
private residences or for residential subdivisions was not a mission of TVA under that Act.

Comment by: Doris Edmonds

Comment: TVA acquired property through condemnation and gave the past property
owners minimal payment. The property was then turned over to local governments who
think wealthy residents bring in more taxes. This leaves low- and middle-income people no
hope of living on the waterfront, let alone farming it. If government is not going to make
such property available to average-income persons, then the property should be left unde-
veloped. If government does make it available to them, it would be my second choice to
keeping the land undeveloped.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Comment: TVA land should be sold back to the original owners or their heirs for the original
purchase price.

Comment by: James E. Jones, Jr. (Anderson County Farm Bureau), 2 survey comments

Comment: TVA land should be sold to the owners of adjacent property. TVA could still
impose some standards and building restrictions, and the property owners could help control
erosion.

Comment by: Sue Little, 5 survey comments

Comment: TVA should sell the marginal strip and let the owner take care of the property.
Property owners who have a vested interest will do a better job of managing this land than
TVA.

Comment by: Allen Gezelman, 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA should let the adjacent landowner have more access to the public land; in
other words, sell it or let him pay a rental fee to use the land and keep it up-—to help to
eliminate soil erosion. The landowner would like to put a barricade up to keep the river from
eating away all the property.

Comment by: Eddie Bradley

Comment: If there are plans to release shoreline property for individuals to purchase
around the Guntersville Lake and Wheeler Lake area, please give me information on the
status of such release of properties. | presently have a vacant lot adjoining TVA shoreline
land and would appreciate being able to obtain any information that applies to personal
recreational use of shoreline land.

Comment by: Stuart M. Peck

Comment: If TVA has more land than they can properly manage, they should give people
an opportunity to submit bids to purchase or lease the land. Land sales should be adver-
tised properly, without bid restrictions, and open to the general public, not just large real
estate companies and developers.

Comment by: Dorothy Dove, Glenn James, Jerrie Ann Weaver, James E. Sherrill, 3 survey comments

Comment: TVA should sell land but keep enough shoreline to provide for wildlife and water.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The TVA parallel land should be auctioned in the residential areas. The land
use in these areas should be reviewed. For example, Swan Bay on the north side of
Kentucky Lake is commercial, but that land use is improbable. A new zoning for residential
makes more sense coupled with the sale of parallel land.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Sell off all surplus land and contract with local planning districts to police
enforcement and rules and regulations which TVA has determined and placed in covenant
restrictions to run with land sales.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Comment: A long-term plan for the next 50 years could include a sale to those individuals
who want and are able to purchase lakefront property. Commercial operations could provide
boat storage, fuel supplies, and restaurants for everyone to enjoy, while public lands and use

of the lands would be spread out over a number of years in order that overdevelopment
would not explode all at once.

Comment by: Marie Osmer
969 Comment: Should TVA limit future residential development to areas that have access, or

should additional public lands be opened for access and development? First and foremost,
TVA should and must be required to sell any and all land they now hold title to, so they may

be developed and placed back on tax rolls to benefit the cities, counties, and states in which
they are located. No, TVA should not and must not under any circumstances be permitted to

limit future residential development or access. TVA must not work on quotas to prevent
available land from being developed, used, and enjoyed by wage-earning and tax-paying
human beings. Happiness and the pleasures of raising a family go hand-in-hand with the
privilege of developing, enjoying, and maintaining lakefront property. This fact is evident by
the thousands of people living on water’s edge all over America, if not the world, and not
being controlled by any government agency. This area is blessed with natural beauty of
ridges, valleys, and mountains where a lot of people choose to live and not be controlled.
There is absolutely no reason for TVA or anyone else to prevent or limit development or
access to available public lands on our lakefront.

Comment by: Edwin E. Howard, Patricia Howard
Response: The land between homesites and the water is often public land, managed by TVA for a

variety of public uses. The primary objective of SMI is to define how these lands should be managed
in the future so that landowners with access rights can get to the water and construct water-use

structures in a way that does not negatively impact the public benefits that these lands provide. While

some SMI alternatives (A, B1, and C1) would convey additional access rights, other alternatives (B2,
C2, and D) would allow further development only where access rights now exist.

Under the new Blended Alternative, TVA would adopt a maintain-and-gain public shoreline policy that
would place high priority on conserving public lands. TVA would allow docks and other alterations
along existing open shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, and power
generation concerns do not exist. Under this policy, TVA would limit consideration of requests for
access across shorelines where such rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by others for ex-
change of access rights that result in no net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped public
shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support the agency'’s integrated resource management mission.
Other than these situations, no additional residential access rights would be considered. For a more
detailed discussion of the Blended Alternative shoreline access provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the
FEIS. TVA would continue to manage public shoreline as a public asset (for water quality, aesthetics,
recreation, and wildlife), while at the same time accommodating the reasonable needs of lakeshore
residents.

970 Comment: It appears that the intent of TVA is to generate a revenue stream by selling off
additional public land.

Comment by: Ken Cole, 1 evaluation form comment (Memphis, TN), 3 survey comments

971 Comment: Do not sell land to fund short-term funding problems.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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977

978

Comment: With an ever-increasing population growth, more leisure time among the
workforce, more public demand for places to get away and relax, and a shrinking land mass
for public use, revenue sourcing through private residential shoreline development appears
to be contrary to long-term TVA interests and perhaps contrary to the TVA Act.

Comment by: Joe W. McCaleb

Comment: TVA has a larger public mission and should not be so revenue-focused. Do not
privatize the public good. TVA’s use of eminent domain created substantial public trust
obligations and responsibilities, especially with regard to public use of the shoreline and
water quality.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Since the government already owns these lands and they have been paid for
and developed by past generations, it would be wrong to sell these lands to private holdings
for a one-time, short-term profit. If maintained as public lands, they will be here for future
generations as they were originally intended. The long-term potential of these lands far
exceeds the small price we currently pay to maintain them.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: We strongly reject alternatives that involve the sale or lease of public land to
developers, namely Alternatives A, B1, and C1. TVA'’s preferred Alternative C1 would allow
almost three times as much shoreline to be developed as the current level of 17 percent.
Adopting any of these alternatives would be a misguided way for TVA to raise revenues in
the face of currently shrinking congressional appropriations.

Comment by: Liane B. Russell (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Planning), Karen Peterson (Tennes-
see Citizens for Wilderness Planning)

Comment: | recently observed several TVA projects in northeastern Alabama, Tennessee,
North Carolina, and Georgia. Large amounts of shoreline are still relatively undeveloped,
but | did see some areas of development that | would hate to see become the norm on TVA
lands. Congress has recently adopted the attitude that public lands should be sold, ex-
ploited, turned over to state government, etc., as a means of reducing government costs,
especially in western states. | would not encourage TVA to follow this trend. It is a bad idea.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The Alabama Audubon Council endorses TVA'’s desire for sufficient funding to
maintain these lands in conservation status in perpetuity. We are aware that states and
municipalities frequently approach TVA with requests for bits and pieces of land. Further-
more, under the current budgetary constraints, selling TVA land may be a tempting way to
decrease stewardship costs while providing revenue. We strongly urge that TVA not sell or
privatize its landholdings in any way, especially waterfront lands and the Land Between The
Lakes area. It is our concern that the integrity of TVA’s landholdings be maintained at all
costs. Land is the best investment for the taxpayer and our flora and fauna.

Comment by: Ann Tate (Alabama Audubon Council)

Comment: Ifland is sold by TVA for residences or residential subdivisions, for profit to real
estate developers, or for support of TVA’s desired level of operations, this would constitute a
second arbitrary taking of this private land in violation of the substantive due process clause
of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution, which prohibits
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the arbitrary taking of life, liberty, and property. Since so much of the public lands on these
reservoirs has already been sold by TVA, | believe that all remaining land should be retained
permanently by TVA for use by the public.

Comment by: Doris Edmonds

Comment: Why sell the land at all? Selling land is only a temporary solution. What will
TVA sell off next? The dams? Water rights? What about the families of the people TVA
drove off their land to build the lakes? The only reason TVA is low on money is they are too
busy trying to keep the coal mines going—buying coal for steam plants, when TVA dams
could provide all the power it needs.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: [ do not favor opening new land to private developers. Agency- or state-
managed/leased motels, restaurants, and the like may be built in a reasonable manner,
especially on previously developed lakeside land. There will be little or no new lake devel-
opment. What we now have and the quality of what we now have is about the best we can
expect. Developers will forever pressure public agencies, as long as there is any lakeshore
property available for profiteering. Developers will not be satisfied until all usable natural
lakeside property is gone. If today 10 percent of the available land is opened for develop-
ment, developers will seek another 10 percent tomorrow. | believe the sale of land will
produce a relatively small, one-time financial gain with no long-term benefit.

Comment by: Walter M. Lewko

Comment: | am worried that this initiative is not about protecting public land, but it is about
raising money. TVA's federal budget is shrinking, and | am afraid that TVA is going to sell
and/or lease public land to pay for their nonpower programs that are funded by Congress.
In an effort to do this, TVA shows it is a gasping federal bureaucracy that no longer has a
purpose, but is searching for some reason to continue to exist.

Comment by: James A. Mcintosh

Comment: Our organization has been a consistent supporter of TVA efforts to establish the
goals of the TVA SMI. While skeptical about TVA upper-level management’s commitment to
honor biological integrity over quick profits in the pockets of a few chosen developers, we
nonetheless participated in each step of the process, even when it appeared that we were
repeatedly reexploring old ground. Due to the accelerated pace of TVA’s attempted com-
mercialization of eminent domain-seized land along the reservoir boundaries, we have had
to spend an extraordinary amount of time and effort in beating back TVA land sale proposals
throughout the Tennessee Valley. There appears to be no relief in sight. It therefore be-
comes apparent that TVA management and the RiverKeeper Project are working toward
opposing goals. In the current climate of divestiture of public lands by TVA, we find it
difficult, if not impossible, to trust that TVA is working in good faith on shoreline preservation.

Comment by: Leaf Myczack (Broadened Horizons Riverkeeper Project), Cielo Sand Myczack (Broad-
ened Horizons Riverkeeper Project)

Comment: TVA’s land use decisions are following a disturbing trend. Little Cedar Mountain
and the Big Slough project show that TVA is selling land for development purposes to raise
revenue. This is a fundamental mistake. TVA-managed lakes and land were bought with
public funds for public benefit.

Comment by: Charles Jolly, Kirk Johnson, Liane B. Russell (Tennessee Citizens for Wilderness Plan-
ning), 1 evaluation form comment (Memphis, TN), 1 survey comment
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Comment: The long-term effects of the use of the shoreline and lakes need to take prece-
dence over short-term gain, especially greed, without thought for tomorrow. | hope TVA will
continue to resist political pressure of a few to the detriment of the many. The YMCA
property below Streets Bluff on Guntersville Lake was granted for a specific use. If it is no
longer used for this purpose, it needs to revert to TVA. It was not intended for the profit of a
few. Also, property granted to Marshall County for public use needs to remain just that and
not become a way to make money (short term or long) or to compete with private enterprise.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA should sell off more property to generate additional money. Please con-
sider opening more areas to residential construction.

Comment by: Allen Gezelman, Keith Dicken, 9 survey comments

Comment: The proposal in Alternative C1 to allow private owners limited access to small
parcels of shoreline or adjacent shoreline property by way of easement sales or leases is a
great way to get the revenue and partners TVA needs to fund water and shoreline manage-
ment activities.

Comment by: George J. Jeram

Comment: [ have been involved with TVA most of my life and feel you have been doing a
quite respectable job. We now have the vision of 20/20 hindsight to know TVA does not
need a lot of the land purchased (some by condemnation) many years ago. Get it back on
the tax rolls, and make it productive. Do not try to micromanage your shoreline. Your 1933
mission was economic and recreational, not visual enhancement of lands.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: If the present development stands at 13 percent, and TVA is predicting 38
percent in 25 years, it seems to me TVA must be sitting on a gold mine. There must be
some way to mine it and live off the interest.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Sell or lease the land between the 1040 line and the water’s edge to the prop-
erty owner. According to page 1-11, there are 1,847 miles of existing TVA-owned residential
access shoreline. Multiplication of this number by 5,280 feet per mile equals 9,752,160 feet.
This number multiplied by $100 per foot equals $975,216,000. An owner with 120 feet of
shoreline would pay $12,000 to purchase or lease the land.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The lottery sale of one small, TVA-owned island per reservoir could fund
projects to increase dissolved oxygen levels.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA wants to sell off lakefront land to create revenue. This is opposed by some
extreme environmentalists; so, to appease them, TVA wants to limit construction of boat
docks, retaining walls, cutting of underbrush, etc.

Comment by: Jack C. Bryden

Response: TVA s not proposing the sale of public land or landrights as a source of revenue. TVA
will continue to sell land or landrights to meet agency and public objectives for economic develop-
ment, recreation development, and related purposes. TVA also makes land available for public
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infrastructure projects such as public roads and bridges. TVA agrees that retaining and managing
reservoir land benefits the public. SMI investigates options for future management of TVA shorelines
and provides the public a voice in that decision process. At the current time, 13 percent of the
shoreline is developed with residential shoreline alterations. TVA estimates that the level of residen-
tial shoreline development could be up to 38 percent of the shoreline Valleywide under the new
Blended Alternative.

While some SMI alternatives (A, B1, and C1) would convey additional access rights, other alterna-
tives (B2, C2, and D) would allow further development only where access rights now exist. Under the
new Blended Alternative, TVA would adopt a maintain-and-gain public shoreline policy that would
place high priority on conserving public lands. Proposals for additional shoreland access would not
be approved unless the maintain-and-gain objectives described in FEIS Section 2.8 could be met.
This practice would result in no net loss and preferably a net gain of public shoreline. For a more
detailed discussion of the Blended Alternative shoreline access provisions, refer to Chapter 2 of the
FEIS. SMI proposes to retain the public shoreline and actively manage it as a public asset (for water
quality, aesthetics, recreation, and wildlife), while at the same time accommodating the reasonable
needs of lakeshore residents.

992 Comment: By selling off surplus shoreland for residential use, TVA would accomplish two
goals: (1) money to reduce TVA’s debt, and (2) tax money for local towns and counties to
use for schools, police, etc.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

993 Comment: Perhaps the need for selling off the publicly owned lakeshore partly stems from
the $26 billion debt now owed by TVA? Perhaps it is time to listen to those in Congress
desiring to privatize TVA.

Comment by: Marc A. Carter

994 Comment: TVA owns thousands of acres of property they have been sitting on for years.
They could sell off about 20 percent a year and apply the resulting funds to reduce their
debt. This makes more sense than having the taxpayer pick up the tab.

Comment by: Theodore S. Maloney

995 Comment: | am a member of the Birmingham Planning Commission and the Zoning Board
of the City, where | hear from citizens on a weekly basis what uncontrolled development is
doing to local waterways, watersheds, open spaces, and the general quality of life. The
proposed development in TVA’s DEIS would cause much of the same problems to people
now living along 11,000 miles of waterways. The first thing to do is ask why TVA is consider-
ing selling off up to 60 percent of the 265,000 acres of public land that it manages. Is it
because of the need for debt reduction? If so, this is a poor way to go about it. A better idea
would be to raise the electrical rates; stop any bureaucratic excesses or duplications.

Comment by: Rebecca K. Falkenberry (The University of Alabama, Birmingham; The City of Birmingham)

Response: TVA cannot use the proceeds from the sale of non-power assets, such as reservoir
property, to pay off the debts of the power system. Additionally, TVA is not proposing the sale of TVA
land to generate revenue. The lands that TVA manages around the reservoirs are very important for
the public values they provide, including aesthetics, recreation, water quality protection, and wildlife
habitat. Please refer to Section 4.14.4 of the FEIS for a discussion of property values and taxes.
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Comment: Since TVA claims to be nonprofit, | am interested in knowing how the profits
from the sale of lots for residential access are used, as well as other fees to be collected
from the public for recreational and other uses. The prices on the lots are expensive and
appear to be profit-based rather than developed in response to public need, which would
make such prices minimal. As a matter of fact, it seems to me that TVA takes in a good deal
of profit in the management of government property and water that in essence belongs to
the people of the land. | am curious as to how these profits are utilized to benefit United
States taxpayers.

Comment by: Gloria Reagon Price

Response: The TVA Act provides that TVA may use the proceeds from the sale of land or landrights,
as well as the fees it collects, to offset the costs associated with management and operation of the
reservoir system. Lots that are sold around the reservoirs are typically sold by private developers and
individuals. Sale of such lots is a private transaction for which TVA receives no benefit or consider-

ation.

997

Comment: We, the undersigned landowners in Lake Forest Subdivision, which lies along
Cherokee Lake in Hawkins County, Tennessee, are requesting that the land from the
surveyed line to the TVA 1075 contour line be put up for public auction. We propose the
public auction be held on site. This would alleviate the problem the landowners and TVA are
having at present. Further, we ask that TVA drop the pending litigation against certain
landowners in the subdivision, concerning encroachment and removal of dirt, until a decision
can be reached as to the feasibility of our request. We do not feel our proposal would be in
any way detrimental to Cherokee Lake or TVA, but would, in fact, be advantageous.

Comment by: Petition with 9 signatures (Lake Forest Subdivision)

Response: TVA has no plans to declare this tract of land surplus and sell it at public auction. This
shoreline tract is retained for public use, and some of the area is flood-prone. TVA has resolved the
encroachment and the dispute over topsoil removal from TVA public land.

998

999

Comment: Please make some shoreline available on Hiwassee.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA’s statement at a public meeting about increasing pressure from developers
was more than true. Who are the developers that have approached TVA in this area? Also,
has TVA been approached by developers who want to exchange land they have for
lakeshore land on Hiwassee? These are public lands paid for with public taxes, so the
public should not have to be at the mercy of a rich developer. Everyone whose tax money
has paid for these lands should have an opportunity to buy or bid on them. Could these
lands be surveyed and platted into lots and then sold by public auction? This could be done
by TVA or the government. That way everyone would have an opportunity to have lake
property. Restrictions could be applied and enforced. Could these lands be surveyed and
platted and offered for a 100-year lease? There are six or eight residences in the Grape
Creek area that are under this arrangement, and it seems to work well. The land is public,
but the houses can be bought and sold with the new owner assuming the remainder of the
lease. They are required to be kept in a state of good repair.

Comment by: James E. Sherrill

Shoreline Management Initiative



Responses to Public Comments

Response: TVA has no pending plans to sell or lease public shoreline property on Hiwassee Lake
and has no agreements with any developers for sale or exchange of lands. Public opinion favors
retaining in public ownership the lands TVA manages, so that they are open and available to all
citizens. Most of the land around Hiwassee Lake was transferred to the Forest Service for manage-
ment as part of the Nantahala National Forest. The Forest Service cannot sell or exchange this
property without first gaining TVA concurrence. It is TVA's intention that this land remain in public
ownership either with TVA or the Forest Service.

1000 Comment: When additional shoreline in each reservoir is to be sold by TVA for residential
use, designate a certain percentage that can be bought only by individuals and not by real
estate agents or developers intent on reselling at a profit. Place restrictions to prevent early
resale for a profit; e.g., if an individual wants to sell within five years of purchase, the sale
must be made back to TVA for the original purchase price.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: This is the way TVA sold land in TVA-developed subdivisions in the 1940s and 1950s.
However, under this approach TVA had to bear the cost of developing roads and other infrastructure.
On more recent reservoir projects, like Tellico, Bear Creek, and Tims Ford, TVA has worked with
development agencies to achieve planned development and minimize TVA costs in accomplishing
that objective.

1001 cComment: The public should be informed and have opportunity to comment before any
TVA land is transferred or sold.

Comment by: James E. Sherrill

1002 cComment: We are concerned by the statement that TVA could sell up to 1,000 acres
without public hearing. Please elaborate on which statutes give you the authority to do this,
because we do not believe any public land should be sold without serious public involve-
ment.

Comment by: Catherine Murray (Sierra Club, State of Franklin Group)
Response: The TVA Act and NEPA do not require TVA to hold public hearings prior to the sale of

TVA land. However, TVA routinely provides a public comment period before making decisions about
land use proposals involving large tracts.

1003 Comment: Overall, TVA is a very greedy organization. They have forced many property
owners off their land prior to making their dams and lakes. In turn, they have made a king’s
fortune selling the waterfront property to Tellico Village. As a native Tennessean, | have had
to bear the brunt of this financial monopoly by TVA, as my access to lakefront property has
become very expensive.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted.

1004 cComment: Land leases should be higher.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Comment: [If TVA allows adjacent property owners to use TVA public land as if it were their
own, then property owners should have to pay for that use. Why should they be given the
use of our public land just because they live next to it? My neighbor will not let me mow his
property. The shoreline owners are privatizing the public land. TVA should charge fair
market value for that use because it is essentially private anyway.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA and other public land opened to private use should not be given or nearly
given away as has often been the case with federal land. It was bought with public dollars,
and the public should receive full market value for it. Long-term leasing (20 years or more)
of public land for private development instead of final sale should be considered. Of course,
any leases should bring full market value return throughout their life and not just token
payment. Lease revenue could provide funds for shoreline administration and enforcement.

Comment by: Allen N. Palmer

Comment: [ would like to see more of the long-term lease/club style developments instead
of so much “highest bidder gets the lake.” Maybe restricting building size in some areas to
around 1,000 to 1,500 square feet would help.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Homeowners should be allowed to lease the TVA shoreland that abuts their
private property, subject to appropriate environmental restrictions. This would allow
lakefront property owners to extend their backyards, maintain the property, control erosion,
etc.

Comment by: Allen Gezelman, 5 survey comments

Comment: [ would like to see TVA property returned to the farmers for rent.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA should consider issuing 100-year leases to the adjacent landowners.

These leases should clearly state the rights TVA is allowing property owners and the respon-
sibilities of these landowners. These leases must be transferable to future landowners. The
length of the leases and the ability to transfer rights is very important so landowners will feel

that any investment will not be lost and will be recovered if they sell their property.

Comment by: Jim del Toro

Comment: [ read a proposal in another TVA pamphlet that TVA is going to start leasing the
marginal strip land—that little strip of public shoreland in front of private property—to the
property owner so he can cross it to go to the water. That ought to generate a few bucks.

Comment by: John Scott

Comment: | would like for TVA to put the people who live on Wheeler Lake on even footing
with the people who live on Wilson Lake. We have quite a bit of property there that is below
the 560 line. Why not let us lease down to the water’s edge, and that would alleviate a lot of
these alternatives, especially Alternative C1.

Comment by: Bob Ingram
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1013 cComment: Alternative C1 sounds best, but bits and pieces of land between developments
tend to become dumps. | think leasing would be better than selling these. No development
probably means no money.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1014 cComment: If I decide not to lease the land between my lot and the lake, can someone else
lease it? | would like a copy of the lease application.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Tims Ford, TN)

1015 cComment: Do not rent the right to rape the land.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1016 Comment: TVA should not replace reservoir management with reservoir formulas. Public
land and associated landrights have been entrusted to TVA by the taxpayer. TVA appears to
have a conflict of interest when selling leases to land it has been charged to protect.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

1017 Comment: Public lands are a valuable natural resource to the citizens of Tennessee. With
ever-increasing demands for outdoor recreation, undeveloped TVA public lands hold intrinsic
value for public recreation and wildlife habitat. We urge TVA not to negotiate long-term
leases on TVA public lands, and to maintain lands in their current uses.

Comment by: Riley Ramsey, Ann P. Murray (Tennessee Conservation League)

1018 Comment: We should not allow privatization of the shoreline. Privatization grants individu-
als the right to do things that control the land, and there is no more shoreline being made.
Thus, in order to protect the environment and to have this very valuable resource for all to
enjoy in the future, | oppose any selling or leasing of TVA shoreline.

Comment by: Ben Kron

Response: Not every person who lives next to TVA public shorelands has rights to use TVA's
property. As a general rule, only those individuals with deeded access rights or owners of property
over which TVA has a flowage easement have “rights” to use shorelands to reach the reservoir
system. Approximately 38 percent of the TVA shoreline currently has outstanding access rights. See
Chapter 1, Section 1.4.5 for an explanation of outstanding ownership patterns on TVA's reservoir
system.

Under the Blended Alternative, TVA's policy would be to allow docks and other alterations along
existing open shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, and power generation
concerns do not exist. Under this policy, TVA would also limit consideration of requests for access
across shorelines where such rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by others for exchange of
access rights that result in no net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped public shoreline, and
(b) TVA projects that support the agency’s integrated resource management mission. Other than
these situations, no additional residential access rights would be considered. People who live next to
TVA public shoreland that lacks access rights can still use TVA shorelands in the same manner as
any member of the public. For more information about the Blended Alternative, please refer to
Section 2.8 of the FEIS.
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1019 cComment: Delete the license requirement for residential shoreline.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Property owners who currently have residential access rights would not be required to
obtain a license.

1020 Comment: The public sector could utilize TVA property for commercial uses to generate
Jobs, taxes, etc. Appropriate portions could be set aside, transferred to the National Park
Service, and utilized by the general public. TVA had no right to acquire the property in the
first place.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1021 Comment: Stop turning over TVA land to cities and towns for whatever they want to build.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The public shoreland that TVA oversees has become increasingly important in meeting
public needs as growth has occurred in this region. TVA will continue to consider proposals for
commercial recreation, economic development, and other related purposes. TVA also considers
proposals from other federal agencies, states, and local governments for use of TVA land for parks,
highways, utilities, and other public service projects.

1022 Comment: Does TVA intend to take back some of the land that they have given the Forest
Service over the years, and if so, is your intent to develop that land?

Comment by: A. G. Sherman

Response: TVA does not have any plans to take back lands which have been transferred to the
Forest Service. However, as in the past, TVA and the Forest Service may jointly determine that lands
managed by the Forest Service should be returned to TVA. Conversely, the Forest Service could
request transfer of additional TVA lands to meet specific resource management objectives. Decisions
of this nature would be driven primarily by cost effectiveness and efficiency considerations. TVA
anticipates that both agencies will continue to manage properties in their custody to achieve sound
stewardship objectives and provide a broad range of public benefits.

1023 Comment: If TVA could get back to standing up for what is right and to truly protecting the
taxpayer and the environment, instead of playing in a political game with crooked politicians,
it would regain the respect of ordinary citizens that it once had. TVA has lost sight of what it
stands for. Progress that has taken place across the Tennessee Valley would not have
happened without TVA and its partners. But TVA recently turned its back on its TERDA
partner and allowed it to be stolen by selfish politics. Where TVA is headed in the future will
depend on how much it cares about the public, and not on how much it can yield to crooked
politics.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1024 Comment: TVA should utilize TERDA experience and continue their development goals.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Comment: TERDA did not set a good example for TVA SMI. The TERDA staff were not
people-oriented, friendly, or very timely with notices or approvals.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Who owns the land taken from me and my neighbors for Tims Ford Lake—TVA
or the Department of Conservation? | would like to know what they are planning to do with
this land that | have rented and maintained for the last 26 years. If the owners will contact
me, | will be glad to meet with them at their convenience.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Tims Ford, TN)

Comment: Tims Ford was under the management of TERDA and now no one seems to

know who is in charge or if there are any particular restrictions. In other words, who do we
contact to keep and maintain safety rules, etc.? Does anybody have a right to tie up to my
dock, etc.? Are the rules the same for all Tennessee lakes? Is there one governing body?

Comment by: William C. Reed Sr.

Comment: After looking at some TERDA plans approved by TVA and already in place on
Tims Ford Lake, | noticed that a large portion of the best developable land was left out. |
have been involved in the planning of subdivisions for 30 years and this is not a good plan.
We do not need plans like this.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: There is a lot of landlocked TVA property around Tims Ford Lake, and some of
it is prime development land. What is TVA proposing to do with this property? Has TVA
addressed this in its proposals?

Comment by: J. B. Patton

Comment: TVA owns small portions of land (i.e., 3 or 4 acres) on a peninsula of Tims Ford
Lake. The TVA land, which | am interested in purchasing, is totally surrounded by my
property. TERDA never considered putting these small tracts up for sale, and | understand
these tracts must be sold at public auction. However, since | own all the property around
these small portions of land, access is limited to others.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Tims Ford, TN)

Comment: TVA should allow the people who own lakefront property in nonsubdivision
areas the same privileges as those who own subdivision lots on Tims Ford. Property
owners on Tims Ford have been waiting a long time for permits to build water-use facilities
and should not have to wait any longer for a decision. Original landowners should have
rights to build docks and use the lake at any time.

Comment by: Ron Barnes, Ruth Beatty (Tims Ford Council Member), 1 evaluation form comment (Tims
Ford, TN), 1 survey comment

Comment: Tims Ford Lake is a major resource for this area and should be developed.
However, some developers really objected to paying for the enhancement of lots by the lake.
This was very obvious during the local hearing on the SMI. The non-TERDA lot owners
refuse to understand that lake access is very valuable and they have to pay for it. TERDA
lots have the lake access factored into the price they sold for. | like the review process for
docks and some kind of fee.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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1033 Comment: | am sure that there have been many requests from original landowners for
access and dock rights which have been rejected or ignored, since, in fact, TERDA would
not have benefited financially. | have watched as TVA purchased property from my unwilling
grandparents and parents and constructed the dam on their property. Then they allowed
TERDA to take the same property and develop and sell it with property access and dock
rights for a profit for themselves (the Cline Ridge Development), while prohibiting adjoining
landowners these same rights. TVA should realize that many of their neighboring landown-
ers (who have hundreds and even thousands of feet of property that adjoin the lake or TVA
property) feel that everything to do with development or lake access usage around Tims
Ford has only been for the benefit and control of TERDA and their agents. | would hope that
TVA, when deciding what is best for the lake’s environment, will involve the larger landown-
ers in allowing managed usage and caretaking of these properties, as well as limited access
rights.

Comment by: Robert P. Mayes

1034 Comment: | would like to know the status of TVA plans to grant lake access to property
owners on the Tims Ford Lake in Winchester, Tennessee. My family owns real estate there
known as the Bell Estates and we have been interested in developing this property for more
than a year. Lynch and Lynch Realty applied for access to the lake on our behalf in May
1995. At that time TERDA was the contractor which did the oversight for lake lands owned
by TVA. For reasons that are unknown to me, TERDA declared a moratorium on granting
lake access to anyone. Early in 1996, TVA, no longer requiring the services of TERDA,
began managing the lake lands. TVA has not informed Tims Ford property owners of the
status of TVA plans to grant lake access to property owners. We attempted through our
realtor to obtain lake access, but TVA did not respond to numerous inquiries. Until we know
the TVA guidelines for granting lake access to property owners, we cannot sell or develop
any of the lake properties. This lack of resolution on the part of TVA not only constitutes an
economic issue for my family, but it also concerns many other property owners who own real
estate that adjoins Tims Ford. Many of these property owners want to file a class-action suit
against TVA. Surely, TVA would rather make a decision on this matter without the expense
to the government and without the ill will that any lengthy court battle would generate.
Throughout its history, TVA has played a vital role in enhancing the economic development
of Tennessee and surrounding states. | trust that TVA will make the decision to grant lake
access to facilitate further land development on Tims Ford.

Comment by: Mrs. Steven Petersen

Response: The state of Tennessee abolished TERDA and transferred its assets and tributary area
development responsibilities to the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC)
through legislation known as Public Chapter 816. There is a need to assess both the economic and
environmental impacts of future shoreline development around Tims Ford Lake. In 1991, TERDA
completed a long-range plan for economic development of the lake. In the plan, areas with the
greatest development potential were identified. TVA and TDEC will soon assess Tims Ford Reservoir
with the preparation of a reservoir land use plan. This plan will determine the appropriate uses of
Tims Ford properties that are consistent with the state’s legislative intent, Tims Ford project objec-
tives, and tributary area development obligations. The plan will be guided by TVA's integrated re-
source management mission, contractual arrangements between TVA and TDEC, land capability, and
public values.

Under the new Blended Alternative, TVA would allow docks and other alterations along existing open
shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, and power generation concerns do
not exist. No new access rights would be made available to existing subdivisions where such rights
are not now in place unless the no-net-loss requirements of the maintain-and-gain public shoreline
policy could be met.
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Consistent with outstanding contractual obligations, the Tims Ford Reservoir land use plan would
determine whether any new subdivisions would be developed, and if so, these new developments
would be subject to shoreline categorization. Sensitive resources would be protected. Refer to
Section 2.8 of the FEIS for more information.

1035 Comment: When we purchased lots from TERDA, we were given certain rights (such as
constructing a boat dock and no restrictions on vegetation corridors). It concerns us that
these rights have been taken away.

Comment by: 3 survey comments

1036 Comment: [ spent the last three years searching for lakefront property that fit our retirement
needs. We finally decided to buy a lot on Tims Ford Lake in April. We bought the lot based
on the data provided by Tennessee Elk River Development Agency (TERDA). This included
a deeded right to build a boat dock and to clear underbrush and small trees from TVA-
owned land between my lot and the lake. Now that | have started building our retirement
home, | have discovered that TERDA has been legislated out of business and TVA is now
proposing unacceptable conditions for property owners. If | cannot be allowed to use my
land as indicated, | feel that | should be entitled to recover all expenses incurred to date from
either TERDA or TVA.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The purpose of SMI is to review existing permitting practices and establish a policy that
better protects shoreline and aquatic resources, while allowing adjacent residential landowners
reasonable access to the water. SMI will not affect deeded rights of ingress and egress held by
existing lakefront property owners. Deeds on Tims Ford Lake do not grant property owners the right
to clear trees and remove underbrush from TVA property. If you have any questions about how your
deed applies to the use of TVA property, contact the Wheeler Land Management Office for assis-
tance.

1037 cComment: Regulation has come along, but it is going to apparently put some cattle people
out of business. If they happen to have shoreline property at Tims Ford Lake, they are
going to have to fence it to keep the cattle out, except they have to leave an opening in it so
the cattle can get to the water. This seems to be strange logic. You put up the fence to
keep the cows out, but then you leave an opening in it so the cows can get in. That is a very
expensive fence. | do not know what to do about that since the EPA is even more remote
than TVA, but it seems like this is rather counterproductive.

Comment by: Jerry Anderson

Response: TVA will be working with the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation in
the near future to address livestock and water quality concerns at Tims Ford Lake.

1038 Comment: TERDA charged a $25 annual water use fee. Some grumbled with this, but
most thought it a fair way to share costs.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1039 Comment: Non-TERDA lots should continue to pay a larger fee.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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1040 cComment: Please do not increase the amount paid each year by property owners that
were under TERDA. If you must increase, let it be for new homeowners and land purchased
since TVA took over.

Comment by: Clarence Jones, Jean Jones

1041 cComment: In those association developments sold by TVA/TERDA with dock privileges,
TVA should allow/request the property owners to maintain TVA land to appropriate standards
with no additional fee or cost.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1042 Comment: [ have a dock for which | have a permit from TERDA and also from the USACE.
And TVA is talking about grandfathering. | have no objection to the $25. | do object to TVA
having a unilateral right written in the lease to change the amount | pay to any figure they
want, without my having some recourse. | think that there should be some safeguards
written into this lease before they send it out; that will at least give us some assurance that
TVA will act in a rational and fair manner toward any increases that might be deemed
necessary.

Comment by: J. B. Patton

1043 Comment: [ live in a subdivision on Tims Ford that was not developed by TERDA. There-
fore, | was required to sign a lease agreement and pay the $25 annual fee. | do not mind
paying the $25. However, | do not like the lease agreement, primarily because it states that
the lease fee will be determined on an annual basis. This means we are signing a docu-
ment without knowing what we are going to be charged in the future. | cannot see the point
in that.

Comment by: Ruth Beatty (Tims Ford Council Member)

1044 cComment: [Iunderstand that TVA is going to reinstitute the $25 annual fee on Tims Ford
Lake. Will this fee apply to all landowners or just a select few that are on privately devel-
oped lots?

Comment by: Brady Patrick

Response: TERDA charged an annual fee of $25 for the privilege of access and the ability to have a
dock at specifically designated residential developments that were not TERDA subdivisions. By
comparison, the lots sold in TERDA subdivisions were sold with rights to cross public land and build
water-use facilities upon approval of plans by TERDA, acting on behalf of TVA. The lots were priced
to reflect the value of these rights.

When TVA regained responsibility for shoreline management in 1996, TVA decided to allow continued
use of the shoreline by those people who had licensed land from TERDA. TVA also decided to
continue the $25 annual charge as a means of easing the transition between agencies.

TVA reserves the right to increase the annual charge at a later date if necessary to more adequately
recover the actual value of the privileges granted by these licenses. Preliminary TVA studies indicate
that the actual market value of these privileges is considerably more than $25 per year.

1045 cComment: TERDA had set aside a fund for future operation and management of shoreline
facilities. TVA should capture this fund in negotiating a new contract with TDEC on Tims
Ford. If TVA manages the shoreline, it will have much more expense than TDEC.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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1046 Comment: Since the former TERDA land is now owned by TDEC, it is reasonable to
assume that future residential development, if it occurs, will be done by the private sector
under contract with the state and/or TVA. Developers have a right to profits generated by
their endeavors and risks, but it is incumbent upon the state and TVA to ensure that they do
not receive windfall profits from access to the lake which was funded by taxpayers through-
out this nation. Private developers stand to profit from the reservoir in either of two ways—
by purchasing state and/or TVA land which includes access to the lake, or receiving access
to the lake across TVA land for property they already own. Either way provides the devel-
oper the opportunity to market his land as waterfront land with dock approval guaranteed
and to demand the high prices that such property brings. Unless the developer is charged
the full value of lake access, these profits will accrue to the developer rather than to the
public. Perior to its termination, TERDA had established enhancement fees that would be
paid by a developer prior to the acquisition of access across TVA land. This enhancement
fee was roughly equivalent to the difference between back lots and TERDA waterfront lots
(averaging $35,000 per lot), and was to be determined by TVA property appraisers consider-
ing comparable recent sales in TERDA subdivisions. There was significant opposition to
enhancement fees from private developers and landowners who wanted to subdivide their
property, some of whom had the ability to influence state legislation; consequently, the
General Assembly stripped TERDA of the ability to charge enhancement fees (prior to just
doing away with the agency). As | write, | am sure private developers are scheming to
receive access to the lake free, or at a nominal price, and then charge inflated prices for the
backlying land. This must not occur. Private developers must not be allowed to profit from
the public’s investment. TDEC and TVA are public agencies and exist for the benefit of the
public. They do not exist to enrich private developers at the public’'s expense.

Comment by: Michael E. McGuire

Response: TVA recognizes that lake access privileges and rights to apply for dock permits have high
value and would want to recoup those values if new areas were made available for residential shore-
line access and development. TVA also appreciates the public investment and interest in public
shorelines. Please see Section 1.4 of the FEIS for further discussion about watershed development
projects such as Tims Ford.

1047 Comment: Our land adjoins shoreline property owned by TVA. We would like TVA to grant
us lake access across their property and allow us to obtain a boat dock permit.

Comment by: Bogue Waller, Eddie Bradley, 4 survey comments

1048 Comment: We would like to build a dock. Please consider this letter to be our request to
have residential lake access. We hope Alternative C1 would do away with our straight-line
boundary restrictions and give us residential privileges similar to other landowners adjacent
to TVA property. Our property appears to meet the criteria cited on pages 2-7 and 2-8 of the
SMI DEIS.

Comment by: Paul Loiseau, Robin Loiseau

Response: TVA approves docks and piers where the adjacent landowner possesses rights of
ingress and egress or is owner of the land to the summer pool level. Alternative C1, if selected,
would expand the areas where docks and piers could be constructed. Any decision about the particu-
lar shoreline fronting your property would be made through an individual shoreline land management
plan for your lake. The public would be invited to participate in the planning process. However, under
the Blended Alternative, TVA would allow docks and other alterations along existing open shorelines
where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, and power generation concerns do not exist.
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TVA would also limit consideration of requests for access across shorelines where such rights do not
exist to (a) projects proposed by others for exchange of access rights that result in no net loss or
preferably a net gain of undeveloped public shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support the agency’s
integrated resource management mission. Other than these situations, no additional residential
access rights would be considered. For a more detailed discussion of the Blended Alternative
shoreline access provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

1049 cComment: [ recently received a letter from TVA regarding additional public meetings and
other changes. One of the changes involved “property owners with access rights to the
water across TVA public land.” As a property owner whose property has the orange TVA
posts on it, | wonder if my property falls into this category. If so, is it possible to mow to the
water’s edge both during high pool and as the water recedes? The TVA land between my
property and the water is classified as “public recreation.” Would it be possible to get that
land reclassified to permit construction of a floating dock? There are five homeowners in
this subdivision who would appreciate this change and may or may not take advantage of
this opportunity.

Comment by: Erling C. Nelson

Response: It appears that the property you describe is TVA public recreation shoreline and that you
do not own the right of ingress or egress across this land. You can use the property in the same ways
as any other member of the public. However, TVA would not grant an approval to mow this area.
Under the Blended Alternative, TVA would allow docks and other alterations along existing open
shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, and power generation concerns do
not exist. TVA would also limit consideration of requests for access across shorelines where such
rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by others for exchange of access rights that result in no
net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped public shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support
the agency’s integrated resource management mission. Other than these situations, no additional
residential access rights would be considered. For a more detailed discussion of the Blended Alter-
native shoreline access provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

1050 Comment: Whereas; TVA under Section 26a of the TVA Act (Congress, 1933) shortly after
Cherokee Dam created the embayment in question began to set aside certain lands below
the 1080 mark as public access, and Whereas, On all TVA maps the northwest section of the
embayment at the confluence of Shield Creek and Ray’s Creek has been listed as the Bean
Station Access Area with the availability of an unpaved boat launch and any other similar
properties throughout the Cherokee Lake Users Association, and Whereas, In subsequent
years, contiguous land has been titled, retained, or sold, including residential and agricultural
rights, such lands being deeded, titled and taxed in Grainger County and possibly others,
and Whereas; A certain number of these public access areas have been legitimately
developed (most especially the embayment in question) so as to residentially landlock any
access to or from by pedestrian or vehicle without trespass or reckless endangerment over
Highway 11W future right-of-way, and Whereas; The maintenance of these restrictions as
presently constituted work a distinct injustice upon these respective developments in the
legitimate use of their own private access, and Whereas; Vandalism and trespassing have
been documented as caused by TVA’s published errors in access that is nonexistent.
Therefore, Be it resolved that the aggrieved Residential Owners of Property in Clinchdale
Estates and other such landlocked properties serviced by the Cherokee Lake Users Associa-
tion, in accordance with the input requested by SMI DEIS, strongly recommend the expedit-
ing of relief measures and strongly disagree to any TVA pronouncement that would catego-
rize throughout the Valley without considering the individual circumstances that cause these
injustices.

Comment by: Anthony J. Kaufmann (Cherokee Lake Users Association)
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Response: Clinchdale Estates, the referenced subdivision, is located behind TVA land retained for

public recreation. This tract is one of many TVA set aside to provide open space for the public to use
on a casual basis for picnicking, bank fishing, walking, etc. These tracts provide other public benefits,

including protection of water quality, visual resources, and wildlife habitat. These lands have no
outstanding access rights which would affect future uses.

Under Alternatives B2, C2, and D, the TVA land forecast for public recreation fronting Clinchdale
Estates would not be made available for residential access and associated shoreline development.
Under Alternatives A, B1, and C1, some additional TVA public lands would be made available for
residential access, but the disposition of this specific tract could not be determined without further
review.

Under the Blended Alternative, TVA would allow docks and other alterations along existing open
shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, and power generation concerns do
not exist. TVA would also limit consideration of requests for access across shorelines where such
rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by others for exchange of access rights that result in no
net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped public shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support
the agency’s integrated resource management mission. Other than these situations, no additional
residential access rights would be considered. For a more detailed discussion of the Blended Alter-
native shoreline access provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

1051 Comment: [ want the right to mow the grass on the small strip of TVA property adjoining my

home in Breakwater Estates in Hixson and also to moor my pontoon boat on its shore. To
date, | have been unsuccessful in obtaining permission through TVA’s Land Management

Office. In addition, | am upset that TVA has been inconsistent in its policies. On about six
properties that border the cove nearby, the owners cut the grass and, in some cases, have

elaborate landscaping. Also, several boats are moored to the shoreline. A letter from TVA’s
Land Management Office said | was in violation of their regulations and that this area was a

habitat protection area for a plant (skullcap, which, by the way, is not on the property) and

also for bald eagles (I would love for someone to show me a bald eagle around the lake). |

am also frustrated that TVA representatives could not give me any pathway to appeal their
decisions to deny any rights for me to cut the grass and moor my boat. TVA needs to

reconsider this tract, as the wooded area is probably the protected area, not the land behind

our homes that is mostly cleared.
Comment by: Donald P. Hetzel, M.D.
Response: TVA has taken steps to resolve this particular issue. TVA has responded to the land-

owner and has made arrangements for the landowner to continue to mow consistent with the same
guidelines which apply to all other shoreline areas within this subdivision.

1052 Comment: The members of the Holiday Shores Homeowners Association petition TVA for
the opening of additional shoreline area for residential access. We would like permission to

construct boathouses and/or piers around the Holiday Shores area.

Comment by: Petition with 60 signatures (Holiday Shores Homeowners Association)

1053 Comment: Some property owners in Holiday Shores Subdivision have been permitted
water-use facilities, while other owners have been denied permits to construct docks and
boathouses. All property owners should be allowed to construct water-use facilities and
implement erosion control measures. Holiday Shores homeowners support Alternative C1
and ask that TVA open more shoreline for residential access.

Comment by: Judy C. Williams (Holiday Shores Homeowners Association), Billy R. Gray, Cecelia Gray, L.

R. Jacobs, Murlen J. Glover, James R. Rives, 1 survey comment
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Response: Some property owners in Holiday Shores Subdivision have lots with the right of ingress
and egress across TVA shoreland, and TVA has approved structures fronting these lots. TVA has not
approved access in those shoreline areas of Holiday Shores where such rights do not exist. Where
there are no access rights, TVA maintains the shoreline for public benefits and recreation. However,
TVA would be willing to enter into agreements with adjoining property owners to design and imple-
ment specific shoreline erosion control projects.

TVA's Blended Alternative would allow docks and other alterations along existing open shorelines
where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, and power generation concerns do not exist.
TVA would also limit consideration of requests for access across shorelines where such rights do not
exist to (a) projects proposed by others for exchange of access rights that result in no net loss or
preferably a net gain of undeveloped public shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support the agency’s
integrated resource management mission. Other than these situations, no additional residential
access rights would be considered. For a more detailed discussion of the Blended Alternative
shoreline access provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

1054 Comment: This is concerning planned tract XGIR114PT, Lakeside Estates Subdivision, Lot
24, Springville, Tennessee 38256. We were told by the previous owners when we bought
this lot in 1991 that we would have no problem obtaining a boat dock permit, since our
neighbors, only a few doors from us, have them. Now we are told that is impossible at this
time, but because of our location we might come under some new regulations in the upcom-
ing SMI decisions. We would greatly appreciate any consideration TVA might give our
property. If our neighbors have dock permits, then we should also and under the same
rights they have, since we are all in the same subdivision.

Comment by: Jere Reasons, Sylvia Reasons

Response: This tract is allocated in the Kentucky Reservoir Land Management Plan for Open
Space. It will remain available for that purpose. While some private water-use facilities were con-
structed prior to the development of the plan, no new facilities have been permitted since the plan
was approved. The plan grandfathered the preexisting facilities.

Under the Blended Alternative, TVA would allow docks and other alterations along existing open
shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, and power generation concerns do
not exist. TVA would also limit consideration of requests for access across shorelines where such
rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by others for exchange of access rights that result in no
net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped public shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support
the agency’s integrated resource management mission. Other than these situations, no additional
residential access rights would be considered. For a more detailed discussion of the Blended Alter-
native shoreline access provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

1055 Comment: I should have as much access to Kentucky Lake shoreline adjoining my prop-
erty as former governor Ned McWherter has at his lakefront home in Henry County. | would
be interested in your comments about the possibility of obtaining lake access in the future.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: In order to be able to construct facilities along the TVA shoreline, a landowner must own
rights of ingress and egress or own fee title down to the summer pool elevation. TVA's new Blended
Alternative would allow docks and other alterations along existing open shorelines where sensitive
resources, navigation, flood control, and power generation concerns do not exist. TVA would also
limit consideration of requests for access across shorelines where such rights do not exist to (a)
projects proposed by others for exchange of access rights that result in no net loss or preferably a net
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gain of undeveloped public shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support the agency'’s integrated
resource management mission. Other than these situations, no additional residential access rights
would be considered. For a more detailed discussion of the Blended Alternative shoreline access
provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

1056 Comment: We are in the process of developing a half mile of shoreline property on Ken-
tucky Lake. We are going to sell 42 lots, 14 of which are on the water. However, there is a
very narrow piece of open TVA land between our property and the lakefront, and we have no
access rights. We would like to know what is going to happen to this open space and want
TVA to at least let us know what we can do. We are certainly willing to work with TVA to
take care of any concerns.

Comment by: Laurence M. McMillan

Response: Our local Land Management Office is willing to meet with landowners, review situations
such as the one described, explain TVA requirements, and explore options for community facilities
within the shoreline area where access rights exist.

Under the Blended Alternative, no new access rights would be made available unless the objectives
of the maintain-and-gain public shoreline policy could be met. TVA would not consider proposals from
others for shoreline access in new areas unless the proposals would convey to TVA other land or
landrights with equal or greater public and ecological value. This practice would result in no net loss
and preferably a net gain of public shoreline. For a more detailed discussion of the Blended Alterna-
tive shoreline access provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

1057 Comment: For 19 years we have been property owners of 1,200 feet adjoining TVA shore-
line. We have waited for one plan or another; yet, no one seems willing to look at our very
simple, 100 percent noninvasive, nonpolluting, nonvegetative removal request. For 19 years
TVA has been trying to make a plan to handle extremely controversial issues, yet has been
unable to deal with an extremely simple request, because we are just one family and not a
giant industry, huge developer, or nuclear reactor. Our only answer from TVA all these years
has been essentially, “We have always done it this way; we do not really remember who
decided this or why but certainly cannot look at this ourselves; that would be too logical.”
Tying a 20-foot wooden platform pontoon boat to two trees just is not worth all the time,
energy, and manpower that TVA has given to this simple, no-impact request.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN)

Response: If the shoreline where you reside is open for shoreline structures (classified as either
flowage easement or TVA-owned residential access), then your request can be considered. If the
shoreline is not open for shoreline structures, then your request for a permanent structure cannot be
approved. However, you would still be permitted to moor a pontoon boat to the shoreline fronting
your lot on a temporary basis, not to exceed two weeks in length.

1058 Comment: When one listens to the TVA Land Management personnel describe what they
are proposing and then listens to the homeowners’ comments, it is clear we are not working
collectively to solve a well-identified, well-understood, and agreed-upon problem. We are
diametrically opposed in the solution since we have different visions of the problem to be
solved. From the homeowners’ perspective, obtaining money appears to be the focus of this
initiative and not improved management of the shoreline. The homeowners are quite willing
to work with TVA to reach a long-term plan for shoreline control, but the perception is that
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TVA is not willing to listen to other approaches. All shoreline homeowners have a vested
interest in the beauty and stability of the shoreline. There are resources among us who can
help arrive at agreeable, long-term solutions. We recognize there will be give and take and
even some fees, but right now there is a line drawn in the sand which is resulting in nonpro-
ductive communication. My challenge to TVA is to help open the path for a give-and-take
resolution. | believe TVA Land Management must face the reality that Congress does intend
to curtail their spending. The land management personnel could better serve the public for
whom they work by encouraging public involvement in better management of the shoreline,
instead of drawing a line in the sand for a battle between shoreline landowners and TVA.
We all live here and collectively we can reach a resolution. | have selected Alternative A
with some modification which | will record in writing to TVA.

Comment by: Dale Hedges

1059 cComment: From the time the Timberlake Estates Subdivision was developed until April
1995, homeowners were mowing to the shoreline. This was never contested by TVA nor
was there any discussion about an agriculture permit or buffer zones until April 1995. When
one of the homeowners applied for a boat dock permit in 1992, we discovered that the area
was classified as “public recreation area.” We advised TVA that no land access is available
on any of the property between our subdivision and the lake, except across private property.

In April 1995, the agriculture permit and buffer zone issue were presented to us. TVA
advised us that a 50-foot buffer zone would be established. We were told at the June 1994
SMI meeting held in Clinton that nothing, including reclassification of the area, would be
implemented until the SMI decisions were completed.

We are asking that TVA change the classification of the land in front of Timberlake Estates
Subdivision to one that will allow the construction of boat docks. We are supportive of TVA
issuing specifications for docks and a reasonable assessment of fees for the review and
approval of the boat dock plans prior to any construction of a dock. We also ask that TVA
eliminate the buffer zone and permit mowing to the water as we were doing prior to April
1995. Allow homeowners to plant trees that will be attractive on the TVA property. TVA and
homeowners could work together to develop and implement a Shoreline Erosion Protection
Program (SEPP). The SEPP would be subject to completion of SMI and a specific Land
Use Plan for Melton Hill to be started in FY 1997, which would allow for additional access to
be opened up. Prior to completion of SMI, we could explore use of a landscaped buffer
concept to be defined subject to funding and other consistent policies applicable to all
homeowners and private parties.

Comment by: John Croes (Timberlake Estates Homeowners Association)

Response: On this tract of TVA public land, TVA has entered into an agreement with the Timberlake
Estates Homeowners Association to jointly develop a shoreline protection and management plan.

The plan was devised to achieve solutions to several issues of concern identified by homeowners and
is being implemented by a cooperative agreement. The purpose of the cooperative agreement is to
control shoreline erosion, protect wetlands and cultural resources, preserve property owner and
pedestrian access to the lakeshore, and enhance shoreline aesthetics and wildlife habitat. Planting of
trees and shrubs, shoreline stabilization, and establishment of a vegetation management plan will
help to protect this public area and provide enhanced public benefits.

Under the Blended Alternative, TVA would allow docks and other alterations along existing open

shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, and power generation concerns do
not exist. TVA would also limit consideration of requests for access across shorelines where such
rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by others for exchange of access rights that result in no
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net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped public shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support
the agency’s integrated resource management mission. Other than these situations, no additional
residential access rights would be considered. For a more detailed discussion of the Blended Alter-
native shoreline access provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

1060 Comment: The lots such as those in the Pellissippi Point Subdivision were sold by TVA for
recreational development, even though many are now used as homes. The lots that were
not located at lakeside were denied access rights to the lake, such as the 40-foot-wide lot at
Cutaway Bridge which later widens to 60 feet at the 1020 elevation at lakeside. Undoubt-
edly, the intent of this was not a 6-foot walkway, but so that the people could also have a
float in the lake. Personally, | think people have as much right to a float on TVA property as
the person owning a lot at lakeside. The deeds for all lots reserve the right of TVA to flood to
the 1054 six months out of the year and provide for a jointly owned lot at lakeside.

Comment by: Charles F. Holloway

Response: Property owners of interior lots typically do not have access rights unless they share
ownership in a community access lot.

1061 Comment: We appreciate very much this opportunity to share a concern with TVA that
makes no sense and is beyond our understanding. The property we own in Tellico Village is
located near the end of a cove that has about 2 to 3 feet of water during the summer pool.
There is a strip of common property owned by the TRDA which is relatively narrow (20 to 30
feet wide) between the back of our lot and where the TVA common property goes to the
lake. We have been informed by TVA Land Management employees that a dock is not
permitted because of the TRDA narrow strip of land between our property and the TVA
property. We submitted a request for a permit that was approved enabling us to riprap the
shoreline, and once again we do not understand why we cannot put out a small dock that
would enable our neighbors and us to use a fishing boat and paddle boat. Why not let all of
us who have access to the water enjoy it to the full, rather than just those who may have
paid more money for deep-water frontage. It is our hope and prayer that those who will
make the ultimate decisions will give equal water rights to all residents on the lakes and not
jJust those who purchased deep-water lots.

Comment by: Marvin J. Yoder, Jean E. Yoder

Response: Under the terms of the sale of Tellico Village property by TRDA to Cooper Communities,
Inc. (CClI), a set portion of shoreline and interior property was to be preserved for common use only.
The allocation of common property was approved by TVA, TRDA, and CCI through the Master Use
Agreement. This agreement allowed for the creation of several thousand lakefront lots with the rights
to construct preapproved boat docks. To accommodate interior lots and lakeview lots, the Master
Use Agreement allows CCI and the Tellico Village Property Owners Association to construct commu-
nity docking facilities. Preservation of open space and common property is a covenant that all parties
to the agreement have accepted.

1062 Comment: One of our tracts stretches for over a half mile along the Watts Bar lakeshore on
the east side, and does not have certain “deeded rights.” No private docks have been either
applied for or constructed by us or the previous owners, so far. The adjacent tracts (just
south) do have these “rights” and some of the owners have dock permits and have con-
structed docks. If future private docks cannot be approved, the value of any future lake lots
(so far the tract is completely undeveloped) would be severely decimated and any lot
owners, as well as ourselves as tract owners, would immediately lose a major fraction of our
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land values and interests. In fact, | wonder whether there would be much significant value
left to so-called “lake” lots where you could not enjoy the lake. As anyone who visits our
tract can vouch, the development of our tract will be quite expensive. We certainly would not
be interested in developing any of the lots in the foreseeable future just to lose our prover-
bial shirts. | hope that you will agree with us and will assure us and any future buyer that
they will not be prevented from building docks and otherwise protect their lakeshore. As |
level with them, | have strong, first-hand indications that potential buyers are already being
scared off. We are, therefore, anxiously looking forward to your favorable reply.

Comment by: John Shacter, Kathleen Shacter

Response: Under the new Blended Alternative, TVA would allow docks and other alterations along
existing open shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, and power generation
concerns do not exist. TVA would also limit consideration of requests for access across shorelines
where such rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by others for exchange of access rights that
result in no net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped public shoreline, and (b) TVA projects
that support the agency’s integrated resource management mission. Other than these situations, no
additional residential access rights would be considered. For a more detailed discussion of the
Blended Alternative shoreline access provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

1063 Comment: TVA has denied our requests for permits to construct docks, boathouses, and
other water-use facilities and structures. We hope the SMI decision will allow us to obtain
these permits and grant us the normal access and use of the lakes accorded other property
owners in unrestricted areas.

Comment by: Bob Inklebarger, Debbie Hellums, C. Edward Smith, Peggy K. Scandlyn, petition with 19
signatures (Watts Bar Lake Users Association), petition with 23 signatures (Riverbend Estates), 2
evaluation form comments (Harriman, TN)

1064 Comment: The members of the Northside Homeowners Association own land that borders
the strip of property owned by TVA. We want access to the water for the purpose of using a
boat dock. | am attaching copies of two letters which were directed to your local TVA
officials. We realize that TVA cannot be everything to everyone. However, we are inter-
ested in the newer concept of using a community boat dock, as opposed to individual ones.
Our association would like to go on record in favor of Alternative C1. It allows for additional
development, while holding the line on overdevelopment.

Comment by: Barbara Meeks (Northside Homeowner’s Association), Jerrell W. Moon (Northside
Homeowner’s Association)

1065 Comment: [ live on Wolf Creek (Watts Bar Reservoir) which is designated as forestry and
wildlife management. Will | ever be given a permit for a boat dock? Although | have never
received a permit | have mowed and maintained TVA property to the lake. Will | have to let it
grow back up as a buffer zone?

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN)

Response: Under the new Blended Alternative, TVA would allow docks and other alterations along
existing open shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control, and power generation
concerns do not exist. TVA would also limit consideration of requests for access across shorelines
where such rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by others for exchange of access rights that
result in no net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped public shoreline, and (b) TVA projects
that support the agency’s integrated resource management mission. Other than these situations, no
additional residential access rights would be considered. For a more detailed discussion of the
Blended Alternative shoreline access provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the FEIS.
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If the shoreline fronting a lot is designated for forestry and wildlife, it is unlikely that it falls within one
of the two categories of shoreline which will be open for residential-related shoreline development.
TVA would permit mowing of established lawns only on TVA land where access rights exist.

1066 Comment: There are 16 lakefront residential tracts at Freeman Acres that were sold 35
years ago with certain access rights. We purchased these tracts with a verbal agreement
from TVA that permitted the property owners to build docks and boat ramps, mow grass, cut
trees (with approval), and make other alterations to the shoreline and adjacent TVA property.
However, TVA is now taking away these property rights that Freeman Acres landowners
have used and enjoyed for over 30 years by changing the rules on what we can and cannot
do. Access rights granted under a verbal agreement should be viewed the same as deeded
or permitted rights. Why will TVA not listen to us? TVA should restore our property use
rights and grandfather us like it has done with other landowners who had nothing more than
a verbal commitment from TVA. We would also be willing to purchase the property from
TVA at a fair price.

Comment by: David McKelvey (Freeman Acres, Inc.), Gayno D. McKelvey (Freeman Acres, Inc.), Tom
Anderson, Tony Boyles (Freeman Acres, Inc.), 1 evaluation form comment (Florence, AL)

Response: The property fronting the 16 lots at Freeman Acres is public land, and private structures
and mowing are not permissible at this location. Owners of these lots do not have deeded rights of
ingress or egress across TVA land to the water, and the structures that were built there were removed
because they were constructed without TVA approval and in violation of TVA shoreline guidelines.
The Chairman of the TVA Board of Directors met with Freeman Acres property owners, and, subse-
qguently, TVA decided not to grant their request for these access rights. The grandfathering provisions
apply only to existing shoreline alterations where deeded rights of ingress or egress exist; therefore,
the Freeman Acres lots without these rights would not be grandfathered.

1067 Comment: Residential property owners could absorb shoreline management costs by
obtaining boathouse permits in areas that currently do not have this use (i.e., TVA day-use
areas) in trade for erosion control, vegetation management, and bank stabilization.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1068 Comment: At least 25 percent of the residents in the Guntersville Reservoir area located on
White Elephant Road are alienated from dock use and other residential water use because
our property is separated by the road. We would like permission to build boathouses on
TVA day-use facilities in return for doing shoreline management initiatives that will help
preserve the quality of land and not infringe on the use of the property by the general public.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: On TVA lakes, boathouses may be constructed with advance approval from TVA. The
applicant must be the owner of or have access rights across TVA land at the proposed boathouse
location. Boathouses may also be located within harbor limits at commercial marinas. TVA does not
approve the location of private boathouses on public recreation property. This would adversely affect
the use of the property for the public recreation uses intended. TVA is willing to work cooperatively
with lakefront owners and others to achieve bank stabilization and erosion control where it is deter-
mined such work is needed.

1069 Comment: There is a 50-foot strip between me and the TVA lake. This land is owned by
the Forest Service. | wish they would allow private use of this land.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Response: The Forest Service has their own policies related to permitting and land use requests on
properties that they control.

1070 Comment: [ live near Paris Landing State Park where | own six lots. When | bought the
house, all I had to do was go to Paris and | could get a permit for a 10-foot-wide path down
to the lakefront. Last year we got a letter from the Wildlife Association that says if we want a
path down to the lakefront, we pay $50 a year and if we want to park our boat at the foot of
the lake, at the path, we pay another $50 a year. It says we can do this for 10 years and
then we are out. If | want to give the house to one of my kids, he cannot even pay the $100
a year to have that path. On our wildlife preserve we have a few trees, no weeds to speak
of; it is just dirt. The wildlife consists of two rabbits and a couple of turtles. There is a ramp
about 200 feet from where I live. Everybody can bring their boats in and go on the ramp, but
I cannot go down to the waterfront and back and buy six lots. When | bought the property |
had access rights.

Comment by: Paul Spandikow

1071 Comment: How many miles of shoreline are under USF&WS control on the west side of the
Big Sandy embayment? | think TVA said it was under the control of USF&WS and TVA did
not have anything else to do with it; so these meetings are no concern for people living on
that shoreline because there is nothing you can do to solve our problems. In 1993 without
any advance notice the USF&WS imposed an annual $50 fee to leave a boat on the lake or
else take it out every time. They also required a $50 mowing permit on land where we had
been mowing for free for 20 years, with the stipulation that in the year 2003 all permits would
be out and that land would grow up. In other words, it would be like the banks of the lake.
Those of us who own property there were not told that when we bought it 20 years ago. For
20 years we have had a free permit to mow that property and keep a boat. They tell us that it
is incompatible with the wildlife on the lake; yet, their only concern is waterfowl, not other
wildlife.

Comment by: Lawrence D. Smith

Response: Generally, owners of land fronting the Tennessee National Migratory Wildlife Refuge do
not have deeded landrights that would allow TVA to permit private water-use facilities or vegetation
removal. When TVA sold land in this area, rights of ingress and egress were not sold because the
refuge was already in existence. For a number of years, the USF&WS has allowed backlying prop-
erty owners to have private water-use facilities and to remove vegetation. The USF&WS is in the
process of withdrawing those privileges over the next few years. For additional information, please
contact the USF&WS.

1072 Comment: For 50 years or more, there has traditionally been an easement granted to
landowners along TVA's lakeshore. An entire economic system of values surrounds that
easement. TVA has the right to rescind that easement, but the cost of doing so, in terms of
erosion alone, is not even addressed in the SMI. Now the incentives for further investment
have been threatened. Once a fair analysis has been made and this value has been
recognized, TVA will find itself having to offer further incentives to landowners, such as
deeded rights to the waterline, to get them to make future shoreline investments. Simple
logic should have told TVA that the price of even publicly considering some of these options
is just too great.

Comment by: Keith Warren
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Response: TVA, through SMI, is not proposing to rescind the rights of any landowners around the
reservoir shorelines. Existing permitted shoreline structures located along TVA land where the
adjacent landowner has access rights are automatically grandfathered. Any homeowner who is
uncertain about whether existing uses have been permitted should contact the local Land Manage-
ment Office to obtain a copy of the permit of record or an “after-the-fact” permit. For more informa-
tion, refer to Chapter 5 of this volume and Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

1073 Comment: All property owners adjoining TVA property should be afforded privileges unless
there are unacceptable environmental consequences.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1074 Comment: The lakefront property owners in the TVA-owned residential access shoreline
category did not have certain rights at one time. However, in some way they acquired them.
TVA should grant these rights to everyone.

Comment by: Gayno D. McKelvey (Freeman Acres, Inc.)

Response: As explained in the FEIS, TVA sold deeded access rights across TVA-owned residential
access shoreland when adjacent lands were sold. TVA manages its public lands to provide many
diverse public benefits such as public recreation, protection of critical habitat for threatened and
endangered plants and animals, protection of historic and archaeological sites, protection of wet-
lands, industrial access and development, and other similar purposes. TVA would not be able to meet
these public objectives if access rights were granted to everyone.

1075 cComment: Alternative D is moving in the right direction, but not strongly enough. It contin-
ues to assume that any new developments would be just like what we have now, strings of
single-family dwellings all with their own docks, boathouses, etc. Nowhere is there any
discussion of any new, innovative ways of allowing public access.

Comment by: Rebecca K. Falkenberry (The University of Alabama, Birmingham; The City of Birmingham)

Response: Alternative D makes some significant departures from TVA's current shoreline standards.
Shoreline structures would be smaller, access to the lake would be via a 6-foot-wide path, and
vegetation removal along the shoreline would be minimal. Community facilities, in lieu of individual
docks, would be required where resource protection is needed. Under the new Blended Alternative,
TVA would allow docks and other alterations along existing open shorelines where sensitive re-
sources, havigation, flood control, and power generation concerns do not exist. TVA would also limit
consideration of requests for access across shorelines where such rights do not exist to (a) projects
proposed by others for exchange of access rights that result in no net loss or preferably a net gain of
undeveloped public shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support the agency’s integrated resource
management mission. Other than these situations, no additional residential access rights would be
considered. The Blended Alternative would also provide for a shoreline categorization system that
would identify and protect sensitive shoreline areas. Refer to FEIS Section 2.8 for a description of
this alternative.

1076 Comment: Why is it that only frontage lot owners have access?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: This is not always the case. If the original developer conveyed legal landrights in a
lakefront parcel to backlying lot owners, then those lot owners may apply for a Section 26a permit.
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However, the physical constraints of the shoreline may make it impossible for all owners of interests
in a waterfront lot to construct facilities. In these cases, the owners may share a community facility if
the site will accommodate one.

1077 Comment: Landowners should have the option of developing a plan for the management of
their shoreline. TVA could approve/disapprove this plan in consultation with the landowner.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA will work with landowners in developing a shoreline plan, as long as the plan fits
within TVA shoreline management objectives and standards.

1078 Comment: One of the reasons that | prefer Alternatives C1, C2, and D is that they require
the development of reservoir management plans for each reservoir. | firmly believe that the
only way to successfully manage and protect land or resources for the long term is to have a
master plan. Otherwise, development is haphazard and decisions on land use are made on
a case-by-case basis (typically, rapidly in a highly politicized atmosphere with incomplete
information and without a clear understanding of cumulative impacts). The result is escalat-
ing and irreversible environmental degradation and often the accrual of benefits to a few at
the expense of the many. Any intelligent farmer or forester has a short-term and long-term
management plan for his land. Many municipalities and counties have developed master
plans to ensure orderly growth and protection of natural resources and quality of life. It only
makes sense that TVA should do the same by developing individual reservoir management
plans. Reviewing permits and land use questions on a case-by-case basis, as proposed
under Alternatives A, B1, and B2, should not continue.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1079 cComment: A strong five-or ten-year plan for residential development is needed for the
shoreline, with strict zoning for the different areas along the shoreline. Requirements should
not be determined on a one-by-one basis, but on an area basis.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1080 Comment: Alternative C1, which calls for the development of shoreline management plans
for each lake, constitutes a very practicable and reasonable approach to safeguarding
important resources for future public users of TVA lakes and to safeguarding a significant
portion of the Tennessee Valley region’s natural resource base.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)

1081 cComment: We support TVA’s recommendation to conduct shoreline inventories and
develop shoreline management plans on a reservoir-by-reservoir basis.

Comment by: Justin P. Wilson (Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation), 1 survey

comment

1082 Comment: The Tennessee Wildlife Resources Commission recommends that all remaining
undeveloped shoreline properties with outstanding fish, wildlife, and public recreation value
be identified for long-term conservation and protection through reservoir-specific plans.

Comment by: Harold Gibson (Tennessee Wildlife Resources Commission), Gary T. Myers (Tennessee
Wildlife Resources Agency)
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Response: Comments noted. TVA plans to continue the development of individual reservoir land
management plans.

1083 Comment: How will local citizens and communities be involved in future reservoir plan-
ning?

Comment by: Thomas C. Wright

Response: SMI’s goal is to review existing permitting practices and establish a policy that better
protects shoreline and aquatic resources while allowing reasonable access to the water. As work is
initiated on an individual land management plan for a particular reservoir, TVA communicates with
people in the community to determine issues and needs specific to that area. Plans are developed
based on this input and on local conditions.

1084 cComment: Above all, the planning being done with public input is absolutely essential.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1085 Comment: Should TVA have a managed development approach? When | hear the words
managed development, they sound odd to me, like sustainable development or efficient
bureaucracy. On the surface, it sounds like there will be some plan or intentional direction
for whatever development is allowed in the future. | would only be happy with such an
approach if full public participation is required and facilitated, so that the citizens who truly
own the land and water can be full partners in decisions about future development.

Comment by: Rebecca K. Falkenberry (The University of Alabama, Birmingham; The City of Birmingham)

Response: TVA involves the public in the planning for and management of TVA public land. TVA's
role now and in the future is one of stewardship of public lands to meet diverse public needs.

1086 Comment: The lack of a relationship between the SMI and existing planning and zoning in
the communities along the reservoir is a serious drawback, from the perspective of the
American Planning Association (APA). If reservoir plans are undertaken, APA strongly
encourages TVA to consult with local planners and community leaders about their interests
in the shoreline. While many shoreline properties may not be zoned, we believe that a high
percentage are affected by subdivision regulations, deed restrictions, and local and county
plans.

Comment by: Nancy Benziger Brown (American Planning Association)

Response: In the development of reservoir land management plans, TVA contacts local and state
planning agencies to identify planning and zoning issues that should be considered in developing
plans for the use of public reservoir lands.

1087 Comment: The Forest Service has a special interest in this process, since it manages land
that is adjacent to four of the TVA reservoirs (South Holston, Watauga, Wilbur, and Ocoee
Project) included in the assessment. In general, the present system of permitting uses
(Alternative B1) is working very well where Forest Service lands are involved and, as a
result, no change is recommended. If the preferred Alternative C1 is implemented, shoreline
management plans will apparently be prepared for each reservoir. These plans would guide
future development along the reservoir shoreline. The present permitting system would be
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replaced with a set of shoreline development standards. As these management plans are
developed, the Forest Service would desire the opportunity to review those plans associated
with reservoirs having adjacent Forest Service ownership.

Comment by: John F. Ramey (United States Forest Service)

Response: The Forest Service is contacted and asked to participate in the preparation of land
management plans for reservoirs with adjacent Forest Service ownership.

1088

1089

1090

1091

Comment: TVA has given little attention to the most important issue—how much shoreline
to allow in residential development. TVA should have a 20-year plan for each lake which
spells out specifically which land will be residential/commercial/industrial and which land will
be left natural. This is far more important than the size of docks, residential buffer strips,
etc.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Whatever plan TVA adopts, the DEIS should be reviewed and updated every
five years or so to monitor impact and progress along with a reservoir-by-reservoir analysis
of other actions already mentioned in DEIS.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: In general, the SMI only distinguishes between residential access shoreland
and other managed shoreland. Preparation of a comprehensive land use allocation plan (for
recreation, fish and wildlife, forestry, project operations, etc.) would make the SMI more
meaningful and successful.

Comment by: John L. Whisler, Jr. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)

Comment: [ want to know what TVA does with the land that they are going to keep in a
natural state and how TVA intends to manage or regulate that land. Are you going to leave it
in its natural state, or are you going to go in there and build roads, dumpsters, and things
like that?

Comment by: 1 unidentified speaker comment (Guntersville, AL public meeting)

Response: The focus of SMI is to develop a policy for the future management of reservoir shorelines
where residential access may occur. TVA also uses a reservoir land planning process to address the
most appropriate uses for all TVA public land. Plans have been completed for all mainstream reser-
voirs and are now underway on certain tributary reservoirs.

1092

1093

Comment: Shoreline development planning would minimize the adverse effects of all
shoreline recreational uses.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: For each reservoir, TVA should place a significant amount of undeveloped
shoreline into a category like “permanent natural environment area” which cannot be devel-
oped any time in the future, just like the U.S. National Park System.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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1094 Comment: The American Planning Association (APA) would like to recommend a modifica-
tion of the preferred Alternative C1, which would allow increased residential development
only if justified by its positive impact on the community and the reservoir. Instead of increas-
ing the allowed level of residential development to 48 percent across the reservoirs, which
translates into a 270 percent increase over the current level of development, APA recom-
mends the development of reservoir plans which minimize the environmental impact on the
river and preserves it for all of the public, not merely the lakefront property owners.

Comment by: Nancy Benziger Brown (American Planning Association)

Response: TVA has developed a new Blended Alternative. Under this alternative, TVA would
emphasize protection of shoreline resources, while allowing reasonable use of the shoreline by
adjacent residents for the construction of docks, piers, and other shoreline structures. TVA would
allow docks and other alterations along existing open shorelines where sensitive resources, naviga-
tion, flood control, and power generation concerns do not exist. TVA would also limit consideration of
requests for access across shorelines where such rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by
others for exchange of access rights that result in no net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped
public shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support the agency’s integrated resource management
mission. Other than these situations, no additional residential access rights would be considered.
For a more detailed discussion of the Blended Alternative shoreline access provisions, refer to
Section 2.8 of the FEIS. TVA would adopt permitting standards and a shoreline categorization system
that would ensure that permitted actions would not adversely affect environmental shoreline re-
sources. TVA estimates that the level of residential shoreline development under the Blended Alter-
native could be up to 38 percent Valleywide.

1095 Comment: Our problem is that the Planning Commission (Regional/City of Chattanooga)
divides lots on the lake according to the Commission’s rules and not in accordance with the
TVA deed or previous Chancery Court decisions, therefore, our community adjacent (north)
to the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant is being subdivided by the Planning Commission. This can
lead to more septic tanks which can contaminate the Tennessee River (Lake Chickamauga).
The SMI would be totally destroyed by planning commissions that would divide lots and
increase the number of houses until the lake was contaminated.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA has no authority in matters of local zoning and land use. Neither does TVA have
control over the subdivision of private land or issues dealing with minimum lot size. TVA does regu-
late where septic tanks are placed adjacent to the reservoirs, either through its ownership of the
shoreline or through Section 26a authority. TVA does not permit septic tanks and disposal fields on
TVA-owned land. On flowage easement property, TVA requires that septic systems be placed in a
location where they would not affect lake water quality.

1096 Comment: How do you go about getting shoreline rezoned?

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN)

Response: Shoreline use designations are done through a reservoir lands planning process. When
TVA updates the plans, TVA also considers revisions to the land use designations. TVA invites and
encourages public involvement when revisions to these plans are made. However, the extent to
which new shoreline areas will be made available for shoreline access and structures will depend on
which SMI alternative is selected. Under the new Blended Alternative, TVA would allow docks and
other alterations along existing open shorelines where sensitive resources, navigation, flood control,
and power generation concerns do not exist. TVA would also limit consideration of requests for
access across shorelines where such rights do not exist to (a) projects proposed by others for ex-
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change of access rights that result in no net loss or preferably a net gain of undeveloped public
shoreline, and (b) TVA projects that support the agency'’s integrated resource management mission.
Other than these situations, no additional residential access rights would be considered. For a more
detailed discussion of the Blended Alternative shoreline access provisions, refer to Section 2.8 of the
FEIS.

1097 Comment: I favor making all TVA lake shorelines “flowage easement shoreline” to get your
tree huggers out of the open shoreline management business.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted.

1098 Comment: TVA owns a small piece of land between the back of my property in the
Mariner’s Point Subdivision in Clinton on Melton Hill Lake. It is designated as public recre-
ation. There has been considerable construction at the shoreline upstream from where |
live, and the result has been the displacement of wildlife. The wildlife along the lake is being
pushed out of its natural habitat and thus forced to find new, safe havens. This is an envi-
ronmentally sensitive area. Some of the wildlife has relocated to the peaceful and undis-
turbed shoreline behind my house, where there is a small, natural cove that has been
created at the point where a broad swale crosses the land and joins the main channel. To
help preserve and protect the shoreline from further erosion and to preserve, protect, and
nurture the precious wildlife, please consider changing the designation of TVA land behind
my property from public recreation to wildlife refuge or preserve. The land is in no way
useful to mankind because a broad swale cuts diagonally across it, rendering the land
useless. However, the shoreline behind my house is a marvelous sanctuary and refuge for
the wildlife and should continue to be. As a refuge or preserve, the little animals would be
safe from further intrusion and the shoreline from further destruction.

Comment by: Marilyn S. Waldeck

Response: TVA will consider redesignating the land behind your house as a wildlife area. This
reconsideration will be done as part of the land use planning process for Melton Hill Lake. All mem-
bers of the public will be invited to participate in the planning process. For further information, you
may contact the Melton Hill Land Management Office at 423-988-2445.

1099 cComment: If land has been designated for industry use, the land status should not be
changed to residential development. The land should be returned to TVA.

Comment by: Ray Werden
Response: Comment noted. In some cases, TVA has included reversion clauses and deed restric-
tions in land transfer agreements when TVA land is sold or conveyed for industrial use purposes.

These clauses give TVA the right to buy back or receive reconveyance of the land in the event it is not
used for industrial purposes. However, not all transfers for industrial use have these provisions.

1100 Comment: The Bureau of State Parks is concerned that changes in TVA standards and
guidelines will create public expectation and pressure to open up lands which we currently
manage under long-term agreements with TVA.

Comment by: Bob Allen (Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation)
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Response: Comment noted. TVA anticipates that the agencies managing TVA reservoir lands will
continue to do so based on agency missions, public needs, and sound stewardship principles. In
many cases, the land transfer agreement contains deed restrictions that require an agency to man-
age the TVA property for a specific purpose. Any change in the use of the property would require TVA
approval.

1101 comment: An efficient and streamlined process for reviewing development requests should

be initiated. Currently, the process is cumbersome and expensive, both for TVA and for the
property owner. Specific types of development may require only cursory review. Other
types of significant development which require more intensive review should have a clear
and timely path for approval through TVA.

Comment by: Nancy Benziger Brown (American Planning Association)

Response: TVA has just completed a quality improvement and streamlining effort which has resulted
in considerable change to the TVA Section 26a permitting and land use approval processes. TVA
also tracks the effectiveness of the new processes in reducing cost and response time.

1102

Comment: Place deed restrictions on TVA property granted to nonprofit organizations or
local communities, so the property is only used for the specific purpose spelled out in the
original grant from TVA.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: TVA does place deed restrictions on property granted to nonprofit organizations or local
communities.

1103

1104

1105

Comment: The public is opposed to TVA lifting the deed restrictions at the YMCA Camp
Barber. Why should TVA lift deed restrictions for one developer and 14 future lot owners
when one of the most pristine stretches of the Tennessee River is at stake? This sets a
precedent for others along the shoreline to expand or sell for profit.

Comment by: William D. Stokes, 3 survey comments

Comment: [ am disappointed that TVA has reversed its decision pertaining to the YMCA
land.

Comment by: Heber Norckauer

Comment: |t is incumbent upon TVA to act in a nonbureaucratic way. This is a democracy
and that means the people have a voice. Itis fine to have a public meeting, but somehow
what we say gets lost and forgotten. TVA does things in private meetings, and they do
things like they did with the YMCA property. Everything was approved, including the public
hearings, and then all of a sudden, TVA is going to handle it through several special commit-
tees. This was all arranged in Knoxville, and we could not even get through on the tele-
phone to talk about it. So | think there are some problems with this.

Comment by: Thomas A. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society)
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1106 Comment: TVA has done a good job on a lot of things, but they need to do it without local,
political interference. We have a congressman from Huntsville that is interfering in decisions
on TVA operations here. He is involved with the YMCA now. We should avoid that type of
thing.

Comment by: Bruce Watkins

1107 cComment: The Huntsville YMCA purchased 111 acres along the shore of Guntersville Lake
for about $60,000 to $70,000 to be used as a boys’ camp—Camp Barber. The Huntsville
YMCA wishes to sell about half of their 111 acres for $1,000,000, of which $330,000 would
be given to TVA. The $1 million would be coming from a developer. The YMCA obtained
this 111 acres under a special, privileged category. If the YMCA is permitted to turn half of
this over to a developer, this would be creating the very evil of real estate development
which TVA had originally and wisely avoided. Citizens of this local area realize that forested
lakeshores are a positive, scenic asset to any lake. In February 1996 TVA decided that this
area should not be used for real estate development. A reversal of previous decisions
strongly suggests bad faith on the part of TVA.

Comment by: Daniel Payne Hale

Response: TVA had detailed agency and public involvement, leading up to the release of an Envi-
ronmental Assessment (EA) in February 1996. The final EA revealed no significant environmental
impacts from the proposed action, and the TVA Board of Directors subsequently approved the
YMCA's request. TVA has insisted (with agreement by the YMCA) that funds resulting from the sale
will be used to renovate and maintain the existing facilities, thus benefiting the children who use the
camp. Also, the agreement includes specific environmental protection provisions, with which the
YMCA must comply.

1108 Comment: Itis ironic that TVA is trying to promote a land ethic with the lakeshore owners,
and at the same time it is promoting development of public lands that all of us own, such as
Little Cedar Mountain and Land Between The Lakes. The Supreme Court ruled in 1877 that
all land in this country is held under the implied obligation that the owner’s use of it shall not
be injurious to the community. TVA, EPA, and the USF&WS are federal agencies and
therefore tools of our democracy to protect all of us and our quality of life. We have speed
limits because they are necessary; we need some sort of controls here. We have to start
looking at ways, as a community, to build a future that is worth living in.

Comment by: Denny Haldeman

Response: The primary objective of the Little Cedar Mountain project is to secure high-quality
commercial recreation facilities that would be available to a broad spectrum of the public and provide
regional economic benefits. In addition, a substantial amount of land would be committed to wildlife
management, informal recreation, and resource protection as a integral part of this project.

1109 cComment: TVA says do not develop in its proposal, but TVA has sold property in Marion
County (Shell Mound) that will result in not just a development, but a town.

Comment by: Sue Vaughn
Response: TVA does and will continue to sell or transfer land for industrial, economic development,
and recreational purposes. The Marion County project was specifically designed to develop recre-

ational opportunities in the area, as well as contribute to the area’s economic development. Also, the
Marion County property was specifically acquired by TVA for recreation development.
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1110 Comment: Several of your procedures would fail in court, in my opinion, for lack of consid-
eration, especially those involved in conflicts of laws.

Comment by: Thomas H. Ellington

Response: Comment noted.

1111 Comment: Will TVA continue to process permits that have been submitted, or will they hold
them until a decision is made?

Comment by: Loretta Carpenter

1112 Comment: According to TVA’s projections, another 4,000 to 8,000 permits could be issued
during the two to three years needed to make a decision on SMI. Therefore, TVA should
stop issuing 26a permits for new developments until SMl is completed and policy is affirmed
by the TVA Board.

Comment by: Thomas A. Brindley, Ph.D. (Tennessee Valley Birdwatchers Society), Cielo Sand Myczack
(Broadened Horizons Riverkeeper Project), Dolores Howard

Response: A moratorium on granting of permits would unjustly penalize those private property
owners who currently possess access rights to apply for permits. TVA has not proposed to stop the
permitting of shoreline alterations in any of the SMI alternatives. The addition of 4,000 to 8,000 new
structures permitted under TVA's current guidelines is not projected to have significant Valleywide
cumulative impacts.

1113 Comment: Would TVA define “a permit for shoreline use”?

Comment by: 1 unidentified speaker comment (Guntersville, AL public meeting)
Response: Uses of TVA shoreline areas can vary from the construction of water-use facilities or
shoreline stabilization to the use of TVA lands for a variety of purposes, including vegetation manage-

ment, recreational use, and agricultural use. These activities may be covered by a 26a permit and/or
a TVA land use permit, depending upon the type of activity.

1114 Comment: Maybe TVA should reduce what the landowners consider an excessive, bureau-
cratic entanglement in the process. | encourage the use of a concept such as a general
permit, which is being used in state and local erosion control regulatory programs.

Comment by: Michael A. McMahan

Response: TVA has streamlined the shoreline approval process. Currently, it takes about 30 days
for an applicant to receive a permit. TVA is evaluating other ways to make the process even more
efficient.

1115 Comment: After TVA grants a permit for a dock, seawall, riprap, etc., how long does a
property owner have to complete the project?

Comment by: Mickey Irwin (Outdoor Adventure Club), Robert Hines, Loretta Carpenter
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1116 Comment: SMI omits the three-year limitation imposed on current homeowners for building
docks after permits have been obtained.

Comment by: Thomas H. Ellington

Response: A TVA permit under Section 26a does not have an expiration date.

1117 Comment: My dealings with TVA have been fine, and | feel that TVA worked with me and
used good judgment in my and my neighbor’s permit requests. Even though TVA some-
times changed or altered our request, | felt that they cared and were trying to be fair.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1118 Comment: | realize that TVA has a role in the restriction and management of TVA-owned
lands. Through the years TVA has done a good job, as it applies to both the residential and
commercial land uses. The dock permit procedures work well.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
1119 cComment: 1am not anti-TVA. When | applied for a dock permit | received approval in quick
fashion. TVA can be a fine organization.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comments noted.

1120 cComment: Pass copies of dock permits to the tax assessor’s office.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Florence, AL)

Response: Comment noted.

1121 Comment: [ remember in the early 1970s when | would go to get a permit and there would
be two gentlemen and two secretaries there. They took care of Pickwick, Wilson, and
Wheeler, and parts of Guntersville Lake. They got all the permits out.

Comment by: Dennis Thacker
Response: The volume of permit applications in the 1970s was far less than today. Complexity of
construction has increased, and the size of structures and extent of work requested for approval have

all increased. Today TVA is able to complete the review of a permit application in approximately 30
days.

1122 cComment: It took me two years to get permits for dredging in my slough. That is too long.
Comment by: James W. Northington, M.D.

Response: Comment noted. The target time for TVA to reach a decision about a dredging permit

request is 90 days. Currently, over 90 percent of permits of this type meet this target. TVA monitors

the time it takes to respond to permit requests and is always working to improve the permitting
process.
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Comment: What specific responsibilities do TVA, TWRA, and the USACE have with regard
to land and water management activities? How does TVA coordinate/cooperate with the
USACE? Is the USACE involved with SMI?

Comment by: Floyd Atkins, Joseph Whilden (Boone Lake Association), 1 survey comment

Comment: My property has three different signs posted on it. There are TVA signs posted
in the woods; there are TWRA signs; and there is another one. The signs are different
colors. So, I am not clear whom | need to contact about getting permits for docks or if | can
get one. And if | do have to go to TWRA, does TWRA have the TVA property?

Comment by: Luther Webb

Comment: Does the USACE not oversee dredging?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: The USACE used to issue the permits. When did TVA take that over or has it
been a TVA responsibility since 1933? My permit came from the USACE 25 years ago. Did
TVA wake up suddenly and decide they should take over the responsibility from the
USACE?

Comment by: C. Demetriou (Citizens for Less Government)

Comment: TVA and the USACE protect waterways and should do so. Land development
is at least distinct, if not wholly separate.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Clarification of Department of the Army (DA) jurisdiction within the Tennessee
Valley watershed should be made in the FEIS, in addition to the TVA 26a permit require-
ments. DA permits within the state of North Carolina come under the jurisdiction of the
USACE, Wilmington District. DA permits are required, pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act of 1977, as amended, for the discharge of dredged and/or fill material into all
waters of the United States, including wetlands. Jurisdictional limits in water courses extend
to the ordinary high-water line or in reservoirs to the full-pool elevation. All wetlands adja-
cent to such waters are regulated as well. Excavation within waters or wetlands is consid-
ered to constitute a discharge.

Comment by: C. E. Shuford, Jr., P.E. (United States Army Corps of Engineers)

Comment: The USACE monitors water-use facilities and takes care of the waterways. TVA
does not need to duplicate these efforts. We should not have to apply for two separate
permits administered by two separate government agencies.

Comment by: Jimmy Wilkey (Rhea County Court Clerk), 1 unidentified speaker comment (Guntersville,

AL public meeting), 1 evaluation form comment (Florence, AL), 7 survey comments

Comment: Itis clear that any dredging in wetlands by a shoreline resident would also be
subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, specifically USACE permitting and EPA
independent review of permit applications.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)
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1131

1132

1133

1134

Comment: The DEIS repeatedly prophesies unrestrained development and potential losses
to environmental quality without TVA's oversight. In reality, other federal agencies (such as
the USACE and EPA), along with the state agencies, would continue their current regulatory
enforcement duties.

Comment by: Sayra Thacker (Tennessee Marine Construction), 1 survey comment

Comment: The authorization of projects under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires
that permitted activities represent a practicable project design which is the least damaging to
the aquatic environment. For those shoreline development activities which would need
individual authorization or require a predischarge notification under Section 404, our pro-
gram would have the opportunity to fully analyze projects and provide comments on mini-
mizing aquatic direct, cumulative, and secondary impacts. In this way, there is a regulatory
control on certain activities which take place along reservoir shorelines. However, the
significant number of impacts which occur on upland areas or which can be authorized
under a streamlined permitting process without notification cannot be managed in this
manner, which says nothing about our recognition of the direct, cumulative, and secondary
impacts of such activities. In order to limit the adverse effects of these types of activities
which Section 404 cannot effectively address, we strongly support the effort of TVA to
formally manage and protect its reservoir shorelines from potentially damaging development
activities. These damaging impacts include but are not limited to direct loss of aquatic
habitat, reduction in fish and wildlife populations and communities, increased nonpoint
source pollutant loadings (e.g., maintenance dredging and increased erosion inputs),
reduction in shoreline vegetation diversity, loss of the natural aesthetics to the lake system,
diminished public recreational opportunities, and the reduction of secondary economic
benefits from recreation and tourism.

Comment by: Heinz J. Mueller (United States Environmental Protection Agency)

Comment: Regardless of the alternative ultimately proposed in the DEIS, we recommend
that any future development on jointly managed lands be limited to facilities for boating and
fishing access, hunting, camping, wildlife viewing, forest and wildlife management, or other
public uses. Environmental costs of shoreline development in these areas must be weighed
against public benefits on a project-specific basis, and loss of resources should be mini-
mized or compensated as required by appropriate resource agencies. The North Carolina
Wildlife Resources Commission currently reviews all nationwide and general Section 404
permits administered by the USACE in western North Carolina, including all counties within
the Tennessee Valley. While our primary goal in reviewing these permits is the protection of
trout waters, we also make recommendations for reducing impacts to other resources,
particularly wetlands and shoreline vegetation. We anticipate continued review of all propos-
als to alter shoreline habitat within “waters of the U.S.” in the Tennessee Valley, and we
encourage improved coordination of 404 review with Section 26a permitting procedures.

Comment by: David L. Yow (North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission)

Comment: Impacts to nontidal wetlands may be subject to the Virginia Water Protection
permitting requirements.

Comment by: Michael P. Murphy (Virginia Department of Environmental Quality)

Response: Since the 1930s TVA has had the responsibility under Section 26a of the TVA Act for the
review and approval of proposed projects that could result in an obstruction to navigation, flood
control, power generation, or reservoir lands. This jurisdiction and approval authority spans the
shoreline of all TVA lakes and all stream and river shorelines within the Tennessee River watershed.
TVA also has the responsibility to manage the river system and the public land around TVA reservoirs.
USACE has the authority under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (1899) and Section 404 of
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the Clean Water Act to review projects that result in the removal of or the deposition of material in the
navigable waters of the United States. This authority is nationwide, including the TVA reservoirs. The
USACE also operates the navigation locks and maintains the commercial navigation channel. Al-
though TVA and the USACE address different responsibilities under their respective permit require-
ments, TVA does have a Memorandum of Understanding with the USACE which directs both agen-
cies to coordinate and cooperate in their respective shoreline permitting programs. Therefore, an
applicant for a shoreline construction permit on a TVA lake need only submit an application to TVA,
and TVA will notify the USACE.

TWRA has the responsibility to enforce state boating safety laws and establish no-wake zones.
TWRA also owns or manages some of the land on reservoirs in Tennessee. Other state agencies in
the Tennessee Valley have similar responsibilities and are also responsible for issuing water quality
permits under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.

EPA reviews TVA's environmental assessments and environmental impact statements for technical
adequacy and compliance with NEPA and other applicable federal laws. FEIS Section 1.4.2 dis-
cusses the roles and responsibilities of other agencies.

1135 Comment: I would like to address the removal of materials such as trees, tree stumps,
brush, or gravel from a stream bed. TVA's own lawyer has said that those things do not
require a Section 26a permit. In the intervening years, scores and scores of 26a permits
have been required of people wanting to do those things. In a number of these cases, TVA
only owned flowage easement rights. In other words, TVA has extended itself relentlessly
and, | suppose, in the interest of good shoreline stewardship, but without the requisite legal
authority or responsibility or obligation to require permits for these things under Section 26a.
Now TVA argues that in a lot of cases they had landrights anyway, and that would have to
be required in some way, and so we just used the 26a process. These dredging permits
have been required 30 and 40 miles upstream in little, trickly streams in the Tennessee
Valley since then, simply because they are part of the Tennessee River system. What is
TVA'’s current position on dredging and 26a permitting? Has this changed since 19817

Comment by: John Crowder

Response: TVA's Section 26a responsibility applies to construction along all shorelines of the
Tennessee River and its tributaries regardless of landrights. Section 26a applies where TVA owns
land or flowage easements, and it applies on privately owned shorelines of tributaries to the Tennes-
see River. TVA's current policy on dredging recognizes that the removal of material from the reservoir
is not, in and of itself, subject to approval under Section 26a of the TVA Act. Section 26a of the TVA
Act requires TVA to review and approve projects that could result in an obstruction affecting naviga-
tion, flood control, or public lands. Therefore, if the dredged material is placed at an upland site, no
26a permit would be required, but TVA would review the request before making this determination. If
the dredging involves the disposal of material on TVA property or within a TVA reservoir, or it is
associated with another activity that is subject to 26a permit approval, the dredging would become
part of the overall project review. If the dredging is proposed on TVA-owned land under the water,
even if the dredging was not subject to Section 26a authority, TVA would review the application as a
land use request and, if approved, would issue a land use permit.

1136 Comment: Violation of any local, state, or federal wetland laws, or of any TVA permit
guidelines with regards to dredging in TVA reservoirs should result in a permanent denial of
further dredging or 26a permit requests for the permittee and his or her company.

Comment by: Michael A. Butler (Tennessee Conservation League)
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Response: TVA works to resolve outstanding violations. As appropriate, TVA may consider revoking
existing permits when violations are not corrected. TVA may also consider deferring action on
associated new permit proposals until the violation is resolved.

1137 Comment: Years ago TVA used to have a booklet called Rules and Regulations of 26a.
There was a white copy, a brown copy, and yellow and green copies; each time TVA repub-
lished that booklet, certain things were deleted from it. One point that | always remembered
from one of the booklets said that if TVA did not grant a permit within a time frame, it was
considered granted. Then the next one said it was supposedly the same guidelines as 26a.
The time-elapsed-granted clause was omitted from it.

Comment by: Dennis Thacker

Response: The elapsed-time clause is contained in TVA's Section 26a regulations, but the provision
only applies to structures on the Little Tennessee River. In addition, the clause does not grant auto-
matic approval of a permit, but only gives the applicant the ability to appeal to the Secretary of the
Army.

1138 Comment: Do away with private boat docks.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1139 Comment: Eliminate any type of floating dock.

Comment by: James B. Baker

1140 cComment: To be fair to all, there would be no private docks or access. All residents would
be required to use a community launch site.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1141 Comment: [ would rather see a 100-acre parking lot and require all lake users to trailer
their boats than one boat dock. The environmental impact along the shoreline does not stop
with the clearing of vegetation but enables the shoreline resident to have larger boats than
they would trailer. This creates bigger waves and uses more fuel, thus causing an exponen-
tial increase in ecosystem damage.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: This solution would not be fair to those lakefront owners who already own docks and
other water-use facilities. TVA has concluded that private docks subject to environmentally respon-
sible standards should be permitted. Also, while many lakefront property owners moor boats adjacent
to their residences, many boats, including large vessels, are also moored at commercial marina
facilities on TVA lakes. Implementation of a policy that prohibited moorage of boats and required all
boat owners to trailer to and from the lakes would not be practical. Eliminating floating docks would
impose a hardship on homeowners in shallow embayments and on tributary lakes with large fluctua-
tions. Fixed docks would not be useable for most of the year in these situations.

1142 Comment: If the permit fee is $100 and | simply refuse to pay, what would happen?

Comment by: Chester McKinney
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Response: You will not receive a 26a permit if you refuse to pay the permit processing fee. If you
construct a dock, pier, or boathouse without a permit, TVA has the option of taking legal action or
having the structure removed.

1143 Comment: I have a small tract of property on one side of the lake and TVA holds 1,200
acres designated as a breeder reactor site on the other side of the lake. TVA says it is
environmentally bad to put a dock on this side of the river; yet, a breeder reactor or a
Mercedes Benz factory can go in on the other side and there is no problem.

Comment by: Bob Inklebarger

Response: Approvals for docks, piers, and boathouses are granted on shorelines where landowners
have access rights across TVA land or where they own to the summer pool level. Private structures
are not approved in other areas. TVA does own sections of shoreline planned for industrial use or
industrial access. However, the location of the industrial tracts is unrelated to whether an area of
shoreline is open for private structures.

1144 Comment: We have purchased a lake lot. We would like to build our dock now, but TVA’s
rules state that we must first have a dwelling. The dock would be well maintained in the
same way as our empty lot. Why can we not at least enjoy a portion of our property? We
are paying taxes on the entire lot—from the road to the water. Actually, we feel whoever
has the rights-of-way (county on the front and TVA on the back) should reimburse us. Even
though this is the way it has always been, it is not right and can and should be changed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: This is not a TVA rule. None of the TVA shoreline permitting guidelines specify that a
dwelling must exist before an application can be submitted for a shoreline construction permit.

1145 Comment: Construction of the proposed condominiums in Winn Springs Subdivision would
break existing covenants. Why does TVA not take a stand on this? If the developer wins
this case, covenants are not worth the paper they are written on.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Memphis, TN)

1146 Comment: My family has had a cabin in the Winn Springs Subdivision for about 44 years.
That is one spot where the wildlife is abundant and people and the environment have
become very compatible. However, a realtor and his partner plan a large number of condos
on one of our lots if he can break our deed statements that allow one family residence on
each lot. | realize at this point that this is not TVA’s problem, although these deed state-
ments were written by TVA a number of years ago. However, it seems to me that this could
become TVA'’s problem, because no one is going to build a house on the lake or want
access to the lake if that many condos are built on a single lot. Each condominium owner
will probably want access, and | am sure that they will ask for a dock permit. It seems to me
that the shoreline will be greatly impacted if this is allowed. Yet, these impacts could be
prevented if TVA could influence the developer in some way or give us some aid with this
problem. If our deed statements are allowed to be broken, other individuals that own
property there will no doubt be able to do the same thing.

Comment by: Margaret Miller
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Response: It is our understanding that the plans for the condominiums have been dropped. How-
ever, if TVA should ever receive a request for a permit at this location, it would conduct an environ-
mental review.

1147 Comment: Years ago the Bowling Green Bass Club tried to keep the Hutson Company
from placing a grain loading and unloading facility at the mouth of Anderson Creek on
Kentucky Lake. This was a beautiful area, but now there are both noise and chemical
pollution. This business should have been placed down lake around the dam where other
loading and barge facilities are located.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted.

1148 cComment: It should not be necessary for a new property owner to apply for a permit. He
should only be required to advise TVA of the property transfer.

Comment by: Charles F. Holloway
Response: When the ownership of facilities is transferred from one person to another, TVA requests

notification of the change in ownership. This is because TVA maintains information about current
owners and because the permit is reissued to the new owner.

1149 cComment: TVA says the permit could be immediately transferred. | have not found that in
the DEIS.

Comment by: Glenn Smith (Smoot Homeowners Association)
Response: Ownership of a shoreline structure can be sold or transferred from one property owner to
another. TVA requires notice of the change in ownership so that the permit can be reissued in the

new owner’s name. Please refer to the discussion about grandfathering and change in ownership of
structures in Section 2.8 of the FEIS.

1150 Comment: For safety purposes, what common-sense appeal process for variations to the
guidelines are being provided?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: The Blended Alternative would provide a mechanism for TVA to consider special excep-
tions.

1151 Comment: [ have a letter from TVA that states that | do not need a permit for my dock that
has been there for 40 years.

Comment by: Charles F. Holloway
Response: TVA would like to have a record of all shoreline structures in its effort to improve the

management of public shorelines. Therefore, we ask that you obtain a permit for your dock. The
standard permit fee will be waived.
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1152 cComment: [ need to understand better the capability of clearing for a view. | am not
advocating strip mining. If | have 30 trees can | reduce them to 157

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1153 Comment: | first got my permit to build a dock in 1989. When the representatives from TVA
came out to tell me where to build my dock, they stated that | could clear any brush or
undergrowth; flowering shrubbery could be no greater than 2 inches at the ground line, and
anything else could not be greater than 3 inches. There was no mention of a permit, and |
was given no permit. Then | attended the meeting at Roane State Junior College. The topic
kept coming up. In order to do anything (clear any undergrowth or maintain what | have
already done), it seemed | would need a permit. In 1989 no mention of a permit was given.
| was given a verbal guideline to follow, nothing in writing.

Comment by: Art Hamman, 1 survey comment

Response: TVA now requires that property owners with access rights to the water obtain a TVA
permit before removing vegetation from the TVA public shoreline. Property owners with access rights
are also required to obtain permits for docks, piers, boathouses, and other water-use facilities.
Property owners may continue to mow established lawns and will not be required to plant an SMZ.
Property owners are required to obtain a TVA permit for any new removal of trees or vegetation or to
build any structure on TVA public shoreline. TVA will work with the property owner to identify which
vegetation on the TVA shoreline can be removed.

1154 Comment: [ did not know that a person had to have a permit just to trim weeds and take
care of the trash.

Comment by: Jim Walmsley, John Shacter

Response: A permit is not needed to remove trash from TVA land or shorelines. TVA's approval is
required to modify or remove the vegetation growing on TVA shoreland.

1155 Comment: TVA should stop people from dumping Christmas trees, other large trees and
brush, and old appliances in the lake to attract fish.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1156 Comment: Early in the year when the lake was down | wanted permission to move some of
my topsoil back onto a high spot. | was reported by a neighbor for putting brush and cedar
tops around the banks to control soil erosion and provide fish cover. | was trying to protect
my shoreline by keeping the soil erosion down.

Comment by: Jerry Baird

Response: TVA has specific guidelines and approvable plans for the placement of fish attractors in
the lake. TVA also has specific guidelines regarding shoreline erosion control and bank stabilization.
TVA will work with shoreline owners on the placement of fish attractors and the control of shoreline
erosion. Section 26a permits are required for both of these activities.

1157 Comment: Metal fence posts beneath the water are navigation hazards and should be
disallowed.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Response: If posts are permitted by TVA to be installed within the drawdown zone, the permit
typically requires that the posts be marked with buoys or otherwise identified so that they will not
present an underwater hazard.

1158 Comment: Since TVA does not like grass (and trees are better anyway) and some people
want grass, TVA could charge $100 per year for a mowing permit if the property owners
would agree to plant a nice tree every year. Then in 20 years the shade from the trees
would probably kill a lot of the grass anyway. But maybe renewing the permit every year
should be conditional on their leaving the trees alone.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Response: Comment noted.

1159 cCcomment: Since your goals are large trees and native plants, you need cooperation. If
$80 permits were available to lakeshore owners for removal of dead and dying trees (with
conditions of replanting and not removing more than 10 percent in five years), | think they
would buy them. And when the TVA representative came to evaluate the permit, he/she
could use that opportunity to educate too.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1160 Comment: Start a permit system for removing dead or dying trees at a cost of $80 per tree
with the following conditions: (a) native trees would be replanted; (b) no more than five trees
would be removed in a five-year period, and (c) at least one native tree would be maintained
in every 10-square-foot area on TVA land.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
Response: TVA will allow the removal of a tree which would cause damage to a landowner’s house
or property if it fell. TVA will review these requests on an individual basis. Where dead or dying trees
do not present a hazard to people or property, TVA generally prefers that they be left standing to

provide wildlife habitat. Refer to the description of the Blended Alternative in Chapter 2 of the FEIS
for a discussion of vegetation management standards.

1161 Comment: Is a person precluded by law from making changes now that would affect
existing docks?

Comment by: Bogue Waller

1162 Comment: The permitting system should not become a situation where people have built
structures to TVA specifications but are unable to get a permit renewed to keep the structure
maintained or rebuilt.

Comment by: O’Neal Terry

1163 Comment: Our slough has become almost unnavigable. In 10 years we will not have any
waterfront property. It concerns me that | will still be considered a waterfront property owner
by TVA and have to pay fees if | do any changes to my dock.

Comment by: Dana Baker
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Response: A structure which is approved by TVA and permitted under Section 26a may be main-
tained and/or rebuilt as necessary to retain the structure in a safe and usable condition. If the struc-
ture is enlarged or modified from its original design, the owner must apply for a new Section 26a
permit.

1164 Comment: What are the circumstances under which TVA can either revoke or renew a permit?

Comment by: Mark J. Morrison

Response: Each permit that TVA issues contains terms and conditions that are agreed to by the
applicant. TVA may revoke a permit if it is determined that the permittee is not in compliance with the
terms and conditions contained in the permit and agreed to by the permittee. In addition, individual
permits may have additional specific revocation terms and conditions. When TVA determines that a
structure is not in compliance, the permittee will be notified and given adequate time to correct the
problem. When TVA is notified of a change in ownership of a structure, the permit is reissued to the
new owner.

1165 Comment: If TVA retains title to the shoreline but allows adjacent landowners to build
docks on TVA property, how does TVA avoid becoming liable when someone is injured on a
water-use facility? Should TVA also require insurance in TVA’s name as a condition for
permitting structures on TVA property? If an accident occurs on TVA shoreline or the lake
fronting a private residence, who is responsible? How is the property marked to distinguish
TVA property from private property?

Comment by: Kirk Johnson, 1 evaluation form comment (Tims Ford, TN)

1166 Comment: Public access damage and destruction by outsiders cannot be the property
owner’s responsibility, unless we have responsibility to the water’s edge.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1167 Comment: The property owner is going to be held responsible for everything that could
happen to the shoreline adjacent to his property, no matter who uses and potentially dam-
ages the shoreline (such as hunters cutting shrubs, trees, etc., for duck blinds or campers
making camp). All lakefront property owners have not and probably will not build permanent
residences and should not be held responsible for the adjacent shoreline just because they
own property.

Comment by: Robert L. Johnson
Response: Liability in the event of an accident is a question you should explore with an attorney and
an insurance carrier. You are the legal owner of a dock, pier, ramp, or other structure permitted to
you. You should have an accurate understanding of your liability. The agreements between TVA and

the landowner do not have specific surveyed boundaries. They state that access is granted “fronting”
a specified lot.

Property owners are not held responsible for all activities on the TVA land fronting their lot. They are

held responsible for the consequences of the activities they perform on the TVA land. TVA makes
every effort to locate the appropriate responsible person.

1168 Comment: TVA should have a policy for shoreline buildings maintenance.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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1169 Comment: Before construction is started, standards should be made known to lakefront
property owners, along with their responsibilities for maintaining water-use facilities and
other structures. This will prevent them from becoming safety hazards and eyesores.

Comment by: Marvin Johnson (Tennessee Valley Sportsmen’s Club), 1 survey comment

1170 cComment: [ do not believe TVA is disingenuous, but when one government official is gone,
1 will be working with another government official, and he is probably not going to care about
what was said or confirmed verbally. The specific details of permitting need to be spelled
out and put in writing.

Comment by: Hugh M. McCue, Tommy Haun (Tennessee State Senate)

1171 Comment: If the requirement for a dock permit was strictly enforced, there should be a way
to require the property owner to maintain the structure Ramifications for violation such as
specific fines should be spelled out, even if a document meeting legal tests had to be signed
and returned to TVA.

Comment by:  William C. Noell, Jr., Jerry Wyatt, Mrs. Jerry Wyatt

1172 Comment: A homeowner must be responsible for the upkeep of his own facility, and TVA
should ensure this by requiring a signed contract between the property owner and TVA.

Comment by: 4 survey comments

Response: All permits issued by TVA for construction of docks or other structures on TVA land or on
the water include requirements for proper maintenance of the structures. Permittees agree to specific
terms and conditions for construction and use of the permitted structures. In this way, dock owners
agree to keep structures in good repair. Existing structures that do not comply with TVA requirements
are treated as violations that must be resolved. If the structure owner wants to enlarge or modify the
structure from its original design, the owner must apply for a new Section 26a permit. TVA's Land
Management staff is willing to explain existing guidelines before construction, as well as assist with
completion of permit applications if requested. Any new standards adopted as a result of SMI will be
published and available to all interested parties.

1173 Comment: Can TVA levy penalties for infractions? Does the DEIS give TVA the authority to
write a citation and take it through criminal court?

Comment by: 1 unidentified speaker comment (Florence, AL public meeting), 1 survey comment

1174 Comment: Instead of environmental impact studies, TVA needs enforcement and patrols,
laws, and penailties for those few people who abuse the lakes and violate published and
agreed-upon shoreline management guidelines. TVA should have the authority to write
citations and levy fines on the spot for violations and encroachments. TVA might also
consider making agreements with the state wildlife agencies to split the fines collected for
noncompliance. Enforcement is a small piece of the whole picture, but this is where most
landowners’ concerns are.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Clinton, TN), 6 survey comments

1175 Comment: TVA should issue citations and levy fines for violations and encroachments,
such as unauthorized vegetation removal and unpermitted docks. lllegal tree-cutting should
be heavily fined, since it destroys the wildlife corridor, interrupts the flow of vegetation by
exposing residences, and increases erosion.

Comment by: Sue Little, 8 survey comments
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Comment: We need better enforcement of shoreline regulations where TVA-owned
lakefront property is bordered by private development. Fines for cutting trees and unautho-
rized shoreline alteration are laughed at by landowners, especially the wealthy.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA has stated it does not have authority to fine property owners; however, we
have all heard that owners have been fined for cutting trees lying below the 690, 685, etc.,
which TVA had not approved for cutting. What is the difference?

Comment by: Sandra Wright, Thomas C. Wright

Comment: TVA discussed revocation of permits if construction did not meet specifications.
How is this done and enforced? Does TVA really tear down the structure? | can understand
old or dilapidated docks, etc., but wonder about what is done with new construction or
additional construction on a sound, existing structure.

Comment by: Keith Dicken

Comment: TVA should use citations to encourage compliance with 26a permit require-
ments. If a dock or other property does not conform to permit specifications, TVA should cite
the shoreline property owner with a warning and set a reasonable time limit for corrective
action. If the owner does not comply, TVA should revoke his 26a permit, impose fines, and
require removal of the structure. If the owner fails to remove the facility, TVA should take
legal action to recover the costs associated with having the structure removed. Under no
circumstances should TVA allow dilapidated, abandoned, or unpermitted docks and shore-
line structures to remain. They are safety hazards and eyesores that diminish the aesthetic
quality of the lakes.

Comment by: Bogue Waller, William Ponds, 1 evaluation form comment (Tims Ford, TN), 81 survey
comments

Comment: We are concerned about the number of personal docks that are being built
along the shoreline, especially the ones that are not maintained by the property owners. We
also know there are docks being built without permits. Substandard materials are often
used in constructing these docks, which makes them unsafe. As they are left to weather
and rot, they eventually end up as debris floating in the lake in the spring. The debris
becomes hazardous to boaters, skiers, and swimming in general. These illegal docks look
awful, and usually all types of junk are being left around them. TVA should tear these docks
down and dispose of them.

Comment by: Sue Vaughn, Lee Miller, Graham Christie, Cheri Christie

Comment: TVA should monitor construction and maintenance of water-use facilities for
quality. If a dangerous boathouse or pier is identified, TVA should write the owner a letter
giving him a certain amount of time to repair or otherwise take care of it. If the owner does
not comply, TVA can revoke the permit, tear the structure down, and send him a bill. This is
already the case anyway. TVA has always stated in permits that poorly maintained or
unpermitted docks would be removed at the expense of the owner. Just use your regula-
tions and enforce this, and the owner would pay only if in violation.

Comment by: Charles C. Smoot (Bear Paw Subdivision), John Shacter, Brenda Hughes Shaffer, 2 survey
comments

Comment: TVA should be given the authority to make people either repair their piers or
remove them. Those who are found guilty should be the ones who have to post bonds
before new construction resumes.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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1183 Comment: Those who violate their permits could have a sign stapled to their docks or a
small, wooden sign pounded into their lawns. If someone is clearly not cooperating, then
some sort of penalty might be arranged.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1184 cComment: TVA, as a public service company and owner-of-record of these shores, should
set aside funds from profits to have a crew of people make spot checks for any unauthorized
fences, buildings, sheds, barns, etc. Then, have the offending adjacent landowner remove
the encroachment, except for either a floating dock or a dredged-out channel or a wicker,
which prevents wave or wake damage to moored boats.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1185 cComment: We have dilapidated docks and houseboats without motors that have been
abandoned. They are either abandoned on TVA property or they are abandoned on private
property. Somehow we must figure out a way to get these things moved. It pains me to take
visitors to this area out on a beautiful lake and have them see something like that. If they
are not from Tennessee they think, “Well, those pictures | saw about Tennessee are right.”
We need to have better shoreline enforcement for this.

We also have power lines dangling in the water and water-use facilities that are unsafe.
Some of these docks are so rundown that no one would underwrite an insurance policy on
them. Let us maintain water-use facilities in a safe manner.

Comment by: Glenn James

1186 Comment: I have neighboring docks that are needing care. They are too far into the
channel.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

1187 Comment: TVA needs to better monitor the boathouse neglect at Pickwick Lake and take
the necessary actions for the violations.

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Memphis, TN)

1188 Comment: An inspection of recently constructed docks and boathouses along Fort
Loudoun Lake shows that these structures are well built and not at all unsightly. Clearly, in
this area no need for federal action has been identified, and the proposed regulations are
not within the purview of TVA. However, the DEIS proposed nothing to correct existing
problems, namely docks and boathouses that were neglected and abandoned years ago.
Some of these have actually collapsed and pose a potential hazard to navigation.

Comment by: Walter E. Flood, Mildred C. Flood, Carl L. Guffey, Elaine Armfield-Guffey

1189 Comment: Many farmers have extended their fencing onto TVA shorelines and into TVA
lakes. Why does TVA refuse to address and deal with this problem? Also, If TVA is so
determined to manage its shoreline, why does it allow junkyards and crumbling docks and
shacks? TVA needs to control these and other unauthorized, unsightly, unstable structures
(i.e., camping shelters and duck blinds) placed on TVA undeveloped shoreline.

Comment by: 3 survey comments
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Comment: [In our area there are several private, residential properties that have dry land
below the 750 line. Camping trailers, tents, etc., are left in place on these properties for the
full summer season. There is no evidence of sanitation facilities such as septic systems (not
allowed anyhow). Where is the enforcement?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA should have an enforcement plan. Funding for enforcement should come
from federal appropriations and from those using TVA facilities.

Comment by: 2 survey comments

Comment: Better enforcement of existing rules and more lake and shoreline patrols are
needed to increase public safety, control shoreline development, ensure proper maintenance
of shoreline structures, encourage cleanup and proper use of public land by day-use and
weekend campers, and protect our lakes and natural resources.

Existing guidelines are adequate and flexible enough to handle most situations; yet, TVA is
not consistently enforcing them. Numerous violations and encroachments, such as unper-
mitted and/or dilapidated water-use facilities, illegal vegetation clearing and tree-cutting,
unauthorized riprap/seawalls, and illegal placement of no-wake buoys are taking place
regularly. Also, some people take advantage of the situation when guidelines are absent or
inconsistently enforced, saying it is easier to get forgiveness than permission.

Additional patrolling, especially during boating season, would allow TVA to find and control
those who are abusing our water and shoreline, instead of placing unnecessary burdens on
property owners. This would also result in the identification and correction of more violations
and encroachments. TVA must revise and implement better and more consistent enforce-
ment measures if its rules and regulations are to be effective.

Comment by: B. J. Gillum, Chris Hinson, David Blazer, David Hines, Frank Sanders, Glenda Coffey,
Glenn James, Nancy Benziger Brown (American Planning Association), Roslyn Pressnell, Susan L.
Gawarecki, Ph.D. (League of Women Voters of Oak Ridge), Mary Huddleston, Sue Little, Johnny L.
Boyles, 1 evaluation form comment (Harrison, TN), 48 survey comments

Comment: [ observed a guy camping on Sand Island with a big houseboat. He had a lawn
mower clearing off a place to camp. If TVA enforces a buffer zone on all the land that it
controls, TVA will have to prevent this type of action. But | have only seen one TVA patrol
boat on the lakes all summer long.

Comment by: Harold Marsh

Comment: TVA has not effectively managed or enforced reservoir and land management
policies in the last five years. How many dock owners have you cited, fined, or taken to
court because of a dilapidated structure?

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: TVA policies are inconsistent with respect to permitting activities. TVA needs to
apply the same rules to everyone and enforce its regulations in a consistent and equitable
manner.

Comment by: John Sublett, 2 survey comments

Comment: Land Management staff should get out on the reservoirs to enforce the laws and
investigate complaints by the public, not after the damage is done or a subdivision is fin-
ished and the real estate companies have got their money and left. TVA puts up signs
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telling us that cutting blown-down trees for firewood is a violation subject to a $10,000 fine or
imprisonment, but real estate developers can cut thousands of dollars worth of trees and
skin off acres of land with impunity.

Comment by: 1 survey comment

Comment: Three years ago we knew a property owner who wanted to sell his house. He
could not see the lake very well from the house, so he went down there and cut all the trees
on the TVA property line. He did not just cut the trees down and dispose of them. He
carried them all out in the middle of the lake and turned them loose. | reported this to TVA,
and TVA sent someone to look at the situation, but he said, “I do not see the problem you
described.” The TVA employee only drove to the violator’s house and talked with him,
without looking at the area from a boat. He told me he would have the violator plant a few
selected hardwoods on the shoreland. Today those trees have still not been planted, and
TVA has not done one thing about that problem. But they are now telling us that they will
tear down our docks if they do not like the way they look. TVA only talks about standards,
regulations, and enforcement but takes no action.

Comment by: Bob Orrell

Comment: Jtis my observance that the TVA rules for shoreline management are not
uniformly enforced, not enforced regularly, and property owner complaints are seldom acted
on. In many cases rules are not really practical for the situation, or not clearcut, and this, in
turn, discourages a property owner from applying for a permit through TVA. For example, |
received a permit to build a permanent pier with a floating boat dock. Approval was granted
without problems and in a reasonable time. However, | also requested permission to build a
storage shed below the 1044, at about the 1030 (I own to the 1020), but was restricted, in
accordance with TVA rules, to a 25-square-foot floor area. This is not a very serviceable
size for storing much and walking/working space. Yet a neighboring lot owner can build a
20-by-40-foot permanent concrete pavilion below the 1044 line, but above the 1020 line,
while another neighboring property owner can install a 40-foot house trailer at about the
1030 for use each weekend, along with his floating boat dock. It would appear that if | had
not requested a permit, | could very easily have built a more useable storage shed, in the
10-by-8-foot range, without anyone saying a thing. When | purchased my property, | was
verbally given TVA rules about filling in below the 1044 and cutting trees of certain sizes
below the 1020, etc. However, | have noted over the last couple years that if a developer
wants to build a road to the water, he bulldozes any size tree he wants, regardless of the
contour line, and pushes it into the water, and nothing is said by TVA.

Comment by:  William C. Noell, Jr., Jerry Wyatt, Mrs. Jerry Wyatt

Comment: On Wilson Lake many structures have been permitted inappropriately. The TVA
representatives claim that TVA is only a permitting agency and does not enforce. As a
result, many lots have been destroyed because proper construction was not enforced. Poor
permitting decisions have resulted in docks which are too large and consequently restrict
adjacent land owners from accessing the water. Some lots are being cleared of vegetation
around the shoreline so that man-made waterfalls and concrete terraces can be constructed.
This disturbs the natural habitat and detracts from the natural beauty of the shoreline. What
is causing this? Why are TVA representatives not using good judgment?

Comment by: 3 survey comments

Comment: TVA policies on allowable structures and erosion control conflict; for example,
TVA recommends riprap or retaining walls to control erosion, but their current policy does
not approve retaining wall construction.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Comment: TVA maintains an inconsistent policy in this area, with some seawall/riprap
structures allowed and others disallowed. For enhanced erosion control, all of these struc-
tures should be encouraged and permitted, including those in the so-called public access
areas.

Comment by: Robert K. Maxon

Comment: After review of your materials, | agree that TVA's preferred Alternative C1 would
be the best overall for those concerned, if TVA has a good enforcement provision and
follows through with their part. | have heard of a lack of follow-through in enforcement in our
neighborhood, which allows citizens to feel it is better to ask forgiveness from TVA than to
ask or pay for permission to follow the rules or law. Admonition and after-the-fact permits
are good for very minor violations, but maximum fines and/or jail time for each occurrence of
noncompliance is best for other violations after adequate notification. There have always
been three steps in advancing wanted provisions in any guideline or law. The first is engi-
neering, the second is education, and the third is enforcement. | am sure you are aware of
this rule of the three Es. You have done an excellent job of the first two in your proposal,
and | would think it would be a waste if you did not follow through with more and better
enforcement than what has been told or evidenced in the past. What | read in the proposal
and hear on the news leads me to think you desire changes for the better of all, but only with
volunteer compliance or selective enforcement to those who are the easiest to confront. If
this is to be the case, then | would propose Alternative C2 or, better, Alternative D.

Comment by: James M. Ross

Comment: TVA does not have the manpower or the money to adequately enforce their
present guidelines pertaining to 26a permits, and no evidence is offered that the proposed
standards would be better enforced or any easier to enforce. Even if the fees were adopted,
it appears that TVA would be in no better position to adequately evaluate, patrol, and
enforce all the additional requirements.

Comment by: 6 survey comments

Comment: In the past, | have contacted TVA regarding activities conducted by a neighbor
which | thought were having an adverse effect on water quality, but | have received little
positive result. | have concerns about the enforcement of any of the regulations TVA puts
into effect. What would be the penalties?

Comment by: 1 evaluation form comment (Harriman, TN)

Comment: A couple of years ago on Boone Lake an individual applied for a license to build
a dock, but he built one three times the size of what he applied for. TVA did nothing about it,
and it is still there today. So I do not know what enforcement you have currently, but it is
certainly not working. And | am not sure if what TVA is proposing is going to work better.
The average price of a home on Boone Lake today is huge, and those individuals can
certainly afford a $1,000 fine if that is all it will be. If there is not more enforcement than that,
I think it is a waste of time and money.

Comment by: Jim Richardson

Comment: TVA has difficulty policing all of its land now, and | do not see how the situation
can improve. For instance, | do not see how TVA can police and control some of the public
ramps. They say it is TVA land, but they do not want to maintain it because it is too far
away. | suggested the people at the dam lock some of the public launch ramps. TVA also
has various problems associated with erosion, including four-wheeling in the winter.

Comment by: Scotty Long
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1207 Comment: In the past TVA’s Land Management staff has not always been very useful.
When we ask if we can cut this tree or do this or that, we get an answer like: “Well, you have
to apply.” When we ask if there are any general regulations under which you operate that
cover this, we are told, “Every case is different, and so we cannot really give you a general
rule.” A lot of people have had this same experience. So, to think of TVA promoting a more
powerful, scaled-up activity makes some of us squeamish.

Comment by: John Shacter

1208 Comment: [ believe there must be guidelines established and enforced. TVA has been
guilty of having no consistent policy. When | built my dock ten years ago, | was told that it
could be no longer than 40 feet. | was permitted to use riprap but could not build a retaining
wall. The next year my neighbor built a concrete block wall, and | know of numerous
examples of monstrous structures in size and length. Where have the rules gone? With a
background like that, it is very difficult to envision an enlarged bureaucratic force with
extensive regulations.

Comment by: Donald W. Reeves

Response: TVA recognizes the importance of enforcement activities. TVA does not have the author-
ity, like other federal land management agencies, to issue citations for all unauthorized activities. TVA
seeks compensation for illegally cut trees, but the agency does not have authority to seek fines for
unpermitted structures and dilapidated docks. TVA agrees that broad citation authority would discour-
age unauthorized activities and provide an effective means for dealing with violations. However, SMI
will not result in TVA receiving any additional enforcement authority. This must come from Congress.

Any standards adopted through SMI would be incorporated into TVA's Section 26a and property
management regulations. This step should result in more consistent enforcement in the future.

Currently, TVA conducts shoreline inspections to evaluate the condition of private water-use facilities
and to identify violations and encroachments on TVA property. TVA asks owners to repair dilapidated
structures or make necessary changes to bring the facilities into compliance with TVA standards and
guidelines for shoreline construction. Owners are asked to remove structures that are unauthorized
or beyond repair. Facilities that are not in compliance are posted with a notice asking owners to
either repair or remove the structure. If the owner cannot be located or refuses to comply with these
requests within a reasonable time frame (usually 30 to 60 days), TVA can use its authority under
Section 26a of the TVA Act to revoke the permit, remove the structure and bill the owner for the
associated expenses, and/or file a civil lawsuit.

Owners and real estate developers are not given special permission to clearcut vegetation on TVA
lands. Developers are encouraged to make TVA aware of proposed developments and to work with
TVA to create shoreline management plans that protect natural resources, while providing adjacent
land owners reasonable access to the water. TVA takes court action to recover its costs and the
value of vegetation and trees that are illegally cut. In many cases, TVA also requires other site-
restoration measures. TVA Land Management Offices appreciate receiving reports of suspected
problems.

1209 Comment: TVA Police should be allowed to patrol the shoreline for all violations not
covered by 26a permits.

Comment by: 1 survey comment
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Comment: Local and state patrols are more efficient and less costly than TVA Police. We
also have the TWRA, U.S. Coast Guard, and lo