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Duck River Development Agency 

Comprehensive Regional Water Supply Plan 

 

Meeting Minutes 
Workshop No. 3 

Henry Horton State Park  

December 9, 2009 

 
Meeting Participants 
 

Name Organization E-Mail Telephone 

George Rest O’Brien & Gere (OBG) restgb@obg.com 
 

301.731.1160 

Tom Dumm OBG dummte@obg.com 
 

301.731.1162 

Doug Murphy Duck River Agency (DRA) doug@duckriveragency.org 
 

931.684.7820 

Linda Justice Duck River Agency (DRA) linda@duckriveragency.org 
 

931.684.7820 

Justin Adams Trauger & Tuke jadams@tntlaw.net 
 

615.256.8585 

Kelly Powell CPWS kelly.powell@cpws.com 
 

931.375.7646 

Steve Alexander US Fish & Wildlife Service steven_alexander@fws.gov 
 

931.528.6481 

Joanne Pogue Duck River Board (DRB) jpogue_2000@yahoo.com 
 

931.381.2169 

Paul Myatt DRB  931.670.0682 

Eugene Crowell DRB crowelle@bellsouth.net 
 

931.684.6483 

Ryan Owens TDEC ryan.owens@tn.gov 
 

931.490.3941 

Elaine Boyd TDEC  Elaine.Boyd@tn.gov 
 

615.532.0288 

Scott Young Tullahoma Utilities Board (TUB) syoung@tub.net 931.455.4515 

Brian Skelton TUB bskelton@tub.net 931.455.4515 

Rodney Knight US Geological Survey rrknight@usgs.gov 
 

615.837.4731 

Kim Elkin TWRA kimberly.elkin@tn.gov 
 

615.781.6643 

Steven Barnes TVA sebarnes@tva.gov 
 

423.751.6436 

Mark Williams Columbia WWTP mwilliams@columbiatn.com 
 

931.560.1013 
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Name Organization E-Mail Telephone 

    

Jim Clark CPWS jim.clark@cpws.com 
 

931.375.7601 

Marjorie Collier Duck River Watershed Association / 
Friends of Short Springs 

marcollier@lighttube.net 
 

931.455.4186 

Marie Stringer The Nature Conservancy mstringer@tnc.org 
 

615.383.9909 

Leslie Colley The Nature Conservancy lcolley@tnc.org 
 

931.840.8881 

Gina Hancock The Nature Conservancy ghancock@tnc.org 
 

615.383.9909 

Sally Palmer The Nature Conservancy spalmer@tnc.org 
 

615.383.9909 

Lee Morrison DRB morr2142@bellsouth.net 
 

931.359.2558 

Paul Davis TDEC paul.estill.davis@tn.gov 
 

615.532.0632 

Brian McCrodden HydroLogics bmccrodden@hydrologics.net 
 

919.856.1288 

Lee Keck TDEC lee.keck@tn.gov 
 

615.532.0517 

David Money TDEC david.money@tn.gov 
 

931.840.4172 

Tom Puckett HB&TS Utility District, Williamson 
County 

tpuckett_hbts@bellsouth.net 
 

615.794.7796 

Larry Jones DRB larry417@att.net 
 

931.359.1355 

Kenneth Carr Lewisburg Water & Wastewater kenneth@lewisburgwater.org 
 

931.359.6831 

Richard Young BDY Environmental ryoung@bdy-inc.com 
 

615.772.6327 

Richard Quin Duck River Watershed Association rquin@bellsouth.net 
 

931.797.5541 

Martin Davis BCUD bcudgm@bellsouth.net 
 

931.684.1667 

Ed Penrod Local resident  931.388.7131 

Don Safer Tennessee Environmental Council dsafer@comcast.net 
 

615.354.0505 

David McKinney TWRA dave.mckinney@state.tn.us 
 

615.781.6575 

Eugene Ray  Bedford County Mayor eraycountymayor@bellsouth.net 
 

931.684.7944 

Michael Bradley USGS mbradley@usgs.gov 
 

615.837.4703 

Michael Eiffe TVA maeiffe@tva.gov 
 

865.632.3074 
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Name Organization E-Mail Telephone 

Daniel Murphy CPWS dmurphy@ffslaw.net 
 

931.388.0832 

Caryl Giles City of Spring Hill cgiles@springhilltn.org 
 

931.384.0626 

Neil Loeffler NLLA/DRUC lefler@cafes.net 
 

931.393.3539 

Gary Springston TVA glsprington@tva.gov 
 

423.751.7336 

Joe Bishop CTI Engineers, Inc. jbishop@ctiengr.com 
 

615.834.8300 

Jerry Hightower CTI Engineers, Inc. jhightower@ctiengr.com 
 

423.267.7613 

Joe Brooks III DRWA  931.619.4423 

Ben Smith Marshall County Farmer TACIR Staff bensmith@united.net 
 

931.364.7312 

Tom Moss TDEC tom.moss@tn.gov 
 

615.532.0190 

 

Attachments:  Agenda, MS PowerPoint presentation 

 

A summary of the discussion follows: 

 

Needs Assessment 

• Participant comment: When computing the safe yield for Normandy Reservoir, using 

a maximum drawdown to Elevation 840 ft for planning purposes is unacceptable due 

to impact on recreation and degradation of water quality in Normandy Reservoir.  

Using 850 ft as the maximum drawdown for Normandy Reservoir is much better. 

• Participant comment: Does the water demand projection include full buildout of the 

industrial parks?  Team response: No. 

• Participant comment: What would the river deficit look like if Columbia’s modeling 

constraint was set to 105 cfs or 110 cfs instead of 125 cfs as a weekly average? 

Team response: 100 cfs is the instantaneous minimum flow so the analyses used 125 

cfs as a weekly average target.  Additional modeling runs can be conducted to 

present the deficits for 105 cfs and 110 cfs weekly average targets.  Modeling runs 

were conducted for 135 cfs and 150 cfs weekly average targets at Columbia which 

yield about 1 BG to 3 BG of deficit.    

• Participant comment: It is important to document the daily need or duration of the 

deficit in the reliable capacity column which currently reflects the annual volume 

requirement. Team response: The number of days of deficit in each year of the 

period of record will be identified. 
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• Participant comment: Will there be a written document explaining the key points in 

the Needs Assessment? Team response: Yes.  We are waiting on some additional 

information on water demands and then we can finalize the Needs Assessment. 

• Participant comment: There are concerns about cultural impacts with some 

alternatives and whether they are addressed in the implementability criteria.  An 

impact could occur that might not be reflected in the permitting process.  Consider 

changing “environmental benefits” criteria to “environmental” to allow the inclusion 

of environmental impacts.  Environmental impacts will be addressed under the 

permitting aspects of the Implementability criteria, but may not cause a delay in 

the project.  Team response:  We want to make sure we do not double count the 

impacts, and we will consider changing the definition for the environmental benefits 

criteria.  

 

Alternatives 

• Alternative #1 – Water Efficiency Measures 
� Participant comment: The “up to 30% reduction” in the alternative 

description is not a realistic goal for water efficiency.  Could show a range 

of 10% to 30% for potential reduction in water demand.  The high range in 

the estimate is not applicable for Duck River utilities because EPA protocol 

includes utilities that have lots of room for improvements (i.e., systems with 

no water metering in place, etc.) and the Duck River utilities have 

implemented these measures. 

� Participant comment: Current regulations already require that utilities have 

water efficiency plans in place.  Utilities have no authority to enforce water 

conservation.  Realistic expectation is 5% savings for water efficiency. 

� Participant comment: Regarding full cost pricing for water, Tennessee 

utilities include depreciation in the rate schedule.  

� Participant comment: Water conservation is voluntary and that should be 

noted under implementability criteria. 

� Participants agreed that this is a Baseline Alternative. 

 
• Alternative #2 – Increase Normandy Reservoir Release to Meet Columbia 

Constraint Without Raising Dam or Pool Levels 
� Participant comment: Consider changing the title from “modify” to 

“increase”.  Team response: Title changed subsequent to workshop.    

� Participant comment: This alternative should be fatally flawed.  It does not 

add storage for the region and relies on the Normandy Reservoir as the sole 

source of supply to meet the projected needs.  This alternative is not 

acceptable because it unfairly burdens the reservoir users with problems in 

the downstream segment.  
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� Participant comment: This alternative would put the reservoir and river 

system in the same condition as in the drought of 2007. 

� Participant comment: The additional impact on recreation associated with 

drawdown in Normandy Reservoir should not be considered as an issue 

because the drought of record is such a severe and infrequent occurrence. 

� Participant comment: The Normandy Reservoir- Duck River system survived 

the drought of 2007. 

� There was disagreement among workshop participants regarding whether to 

fatally flaw this alternative so additional information will be provided. 

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 

 

• Alternative #3 – Regional Drought Management Plan 
� Participant comment: Change title to Regional Drought Management Plan.  

Team response: Title changed subsequent to workshop. 

� Participant comment: Based on experience from the 2007 drought, the 

water utilities got little or no help from the State agencies.  The water 

utilities support development of a drought management plan, but Agencies 

need to react faster than in 2007 to preserve water in the Normandy 

Reservoir-Duck River system. 

� TDEC will require each water utility on the Duck River to have a separate 

drought management plan and the plans will reflect the need for 

collaboration during a drought.   

� Participant comment: An alternative rule curve could be used for Normandy 

Reservoir during drought periods rather than instituting a permanent rule 

curve. 

� Participants agreed that this is a Baseline Alternative. 

 

• Alternative #4 – Optimize Releases from Normandy Reservoir 
� Modeling assumes that we can better match releases from Normandy 

Reservoir to meet the target at Shelbyville.  Options to better match 

releases and flow targets might include installation of additional stream 

gages, dam controls, instrumentation, etc.  Automatic control is a possibility 

that should be investigated.  Need to define a reasonable mode of operation 

from TVA’s perspective.   

� Participant comment: Combine this alternative with changing from 

instantaneous to average weekly or daily flow constraints at Shelbyville or 

Columbia. 

� Participants agreed that this is a Baseline Alternative. 
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• Alternative #5 – Raise Normandy Reservoir Winter/Spring Pool Level Without 
Raising Dam 

� Participant comment: The USACE has good tools for presenting impacts due 

to flooding. 

� Participant comment: Normandy Reservoir was built for flood control. 

� Participant comment: Would power of attorney (i.e., eminent domain) be 

required to acquire additional land downstream? 

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 

 

• Alternative #6 – Modify Normandy Reservoir Flood Rule Curve 
� Participant comment: Revise text for alternative to identify that it “will” 

increase flooding due to a reduction in flood storage. 

� Participant comment: Need more detail about flooded areas and impacts in 

order to make a decision. 

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 

 

• Alternative #7 – Reduce Irrigation Withdrawals 
� Participants agreed with a fatal flaw designation for this alternative. 

 

• Alternative #8 – Modify River Constraints to Preserve Storage in Normandy 
Reservoir 

� Participant comment: Reducing the flow constraint at Shelbyville could 

ultimately increase the deficiency at Columbia.  TDEC identified that 

changing the constraints at Shelbyville and Columbia are not mutually 

exclusive. 

� Participant comment: Are we mandated to provide 100 cfs at Columbia?  

TDEC identified that Normandy releases water to meet the Shelbyville 

constraint not Columbia.  TVA identified that the goal of Normandy 

Reservoir’s operation is based on maintaining flow at Shelbyville. 

� Participant comment: The flow numbers could be changed in the future. 

� Participant comment:  The technical memorandum should include a detailed 

explanation of river constraints. 

� Participant comment: Lots of improvements are already in place or are taking 

place at the WWTPs because of USEPA requirements or guidelines.   

� Participant comment: Flow requirements could be altered with improved 

wastewater treatment that reduces nitrogen levels.  However, wastewater 

assimilation is not the only consideration.  Consequently, wastewater 

improvements may not lead to a reduction in flow constraints. 
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� Participant comment: Goal should be to obtain the highest quality of water 

for all needs. 

� Participant comment: Regarding driver for wastewater improvements, Tysons 

is subject to more stringent industry guidelines and Shelbyville made 

improvements to reduce nutrients in order to avoid nitrogen toxicity.   

� Participant comment: If the Columbia constraint is not met and the 

Shelbyville constraint is met, will a release from Normandy Reservoir be 

enacted?  Will releases to meet the Columbia constraint eventually become 

the new operating policy?  If so, making releases from Normandy Reservoir 

to meet the Columbia constraint actually becomes the “No Action” 

alternative at some point in the future. 

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 

 

• Alternative #9 – Raise Normandy Dam 
� State Designated Natural Area at Short Springs would be impacted at about 

2 ft above the current pool level.  Alternative could be phased in by changing 

the pool level as needed if the dam was raised.     

� Participant comment: How much additional private land is needed?  Team 

response: Approximately 50 acres.  Eminent domain may be needed to 

acquire permanent flood easements. 

� Participant comment: Impacts to roads and bridges near Normandy 

Reservoir should be considered. 

� Participant comment: This alternative offers the advantage of additional 

flood storage. 

� Participant comment: Is reference to obtaining permit “likely” an accurate 

statement?  Team response: Five years ago a study was conducted on this 

alternative and the ability to obtain a permit was discussed.  TVA identified 

that the permits could be obtained and recommended this alternative in the 

2000 DEIS. 

� This alternative and the other three alternatives from 2000 DEIS plus the 

Tennessee River pipeline alternative are designated required alternatives 

and their status will be determined in future stages of the project. 

 
• Alternative #10 – Improve DRUC Intake  

� Participant comment: Consider this alternative as part of Alternative #2. 

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 
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• Alternative #11 – Construct Second DRUC Intake  
� Participant comment: Consider this alternative as part of Alternative #2. 

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 

 

• Alternative #12 – Construct Fountain Creek Reservoir 
� Participant comment: Constructing Fountain Creek Reservoir will require 

knowledge of water losses and locations in the reservoir area. If water goes 

underground due to karst topography it may not be available for storage in 

the reservoir. 

� This alternative and the other three alternatives from 2000 DEIS plus the 

Tennessee River pipeline alternative are designated required alternatives 

and their status will be determined in future stages of the project. 

 

• Alternative #13 – Construct Fountain Creek Reservoir with Downstream Release 
� Participant comment: Modify title to clarify what is meant by “run-of-the-

creek” reference.  Team response:  Title changed subsequent to workshop. 

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 

 

• Alternative #14 – Upgrade Existing Columbia City Dam to Allow Releases 
� Participants agreed with a fatal flaw designation for this alternative. 

 

• Alternative #15 – Build Offstream Storage Reservoir along Duck River 
� Participant comment: This alternative appears to be fatally flawed. 

� Participant comment: Could hydroelectric facilities be added to an 

offstream impoundment to make this a better option? 

� A 5 BG reservoir with an average depth of 30 ft would need roughly 500 

acres.  

� Participant comment:  What is meant by the term “offstream”? Team 

response: Offstream refers to construction of a dam on a small stream or in 

an area where the possibility of impacting wetlands is minimal.  The reservoir 

would “skim” high flows from the Duck River for refill and would provide 

storage during drought events. 

� Participant comment:  Are there areas suitable for offstream storage?  

Team response: There are areas along the Duck River that would be suitable.  

The site would likely have a very small drainage area.     

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 
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• Alternative #16 – Utilize Quarries 
� Records for the Belfast and Hardison Mill Quarries have been requested. 

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 

 

• Alternative #17 – Construct Pipeline from Tennessee River 
� Need to identify whether the pipeline would extend to the Columbia WTP or 

the Duck River at the Columbia pool. 

� Participant comment: Has the water quality of the Tennessee River been 

reviewed? TVA identified at the workshop that the water quality in the 

Tennessee River is very good.   

� Participant comment: Is this an interbasin transfer?  Team response: No.  

The intake would be located in the immediate vicinity of the confluence of 

the Duck River and the Tennessee River so water withdrawals would be 

returned to their origin. 

� Participant comment:  It needs to be pointed out that pumping from the 

Tennessee River would only take place in drought years. 

� Participant comment: It is important to note that this alternative is drought 

proof.    

� This alternative and the four alternatives from 2000 DEIS are designated 

required alternatives and their status will be determined in future stages of 

the project. 

 

• Alternative #18 – Construct Pipeline from Tims Ford Reservoir 
� This alternative and the other three alternatives from 2000 DEIS plus the 

Tennessee River pipeline alternative are designated required alternatives 

and their status will be determined in future stages of the project. 

 

• Alternative #19 – Discharge Arnold Cooling Water to Duck River 
� Revise description of the alternative to include reference to Woods 

Reservoir and the 57 MG holding tank. 

� Additional information will be collected on this alternative. 

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 

 

• Alternative #20 – Purchase Water from Nearby Systems 
� Participant comment: Water will have to be treated again due to likelihood 

of disinfection byproducts formed due to long travel times. 
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� Participant comment: Smaller version of alternative could be used to serve 

Williamson County or some partial area in the initial years of the planning 

period. 

� Include interbasin transfer in the implementability criteria.   

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 

 

• Alternative #21 – Utilize Groundwater Resources 
� Based on USGS studies, there would not be a sufficient quantity of water 

available to meet the need especially during drought years. In addition, the 

Duck River is closely connected to groundwater aquifers and groundwater 

withdrawals could cause a reduction in river flow.  

� Participants agreed with a fatal flaw designation for this alternative. 

 

• Alternative #22 – Pump Treated Water from Columbia to WWTP to Columbia Dam 
� Participant comment: Not supportive of this alternative because of the issue 

with potential flow vs. real flow.  This alternative would require a detailed 

discussion of what problem this alternative solves. 

� Identify need for upgrade to Columbia WWTP and potential cost. 

� Revise the description of the alternative to identify that pumping would only 

be necessary during drought conditions. 

� Participant comment: Could we do a pumpback similar to this at Shelbyville? 

� TDEC identified that they would not necessarily be opposed to the idea of 

pumping treated wastewater to a point downstream of the existing Columbia 

Dam. 

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 

 

• Alternative #23 – Construct New Water Intake for Maury County at River Mile 163 
� Participants agreed with a fatal flaw designation for this alternative. 

 

• Alternative #24 – Construct New Water Intake for Maury County at River Mile 108 
� This alternative and the other three alternatives from 2000 DEIS plus the 

Tennessee River pipeline alternative are designated required alternatives 

and their status will be determined in future stages of the project. 

 

• Alternative #25 – Construct New Water Intake at River Mile 108 and Pump Back to 
Columbia Dam Pool 

� Participant comment: It would be informative to know the flow in the Duck 

River at River Mile 108 near Williamsport when pumping occurs.  
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� Participant comment:  When would this alternative be operated?  Team 

response: Pumping would only occur on an as-needed basis. 

� Revise title to identify that the discharge is to the Columbia Pool. Team 

response:  Title changed subsequent to workshop. 

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 

 

• Alternative #26 – Construct Infrastructure to Return Treated Water from 
Tullahoma WWTP to Normandy Reservoir 

� Participant comment: Could Tullahoma get water from another source?  Team 

response: Tullahoma is on a ridge between the Duck River and the Elk River 

basins and it just happens that the wastewater plant is located in the Elk 

River basin.  It is appropriate that Tullahoma gets its water from Normandy 

Reservoir in the Duck River basin. 

� Participant comment: The cooling water from Arnold could be used to offset 

the loss of water from the Duck River through the Tullahoma WWTP.  Team 

response: The wastewater flow would occur every day whereas the Arnold 

Cooling Water discharge may be periodic.  Additional information will be 

obtained for Arnold cooling water.  

� The status of this alternative is to be determined in future stages of the 

project. 


