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SUMMARY SHEET FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Greensboro-Guilford County, North Carolina
Horsepen Creek Interceptor
Project No. C-37036901

Draft )
Final (X)
Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV
345 Courtland Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
1. Type of Action: Administrative Action (X)

Legislative )

2. Brief Description of Proposed Action:

This Environmental Impact Statement was prepared in response
to the proposed action of awarding grant funds to Guilford County,
North Carolina for the purpose of developing a wastewater treat-
ment system to service the Greensboro-Guilford County area of
which the Horsepen Creek Interceptor is a part. The project con-
sists of the necessary facilities to transport wastewater from
the Horsepen Creek basin to the City of Greensboro wastewater
collection system for treatment. All of the Horsepen Creek
watershed and Lake Brandt, both of which are located entirely in

Guilford County, North Carolina, will be potentially affected by
the proposed action.

Physically, the proposed action consists of abandoning all
lift stations in the Horsepen Creek basin except the Albert Pick
lift station; construction of the Horsepen Creek interceptor and
collectors running to the abandoned lift stations; construction
of a new lift station and force main near U.S. Highway 220 to
transfer Horsepen Creek interceptor wastewater to the North
Buffalo Creek (NBC) collection system, and construction of a
new force main from the Albert Pick lift station to transfer
Deep River tributary wastewater tc & new outfall discharging
to the South Buffalo Creek (SBC) collection system. All lines

are sized to serve the existing population in the Horsepen Creek
basin.

The proposed action will provide for:

(1) the elimination of the present system of lift
stations and force mains in the area,

iv



(2) a new collection system providing for transfer
of existing wastewater flows in Horsepen Creek
basin to the City of Greensboro wastewater
collection system, and

(3) sewering of areas with failing septic tanks.

3. Summary of Major Environmental Impacts

Direct adverse impacts associated with the proposed action
are minor. Construction of the interceptor system will cause
short-term, minor stream siltation and increased airborne par-
ticulates. Some natural vegetation will also be destroyed,
continuing a trend to habitat fragmentation. Certain individuals
will be subjected to temporary noise levels that exceed accept-
able thresholds. Low density development with widespread septic
tank use, as opposed to high density development with full sani-
tary sewerage, will be promoted. This will tend to lessen the
deleterious effects of urban runoff on Horsepen Creek and ulti-
mately on Lake Brandt.: Likewise, the proposed action will en-
courage adequate growth management planning measures be adopted
and current regulations be strictly enforced by local officials.
This is necessary to ensure that contamination of the City of
Greensboro's water supply in Lake Brandt does not occur as a
result of expected growth in the Horsepen Creek watershed.

Significant adverse secondary impacts include an unavoidable
lowering of water quality in Horsepen Creek due to urbanization.
These potential impacts would be much more severe under the future
service alternative than under the chosen action which limits
growth in the area to low density septic tank development. Land
use changes accompanying increased urbanization will virtually
eliminate farmland and forested areas in the basin, and reduced
sediment loads to Horsepen Creek may promote eutrophication in
Lake Brandt. Concentrations of pollutants in stormwater runoff,
especially lead, will increase as urbanization of the basin oc-
curs, which may result in unacceptably high levels of pollutants
in Lake Brandt. Arsenic levels may increase as well if its con-
centration in Lake Brandt is dependent on pH of inflowing waters.

Major beneficial impacts include elimination of the present
system of lift stations and force mains in the basin which have
occasionally surcharged in the past. Many poorly designed or
malfunctioning septic tank systems in current use will be eli-
minated. Finally, this project will promote the development of
planning measures for orderly urban growth in the Horsepen Creek
basin which are necessary to protect the City of Greensboro's

water supply in Lake Brandt.



4. Summary of Alternatives Considered

The EIS process identified six (6) system alternatives for
this project. These alternatives were subjected to a multilevel
evaluation process (involving environmental, engineering, legal
and cost constraints) and inputs from the Greensboro-Horspen
Creek EIS Advisory Committee. Alternatives 1 through 4 can be
sized to serve either existing or future development.

Alternative 1 - abandon all lift stations in Horsepen Creek
basin except Albert Pick 1ift station; construction of Horsepen
Creek (HC) interceptor and collection lines to abandoned lift
stations; construction of new lift station and force main near
U.S. Highway 220 to transfer wastewater from HC interceptor to
North Buffalo Creek (NBC) collection system.

Alternative 2 - abandon all lift stations in HC basin except
Albert Pick Iift station; construction of HC interceptor and col-
lection lines to abandoned lift stations; construction of a new
force main from Albert Pick lift station to new outfall discharg-
ing to South Buffalo Creek (SBC) collection system; construction
of new lift station and force main near U.S. Highway 220 to trans-
fer HC interceptor wastewater to NBC collection system.

Alternative 3 - abandon all 1lift stations in the HC basin ex-
cept Stage Coach Trail, Wagon Wheel, and Albert Pick lift sta-
tions; Stage Coach Trail 1lift station will transfer wastewater to
SBC collection system; construction of HC interceptor from Fleming
Road-New Garden Road intersection to U.S. Highway 220 and collec~
tion lines to abandoned lift stations; construction of new lift

station and force main near U.S. Highway 220 to transfer HC inter-
ceptor wastewater to NBC collection system.

Alternative 4 - abandon all lift stations in HC basin except
Stage Coach Trail, Wagon Wheel, and Albert Pick lift stations;
Stage Coach Trail 1ift station will transfer wastewater to SBC
collection system; construction of new force main from Albert
Pick 1ift station to new outfall discharging to SBC collection
system; construction of HC interceptor from Fleming Road-New
Garden Road intersection to U.S. Highway 220 and collection lines
to abandoned lift stations; construction of new 1lift station and

force main near U.S. Highway 220 to transfer HC interceptor waste-
water to NBC collection system.

Alternative 5 - No Action - maintain existing HC collection
system; new wastewater sources in excess of capacity must be ac-
commodated by septic tank systems.

Alternative 6 - Modified No Action - construction of new force
main from Albert Pick 1ift station to new outfall discharging to
SBC collection system; existing HC collection system will be main-
tained and operated with the addition of standby power.
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5. Comments on the Draft Statement Were Received From the

FoIlowing:

Federal Agencies

Army Corps of Engineers

Department of the Interior

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Federal Energy Regulatory Agency

United States Department of Agriculture

State
North Carolina Division of Policy Development

Local

Superintendent of Schools: Guilford County

Mayor: Greensboro

Assistant Director of Public Works: Greensboro

Advisory Board for Environmental Quality: Guilford
County ? K

Commissioner: Guilford County

Chairman of the Board: Guilford County Commissioners
Guilford County Soil and Water Conservation District
Greensboro-High Point Airport Authority

3

Interested Groups

Audubon Society: T. Gilbert Pearson Chapter
Sierra Club: Joseph Le Conte Chapter
Environmental Action Coalition

Greensboro Chamber of Commerce

Board of Realtors

League of Women Voters

Greensboro-High Point Homebuilders Association

Individuals

Jack Jezorek
Mazie J. Levenson
R.H. Souther

6. Data Made Available to OER and the Public

The Final Environmental Impact Statement was made available
to OER and the Public in August 1979.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for
Greensboro-Guilford County, North Carolina, Horsepen Creek in-
terceptor supplements the Draft EIS (DEIS) issued in September,
1978. The FEIS has been prepared in accordance with the Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Guidelines, at 40 CFR 1500, and
with EPA's 40 CFR 6 and requirements of the North Carolina Depart-
ment of Natural Resources and Community Development (DNRCD). The
FEIS fulfills the agencies' responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (PL 91-190) and the North Carolina
Environmental Policy Act of 1972 and EPA's regulations for en-
vironmental review Section 306 of construction grant applications.
While this summary document is intended to be comprehensive, the
supporting information furnished with the Draft EIS (RA-R-671)
should be reviewed and is incorporated here by reference.

This FEIS contains four major items of information.
The first is Chapter 2 which contains a summary of the detailed

environmental analysis conducted for the DEIS. The second item,

a description of the more significant recent revisions and addi-
tions to the information base on which the agencies' decision

was founded, is included as Chapter 3. (This chapter deals with

the substantive issues only, and is not intended to be a compila-~

tion of corrections of typographical and other recognized minor

errors.) Chapter 4 presents the responses to public review and

comments on the DEIS. Copies of written communications and the

transcript of the public hearing are presented in Appendixes A

and B. Lastly Chapter 5 describes the final agency decision and

its rationale and includes the conditons required for Step 2 of
the construction grants process.
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In accordance with the regulations, a thirty-day re-
view and comment period will exist after publication of this
Final EIS and its filing with the OER. A conditional construc-
tion grant offer to Guilford County for funding Step 2 (detailed
engineering) of the proposed action described below is intended
after this public review period. Anyone receiving this document
who has not received a copy of the Draft may request one from:

Mr. John E. Hagan, Chief
Environmental Impact Statement Branch
Environmental Protection Agency

345 Courtland Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30308
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

The detailed envirommental analysis conducted for the
Draft EIS (RA-R-671) is summarized here to set the context for
the remainder of the Final EIS.

2.1 Existing Environment

For the purposes of this Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS), the study area includes all of the Horsepen Creek basin,
as shown in Figure 2-1. The total environment is divided into
natural and man-made aspects and each, while interactive, 1is
discussed separately. Supporting documentation is provided in
a Technical Reference Document (RA-R-507) and the Greensboro
Draft EIS (EN-R-618).

2.1.1 Natural Environment

The Horsepen Creek basin area has a temperate climate
with short, mild winters and long, hot summers. Precipitation
is abundant.

Air pollutant emissions of the adjacent Greensboro area
are typical of a moderately industrialized urban region. The
general quality of the Greensboro area is good with respect to
criteria pollutants. Guilford County has been designated an
Air Quality Maintenance Area for suspended particulates.

Community-wide odor problems do not exist in the Horse-
pen Creek basin.

The noise climate of the study area is typical of simi-

lar suburban areas in the United States. Residential areas are

2-1



[4

[4

FORSYTH CO.

ROCKINGHAM CO,

LAKE BRANDY

%
\

\*

\- e S Wi
\\\\\% Sl L)

af—‘"“

SCALE IN MILES

Figure 2-1. Location of the Horsepen Creek Study Area

‘00 3ONVAVIVY




characterized by low to moderate levels which, in most cases,
do not intrude upon outdoor activities. Higher noise levels
are present near major traffic arteries and the airport.

The topography of Guilford County is typical of the
Piedmont Plateau physiographic province in that it is gently rol-
ling in the uplands and somewhat more rugged near the major
streams. The bedrock of the county consists of igneous and
metamorphic rocks that are also typical of the Piedmont province.
The bedrock is overlain by a thick mantle of saprolite (soft,
weathered bedrock) in most of the county. The most important
geologic processes are ground-water recharge and flooding.

The soils of the Horsepen Creek basin are typical soils
of the piedmont uplands. Surface horizons are generally less
than one foot in thickness and are composed of brown or sandy
loam. Subsoils consist of red clay and are two to four feet in
thickness. The soils are mostly developed on deeply weathered
saprolite. Most of the Horsepen Creek soil series outside the
floodplain areas have phases that are considered prime farmland
soils. Nearly all of the soils in the study area are poorly

suited to septic tank use, primarily because of low permeability
in the subsoil horizon.

Horsepen Creek is the only stream in the study area.
The 7-day, 1l0-year low flow is less than 2 cubic feet per second
(efs), and average flow is approxiamtely 17 cfs. Biological
oxygen demand (BOD) levels are low and dissolved oxygen (DO)
levels are high, indicating the current high water quality in
Horsepen Creek. Some problems exist with high fecal coliform
levels possibly due to septic tank contamination. The stream
is presently classified for drinking water use with a Class A-II
rating by the State of North Carolina. Horsepen Creek is a major

water supply for Lake Brandt, a municipal water use reservoir for
the City of Greensboro.

Lake Brandt is considered moderately
eutrophic.

High turbidity which limits light penetration is
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probably responsible for preventing the growth of aquatic macro-
phytes or nuisance algal blooms, since adequate nutrient concen-
trations for excessive growth of aquatic flora are present in

the lake. Preservation of Horsepen Creek water quality is widely
perceived as a necessity in order to protect the Greensboro water
supply in Lake Brandt.

Because of the geologic setting of Guilford County,
major regional aquifers do not exist. However, shallow, low-
productivity water-table aquifers are present and serve as im-
portant water sources in rural areas. The ground water of these
aquifers occurs in pore spaces in the saprolite and in fractures
in the underlying bedroék. Recharge to the aquifers occurs in
the uplands, and discharge id to wells or as baseflow to the
streams. The total ground water available in the county is esti-
mated to be about 150 MGD, but only approximately 11 MGD is pre-
sently being used. Ground-water quality is generally good, except
for a high iron content in some areas. Ground-water quality
problems from septic tanks have been reported in the county.

The potential natural vegetation in the Horsepen Creek
area is a climax hardwood forest. Man's use of the area has re-
sulted in the establishment of a mixed oak-hickory-pine forest
type which is now fragmented by cultivated fields, old fields,
and urban areas. No virgin woodlands remain. About 38 percent
of the total land in the study area is forested with second growth
woodlands in various stages of succession.

Because man's use of the study area has fragmented the
natural vegetation, forest species have decreased while species
preferring disturbed habitats have increased. Small game animals
and game birds have benefitted from fragmentation of the wood-
lands. Other game animals such as whitetail deer and wild turkey
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have been practically eliminated. Species tolerant of or espe-

cially adapted to man's alterations in natural conditions are
generally characteristic of the area's fauna.

Sport fishing is restricted to Lake Brandt in the study

area; habitat adequate for game fish in Horsepen Creek is probably
restricted to a few small pools. However,

are numerous and diverse in Horsepen Creek.
in the Lake Brandt headwaters

benthic invertebrates
The freshwater marsh

represents a unique habitat in the
study area and is considered particularly sensitive to development.

No virgin woodland stands remain in the study area.

Three plant species are listed as ''threatened" throughout their

range in North Carolina. The southern rain orchid (Habenaria

flava), Nestronia (Nestronia umbellula), and ginseng are all
moist lowland species.

None of the mammals of Guilford County
are considered endangered. The Bald Eagle once nested in the
area and the Peregrine Falcon migrates through the region. Both
are considered endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The sharp-shinned hawk is considered threatened and is reported

to nest near Lake Brandt. Species which are sensitive in the

area because they are relictual populations or occur at the edge
of their range include the white-crowned sparrow, crescent shiner,
and an unidentified species of freshwater clam.

2.1.2 Man-Made Environment

The Horsepen Creek study area had an estimated 13,830
people in 1979 and is projected to have 18,700 in 2000. The
land use pattern is a mixture of low-density suburban develop-
ment along the eastern boundary, commercial, and industrial in

the southwestern portion, and agricultural and forest land along
the western boundary.
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The Greensboro area economy has grown since 1970 with
20,000 jobs created in Guilford County from 1970 to 1974. Unem-
ployment has been low in recent years (normally under four per-
cent). Manufacturing dominates the employment structure with
textile employment being conspicuously important. Employment in
manufacturing sectors such as wholesale/retail trade and services
has grown in recent years.

Greensboro and Guilford County are providing police
and fire protection, health care, education, waste disposal,
libraries, and other public services that are essential. Greens-
boro and Guilford County are financially sound governments, pay-
ing for their needs witl very little bonding required.

The Guilford County area has a rich cultural heritage
which is being enhanced and protected. National Register his-

toric sites are located in Greensboro and many buildings and
areas of historic value have been identified. Also, the area
may have archaeological resources, but they are not well known
at this time. Recreational resources are scattered throughout
the city and county.

As a focal point of North Carolina highways, Greensboro's
major thoroughfares are heavily used. Thoroughfares are planned
to relieve excess traffic loads as they develop, especially in
peripheral areas.

Duke Power Company will be able to meet the area's
energy requirements through the year 2000 as long as coal and
nuclear fuels are available. No major natural resources are.
being extracted in the study area.
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2.2 System Alternatives

All system alternatives were developed with the assump-
tion that an additional 4,870 people will move into the Horsepen
Creek basin over the next 20 years providing sanitary sewerage is
available. A total of six alternatives were considered, includ-
ing "No Action" and a 'Modified No Action" scheme. These alter-
natives were tested in a multilevel screening process involving
environmental, engineering, legal and cost constraints, and
inputs from the Greensboro-Horsepen Creek EIS Advisory Committee.
A summary of these alternatives follows. Alternatives 1 through
4 can be sized to serve either existing or future development.

Alternative 1 - abandon all lift stations in Horsepen
Creek basin except Albert Pick lift station; construction of
Horsepen Creek (HC) interceptor and collection lines to abandoned
lift stations; construction of new lift station and force main
near U.S. Highway 220 to transfer wastewater from HC interceptor
to North Buffalo Creek (NBC) collection system (see Figure 2-2).

Alternative 2 - abandon all lift stations in HC basin
except Albert Pick lift station; construction of HC interceptor
and collection lines to abandoned lift stations; construction of
a new force main from Albert Pick lift station to new outfall dis-
charging to South Buffalo Creek (SBC) collection system; con-
struction of new lift station and force main near U.S. Highway

220 to transfer HC interceptor wastewater to NBC collection sys-
tem. (see Figure 2-3).
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Alternative 3 - abandon all lift stations in HC basin
except Stage Coach Trail, Wagon Wheel, and Albert Pick lift sta-

tion; Stage Coach Trail lift station will transfer wastewater to
SBC collection system; construction of HC interceptor from Flem-
ing Road-New Garden Road intersection to U.S. Highway 220 and

collection lines to abandoned lift stations; construction of new
lift station and force main near U.S. Highway 220 to transfer HC
interceptor wastewater to NBC collection system (see Figure 2-4).

Alternative 4 - abandon all lift stations in HC basin
except Stage Coach Trail, Wagon Wheel, and Albert Pick lift sta-
tions; Stage Coach Trail:lift station will transfer wastewater

to SBC collection system; construction of new force main from
Albert Pick lift station to new outfall discharging to SBC col-
lection system; construction of HC interceptor from Fleming Road-
New Garden Road intersection to U.S. Highway 220 and collection
lines to abandoned lift stations; construction of new lift sta-
tion and force main near U.S. Highway 220 to transfer HC inter-
ceptor wastewater to NBC collection system.(see Figure 2-5).

Alternative 5-'"No Action' - maintain existing HC col-

lection system; new wastewater sources in excess of capacity
must be accommodated by septic tank systems (see Figure 2-6).

Alternative 6-''Modified No Action'' - construction of
new force main from Albert Pick lift station to new outfall dis-
charging to SBC collection system; existing HC collection system
will be maintained and operated with the addition of standby
power (see Figure 2-7).

2.3 Description of the Proposed Action

The proposed action for wastewater collection system
improvements in the Horsepen Creek basin is Alternative 2E (which
is sized for existing development only) and is composed of:
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. abandonment of all 1lift stations except
Albert Pick in HC basin,

+ construction of HC interceptor along the
creek and collection lines to abandoned
1ift stations to provide service to exist-
ing developed areas,

. construction of a new force main from the
Albert Pick 1lift station to transfer Deep
River tributary wastewater to a new outfall

discharging to the SBC collection system,
and |

+ ©construction of a new lift station and force
main near U.S. Highway 220 to transfer HC

interceptor wastewater to the NBC wastewater
collection system.

2.4 Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action

2.4.1 Natural Environment

Direct air quality impacts of the proposed action will
occur during the construction phase.

ticulates (TSP) are of any concern.

Only total suspended par-
A short-term increase in
TSP levels from fugitive dust emissions may be expected to occur.
Indirect impacts associated with the'predicted urbanization of

the Horsepen Creek area will be an elevation of ambient levels
of all the criteria air pollutants.

No adverse odor impacts are expected as a result of

the proposed action. A slight decrease in odor levels may occur

due to elimination of several 1ift stations that occasionally
surcharge.
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Noise levels in the area will increase during the con-
struction phase as a result of heavy equipment operation. Ambient
noise levels will increase gradually due to urbanization and at-
tendant increases in traffic, construction, etc.

No significant geological impacts are expected. Soil
will be lost due to erosion during construction of the intercep-
tor system. Urbanization of almost all prime farmland soils in
the area will be an indirect impact of this project. But this
land use change is expected to reduce soil loss due to erosion.

Ground-water supplies should not be affected appreciably
by this project. Total recharge in the area will be reduced
slightly due to the increases in impervious area expected as a
result of urbanization. Ground-water quality should not be ad-
versely affected if good engineering practices are used to pre-
vent exfiltration from the proposed sewer system, and the capacity
of the lines is not exceeded. Existing septic tank problem areas
will be provided with sewer service. The possibility of future
septic tank problems should be alleviated by strict enforcement
of the new Guilford County septic tank ordinance.

The major direct impacts of the project on surface
water quality will be improvements in quality due to the sewer-
ing of existing septic tank problem areas and the elimination of
the system of lift stations. A short-term increase in sediment
loads during construction is the major adverse direct impact.
Indirect impacts are related to the predicted increase in non-
point source pollution due to urbanization of the Horsepen Creek
watershed. Ultimately, these impacts will be substantially less
under the proposed action than they would be if an alternative

serving future population were selected.
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BOD, phosphorus, and heavy metals concentration are

expected to increase in Horsepen Creek. Suspended solids and

dissolved oxygen levels are expected to decrease. These changes

in Horsepen Creek water quality will have an impact on Lake

Brandt water quality as well. Reduced suspended solids levels

will lower turbidity in the lake, and this, in turn, may promote
eutrophication and the occurrence of nuisance algal blooms. Lead
and arsenic levels may increase as a result of urbanization, pre-
senting a potentially serious constraint to the use of Lake Brandt
water for drinking water purposes in Greensboro.

Direct impacts on the biological communities in the
Horsepen Creek basin as a result of this project will be minor.

Approximately 123 acres will be seriously disturbed during the

construction phase. Indirect impacts will be more significant

as urbanization occurs. The terrestrial habitats in the area
will become more fragmented, favoring those plants and animals

which are adapted to a closer-association with man. The aquatic

habitat in Horsepen Creek may be impaired if nonpoint source

pollution increases. Any increase in pollutants will favor those

aquatic organisms which are adapted to their presence. A de-
crease in aquatic biota diversity can be expected.

2.4,2 Man-Made Environment

Most of the land now presently under cultivation or

forested will be converted to residential use under all project

alternatives. The pattern of development should follow estab-

lished trends with commercial and industrial development occur-

ring primarily in the southwestern portion of the basin. Future

subdivisions with sewers will probably occur adjacent to the

already sewered areas. The necessity of a low density septic

tank development in order to protect the Greensboro water supply

in Lake Brandt could result in a more costly public services system.
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Under any alternative for the provision of sewer service almost
all available land in the basin that is not environmentally
sensitive will eventually be developed. Development of sensitive
areas would have serious impacts and should be restricted.

2.5 Mitigating Measures

General mitigating measures regarding the direct im-
pacts of construction of an interceptor system on air quality,
noise, soils, etc., are addressed in the appropriate sections
in the Greensboro EIS (EN-R-618). Mitigating measures concern-
ing water quality and land use, those areas where significant
adverse impacts can be expected to occur, are summarized in the
following paragraphs.

Preservation of water quality in Horsepen Creek is
largely the responsibility of the local governments in the area.
As part of a program to preserve water quality, it is recommended
that the appropriate governmental bodies initiate the following:

. development of a Section 208 planning
program,

¢ a regular water quality monitoring program
for Horsepen Creek and Lake Brandt,

» a comprehensive runoff control ordinance,
+ restriction of any development in the fresh-

water marsh at the confluence of Horsepen
Creek and Lake Brandt,
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legal restrictions preventing future tie-ins

to the Horsepen Creek interceptor system be-
yond its design capacity,

acquisition of lands for recreation and
conservation,

multiple use of interceptor corridor for
recreation and conservation, and

the preservation of water quality in the area
will also be greatly enhanced by the continued
strict enforcement of the Guilford County septic
ordinance and the sub-division ordinance restrict-

ing any development within the Horsepen Creek
floodplain.

Minimizing adverse impacts related to land use will
require Greensboro and Guilford County officials to plan for a
particular growth scenario and implement control measures to
ensure that development follows the plan. The Master Plan
currently under consideration is a step in that direction. The
"Open Space Program" of January, 1977, and the '"Land Use Goals
and Policies" statement of Guilford County demonstrate the desire

of county officials for balancing development interests with
environmental considerations.

In short, it appears that many of the control measures
required to promote orderly land use and prevent development in
environmentally sensitive areas are already in existence in some
form or are under consideration. Strict enforcement of existing
measures together with the institution of the additional measures

proposed will provide a comprehensive program for water quality
protection.
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3.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Several changes are required in the Draft EIS to re-
flect alterations in the project since the DEIS was issued and
to incorporate changes resulting from comments on the DEIS. The
revisions indicated below incorporate the most important revi-
sions required; minor or insignificant alterations are not in-
cluded. Revisions in response to comments are generally included
only if the changes are not adequately or compeletly expressed
in Chapter 4 of this Final EIS.

3.1 Wastewater Flows

3.1.1 Domestic and Commercial Flows

The population of the Horsepen Creek Basin was origi-
nally estimated as of 1975 in the Greensboro-Guilford County,
North Carolina 201 Wastewater Treatment System Draft EIS (EN-R-
618) at 8,080 persons. It was felt that a significant change

had occurred since that time, so a new survey and revised esti-
mate were made in February 1979. This survey consisted of a
windshield count of all residences in the basin. The number

of residences was then multiplied by & standard occupancy rate.
As a result of this, it was estimated that the current population
of the Horsepen Creek Basin is approximately 13,830 persons.
Domestic and commercial wastewater flows (including allowable
infiltration/inflow) were estimated on the basis of 70 gallons
per capita per day (gecd). Therefore, the domestic and commercial
component of the flows was raised from 0.57 million gallons per
day (MGD) to 0.97 MGD in this Final EIS.

3.1.2 Industrial Flows

It was presumed in the DEIS that all present and future
industrial flows would be segregated and handled by the Albert
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Pick lift station. It was determined that this would not be
cost effective, and therefore the present and committed future
(letters of intent) industrial flows of 0.78 MGD were added to
the Horsepen Creek Interceptor. This included an estimated 0.15
MGD for future tie-in of the Greensboro-High Point Airport. The
letters of intent must be followed up with legally binding let-
ters of commitment before the Step III construction grant is
issued. If this is not done, the local agencies must pay to
have the line redesigned to a smaller size.

3.1.3 Institutional Flows

Guilford College currently discharges to the Guilford

College lift station service area. To accomodate wastewater

from present and future enrollment, 0.09 MGD was added as in-
stitutional flow.

3.1.4 Other Flows

The Cardinal #2 lift station currently handles a small

flow from another basin. Since it is located close to the site

of the proposed new lift station, it should logically drain by

gravity to this station. The 0.02 MGD currently handled by

Cardinal #2 was thus included in sizing the new lift statiom.

The Albert Pick lift station currently handles 0.14

MGD from the Deep River Basin. Since it was determined that

Albert Pick would not handle the industrial flow from Horsepen

Creek, the flow to this station was reduced from 1.1 MGD to 0.15

MGD present and committed future flow.

3.1.5 Summary

The flows that were used in the design of the collec-
tion lines for this FEIS are summarized in Table 3-1.
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TABLE 3-1. FLOW SUMMARY (By Service Area) FOR

HORSEPEN CREEK INTERCEPTOR

Stagecoach Wagon Guilford British
Flow Component Total Trail Wheel College Pinetop Woods Balance

Domestic and Commercial

Including I/I .968 .020 .463 .088 .123 .116 .158
Industrial (Existing) .310 .310 - - - - -

(Letters of Intent) .304 . 304 - - - - -
Airport (1995) .153 .153 - - - - -
Institutional .Q90 - - .090 - - -
TOTALS 1.825 .787 .463 .178 .123 .116 .158
OTHER:
Cardinal #2 024
Albert Pick Service
Area

Present 144

Letters of Intent .010

ALBERT PICK TOTAL

.154




3.2 Collection Line Sizes

Primarily, as a result the changes in design flows (as
discussed in Section 3.1), the pipe sizes for the gravity sewers

and force mains in the proposed Horsepen Creek collection system

were recalculated. Since the final evaluation only involved

those alternatives which served the existing population,, new

calculations were performed on Alternatives 1E, 2E, 3E, 4E, 5,

and 6 only. The line-sizing methodology employed was identical

to that described in the DEIS.

Since the proposed new lift station is to recieve flow
from the present Cardinal #2 1lift station, several changes in

the line configuration were required as follows:

re-locate new lift station to east side
of U.S. 220 (Alternatives 1 through &4):

change Line 8 to Line 8A and add Line 8B,
gravity sewer, to drain from end of Line

8A to re-located new lift station (Alter-
natives 1 through 4);

add Line 14, gravity sewer, to drain from
present site of Cardinal #2 1ift station

to site of new lift station (Alternatives
1 through 4); and

add Line 15, force main, as relief line
to parallel existing six-inch force main
from Wagon Wheel lift station to Stage

Coach Trail lift station (Alternatives 3
through 6).
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These changes are reflected in the revised schematic figures
presented in Chapter 2. Figures 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, and

2-7 replace Figures 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-5, and 3-6 respectively
in the DEIS. Figure 2-3 also replaces Figure 2-1 in DEIS.

The revised design sizes for the sewer line segments
are summarized in Table 3-2. This table supersedes Table 3-1,
page 25 of the DEIS. Detailed analyses of the sewer line seg-
ments for Alternatives lE, 2E, 3E, 4E, and 6 are presented in
Tables 3-3, 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, and 3-7.

3.3 Cost Analysis of Alternatives

Due to the changes in sewer line sizes and configura-
tions, a revised cost anlaysis of alternatives was prepared.
Costs were calculated as described in Section 3.3 of the DEIS.
Net present value was calculated on the basis of 6 7/8 percent
APR, as promulgated by the U.S. Water Resources Council on
1 October 1978, over a 20-year design period (1980-2000).

The revised costs or the various alternatives are
presented in Table 3-8. This supersedes Table 3-3 on page 41
of the DEIS.
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TABLE 3-2.

DESIGN SIZES FOR SEWER LINE SEGMENTS
(Diameter in Inches)

Alternative No.

Line Length

Line No. LE 2E 3E 4E 5 6 (feet)
1 15 14 4,100
2 21 18 11,200

E 8 8 8 8 5,000
A 21 21 12 12 6,000
5 8 - 8 8 8 9,000
6 8 8 8 8 900
7 10 10 10 10 5,000
8a 27 24 14 14 4,400
8b 27 24 15 15 800
9 8 8 8 8 5,000

10 8 8 8 1,000

11 12 12 1,000

12 20 20 10 10 8,600

13 8 8 8 12,000

14 8 8 8 8 2,600

15 8 8 8 8 2,200
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TABLE 3-3. DESCRIPTION OF HORSEPEN CREEK WASTEWATER
TRANSMISSION LINES (Alternmative: 1E)

Line Diameter Dgzizn Capacity at Length No. of Slope
No. Designation (inches) Flow (cfs) 2/3 Full (cfs) (feet) Manholes (££/100 ft)
1 Gravity 15 2.913 3.142 4,100 13 0.41
2 Gravity 21 4.396 5.945 11,200 34 0.26
3 Gravity 8 0.293 1.014 5,000 13 1.08
4 Gravity 21 4.740 4.875 6,000 18 0.18
5 Gravity 0.551 0.850 9,000 23 0.78
6 Gravity 8 0.381 1.029 900 3 1.11
7 Gravity 10 0.981 0.991 5,000 13 0.35
8a Gravity 27 5.771 7.239 4,400 13 0.11
8b Gravity 27 6.130 7.756 800 3 0.125
9 Gravity 8 0.359 "1.296 5,000 13 1.70
10 Gravity - - —_ 1,000 3 1.50
11 Gravity 12 1.433 1.944 1,000 3 0.50
12 Force Main 20 7.4 - 8,600 - -
13 Force Main - - - 12,000 - -
14 Gravity 8 0.074 1.246 2,600 7 1.58

[
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TABLE 3-4. DESCRIPTION OF HORSEPEN CREEK WASTEWATER
TRANSMISSION LINES (Alternmative: 2E)

Line Diameter DE:?Zn Capacity at Length No. of Slope
No. Designation (inches) Flow (cfs) 2/3 Full (cfs) (feet) Manholes (ft/100 ft)
1 Gravity 14 2.437 2.620 4,100 13 0.41
2 Gravity 18 3.919 3.970 11,200 34 0.26
3 Gravity 8 0.293 1.014 5,000 13 1.08
4 Gravity 21 4.263 4,875 6,000 18 0.18
5 Cravity 8 0.551 0.850 9,000 23 0.78
6 Gravity 8 0.381 1.029 900 3 1.11
7 Gravity 10 0.981 0.991 5,000 13 0.35
8a Gravity 24 5.293 5.311 4,400 13 0.11
8b Gravity 24 5.653 5.690 800 3 0.125
9 Gravity 8 0.359 1.296 5,000 13 1.70
10 Gravity 8 0.477 1.211 1,000 3 1.50
11 Gravity 12 1.433 1.944 1,000 3 0.50
12 Force Main 20 6.9 - 8,600 - -
13 Force Main 8 0.6 - 12,000 = -

14 CGravity 8 0.074 1.246 2,600 7
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TABLE 3-5. DESCRIPTION OF HORSEPEN CREEK WASTEWATER
TRANSMISSION LINES (Alternative: 3E)

Line Diameter Dzzi:n Capacity Length No. of Slope
No. Designation (inches) Flow (cfs) 2/3 Full (cfs) (feet) Manholes - (f£/100 ft)
1 Gravity - - - 4,100 - -
2 Gravity - - - 11,200 - -
3 CGravity 8 0.343 1.014 5,000 13 1.08
4 Gravity 12 0.393 1.248 6,000 18 0.22
5 Gravity 8 0.551 0.850 9,000 23 0.78
6 Gravity 8 0.381 1.029 900 3 1.11
1 Gravity 10 0.981 0.991 5,000 13 0.35
8a Cravity 14 1.424 1.629 4,400 13 0.17
8b Gravity 15 1.783 1.826 800 3 0.15
9 Gravity 8 0.359 1.296 5,000 13 1.70
10 Gravity - - - 1,000 - —=
11 Gravity N - - 1,000 - -
12 Force Main 10 2.2 - 8,600 - -
13 Force Main - - - 12,000 - -
14 Gravity 8 0.074 1.246 2,600 7 1.58
15 Force Main 8 1.7

- 2,200 - -
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TABLE 3-6. DESCRIPTION OF HORSEPEN CREEK WASTEWATER
TRANSMISSION LINES (Alternative: 4E)
Peak .
Line Diameter Design Capacity at Length No. of Slope
No. Designation (inches) Flow (cfs) 2/3 Full (cfs) (feet) Manholes (ft/100 ft)
1 Gravity - - - 4,100 - -
2 Gravity - - - 11,200 - -
3 Gravity 8 0.343 1.014 5,000 13 1.08
4 Gravity 12 0.393 1.248 6,000 18 0.22
5 Gravity 0.551 0.850 9,000 23 0.78
6 Cravity 0.381 1.029 900 3 1.11
7 Gravity 10 0.981 0.991 5,000 13 0.35
8a Gravity 14 1.424 1.629 4,400 13 0.17
8b Gravity 15 1.783 1.826 800 3 0.15
9 Gravity 8 0.359 1.296 5,000 13 1.70
10 Gravity 0.477 1.211 1,000 3 1.50
11 Gravity - - - 1,000 - -
12 Force Main 10 2.2 - 8,600 -~ -
13 Force Main 8 0.6 - 12,000 - -
14 Gravity 8 0.074 1.246 2,600 7 1.58
Force Main 1.7 - 2,200 - -

L5
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TABLE 3-7.

TRANSMISSION LINES (Alternative: 6)

DESCRIPTION OF HORSEPEN CREEK WASTEWATER

Line Diameter Di:i:n Capacity at Length No. of Slope
No. Designation (inches) Flow (cfs) 2/3 Full (cfs) (feet) Manholes (£ft£/100 ft)

1 Gravity - - ' - 4,100 - --

2 Gravity - - - 11,200 - -

3 Gravity - - -- 5,000 - -

4 Gravity - - - 6,000 - —_

5 Gravity - - - 9,000 - -

6 Cravity - — - 900 - -
7 Gravity - - - 5,000 - -

8a Gravity - - _ 4,400 - _

8b Gravity - - - 800 - -

9 Gravity - - -- 5,000 - -
10 Cravity 8 0.477 1.211 1,000 3 1.50
11 CGravity - - - 1,000 - -
12 Force Main - - - 8,600 - -
13 Force Main 8 0.6 - 12,000 - -—
14 Gravity - - - 2,600 -= -
15 Force Main 8

1.7 - 2,200
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TABLE 3-8.

COST OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative No.

Capital ($ million)

O8M ($ thousand/yr)

Net Present Value

(Smillion) (rank)

1E

2E

3E

4E

2.1

2.1

1.3

0.2

0.3

15

15

28

29

31

31

2.0 5
2.0 5
1.3 3
1.4 4
0.5 1

0.6 2




3.4 Errata

Other appropriate corrections to the DEIS are itemized
in this section. Those items which have already been discussed
in detail in Sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 are not included in this

itemization.

Page Location Revision

xvi Paragraph 1 Insert the following sentence at the end
of grant conditions:

Upon completion of the proposed action,
the existing systems of lift stations
and force mains will be removed from
service.

4 Paragraph 1 Change total project capital cost to $2.1
million. Change annual O&M costs to $15
thousand.

6 Paragraph 1 Delete third sentence from the end.

6 Paragraph 2 Change first sentence to read as follows:

Facilities for the proposed action are
designed to transfer approximately 1.0
MGD of domestic and commercial flow and
0.8 MGD of industrial and institutional
flow from the Horsepen Creek Basin to

the North Buffalo Basin for treatment.
Approximately 0.2 MGD from the Deep River
Basin will be transferred to the South
Buffalo Basin via the Albert Pick lift
station.

6 Paragraph 2 Change the lift station capacity (second
sentence) to 4.4 MGD.

7 Paragraph 3 Change to read as follows:

A new 200 horsepower lift station will
be constructed east of U.S. Highway 220
with a peak capacity to deliver approxi-
mately 4.4 MGD.

3-13



10

12

12

23

23

26

30

Location

Paragraph 6

Table 2-1

Page 10

Paragraph 1

Paragraph 2

Figure 3-7

Figure 3-7

Paragraph 2

Paragraph 3

Revision

Change estimated electricty consumption
(second sentence) to 700 thousand kwhr.

Replace Table 2-1 with Table 3-4 of this
chapter.

Replace entire page with Section 5-2 of
this Final EIS.

Change number of alternatives (first sen-

tence) to six. Change second sentence to
read as follows:

"No Action' and "Modified No Action" are
included as two of these alternatives.

"After "No Action' add: and '"Modified No

Action" alternatives

Change title to read as follows:

Future Growth Areas In the Horsepen
Creek Basin, and Domestic and Commercial
Wastewater Flows By Subbasin.

Change "E" flow values starting at the top

of the page and proceeding clockwise as
follows:

E=0.158, E=0.080, E=0.026, E=0.010,
E=0.123, E=0.088, E=0.020

Change "No Action Alternative' (second sen-
tence) to:

"No Acticn'" and '"Modified No Action'" al-
ternatives.

Fourth sentence, change reference to:
(RA-R~667).
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64

64

79

89

101

101

101

101

102

102

Location

Paragraph

Paragraph

Paragraph

Paragraph

Paragraph

Paragraph

Paragraph

Paragraph

Paragraph

Paragraph

Paragraph

Revision

Change fifth sentence to read as follows:

A trend factor of 1.5 was applied to
construction and O&M costs of 1lift sta-
tions to bring numbers into current
dollars.

Last line, change maximum depth to ap-~
proximately 36 feet.

Third sentence, change reference to:
(RA-R-667).

Second sentence, change "mean depth of 36
“feet" to: maximum depth of 36 feet.

Delete fourth sentence.

At end of third sentence add:

and a growth of 4,870 persons from the
1979 population of 13,830.

Fourth sentence, change number of people
to 4,870.

Delete entire paragraph.

First sentence change number of people to
4,870.

First sentence, change number of people
per household to 3.5. Second sentence,
change number of acres to 1,391.

Delete first sentence. Change third sen-
tence to read as follows:

Thus, 360 acres (industrial and commercial)
plus 1,390 acres (residential) or a total
of 1,750 acres will be developed through
the year 2000 under the proposed action.
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Location

Paragraph 1

Revision

First line, change number of acres projected
to cthange to 1,750.
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However, much of
a restatement of
a preference for
response to that
menters with the

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED

Due to the large number of individuals commenting on
the Draft EIS and the considerable overlapping of their concerns,
the Agency has responded to these comments generally according
to identified categories of concern. The comments from all
commenters were assigned to one or more of these categories.

the material presented in the comments was
information presented in the Draft EIS or only
or against a certain alternative, and no Agency
material is explicitly made. To identify com-
various concerns expressed, each commenter has

been assigned a numerical designation as follows:

1.

10.

Campbell, F. E.
Clapp, F. L.
Corbett, R. T.
Deal, O.
Duckwall, T.

Blanchard, B.

Elliot, A. L.,
Hicks, J. L.
Hubert, T. E.

Jezorek, J. R.

Sr.

Chairman of the Board, County
Commissioners, Guilford County

Greensboro Board of Realtors

Vice Chairman, Council on Economic
Development, Greensboro Chamber of
Commerce

Guilford County Commissioner

T. Gilbert Pearson Audubon
Chapter: Greensboro, NC

Director Environmental Project
Review: U.S. Department of Interior

Citizen

State Conservationist, USDA
Chairman: Council on Community
Development and Planning, Greensboro
Chamber of Commerce

Environmental Action Coalition
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11.
12.

13.

14,
15.
16.
17.

13.

19.

20.

21.
22.

23.
24,

25.

26.

Schott, M,

Johnston, A.

Kauranen, A. O.

Allen, C.

wn

Levenson, M. J.
Lewis, H. B.

Lutz, P. E.

Lutz, P. (Ms.)

Magann, Dr. D. P., III

Melvin, C. E.

Melvin, J.

Rees, J. R.

Souther, R. H,
Yarbrough, J. E.

Taylor, A.

Shaw, R. E., Jr.

Jaycees, President

Community Development Manager,
Greensboro Chamber of Commerce

Regional Engineer, Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission

President: League of Women Voters
Citizen
Citizen

Advisory Board for Environmental
Quality: Guilford County

Sierra Club: Joseph Le Conte
Chapter

Superintendent Guilford County
School System

President, Greensboro Chamber of
Commerce

Mayor, Greensboro, North Carolina

Soil Scientist, Physical Environ-
ments Analysts, Inc.

Citizen

Regional Environmental Officer,
HEW Region IV

North Carolina Division of Policy
Development

Assistant Director of Public Works,
Greensboro, North Caroina

4-2



27. Hight, A. A. Colonel, Corps of Engineers,
District Engineers

Regional Environmental Officer,

28. Lee, J. H.
' Department of the Interior

29. York, F. Greensboroingh Point Homebuilders

Greensboro-High Point Airport

30. Sekadlo, R.
Authority

The following three major categories were used to
organize the comments:

+ Engineering Design

+ Water/Air Quality Impacts

+ Economic and Human Resources Impacts

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to the responses

to the comments received.
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4.1 Engineering Design

Cpmmenters: l, 3,9, 11, 12, 16, 21, 22, 23, 28

4.1.1 Comment

The USGS topographic maps used in the draft environ-
mental impact statement, 1'"-2000', were inadequate.

Response

The Agencies believe these maps, supplemented by field
observation, are appropriate and suitable for the limited purposes
of the EIS. The Agencies recognize that only approximate grades
(slopes) and alignments of candidate sewer lines can be discerned
from such maps, but these are useful for the preliminary planning
of the EIS' envirommental engineering investigation. (Indeed,
73-minute USGS quadrangles are often the only maps available for
such purposes.) In the later stages of this investigation, the
existence of a more detailed topographic survey, performed as
part of a previous study of Horsepen Creek interceptor alterna-
tives, was brought to light. This survey was used to refine the
grades and alignments for the main stem of the interceptor system
and served as a basis for revised cost estimates in this Final EIS.

4.1.2 Comment:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement gives excava-
tion depths of from 5 to 10 feet for sewer pipes. At present
pipe diameters, the depths will go down to 20 feet over a length

of 5000 feet. This will cause an unacceptable increase in the
price of this project.



Response

Excavation to 20 foot depths is certainly technolo-
gically feasible and there are no criteria presented to gauge
what is or is not an '"acceptable' increase in the cost of
this project. However, the Agencies concur that excavation
depths should be minimized by a combination of prudent pipe
alignment and pipe sizing that promotes efficient wastewater
transmission. Using revised slopes and pipe sizes, the pre-
liminary engineering presented in the Final EIS indicated maxi-
mum excavation depths of ten feet.

4.1.3 Comment

The size of the sewers did not allow for industrial

users.

Response

The comment is misleading. The proposed Horse-
pen Creek Interceptor is designed to transmit all existing
wastewater flow from industries in the Horsepen Basin and
from industries whose wastewaters currently are introduced to
the existing system. In addition, in accordance with EPA
policy and guidelines, the proposed system is designed to
accommodate those future industrial flows that have been
specified in "'letters of intent" (conditioned upon a firm
agreement for such requirements in "letters of commitment"

before detailed engineering plans are complete).
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4. 1.4 Comment

Wastewater generation from the Brush Creek Basin
(the Cardinal Corporation system) to the north should be handled
by the Horsepen lift station rather than retaining the Cardinal
lift station in such close proximity to the proposed system.

Resgonse

The Agencies concur with this observation. In the
Final EIS, a line is recommended to carry the wastewater flow
from the Cardinal station to the proposed Horsepen lift station.
Cost of this line is included in alternatives 1 through 4 (all
alternatives with a Horsepen lift station); increased pumping
capability required is negligibly small.

4.1.5 Cbmment

The use of 70 gcd (gallons per capita per day) is
inappropriate in computing flow projections.

Response

The state of North Carolina allows a maximum of
70 gcd of domestic and commercial flow for planning purposes.
Of this 70 gcd, approximately 10 gcd is included as the commer-
cial component. An analysis of commercial water billing re-
cords indicated a commercial component of less than half that
amount in the HC Basin. The Agency believes that 70 ged
is an ample per capita flow contribution, and is consistent
with the experience of the Greater Greensboro area.



4,1.6 Comment

No attention was given to serving industrially zoned
undeveloped land in the Deep River Basin.

Response

Since the Deep River Basin was not in the 201 area
covered in the draft environmental impact statement, it was
not addressed, in accord with Agency regulations.

4.1.7 Comment

The system should be designed to accommodate flows

from the airport.

Response

Flows from the airport are considered in the final
environmental impact statement and are allowed for as a
designated future wastewater component in the engineering

analysis.
4.1.8 Comment

The flow of existing lift stations was not checked
or used.

Response

This aspect of the Horsepen Interceptor EIS has
been discussed at several technical coordination meetings with
the City, EPA, State of North Carolina, and their comsultants.
The representativeness of the flow data specified for use and
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the proper phasing of flows from the various stations in the
system could not be determined without reservations. Consequently,
the design flow analysis ‘'was not based on lift station data

but on standard per capita flow contributions and an updated

population forecast disaggregated to subbasins. The results
were compared to the test data from the existing lift statioms
and were found to be reasonable and consistent, and provided

an ample margin of safety in the estimate.

4.1.9 Comment

The treatment facilities at the Lake Townsend Filter
Plant should be more fully addressed.

Response

The Horsepen Creek Basin and the effect of its develop-
ment upon Lake Brandt was the focus of this investigation.
Lake Townsend is downstream from Lake Brandt and any negative
changes in water quality affect the quality of Lake Townsend
water. However, a complete analysis of Lake Townsend water
quality and the facilities at the Lake Townsend Filter Plant

was not necessary to ascertain adverse effects on the water sup-
ply in Lake Brandt.

4.1.10 Comment

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not
address the provision for potential flows from existing, but
temporarily unoccupied, industrial facilities or for an in-
crease in load from current users.
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Response

Committed future industrial flows, whether from existing
or new users, have been accounted for in the FEIS.

4,1.11 Comment

The statement that industrial waste is not handled by
the Stage Coach Trail life station is erroneous.

Response

It was initially planned that the present industrial
flows, which all originate within the Stage Coach Trail subbasin,
would be segregated and handled by the Albert Pick lift station.
It was subsequently decided that this would not be cost effective.
In the FEIS, all industrial flows have been retained in the

Horsepen Creek basin.

4.1.12 Comment

The draft environmental impact statement does not
address the ability of the Albert Pick lift station to pump
the much greater distance to the South Buffalo outfall.

Response

It is anticipated and included in revised cost es-
timates that pump capability will be increased at the Albert
Pick lift station when the new force main is constructed.
There is very little wastewater currently associated with this
component of the proposed system, and the additional cost is

very small.

4-9



4.1.13 Comment

The impact of the wastewater flows from the Horsepen
Creek basin on the North and South Buffalo Creek Treatment Plantg
and the effects of the flow of treated effluent on receiving

streams should be discussed.

Response

The Environmental Impact Statement completed during
December of 1977 on the Greensboro-Guilford County 201 Plan
(EPA document number 904/9-77-037) discussed the potential im-
pact of wastewater flows from the Horsepen Creek basin on the
wastewater treatment plants and on the receiving stream. The

treatment plants are properly sized to handle this flow and
no adverse impact is expected to the receiving stream with the

levels of treatment proposed.

4.2 Water/Air Quality Impacts

Commenters: 1, 2,7, 8, 14, 15, 17, 20, 21, 22, 25

4.2.1 Comment

Stormwater management, zoning regulations geared to
the protection of Lake Brandt and a monitoring system are needed

for the Lake Brandt area.

Resgonse

The Agencies encourage but cannot require such prudent

measures as part of the wastewater interceptor grant conditions.
A more complete list of measures recommended to mitigate growth
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related water quality impacts is given in Chapter 5 of this
Final EIS. Citizens interested in the implementation of these
measures should work with their local governments in this regard.

4.2.2 Comment

10 to 15 percent of precipitation infiltrating to

cause ground-water recharge is probably overly optimistic.

Resgonse
is poorly known. The sus-
recent work of the Ground-

Department of Natural
and on estimates made by the

The regional watér budget
tained yield estimates are based on
Water Section of the North Carolina

Resources and Community Development
The recharge rate almost certainly ex-

U.S. Geological Survey.
It is recog-

ceeds the current and anticipated withdrawal rates.
nized that an increase in impervious cover will slightly reduce

the recharge rate, but this appears to be an academic concern.

4.2.3 Comment

The federal mandate to ultimately eliminate the use of
leaded gasoline should be addressed in the discussion of the pro-

jected lead loading levels in Lake Brandt.

Response

The source(s) of lead in the Lake Brandt watershed and

their relative importance are not currently known. While a re-
duction in the use of leaded gasoline may ultimately reduce
lead loadings to Lake Brandt, this eventuality cannot be ac-

curately determined as to whether, when, and to what extent it

The uncertainties concerning this question contribute

will occur.
to the need for a monitoring system in the Greensboro watershed.
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4.2.4 Comment

Mitigating measures were only recommended. They should
be implemented prior to construction of the interceptor to help
protect Lake Brandt and Horsepen Creek.

Response

This was not considered necessary, since the selected
alternative does not encourage additional growth. Furthermore,
these recommendations must be initiated and carried out over
the long term at the local level of government. The North
Carolina Department of Natural Resources and Community Develop-

ment will be conducting statewide 208 work in the Lake Brandt
area in the coming year.

4.3 Economic and Human Resources Impacts

Commenters: 1, 2, 3, 8, 9, 11, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 28

4.3.1 Comment

Limiting the commercial or industrial acreage is against
the stated National Urban Policy of supplying jobs in urban areas.

Response

The National Urban Policy is designed to supply jobs to

workers in areas of unemployment. This aim can be accomplished

in the Greensboro area by rejuvenation of existing commercial and
industrial facilities as well as by construction of new facilities

in less environmentally sensitive areas than the Horsepen Creek
Basin.
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4.3.2 Comment

There is no mention in the DEIS of the planning board
policy (adopted May 1ll, 1977) not to recommend residential densi-
ties greater than 20,000 ft?/dwelling unit (% acre).

Response

This was discussed in the report, ''Investigations of
Water Quality Impacts Related to Development of the Horsepen Creek

Basin, Guilford County, No¥th Carolina”'(RA-R-507). Lot sizes

were presumed to be % acre under a sewered development scenario

and one (1) acre under a septic tank development scenario.

4$.3.3 Comment

The limited and no growth alternatives make it more
costly to provide transportation, and both educational and

recreational facilities.

Response

On a per capita basis these costs might be increased.
However, total expenditures for support services for this area
under Alternative 2E will probably be less than expenditures
under the full growth options. In addition, the cost of pro-
tecting the quality of Lake Brandt water is most probably less
than the cost of finding a new supply of municipal water. These
added expenses would increase the total cost of any full develop-

ment plan.
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4.3.4 Comment

No data are given to support the DEIS assertion that

septic tank regulations are not strictly enforced in the Horsepen
Creek area.

Resgonse

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not as-
sert that septic tank regulations are not strictly enforced in
the Horsepen Creek area but, rather, that in the future these
ordinances must be followed to avoid adverse impacts from im-
propertly functioning septic tanks (DEIS, pp. 31, 107). The
reference to this ordinance is made because the chosen alterna-
tive encourages further residential development on septic sys-

tems; not because of any identified deficiency in the county's
enforcement procedures.

4.3.5 Comment

The population in the basin will continue to grow even
if a limited or no growth option is taken.

ResEonse

With proper zoning restrictions there is no reason the
basin should grow any more than the county government believes
is appropriate and compatible with the protection of Lake Brandt.
The local government has the power to limit growth in the region
and is the appropriate agency to use land use control measures
to carry out a comprehensive land use planning program.
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4.3.6 Comment

The use of demographic projections encourages the locat-
ing of numbers of persons, who may or may not be present at a
future time, in natural areas physically unsuited for this type-

of land use.

Response

Demographic projections are based on current trends
and indicate a possible future scenario. Whether this antici-
pated growth actually occurs is a function of the control the
local governments have over development and local economic con-
ditions. Projections are estimates and as such can also point
out the undesirable consequences of following a particular course
of action and enable the regulating organizations to alter those

courses with the most adverse effects.

4.3.7 Comment

With a system designed solely for current needs, the
remaining dwellings would need to be served by septic systems,
further adding to the deterioration of Lake Brandt.

Resgonse

The County Health Department's comprehensive septic tank
ordinance, when strictly enforced, will minimize the effects of
septic systems upon the Horsepen Creek Watershed. As the DEIS
states (p. 31), the ultimate impacts to the watershed will be
less utilizing a combination of septic tanks and collectors/lift
stations/force mains than by strictly utilizing a sewerage system.
The County's septic tank ordinance is technically sound and should

minimize direct adverse impacts.,
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4.3.8 Comment

The low-density development proposed will severely
restrict the developers' ability to effect economies of building.

Response

The limitation of residential development to larger
lot sizes will tend to increase housing costs in the basin.
This is a necessary tradeoff to maintain water quality in Lake
Brandt. This effort to protect the watershed should not effect
housing costs in other developing areas of Guilford County.

4.3.9 Comment

Installing the Horsepen Creek Interceptor will likely

encourage and speed housing construction in the watershed of
Lake Brandt.

Response

The Horsepen Creek Interceptor (2E) is designed for
existing population only. This limited sewerage combined with
effective local control through zoning restrictions will not

cause an increase in housing in the Lake Brandt watershed.

4.3.10 Comment

The basin is the community's primary growth center for
population and industry, limited growth would severely affect
the economy of the entire region.
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Response

The chosen alternative in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement is that which would have the least adverse
effect on Lake Brandt. Limiting residential development in
this basin should not significantly affect the region's economy
since many other areas are available for residential develop-
ment which are not in the watershed. All industrial users
which produce the proper letters of intent and letters of com-
mitment will be provided with service. The degradation of the
water supply would have a far greater impact on the region's
economy than limiting growth in the Horsepen Creek basin.

4.3.11 Comment

If the DEIS 2E configuration is inaccurate, then the
operation and maintenance (0&M) cost projections are probably

inaccurate.

Response

Revised O&M cost projections are included in the Final

Environmental Impact Statement.

4.3.12 Comment

The DEIS states that cultural resources will be con-
sidered prior to construction. These resources should be con-
sidered in the early planning stages according to 40 CFR, Part

6.
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Response

Cultural resources were considered in both the 201 plan
and in the Draft EIS to assure minimal conflicts between any

proposed wastewater facilities and any cultural facilties. A de-
tailed archeological survey will be performed during the design

(Step II) of the wastewater planning and construction program.

EPA's Region IV standard procedure for compliance with
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the Archeological
and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, Executive Order 11593,
and Title 36 CFR 800 is to perform reconnaissance on treatment
plant sites during Facility Planning (Step 1) and to perform

reconnaissance on interceptor lines during preparation of Plans

and Specifications (Step 2). This procedure has been instituted

since the exact location of interceptor routes is not known un-
til on-site surveys have been performed on approval of Step 1
(Facility Planning), presentation of the impact on archeological

resources from interceptors 1s not appropriate at this time.

The major alternatives associated with facility plan-
ning concern the backbone facilities, that is, the treatment

plants' site locations and the general location of interceptor
corridors. Once the plants have been located, there are multiple

potential alignments which require detailed investigations to

determine the most cost effective environmentally sound configu-
ration. The level of detail required to determine these exact
alignments is more appropriate for Step 2. As soon as an en-

gineeringly sound alignment has been determined, an archeological
reconnaissance is performed. 1In the major of cases, the align-
ment can then be shifted to avoid cultural resources. If the
alignment cannot be adjusted, consultation with the Advisory

Council is initiated.
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The EIS states on page 5-3 that awarding of grant
funds for comstruction will not occur until an archeological
reconnaissance has been performed and approval has been received
from EPA. Prior to approval, the consultative process contained
in "Procedures for the Preservation of Historic and Cultural
Properties', 36 CFR 800, will be followed as per our standard
procedure.

There also will be minimal conflicts with both exist-
ing and proposed recreation;sites. In fact, the opportunity of
utilizing the Eorsepen Interceptor right-of-way as a multipurpose
project is being investigated by Guilford County as a result
of this EIS.
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5.0 AGENCY DECISION

This chapter delineates the proposed action to be pur-
sued further in Step 2 activities and stipulates the conditions
that must be met for Step 2 funding.

5.1 Conclusions

The Environmental Protection Agency and the North
Carolina Department of Natural Resources and Community Develop-

ment have chosen Alternative 2E as the proposed action. This
alternative involves:

. abandonment of all lift stations in the

Horsepen Creek (HC) basin except the
Albert Pick 1lift station,

+ construction of HC interceptor and collec-

tion lines (at a size to serve existing needs)
to abandoned lift stations,

« construction of a new force main from the
Albert Pick lift station to new outfall dis-

charging to the South Buffalo Creek collection
system, and

+ construction of a new lift station and force
main near U.S. Highway 220 to transfer HC
interceptor wastewater to the North Buffalo
Creek collection system.

This proposed action was chosen as the result of an
alternatives evaluation conducted during the EIS process.
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The results of this alternatives evaluation show that
the most significant impacts from this project are to water quality
and land use. Selection of the '"No Action' or "Modified No Action"
alternatives would encourage low density development throughout
the basin. The existing service alternatives would also generally
tend to encourage low density development. The future service
alternatives will provide for much higher development densities-
throughout the basin. In the short term, this development will
probably be concentrated adjacent to those areas that are cur-
rently developed. Ultimately, development will occur throughout

the basin.

The less intensive land use densities of existing ser-
vice alternatives will minimize the concentration of pollutants
generated in urban runoff. These alternatives will have a signi-
ficantly smaller potential adverse impact to water quality in
Lake Brandt .than the future service alternatives with their sub-
stantially higher land use densities.

Other potential adverse impacts to water quality could
result from the existing system of lift stations and septic tank
failures. The '"No Action' and ''Modified No Action'" alternatives
would not alleviate these potential hazards. Alternative 1lE and
2E would do the best job in this regard by eliminating all but

one lift station.

Alternative 2E is considered the most environmentally
acceptable alternative since it alleviates the existing problems
with the smallest encouragement of high density development. There-
fore, Alternative 2E has been selected as the proposed action.
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5.2 Step 2 Grant Conditiomns

As a result of this Environmental Impact Statement
and- the Step 1 Facilities Plan activities, the agency will require
certain actions as conditions to receiving Step 2 grant funds.
These Step 2 grant conditions are delineated as follows:

» Potentially affected areas will be surveyed
to determine the presence of possible archaeo-
logical resources. This survey will be ac-
complished during the Step 2 process and the
survey plan and results will be subject to
approval by the North Carolina State Historic
Preservation Officer and State Archaeologist.

+ If possible,and complying with good engineering
practices, interceptor lines should be con-
structed completely out of or on the edges of
the floodplain. This condition should be
evaluated during Step 2.

- An erosion and sedimentation control plan must
be submitted to DNRCD and EPA for approval.
This plan should meet the requirements of the
Soil Conservation Service (see comment letter)
and the Guilford County Soil and Water Con-
servation District.

+ The maintenance of a 30-foot vegetative buffer
between the edge of construction rights-of-way

and stream banks will be required where feasible.

The immediate revegetation of interceptor rights-
of-way will be required,
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* Upon completion of the proposed action, the
existing system of 1lift stations and force
mains will be removed from service.

In addition, it is recognized that other mitigating
measures are important to the protection of water quality in
this area. Therefore, it is recommended that the appropriate
governmental bodies initiate the following:

+ development of a Section 208 planning program,

« a regular water quality monitoring program for
Horsepen Creek and Lake Brandt,

+ a comprehensive runoff control ordinance,

multiple use of the interceptor corridor for
recreation and conservation.

. restriction of any development in the freshwater
marsh at the confluence of Horsepen Creek and

Lake Brandt,

- legal restrictions preventing future tie-ins to
the Horsepen Creek interceptor system beyond

its design capacity, and

acquisition of lands for recreation and conserva-

tion, and
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The preservation of water quality in the area will
also be greatly enhanced by the continued strict enforcement
of the Guilford County septic tank ordinance and the county
subdivision ordinance restricting development within the Horse-

pen Creek floodplains.
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6.0

EN-R-687

RA-R-667

RA-R-671

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV, Greensboro-
Guilford County, North Carolina 201 Wastewater Treat-
ment System, Final Environmental Impact Statement, EPA
Contract 68-01-3436, Atlanta, Georgia, 1977.

Radian Corporation, Investigation of Water Quality
Impacts Related Eé Development of the Horsepen Creek
Basin, Final Report, EPA Contract No. 68-01-3436,

Austin, Texas, August 1977.

Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV, Greensboro-
Guilford County, North Carolina Horsepen Creek Inter-
ceptor, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, EPA
Project No. C37036901, Atlanta, Georgia, September

1978.

6-1



APPENDIX A
‘WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS



FORREST € CAMPBELL, CRAIRMAN

JOHN V. WITHERSPOON
CSOUNTY MANAGHER

D COUNTY e o O
J. ROBERT LANDRETH, UR. ]30(11’(1 OF Gounl"g G()mmiSSi()nOl’S AN:I.'EER:TZA::A/:::: .
‘ P. 0. Box 3427

GREENSBORO, NORTH GCAROLINA 27402

BERT A HALL, viCE CHAIRMAN
OGDEN DEAL

LASTON D, FAISON

November 20, 1978

Mr. John White, Regional Administrator
Region 1V

Environmental Protection Agency

345 Courtland Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Mr, White:‘

On behalf of the Board of County Commissioners of Guilford County, I request
that this letter be made part of the record of the November 20, 1978, Public
Hearing on the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Greensboro-Guilford '
County, North Carolina, Horsepen Creek Interceptor, EPA Project No. €37036301".

Our general reaction to the Draft's conclusions is contained in my oral presen-
tation at the Hearing. I have attached a writtem copy of those remarks.

More specifically, I have 1isted below items contained in the Draft about
which we have serious concerns:

-We feel the use of 70 gallons per day per capita 1s too low in
computing flow projections.

~The assumption that all industrial waste by-passes the Stage Coach
Trail Lift Station is erroneous.
he Brush Creek Basin (The Cardinal Corp.

be handled by the Horsepen Lift Station
ush Creek Station in such close proximity

-Wastewater generation from t

- System) to the north should
rather than retaining the Br
to the proposed System.

modate flows from the Airport

- be designed to acco
The System should be gn 153,000 gpd by 1995).

Terminal Complex (60,425 gpd by 1985,

d recently by the City of Greensboro
ystem as described in the
nmuch less "limited" growth

-According to flow figures provide
fron on-site monitoring efforts,'the 2E S
Draft could not accomodate today's flow,

in the future.



Mr. John White
November 20, 1978
Page Two

~The Draft should incorporate, in much more concise terms, the mitigating
measures for secondary impacts available to and utilized by local
government, i.e., Zoning Ordinance, Watershed Designationm, Subdivision
Control Ordinance, PTCOG's "Regional Land Development Guide", Thorough-
fare Plan, Planned Unit Development (cluster) Zome, Open Space Program,
pending Stormwater Management Ordinance, City-County Water and Sewer
Extension Agreement. '

~The Treatment capabilities of the Lake Townsend Filter Plant should be
more fully addressed

~The Federal’ pandate to ultimately eliminate the use of leaded gasoline
should be addressed in the discussion of projected lead loading levels
in Lake Brandt.

We are disappointed with EPA's selection of a "limited" growth alternative.
We, in Guilford County can, and have, certainly attempted to direct and
regulate growth, but as the Draft points out, the Basin will continue to.
develop long after Altermate 2E has reached capacity. Will we then be in-
the same predicament in which we find ourselves today? :

We respectfully request that the longer~term impact of Basin development
be fully considered before a final decision is made by your Office.

Sincerely yours,

Forrest E. Campbell, Chairman

Board of County Commissioners
Guilford County

FEC/ba
Attachment



REMARKS FOR FNVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT HEARING
HORSEPEN CREEK INTERCEPTOR SEWER LINE
NovemBer 20, 1978

GENTLEMEN, WE HAVE REVIEWED THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT AND ARE VERY CONCERNED ABOUT THE WISDOM OF THE DECISION
TO SELECT A LESS THAN ADEQUATE SEWER SYSTEM.

IT HAS BEEN OUR POSITION SINCE 1966 THAT THIS INTERCEPTOR SEWER
SYSTEM BE DESIGNED TO ACCOMODATE THE EXISTING AND FULL FUTURE
DEVELOPMENT OF THE BASIN., THIS REMAINS OUR POSITION TODAY.

THe EIS ACKNOWLEDGES THE POOR SUITABILITY OF SOILS IN THE BASIN
TO ACCOMODATE PROPERLY FUNCTIONING SEPTIC TANKS. WE AGREE WITH

THIS FACT.

THE EIS STATES THAT FULL DEVELOPMENT OF THE BASIN WILL OCCUR
EVENTUALLY NO MATTER THE EXISTENCE, CONFIGURATION OR CAPACITY
OF ANY PUBLIC SEWER SYSTEM. WE AGREE WITH THIS CONCLUSION,

THE EIS ASSIGNS DETRIMENTAL IMPACTS TO LAKE BRANDT FROM
MALFUNCTIONING SEPTIC TANKS. Tue EIS POINTS OUT THE SPRAWL

AND INORDINATE CONSUMPTION OF OPEN SPACE IN THE BASIN ASSOCIATED

WITH DEVELOPMENT ON SEPTIC TANKS. WE AGREE WITH THESE CONCLUSIONS

AS WELL.

WE STRONGLY DISAGREE WITH THE DOCUMENT'S INFERENCE THAT LOCAL
GOVERNMENT HAS AN INADEQUATE DESIRE AND/OR REGULATORY TOOLS TO
GREATLY MITIGATE MANY OF THE SECONDARY IMPACTS CREATED BY FULL

BASIN DEVELOPMENT ON PUBLIC SEWER.
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AVAILABLE To US LOCALLY IS THE C1Ty-CounTYy WATER & SEWER
EXTENSION AGREEMENT WHICH PROVIDES POLICY AND DIRECTION FOR
MANAGING THESE SERVICES. SINCE 1964, WE HAVE UTILIZED OUR
ZONING AUTHORITY TO REGULATE TYPES OF DEVELOPMENT. IN FACT.
oUR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT ZONE WHICH WAS SPECIFICALLY
DESIGNED TO PROTECT WATERSHED AREAS AND CREATE OPEN SPACES
WILL NOT WORK UNDER A SEPTIC TANK DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO,

WE HAVE oUR SuBDIVISION ORDINANCE AND OUR EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION
CoNTROL ORDINANCE. A STORMWATER MANAGEMENT ORDINANCE 1S
PRESENTLY UNDER CONSIDERATION. THE COUNTY AND GREENSBORO
PLANNING DEPARTMENTS, IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE REGIONAL COuNCIL
oF GOVERNMENTS, HAVE BEEN, AND REMAIN, INVOLVED IN LONG RANGE
PLANNING FOR THE AREA, THOROUGHFARE PLANNING IN THE AREA HAS
BEEN ACCOMPLISHED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE CITY AND DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION,

OUR RECORD CLEARLY INDICATES A VITAL LOCAL CONCERN FOR WATER
QUALITY. MANY OF OUR DEVELOPMENTAL ZONES ARE SPECIFICALLY
GEARED TO REGULATE WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT. WE HAVE LONG
DISCOURAGED THE LOCATION OF “WET” INDUSTRIES IN OUR COMMUNITY,

IT 1S, IN FACT, THIS CONCERN FOR LAKE BRANDT THAT WE FEEL THAT

IF THE BASIN IS TO EVENTUALLY DEVELOP FULLY, THEN THAT DEVELOPMENT
SHOULD BE PLACED ON PUBLIC SEWER RATHER THAN SEPTIC TANKS,

WE ARE CONVINCED THAT THE DECISION TO KNOWINGLY INSTALL A

LESS THAN ADEQUATE SYSTEM WILL HAVE GRAVE CONSEQUENCES, BOTH
ENVIRONMENTALLY AND FINANCIALLY, FOR US IN THE FUTURE.,
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EPA DOES HAVE THE OPTION TO ENDORSE A MUCH MORE SOUND CONCEPT.
WE, THE LOCAL LEADERS OF GOVERNMENT, ASK THAT YOU SUPPORT AND
ASSIST US BY EXERCISING THAT OPTION., YOU SHOULD SELECT A SYSTEM
WHICH WILL MUCH BETTER MEET OUR FUTURE NEEDS AND AFFORD
LONGER-TERM PROTECTION THAN THE ALTERNATE CHOSEN IN THE

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.

FORREST E. CAMPBELL, CHAIRMAN
BoARD oF CouNTY COMMISSIONERS
GuiLForD CounTy



Arrachment 10
Fewestr £. Cmpssee

HORSEPEN CREEK INTERCEPTOR SEWER

On Monday, November 20th, the Envirommental Protection Agency will hold a
Public Hearing in the Greensboro Coliseum Complex Auditorium,

The purpose of the Hearing is to allow interested parties to comment on
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Project.

Attachment 'A' in this package shows the five (5) Alternative Configurations
considered by EPA. Each Alternative could be sized to serve future (F) or
or existing (E) development.

Local government, the Piedmont Triad Council of Governments and, to a great
degree, the State, preferred Alternate 1F. This was the System originally
proposed in 1966.

EPA has chosen 2E (see Attachment 'B'). Note the pipe diameters of EPA's
proposed System!

Alternate 1F is estimated to cost $2.4 million. Alternate 2E is to cost
$1.38 million.

EPA pays 757 of the cost, the State pays 12%% and the County pays 12%%.

Attachment 'C' is a letter to EPA's Administrator which chronicled our
efforts to date to get the Project going.

When EPA's Administrator visited Greensboro, he alluded to his impression
that local government had neither the tools nor desire to properly regulate
growth in the Horsepen Basin. Attachment 'D' is our response to the Adminis-
trator's concerns.

In late September of this year, it was determined. from actual measurements
in the field, that Alternate 2E as proposed by EPA was grossly undersized
to serve even existing development. City computers and engineers predicted
the EPA system would not only fall short of State construction standards
but would over flow on the first day of operation. ’

This information was immediately communicated to EPA and the issue has yet
to be resolved. A November 1l4th letter from EPA's engineers indicates they
stand firm on their preliminary calculations. They do concede that detailed
engineering may necessitate some changes in their design.

é;gachment 'E' is a summary of various County departments' reactions to the

Attachment 'F' points out the need for the System to handle the Airport complex:

gttachment 'G' is a Chamber listing of possible new industrial users on the
ystem.
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CULEORD COUNTY

:_JI =
ADMINISTRATIVE GREENSBORO, N. C.
OFFICES :
27402

June 6, 1978

Mr. John White

Regional IV Director

Environmental Impact Study Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Mr. White:

A memo is attached which recounts what might fairly be
called "The Sorry Saga of the Horsepen Creek Outfall."
When you visited with us omr May 19, you may have left
with the impression that we were sensitive about this pro-
ject. The memo will provide you with an understanding of
what lies behind our reactions.

Your mention of a 208 Study was the straw that broke our
patience. At several points in the history of this project,
the County (or the City in the case of Metro) was advised

to embark on another course of action with the assurance
that 208 would not be brought in later as an excuse for
further delay. Since we experienced so many delays and
changes in attitude on the part of E.P.A., I really was not
too surprised when you brought 208 in on May 19. [Upon
reflection, however, I realize that it was your predecessor
who gave this specific assurance and you are probably unaware
of it. In all likelihood, you are probably not aware of the
complete history of the Horsepen Creek Project. Therefore,
the attached memo was prepared from our files. I only wish
we had recorded all our conversations with officials of
E.P.A., but then we were mere babes in the woods when this
mess began.

Hopefully, you will reconsider your position on Horsepen and
approve the County's recommendation of alternative 1F. . We
firmly believe in that project from both economic and environ-
mental points of view.

Attachment



GUIEEQRD) COUNTY

c:JV;:

GrREENSBORO, N.C.

June 5, 1978

MEMORANDUM

To: John V. Witherspoon, County Manager
From: Jim Rickards, Assistant to Manager/Operatianszé;;;zzfﬂv
Re: Documentation of Progress g?) of Grant Application

for Horsepen Creek Interceptor Sewer Line

The assignment to document this project was no easy task. The files
for the State and federal grants for this one Project consume 104" of file
cabinet space.

An interesting comparison is to look at the $1.5 million Oak View
Estates Project where we consclously did not apply for federal funds due
to our Horsepen experience. We went only with the 257 State graunt. That
Project only consumes 3" of cabinet space and took only 43 months between
Board authorization and project completion,

The Horsepen Project was first formally discussed in our 1966 Land Use
Plan.

It was addressed in more detail in a 1967 Study prepared by Hazen and
Sawyer.

It was one of the named projects in the Bond Referendum of 1971.

The following is amore detailed history of the Project begimning
with the successful Bond Issue. '

June 8, 1971 - Bonds approved by voters

October 6, 1971 - State advises to proceed with Grant application in
anticipation of successful Statewide Clean Water Bond Referendum
to be held May of 1972

Novemgerdl, 1971 - Commissioners adopt resolution to apply for federal
unds

November 15, 1971 - Board votes to seek Engineering firm

January 17, 1972 - State and EPA determine all Project components are
eligible for funding

February 15, 1972 - Council of Governmment approves Project

February 19, 1972 - Clearinghouse approves Project

February 22, 1972 - Application submitted

March %, 1972 - Moore~Gardmer retained as Engineers

March 15, 1972 - State acknowledges receipt of al

May, 1972 - Clean Water Bond Referendum sﬁccessfui @pplication docunents
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September 5, 1972 - Concerned over delays State is experiencing in gearing-up
to administer Bond funds, Guilford requests permission to proceed with
Horsepen construction and receive grant funds on a retroactive basis

September 12, 1972 - State denies "retroactive funding” proposal

October, 1972 - State requests grant be resubmitted on new forms

November 24, 1972 - New application, working drawings and specs submitted
to State .

December 15, 1972 - State acknowledges receipt of new application and advises
that only EPA approval of the State's "Interim Subbasin Plan" stands in
the way of project funding

January 18, 1973 - State announces that State grants will be 12%% since EPA
grant amounts were increased to 752

April 9, 1973 ~ State announces its bond attorneys are concerned with
referendum wording and no State monies will be forthcoming until
problem has been resolved :

April 27, 1973 - State Commission ranks Horsepen and Greensboro Metro Plant
jointly as #1 priority in State

June 26, 1973 - State submits its "Interim Subbasin Plan" to EPA

July 31, 1973 - Greensboro Record headlines state Horsepen turned down by
EPA because Interim Plan was unacceptable. News story was first
indication to County that there was a problem. Fiscal year 72-73
funding deadline was August 1, 1973,

August 13, 1973 - State advises Céunty that it was not informed of EPA's
intent to deny Project and had yet to be informed

August 17, 1973 - Congressman Preyer informs County that he had "good news".
EPA has assured him that "grant will be forthcoming in reasonable
period of time". _

September 5, 1973 - State reaffirms that Horsepen still #1 priority in State
and that State will push for grant

September 10, 1973 - EPA states Greensboro Metro and Horsepen Projects must
be combined as ome Project

September 13, 1973 - EPA meets in Raleigh with State, County and City
officials, investigation shows that reason State Plan was disapproved

was due to absence of requested supporting documents, Turned out
documents in question had been sent and received by EPA

November 15, 1973 - State ranks Metro/Horsepen as #1 priority in State for

F.Y. 73-74 funding

January 7, 1974 - Environmental Assessment Hearing held

January 11, 1974 - County retains Moore-Gardner to prepare Environmental
Assessment Statement

January 16, 1974 - State Office of Environmental Planning states it has just
heard of Horsepen Project and requests detailed update

January 21, 1974 - Commissioners adopt new resolution applying for increased
grant amounts due to inflationary increases resulting from delays

February 6, 1974 - 201 Hearing held

February 28, 1974 - State approves revised cost figures and increases grant
amount

April 30, 1974 - EPA tells State it will approve grant if Greensboro gives
written commitment that level of treatment at S. Buffalo Plant will

be improved
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May 5§ 1974 - Completed Environmental Assessment Statement submitted to
tate

May 8, 1974 - Greensboro sends written commitment to State regarding treatment
at S. Buffalo Plant

August 12, 1974 - EPA approves working drawings and specifications, instructs
County to advertise for bids

August 19, 1974 -~ EPA submits official grant offer

August, 1974 - Environmental Coalition files suit against EPA requiring an
EIS

September 3, 1974 - Commissioners accept grant offer

September 6, 1974 - County advises EPA it will join EPA in litigation

September 18, 1974 - EPA telephones County and instructs Guilford to hold
off on advertising for bids until further word

September 19, 1974 - County receives executed grant agreement from EPA

September 23, 1974 - EPA counsel advises County to refrain from advertising
for bids until litigation is more settled

All of 1375 spent in litigatiom

February 17, 1976 - EPA Administrator meets with State, City and County and
advises that EPA will settle out of court by preparing an EIS and that
both Metro and Horsepen will be addressed in same Statement. EPA to
prepare Scope of the Work and select consulting firm as soon as
possible.

August 19, 1976 - State advis;a that Clean Water Bond Fund almost exhausted
by other projects and balance cannot be
azaiting gPA;s EIS _ feld in trust for Horsepen

September 21, 1976 - RADIAN retained by EPA. RADIAN states it will take six
months to complete EIS

July 12, 1977 ~ EPA states that Horsepen EIS 13 far fr
previous decision to have one Statement for both §:o§22€ie;§§? gzér:3:§sed,
§£i52§ti‘pr°°eed with Metro first, then prepare a separate Statement for

July 13, 1977 - County appeals declsion and
oriority. Appeal demied. requests that Horsepen retain joint

September 1, 1977 ~ Metrc EIS Hearing held

March 15, 1978 - EPA meets with County to review EIS draft

April 3, 1978 ~ Commissioners express preferred Alternative as #1F *

April, 1978 -~ Greensboro Council express preferred Alternative as #1F

May 19, 1978 - EPA Administrator meets with interested parties and
advises that he is "leaning toward" Alternative #2E or No :ﬁ:ion

May 23, 1978 - Mayor d rman
—l—*———decis = yor and Chai jointly request Administrator recomsider

JR:1fm



UPDATE OF JUNE 5, 1978 MEMO
HISTORY OF HORSEPEN

June 26, 1978 ~ Administrator states he will not reconsider and has
decided on "2E".

July 24, 1978 - County requests EPA to advise as to date of Hearing.

September, 1978 ~ City of Greensboro monitors actual wastewater flows
in Horsepen System.

September 27, 1978 - Greensboro Engineer advises RADIAN has made mis~
calculation in sizing System. System will over flow first day of

operation.

October 4, 1978 ~ County & City advise EPA of RADIAN miscalculation.
EPA schedules Hearing for November 20Gth.

October 5, 1978 - EPA official visits Greensboro. Delivers EIS Draft.
Staff requests meeting with RADIAN to discuss miscalculation.

October 23, 1978 - County again requests meeting to discuss miscalcu-
lation. Reminds EPA of Airport and potential industrial flows.

November 6, 1978 - Chairman Campbell writes Administrator. Requests
EPA/RADIAN reaction to Greemsboro's findings.

November 9, 1978 - RADIAN responds to Greemsboro findings in writing.

November 14, 1978 - EPA agrees to meeting on afternoon of 20th to
discuss findings.



Mecduet D'

FTIBREST E.CAMOIE L IHARAMAN

JOHN V. WITHERSPOGN

BIIT A, MALL, ALE TmARMAN COUNTY MANAGEIR

~5=2n OEAL ->- - - WiLLIAM 8. TR RO
e GUILFORD COTUNTY oonrr arrommer
o ezesRT LanBRITo Board of County Commissioners AN aeten 1o Boant

P O. Box 3427
GREENSBORO, NORTH GCAROLINA 27402

May 23, 1978

Mr. John White, Regional Director

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV
345 Courtland Street

Atlanta, Gegrgia 30308

Dear John:

Thank you very much for the interest you have shown in our Horsepen
Creek Interceptor Sewer Project. We appreciate your taking the tine to
personally come to Greensboro and hear both sides of the argument.

We sincerely believe that either of the alternatives which you
mentioned-you were leaning toward would be a mistake. And, very
respectfully, we believe that your staff is unaware of all of the
factors which play a part in this project. As an example we would
point out the following facts:

1. The City and County have had in effect, since 1965, a
joint agreement that defines the area which we would
serve with water and sewer and thus helos to control
and/or direct growth insofar as possible.

2. The County has since 1964 had zoning authority in this
area. It has exercised subdivision controls since 1965
One condition of this subdivision control involves the
requirement that flood plains are to be designated as
easements. This is similar to the City requirements and
even a cursory trip around the City would indi
even a cursory trip arou Y dicate how

3. Greensboro and Guilford County were among the first to
adopt soil erosion and sediment control ordinances. These
have been in effect since 1975 and are more stringent (and
better enforced) than the State's requirements.

4. Effective July 1, 1978, the County will enforce regulati
dealing with permanent downstream protection of stggl;t;g:i
and channels and control of stormwater runoff. *



Mr. John White
Page Two
May 23, 1978

5. The City and County, by resolution adopted June 2, 1977,
asked the Corps of Engineers to make an Urban Water Resources
Study for this area. This, as we understand it, would dovetail
}nto]anﬂ future 208 planning but would save some of the time
nvolved.

6. Both the City and County have indicated repeatedly that every
effort would be made to promote and channel growth into the
area East and Hortheast of the City. However, we are realists
enough to know that it will take time to change this growth
direction. With the construction of Metro we will be in a
position to intensify our efforts in this direction but frankly
we feel that much development will take place in the Horsepen
basin prior to this change. Provision for this limited growth
is essential.

7. As discussed during our meeting the Pick pumping station is
on the High Point watershed. A1l of the problems associated
with it which would be triue on the Greensboro watershed would
also be true with this location.

8. The local share for this project is to be provided by general
obligation bonds. This bond issue was overwhelmingly approved
by the voters of Guilford with the Horsepen Project being
named as one of the major endeavors for which the funds

would be used.

9, The Piedmont Triad Council of Governments has endorsed the
Project as being in keeping with regional plans and, in fact,
PTCOG's "Regional Land Development Guide" recognizes the
project and plans for it accordingly.

There was much conversation concerning 208 planning and'the fact that
this had not been started in this area. Very frankly we believe th§t our
land use planning, density control, and workable pollution control is
further advanced than that in the Raleigh-Durham area where 208 planning
has been proceeding for some.four years. Further, we would certainly
intend to perfect our additional controls in accordance with better
Planning whenever a workable model is shown. So far we have not seen that.
However we have, as mentioned above, requested the Corps of Engineers to
make a study and this request has been approved.

We would like to remind you that very recently both t@e City Cgunci]
and Board of County Commissioners, by a formal vote, reaffirmed their
commitment to the project as being in the best interest of their citizens.

In view of the above facts and in order to handle our situation in
the best possible way we respectfully request that you designate alternate

IF as the preferred alternate.



Mr. John White
Page Three
May 23, 1978

Again thank you for your help and your obvious desire to do the best
job possible for everyone concerned.

Sincerely,

//\:'\ - .\’\ ‘: ‘
Nt I (VN ’\f/\ aC/’\‘,\}M
rrest E. Campbell Jim Melvin

Chairman Mayo
County Commissioners

cc: Honorable Richardson Preyer
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orrices GREENSBORO, N.C.

27402
MEMORANDUM

October 25, 1978

To: John V. Witherspoon, County Manager
From: Jim Rickards, Assistant to Manager/Operationg:ﬁygfi_,,

Re: Staff Comments - Horsepen Draft EIS

Planning

~RADIAN use of 70 gallons per day per capita is too low.
-Proposed action (2E) will not accommodate existing development.

-No attention given to serving industrially-zoned, undeveloped

land in Deep River Basin.
-"Mitigating Measures" chapter implies that septic tank regulations

are not strictly enforced. No documentation to support implication.
-EIS cites need for thoroughfare plan in Basin. Thoroughfare Plan
was adopted by N. C. Board of Tramsportation on June 6, 1977. It
provides for Airport-Benjamin Parkway linkage.
-No mention of Planning Board policy (adopted May 11, 1977) not to
recommend residential densities greater than 20,000 £t, /d.u.

Soil Scientist

-EIS employs superfluous "filler material" such as discussions of
endangered species of wildlife and sensitive plants when none are

known to inhabit basin.
~RADIAN use of 70 gallons per capita per day is low.
~10%2-15% of precipitation infiltrating to cause ground water recharge

is probably overly optimistic.
-Adoption of a Basin Stormwater Management Plan could mitigate much of

the potential threat to Lake Brandt.

92erations

The 2E configuration:
~Does not provide for the new airport terminal or other airport

facilities.
-Does not provide for a tie-in at the U. S. 220 North 1ift station

for the flow from Cardinal.
~Does not address the ability of the Pick 1lift station to pump the

much greater distance to the South Buffalo Outfall.



John V. Witherspoon
October 25, 1978

Page Two

-Does not address the provision for potential flows from existing,
but temporarily unoccupled industrial facilities.

-The Draft actually projects that after the System has reached capacity
that an additional 6,620 persons (2000 dwelling units) will have to
utilize septic tanks when it also states that the Basin's soils are
unsuitable for long-term septic tank use.

~The Draft does not address what will happen should existing (on-line)
industrial/commercial users desire to expand their facilities or go
to two or three shift operations.

In all probability the capital and O & M cost projections are inaccurate if
the present 2E configuration is faulty.

The Draft states excavation depths for pipes will be from 5 to 10 feet. We
have already determined that if EPA remains with present pipe dismeters the
depths will go to 20 feet over a lemgth of 5,000 feet.

The Section, "Existing Water Quality and Trophic State of Lake Brandt"

(pg. 64) is filled with conjecture and assumptions. FPhrases like, "...Should
be carefully examined...", "...It is possible...”, "Sources. . .unknown", "It
is probable...", etc. It appears that the Draft is attempting to addrésa

a subject about which insufficient research was conducted.

Due to the apparent miscalculations by RADIAN on 2E sizing, I feel their
references to the existing system as being "groesly oversized"
doubtful credibility. y oversized” now have

We have yet to receive EPA's reaction to Greemsboro's findings on actual

flows in the Basin. I intend to call Harold Duhart thi
what's going om. s week to find out

JR/ba
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October 23, 1978

Mr. Harold Duhart, Project Manager
North Carolina Section

Water Division

U. S. Enviroomental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Re: Horsepen Creek Interceptor Sewer Line
Project 370369, Guilford County

Dear Mr. Duhart:

As a followup to my letter to you of October 4th I wanted to advise your
office of additional factors which should be addressed as you review our
findings on current flows in the Horsepen System.

Besides the additiomal flow which will be generated by "limited" future
residential growth as well as existing homes in the basin presently on
septic tanks, the Airport Authority amticipates discharging an additional
60,425 gpd into the Horsepen System by 1985. Maximum flow from the Airport

will reach 153,000 gpd by 1995.

The City's monitoring figures do not reflect any gemeration from the presently
vacant American Can Company facility. However, the Chamber informs me that

a new potential firm may occupy this structure. The firm will employ about"
250 persons and will generate only domestic waste.

I will submit letters from the Airport Authority and Chamber verifying
these projections shortly.

I hope this additional information will be of some help.
Yours truly,

Jim Rickards
 Assistant to Manager/Operations

JR/ba

cc: John V. Witherspoon, County Manager
Greensboro Chamber of Commerce
Airport Authority

Ray Shaw, City of Greemsboro .
Larry Ha;vell, Director of Environmental Services .~



ACCREDITED

Post Ctfice Box 3248, 217 North Gresne Street. Grasnetorg, Norh Carctine 27402. Teisphons 919 27%-8878

@-'Greensboro Chamber of Commerce | B / "

November 10, 1978

Mr. James C. Rickards

Assistant to Manager-Operations
Guilford County

Post Office Box 3427

Greensboro, North Carolina 27402

Re: Horsepen Creek Interceptor Sewer
Dear dJim:

In earlier correspondence you requested information on industrial growth in
the Horsepen Creek basin, particularly in the airport area.

As you are well aware, the airport area is the primary focus of the community's
industrial development activity. Only through continued expansion of industry
and business in that area can our community continue to maximize employment
opportunities for all residents.

A number of firms have recently announced plans to locate in the area which wi]T
increase significantly sewage system capacity requirements.

1. The Weyerhaeuser Company has moved into a new 80,000 square foot
distribution facility from an older building within the same area
of about 15,000 square feet.

2. The Limitorque Corporation has a new building under ¢ i
where over 100 will be employed within one ygar. onstruction

3. George Sharpe is completing a 40,000 square foot distribution
facility, a portion of which is now occupied. W ici
40 employees at that location. P ® anticipate over

4. Several major national concerns have recently reviewed th
Can Company building on American Avenue. Two of these 21$m2mﬁ;$gan

a real interest in the building's availability;
employ a minimum of 250. yi the smallest would

5. While not directly in the basin, the decision by R i
to consolidate its Rockwell-Draper Division at {heoggﬁg}}n;nkgga?ggﬁna1
Textile building with over 300 employees is illustrative of the type

of success the community is having in its i ;
activities. ’ $ industrial development

We are most concerned that EPA restrictions on full and
Horsepen_Creek basin wi11‘restrict our ability as a commﬁ;?gsrtgegileggganoiothent
opportunities for all residents. Such action by EPA would, of course confgic{mgith

the President's directive of maximizing employment opportunities in our urban areas.



Mr. James C. Rickards
November 10, 1978
Page 2

Your efforts to ensure that an interceptor sewer is constructed which is adequate

to serve both existing and future development in the Horsepen Creek basin while
eliminating the health hazards of 1ift stations and septic tanks is most appreciated.
The Chamber will continue to assist you and other public agency officials and .
employees in any way we can to achieve this objective.

Sincerely,

Allan Johnston, Manéger
Community Development
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pate.  Sept. 27, 1978
To: Ray Shaw
From:. - Don Knibb

Subject: Horsepen Creek Outfall

The pipe sizes as recommended by EPA for the Horse-
pen Creek Drainage Basin have been checked. A computer
nodel was constructed for the main outfall from the ex-
isting Stage Coach Trail Lift Station to the proposed
Horsepen Creek Pumping Station.

The flow capacities as provided by Holland and-
Macklin (EPA) were checked te determine the grade they
proposed for each line. Most grades thus determined
were found not to conform to minimum grades as published
by the State Board of Health.

We then had Moore, Gardner and Assoc, take the pro-
posed line sizes and prepare a profile that would meet
State standards. This put the line very deep, in places
20 feet. Moore, Gardner estimates the construction cost
of the lines would be $1,197,000. This does not include
side lines 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, or 11,

We input the most recent loading of ecach 1ift stati
with zero growth and found that all ?ine sizesl;§§p2;:éig§
EPA were inadequate. In fact, our computer model ghows
that on the first day the new system is put in service, the
system will overflow and a parallel line costing $695-600
will be required to correct the problem. ' ’

Using the same existing load we have selected pi i

: _ » sele ipe sizes
Fhat will handlg the load flowing 2/3 full and meetptge min-
imum grade requirements. Moore, Gardner and Assoc, estimates
the cost of the main trunk of this line at $658,000.

Additional engineering is required to compl i
1 : : ete the des
and costing of the lines connecting the lift siations ioczh;gn
main outfall. The USGS topo maps to a scale of 1" = 2000' are

totally inadeguate for this purpose because lon ;
along the creek bottoms may be missed. ong flat sections



-

The sizes developed by the city fail to meet the
stated objectives of the recommended plan, E-2, because
zero growth has been used in choosing the sizes.

Page 11, paragraph 6 of the Radian report shows a
projected population increase of 10,620. Using Radians
70 gpcd, which is significantly less than the present
blend of development provides, a growth load of 743,400
gpd (516 gpm) ave. flow should be added. An additional
design was made adding this flow in proportion to avail-
able land. These sizes are shown in the attached table.

B

Don Knibb

g N
attach/
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HORSEPEN CREEX INTERCEPTOR

All flows in cu. ft. per second

'CITY OF GREENSBORO DESIGN EPA ALTERNATIVE E-2
ZERO GROWTH MIN. RADIAN GROWTH
. 2/3 2/3 FLOW FLOW
CONTRIBUTING EXISTING LOAD DESIGN | PIPE | FULL || DESIGN{PIPE | FULL 1 BY BY
LINE LIFT STATION DATE MIN. MAX. AVE. FLOW* | STZ2E | FLOW( FLOW |SIZE | FLOW|ISTIZE |HOLLAND | MACKLIN
1 Stage Coach 8/29/78 .33 1.21 .60 1.20 8  1.48] 1.53 10 1.74) 8 .204 .690
2 .54 2.31 1.21 2.42 15 2.48f 3.30 18 3.67} 10 .612 .711
3 .49 10 .76 8 . .101 .970
4 .54 2,31 1.21 2.42 ig 3.67) 3.87 21 5.56| 10 .714 .789
5 Guilford College 9/6/78 .15 .51 0.22 .44 8 .51 .51 8 .51 8- .371 .862
6 Pine Top 9/12/78 .09 .38 .23 .46 8 .59 1.37 12 1.76} 8 .371 .683
7 .24 .89 .45 .90 12 .80y 1.88 15 2.26| 10 .301 .690
8 A .78 3.20 1.66 3.32 21  3.91{ 5.75 27 7.60{ 12 1.112 1.185
B .81 3.67 1.88 3.76 21 3.91f 6.41 27 7.60
9 Bri+ish Woods 9/20/78 .03 .47 .22 .44 10 0.48 .66 12 0.82} s .309 1.296
10  Albert Pick 8/29/78 .37 .10 .21 .42 10 .70 .42 10 0.70ll 10 1,422 1.380
11 Wagon Wheel §/29/78 .21 1.11 .61 1.22 12 1.24 1.85 15 2.25]| 8 .408 L7111

Design Flow = 2 x Ave. Flow




Greensboro Board of REALTORS® inc.

1403 Sunset Drive
P. O. Box 9907
Greensboro, North Carolina 27408

HORSEPEN CREEK INTERCEPTOR SEWER

11/20/78

I'm Fred L. Clapp of Greansboro Board of Realtors and have been
authorized by its Board of Directors to enter the following statement into
the record.

We will not join the technical issue of correct line sizes, be-
lieving that all agencies involved are properly motivated and possess the
requisite engineering skills necessary to satisfactorily resolve this matter.

It is our understanding, however, that, regardless of the eventual
line size, it is EPA's intent to sewer only the existing population plus
providing limited additional capacity. The proposed action, we believe,
will adversely affect housing and quite possibly the economic stability
of the community.

This summer, the Special Task Force on Housing Costs appointed
by the Secretary of Housing & Urban Development pinpointed excessive
government regulations as a major contributor to the current high cost of
housing. The National Association of Realtors estimates that over regu-
lation currently adds approximately 20% to housing costs, or about $9,000
to the cost of today's median priced new house, Inasmuch as trends in
existing home prices closely follow those of new ones, such over regu-
lation affects all potential home buyers. In response to the study, HUD
Secretary Harris has announced, among other actions already underway,
that HUD will work with state and local governments for reasonable
standards for land development and in planning for an adequate supply of
usable land. We submit that the proposed action is an example of such
over regulation and will necessarily increase the cost of housing by in-
creasing the minimum lot sizes and prices and increasing the development
costs for additional streets, power, telephone and gas lines, etc., The
low density development proposed will also severely restrict, if not deny
the developer's ability to effect the economies of building ch’xstered ‘
housing or "patio” homes and attached "townhouses for sale" and apart-
ment dwellings.

g

MEMBER North Carolina Association of REALTORS s NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS




Greensboro Board of REALTORS® |Inc.

1403 Sunset Drive .

P. O. Box 9907

Greensboro, North Carolina 27408
REALTOR® Telephone (919) 373-0962
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In the marketplace, the desirability of residential development
in our northwest section has already been established and we are all
agreed that eventual full development of the basin will occur even on
septic tanks. This low density proposal, however, will further re-
strict the supply and cost of land in a market already characterized by
a tightly controlled supply of land. Further, in such a low density
development it will be more costly for the community to maintain
essential public services such as transportation, schools, recreational
facilities, etc. The resulting increased costs must necessarily be
borne by the taxpayers through increased property taxes and therefore
again increase the cost of maintaining a home.

At a time in our history when low-income families have already
been forced from the private housing market and we are rapidly pricing
middle-America out of the private housing market, the impact of the
proposed action on housing costs should not be ignored.

The most serious economic implication of the proposed action to
the entire community is the implied restriction on industrial development.
We admit to confusion and frustration about the rather casual treatment
of industrial development in the EIS. It is elementary and fundamental
that sound industrial growth is necessary to provide employment oppor-
tunities and to expand the tax base in order to be able to maintain a
reasonable level of local taxation. Substantial public and private'in-
vestment has already been made in the airport industrial arga and it
would be fiscally irresponsible not to fully utilize the facilities '.;‘:nd
land provided by such investment. EPA's consultant states that "any
future industrial development in the basin will not be eligible for
sewerage funding by EPA" and the proposed action would apparently
divert all industrial sewage to the South Buffalo plant. Yet the con-
sultant claims that (industrial) "development is limited primarily by )
the size of the collector and outfall sewers in the South Buffalo blasin
and that "system modifications necessary to sewer future industrial
growth and the airport will require at a minimum replacing the ma jc'>lr
collectors and outfall sewers to the South Buffalo treatment plant.

The cost of such action would appear to be greatly in excess of that
of the Horsepen Creek interceptor itself and would presumably be

\ i
MEMBER North Carolina Association of REALTORS ¢ NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS
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entirely the expense of the community. The proposed action therefore
appears to directly and indirectly impose extreme limitations on the
community's ability to provide for a desirable expansion of industry.

The adverse impact on housing and industrial development re-
sulting from the proposed action are not in the best interests of the
community. We submit that the community will best be served by the
selection of Alternate 1F which basically would provide full sewer
service to the entire basin.

We are not unmindful of the potential hazards of development
within any watershed. However, we are not persuaded by the EIS that
the low density dispersal of housing and the addition of 2 ,000~2,500
septic tanks to the basin is the proper way to handle development.

The EIS addresses itself to the introduction of pollutants into
Lake Brandt, but is silent concerning the technology of removing pol-
lutants by water treatment methods. The EIS on the one hand addresses
itself to lead loadings in Lake Brandt from automobiles associated with
development in the basin and on the other hand ignores existing govern-
ment regulations that require us to drive less effecient more expensive
cars that are restricted to unleaded gasoline.

In an area of soils poorly suited for septic tank use, it would
seem a reasonable probability that the addition of 2,000-2 ,500 septic
tanks to the north section of the basin would in time cause health pro-
blems that could only be corrected by a public sewer system and, it
would certainly be more cost efficient to provide the system now rather
than 20 years from now.

The EIS concedes that "many of the measures required to promote
orderly development of the Horsepen Creek area and preserve the water
quality of Lake Brandt already exist." Indeed, one condition of the
grant is that an erosion and sedimentation control plan must be submitted
to EPA for approval. County requlations dealing with the control of storm
water run off are under study, The Board of Realtors be-
lieves that the County and City can and will implement adequate measures

e
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for orderly development and we will support and cooperate with such
reasonable measures as may be required. We submit that local govern-
ments are the proper authorities to control land use and development
regulations within local boundaries.

We further submit that the community must finally recognize the
fact that Lake Brandt cannot be indefinitely counted upon as a major
water supply source, and within the 20 year design period, we must
look beyond our present water storage system for an adequate water

supply.
On balance, therefore, we cannot support the proposed action

as being in the best interests of the community. We urge the Director
to reconsider the recommendation and support Alternate 1F,

\
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Statement of
Rhodes T. Corbett, Vice Chairman
Council on Economic Development
Greensboro Chamber of Commerce

Presented

Monday, November 20, 1978
At An
EPA Public Hearing
On the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Wastewater Facilities in the Horsepen Creek Basin

I am Rhodes Corbett, Vice Chairman of the Greensboro Chamber of Commerce Council
on Economic Development. 1 am here to state our concern about the potential adverse
economic impact of an interceptor sewer improperly sized for the Horsepen Creek basin.

The basin is the community's primary growth area. Its population exceeds 8,000.
By the year 2000 the population is expected to exceed 18,000, It is also the com-
munity's primary industrial growth area. In the properties near the airport over
3,000 acres are zoned for industrial use. Over 600 acres are currently used for
industrial purposes. The 2,400 available acres of industrial zoned land constitute
the community's largest single concentration of such property and consequent new job
opportunities.

According to the Draft EIS, there appear to be constraints placed upon com-
mercial and industrial development, with prior reports having suggested a limitation
of 210 acres of commercial development and 150 acres of industrial development being
allowed by the year 2000. This type of land use decision can best be made by the

appropriate local governments in response to demand for such land and a éonsideration

of the community's best interests. Any limitation of commercial or industrial acreage’

on an arbitrary basis by any federal agency is inappropriate. Such a position by any
federal agency would be contrary to the President's National Urban Policy objective of

creating new jobs in our urban areas. In addition, such arbitrary decisions are not

consistent with the President's policy of establishing a new "urban partnership”

between the public sector and the private sector which will foster the creation of

new jobs.
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In summary, the Chamber takes the following positfon:

1. Responsible public agencies should construct a sewer
adequate to serve existing and future development since
the area continues to be the most desirable‘area for
residential and related development.

2. Continued industrial development in the airport area is
essential to the economic strength of the community and
to creation of new jobs.

3. Local governments are the appropriate agencies for exercis-
ing development decisions as to the extent and type of land
use to be allowed within the basin.

4. There appear to be reasonable alternatives to protect Lake
Brandt for the period of time which it will continue to be
needed as a water supply reservoir.

Let me again.emphasize what our Chamber of Commerce President Charles Melvin
said: If EPA does not concur in the Chamber's position, then we urge that an
agreement be reached between EPA and Guilford County to provide an interceptor sewer
and other wastewater collection system facilities sufficient to serve an appropriate
level of development consistent with a meaningful cost-benefit analysis of land
development and related factors within the Horsepen Creek basin.

Thank you.



FORREST £, CAMPBELL, CHAIRMAL

JOHN V. WITHERSPOON
COUNTY MANAGER

ororon B, saison GUILFORD COUNTY Wi 8 TmevoRROw
J.ROBERT LANDRETH, JR. BO(IPd Of GO(ml"g GommiSSionerS AN:LIEER:TEA::AAH';
P. 0. Box 3427

GREENSBORO, NORTH CAROLINA 27402

BERT A. HALL,VICE CHAIRMAN

November 27, 1978

Mr. John C. White

Regional Administrator

Region IV .

United States Environmental
Protection Agency

345 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Mr. White:

I want to reiterate my personal view that water quality
and reasonable environmental concerns should be the
priority consideration in planning for the future of
the Horsepen Basin in Guilford County. I also ask that
the following points be made a part of the record.

1.
A vast majority of the undeveloped land in the basin
is zoned A-1 - Agricultural. This gives local government

the opportunity to encourage low density growth by a
commitment to retain current zoning patterns.

2.
Tf development pressures in the area persist, and if
full urban services are provided, annexation,should be
undertaken at an early date. Indeed, I am becomin
convinced that the county and city wéter and :ewerg
policies have, in general, encouraged and sub;idized

urban sprawl with the resultant deterij '
inner city of Greensboro. toration of the

3.
Even though the soils of the Hor
the best for optimum septic tank
there are generally superior to t
ar;a oflthe county where high den
taken place. Areas such as Fore
problems which clearly indicate that the 1 21 gover

. . ocal
have, in some instances, not done g particular1§OZgggments

sepen Basin are not
operation, the soils

hg soils in the southern
Sity growth has already
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November 27, 1978
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job in planning or regulation of growth and development.
Furither, the communities of Mt. Zion and Franklin
Boulevard have had serious water and sewer problems

for decades. Even though these problems have not been
dealt with in a concerted, effective manner, I believe
existing problems should be dealt with first. ' The
policies of the past should be changed, where necessary,
to prevent repeating the mistakes of the past.

4.
Just recently, Guilford County and the City of Greensboro
have agreed to expend $%.5 million in public monies

to provide water and sewer to the Reedy ‘Fork Basin, which
is downstream of the municipal water reservoir northeast

of Greensboro. This action opens up thoysands of acres

to industrial, commercial, and residenti$l growth. At
least two thousand acres can be initially served by this
extension. Opening this vast new area to.development, with
virtually all urban type services, should alleviate much

of the developmental pressures in the environmentally
sensitive Horsepen Basin. This should be particularly true
for industrial growth. Indeed, a recent survey by the
Chamber of Commerce shows that 91.3% of the 128 members
surveyed desired that industrial growth take place outside
the northwest quadrant. (This, of course, is taken out

of context, as was the references to the same survey at

the hearing of November 21; therefore, I am enclosing the
entire survey results for your information.) Also enclosed
is a copy of the soil survey of Guilford County, which
documents the various soil types in our area.

Please consider these’matters.whep making your final
decisions on the Horsepen Basin dilemma.

Sincerely,

Ogden Deal o
Guilford County Commissioner

Enclosures
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November 9, 1978

To: Board of Directors

From: Larry Roland, Chairman
Ambassadors Club

Enclosed is the tabulated results of the Ambassadors Club survey for 1978
The survey was conducted during the three day period of September 12 - 14.
A total of 23 volunteers conducted personal interviews with 211 randomly
selected Chamber members to determine their expectations and desires re-
garding community-wide development over the next five years.

A structured questionnaire was used during the interviews. The question-
naire was developed in cooperation with the Councils on Economic Develop-
ment, Community Development and Planning, and the City and County Planning
Departments. The results are representative of the opinions of 95% of our
members within a 4% margin of error.

An open-ended question regarding the area's strengths and we i

. s 4 2 . aknesses is not
being reported at this time as it requires additigna1 analysis. Likewise

a question regarding local labor market deficiencies requires additional ’
analysis although we are reporting the basic results to you.



Question:

How long have you 1ived in the community?

Total Responses 211 (100%)

Less than one year 7 (3.3%)

1-5 years 32 (15.2%)
6-10 years 23 (10.9%)
11-15 years 24 (11.3%)
more than 15 years 113 (53.6%)
not a resident 12 (5.7%)

Question:

How long have you lived in your present location?

Total Responses 211 (100%)
Less than 1 year 19 (9.0%)
1-5 years 69 (33.5%)
6-10 years 27 (12.5%)
11-15 years 32 (15.0%)
more than 15 years 58 (27.2%)
not a resident 6 (2.8%)

AGE (Estimated)

20-40 years 67 (33.0%)
41-60 years 120 (59.1%)
61-70 years 13 (6.4%)
over 70 years 3(1.5%)

(Total number of respondents whose ages were estimated is 203.)



Question:

In which quadrant do

City
County
Combined Totals

Demographic Analysis

Age Group

20-40 years
41-60 years
61-70 years
over 70 years
ages unknown

Length of Resi-
dence in Community

Less than 1 year
1-5 years

6-10 years

11-15 years

more than 15 years

Question:

How Tong have you been with this company?

Total Responses - 211

Less than 1 year
1-5 years

6-10 years

11-15 years

more than 15 years

you live?
Total Northeast Southeast Southwest Northwest
145 12 (8.3%) 1 (0.6%) 14 (9.7%) 118 (81.4%)
51 5 (9.8%) 7 (13.7%). 21 (41.2%2) 18 (35.3%)
196 i7f§§77%7' 8(4.1%) 5 (17.9% 136 (69.4%
56 6 (10.7%) 2 (3.6%) 13 (23.2%) 35 (62.5%)
116 10 (8.6%) 6 (5.2%) 19 (16.4%) 81 (69.8%)
13 1 (7.7%) : 2 (15.4%) 10 (76.9%)
g 1 (33.3%) 2 (66.7%)
6 | 1 (16.7%) 3 (50.0%) 2 (33.3%)
gg % (g.l?) 1 (3.12) 5 (15.6%) 25 (78.2%)
3 ( .7§) 1 (4.3%) 2 (8.7%) 18 (78.3%)
1§1 12 E?.Ség 5 (20.8%) 3 (12.5%) 14 (58.4%)
0.8%) 21 (18.9%) 78 (70.3%)
Respondent's Age Analysis -
( 20-40 years  41-60 years 61-70 years  over 70
9 (4.3%) 6 (75.0%) 2 (25.0%
50 (23.7%) 30 (60.0%) 18 (36.0%; 2 (4.0%)
40 (19.0%) 17 (45.9%) 20 (54.1%) '
26 (12.3%) 8 (29.6%) 18 (66.7%) 1 (3.7%)
86 (40.7%) 7 (8.6%) 61 (75.43) 10 (12.37) 3 (3.7%)



Question:

Please look at this Tlist.

items you wish.

Cost of Living

Cultural Opportunities

Educational Facilities
Grades K thru 12
Post High School

Environmental Matters

Health Care

Housing

Personal Safety

Quality of Local
Government

Recreation

Shopping

Transportation

Variety of Occupational
Opportunities

Question:

Demographic Analysis

Age Groups

20-40 years
41-60 years
61-70 years
over 70 years

Length of Residence
in Community

Less than 1 year
1-5 years

6-10 years

11-15 years

more than 15 years
not a resident

Location of
Present Residence

City

: . If you agree the “"quality of 1ife" would include the
items listed, please rate the importance of each item to you.

You may add any

Total Very Not
Responses Important Important Important
211 (100%) 126 (59.7%) 81 (38.3%) 4 (2.0%)
211 (100%) 87 (41.2%) 120 (56.8%) 4 (2.0%)
211 (100%) 174 (82.5%) 32 (15.2%) 5 (2.3%)
188 (100%) 113 (60.1%) 66 (35.1%) 9 (4.8%)
211 (100%) 82 (38.9%) 127 (60.1%) 2 (2.0%)
211 (100%) 141 (66.8%) 68 (32.2%) 2 (2.0%)
209 (100%) 105 (50.3%) 96 (45.9%) 8 (3.8%)
211 (1QD%) 137 (64.9%) 67 (31.8%) 7 (3.3%)
210 (100%) 160 (76.2%) 50 (23.8%) 0
211 (100%) 65 (31.8%) 140 (66.4%) 6 (2.8%)
211 (100%) 58 (27.5%) 139 (65.9%) 14 (6.6%)
210 (100%) 60 (28.6%) 118 (56.2%) 32 (15.2%
195 (100%) 100 (51.3%) 80 (41.0%) 15 (7.7%)
In your opinion, has the quality of life improved, remained unchanged, or
deteriorated during the period you have Tived in the community?
Total Remained
Responses Improved Unchanged Deteriorated
205 (100%) 148 (72.2%) 24 (16.6%) 23 (11.2%)
66 44 (66.7%) 17 (25.8%) 5 (7.5%)
122 91 (74.6%) 16 (13.1%) 15 (12.3%)
12 8 (66.7%) 2 (16.6%) 2 (16.7%)
3 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%)
6 2 (33.3%) 4 (66.7%)
32 16 (50.0%) 15 (46.9%) 1 (3.1%)
23 18 (78.3%) 3 (13.0%) 2 (8.7%)
24 18 (75.0%) 5 (20.8%) 1 (4.2%)
111 90 (81.1%) 5 (4.5%) 16 (14.4%)
9
104 (73.2% 21 (14.8% 17 512.0%)
122 37 268.5%; 12 (22.2% 5 (9.3%)

County



Question:

As an annual average, how many employees does your firm have in Guilford
County, less High Point and Jamestown?

Total Responses 208 (100%)
Less than 10 employees 82 (39.4%)
11-50 employees 85 (40.9%)
51-100 empToyees 20 (9.6%)
more than 100 employees 21 (10.1%)

(note: 12 respondents reported employees in ranges from 115 to 5000)

Question:

Will you express an opinion as to what percentage of your fua .
(in Greensbora, in Guilford County, in another county{ employees live:

Total Responses - 207
In Greensboro 61.5% (average of all respondents )

In Guilford County 30.2% (average of all d
In Another County 8.3% (average of al] rgzgggdgzgzg



Question:

If an area around the presently developed Central Business District were
rezoned to provide a Greenbelt of modern townhouses, as shown on the map,
would you consider living in this Greenbelt?

Total
Responses Yes No

207 (100%) 60 (29.0%) 147 (71.0%)

Demographic Analysis

Age Groups

20-40 years 64 22 (34.4%) 42 (65.6%)
41-60 years 119 34 (28.6%) 85 (71.42)
61-70 years 14 2 (14.3%) - 12 (85.7%)
over 70 years 2 2 (100%)

Length of Residence
in Community

Less than 1 year 7 3 (42.9%) 4 (57.1%)
1-5 years 32 9 (28.1%) 23 (71.9%)
6-10 years 22 7 (31.8%) 15 682%)
11-15 years 24 4 (16.7%) 20 (83.3%)
more than 15 years 110 34 (30.9%) 76 (69.1%)
not a resident 12 3 (25.0%) 9 (75.0%)
Location of Present
Residence

City 145 45 (31.0%) 100 (69.0%)
County 51 13 (25.5%) 38 (74.5%)
Question:

(IF "NO") Would another type of housing in this area appeal to you?

Total Positive Responses - 14

(Preferencé was for single family dwellings)



Question:

Here is a list of possible uses to aid in downtown revitalization. Which
of these uses appeals to you and might attract your patronage? You may
add your suggestions to the list.

Total
Responses Yes No

Apartments 180 (100%) 77 (42.8%) 103 (57.2%)
Banks 180 (100%) 121 (67.2%) 59 (32.8%)
Consumer Finance 171 {100%) 84 (49.1%) 87 (50.9%)
Entertainment/Arts 202 (100%) 181 (89.6%) 21 (10.4%)
Insurance 176 (100%) 116 (65.9%) 60 (34.1%)
Light Manufacturing 170 (100%) 53 (31.1%) 117 (68.8%)
Offices 184 (100%) 153 (83.2%) 31 (16.8%)
Restaurants 196 (100%) 186 (94.9%) 13 (5.1%)

Security Dealers 181 (100%) 132 (72.9%) 49 (27.1%)
Specialty Stores 193 (100%) 150 (77.7%) 43 (22.3%)

Question:

Do you feel the following items are functions of government in a downtown
revitalization program?

Total No

Responses Yes No Opinion-
Zoning Reviews 211 (100%) 201 (95.3%) 4 (1.9%) 6 (2.8
Building Code Reviews 211 (100%) 200 (94.8%) 5 (2.4%) 6 (2-8%;
Property Tax Structures 211 (100%) 184 (87.2%) 9 (4.3%) 18 (8.5
Actively Searching for Tenants 211 (100%) 91 (43.1%) 106 (56 2%) 14 (5,6”
Direct Financial Subsidy 211 (100%) 64 (30.3%) 140 (66’4%) 7 (3-3ﬂ
Tax Incentives 211 (100%) 169 (80.0%) 32 (15.28) 10 (4.8%



Question:

If all other factors were equal, would you prefer to park your car downtown
in a parking garage or a surfact parking lot?

Demographic Analysis

Age Group

20-40 years
41-60 years
61-70 years

over 70 years

Length of Residence
in Community

Less than 1 year

1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years

more than 15 years
not a resident

Location of Present
Residence

City
County

Question:

Please refer again to this map showing quadrant structure.

would you prefer to see: (industrial growth, commercial growth, residential

growth)

Industrial Growth
Commercial Growth
Residential Growth
0 Preferences

Total
Responses
178 (100%)

53
104
11

129
43

Parking Surface
Garage Parking Lot
59 (33.1%) 119 (66.9%)
19 (35.8%) 34 (64.2%)
34 (32.7%) 70 (67.3%)
5 (45.5%) 6 (54.5%)

2 (100%)
2 (25.0%) 6 (75.0%)
13 (48.1%) 14 (51.9%)
5 (25.0%) 15 (75.0%)
7 (35.0%) 13 (65.0%)
28 (28.9%) 69 (71.1%)
4 (66.7%) 2 (33.3%)
42 (32.6%) 87 (67.4%)
14 (32.6%) 29 (67.4%)

In what quadrant

Responses Northeast Southeast Southwest Northwest
52 (40.6%) 35 (27.3%) 30 (23.4%) 11 (8.7%)
36 (31.9%) 23 (20.3%) 32 (28.3%) 22 (19.5%)
34 (30.4%) 12 (10.7%) 14 (12.5%) 52 (46.4%)



Question:

Regarding sources of most of your services and supplies, are these sources
located: (as listed below)

Total Responses 235 (100%)

Locally 9 (33.6%)
Within 50 miles 1 (17.4%)
Within the State 40 (17.0%)
Outside the State 74 (31.6%)
Unknown 1 (0.4%)

Question:

These statistics regarding employment are supplied by the Greensboro and
Guilford County Planning Departments. They are for Guilford County, less
High Point and Jamestown. Employment growth from 1960 to 1974 amounted to
96% over the 1960 figures. Estimated 1990 employment is 30% over the 1974
figures.

In your opinion, is growth of this scale desirable?

Total Responses 207 (100%)

Yes 159 (76.8%)
No 3 (15.9%)
No Opinion 5 (7.3%)

Question:

In your opinion, does the local labor market have a substantial deficiency?

Total Responses 206 (100%)
Yes 84 (40.8%)
No 100 (48.5%)

No Opinion 22 (10.7%)



Question:

At present, there are separate school administrations in Greensboro, High
Point, and the rest of the county. In your opinion, should these adminis-
trations remain the same or be consolidated?

Total Remain

Responses The Same Consolidate

191 (100%) 122 (63.9%) 69 (36.1%)
Demographic Analysis
Age Groups
20-40 years 52 30 (57.7%) 22 (82.3%)
41-60 years 118 77 (65.2%) 41 (34.7%)
61-70 years 11 7 (63.6%) 4 (36.3%)
over 70 years 2 2 (100.0%)
Length of Residence

in Community
Less than 1 year 6 3 (50.0%) 3 (50.0%)
1-5 years 28 23 (82.1%) 5 (17.9%)
6-10 years 23 14 (60.9%) 9 (39.1%)
11-15 years 24 12 (50.0%) 12 (50.0%)
more than 15 years 101 63 (62.4%) 38 (37.6%)
not a resident 9 7 (77.8%) 2 (22.2%)
Location of Present
Residence
City 136 90 (66.2%) 46 (33.8%)
County 49 32 (65.3%) 17 (34.7%)
6

Unknown



Question:

At present, the Greensboro School Board is appointed. In your opinion, should
the members of the Greensboro School Board be appointed or be elected?

Total Be Be

Responses Appointed Elected

185 (100%) 90 (48.6%) 95 (51.4%)
Demographic Analysis
Age Groups
20-40 years 58 20 (34.4%) 38 (65.6%)
41-60 years 111 61 (55.0%) 50 (45,0%)
61-70 years 10 9 (90.0%) 1 (10.0%)
over 70 years 2 2 (100.0%)
unknown 4 4 (100.0%)
Length of Residence

in Community
Less than 1 year 7 1 (14.3%) 6 (85.7%)
1-5 years 28 13 (46.4%) 15 (53.6%)
6-10 years 21 9 (42.9%) 12 (57.1%)
11-15 years 22 11 (50.0%) 11 (50.0%)
more than 15 years 98 53 (54.1%) 45 (45.9%)
not a resident 9 3 (33.0%) 6 (67.0%)
Location of Present
Residence

City ) 136 78 (57.4%) 58 (42.6%)
County 50 13 (26.0%) 37 (74.0%)

Unknown 9 3 (33.3%) 6 (66.7%)



Question:

On a scale of one to ten (ONE is most unsatisfactory, TEN is most satisfactory),
how would you rate your firm's experience with local government regarding regu-

lations, services, and taxes?

Regulations - Total Responses - 191

Rating Rating
1 -4 (2.1%) 6 - 9 {4.7%)
2 -2 (1.0%) 7 - 22 (11.5%)
3 -2 (1.0%) 8 - 39 (20.4%)
4 -6 (3.1%) 9 - 25 (13.1%)
5 - 20 (10.5%) 10 - 62 (32.6%)

Services - Total Responses - 190

Rating Rating
1 -2 (1.0%) 6 - 9 (4.7%)
2 -0 7 - 21 (11.1%)
3 -0 8 - 53 (27.9%)
4 -2 (1.0%) 9 - 33 (17.5%)
5 - 12 (6.3%) 10 - 58 (30.5%)

Taxes - Total Responses - 186

Rating Rating
1 -5 (2.7%) 6 - 10 (5.4%)
2 -2 (1.0%) 7 - 18 (9.7%)
3 -5(2.7%) 8 - 45 (24.3%)
4 - 11 (5.9%) 9 - 19 (10.2%)
5 - 33 (17.7%) 10 - 38 (20.4%)

No Experience - 10 (4.7%)

Question:

On the whole, do you feel local governments (city & county) encourage new
business establishment & growth?

Yes No

Total Responses
188 (100%) 165 ( 87.8%) 23 (12.2%)
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STATEMENT TO EFA ON DRAFT EIS
(Horsepen Creek Basin Interceptor)

The National Audubon Society is an organization that since the early
years of this century has stood for the conservation of all wildlife
and aother natural rescurces., We are working to eliminate unnecessary pollu-
tion, unwarranted destruction of essential wildlife habitats, the prema-
ture extinction of species, and the waste of our natural wealth in all its
forms. We recognize and expect that for any long~range problem there may
be proposed a solution which appears adequate but in reality is short-
sighted and helps to create problems more serious than those it was sup-

posed to deal with.
We are assembled tonight to carry out an important step in working

through a situation of this type. We have to start by recognizing that the
fundamental question is the quality of the water supply on a longterm basis
for the city and surrounding area, rather than how much or what kind of
‘growth’ an area should have. So if there is a real possibility that some
activity will reduce that water quality significantly, our plans must either
compensate for or reduce that activity to an acceptable level.

Tt ig no secret that when forests and fields become suburban and indus-
trial real estate, the normal filtration and absorption function of the
earth is both prevented by buildings and pavement and made more difficult
by the presence of grease, gasoline, oil, battery acid, soot, and litter.
This would occur whether or not the land were near a municipal water in-
take point, but obviously when this is the case the choices are much more
significant.

For these reasons, and because of a cautious attitude toward development
in the vicinity of any airport, we recommend that no action be taken that
would in the long run tend to create water quality problems by increasing
urban~type runoff immediately upstream from Lake Zrandt. 14 this neans that
certain types of construction must be carefully restricted, we believe this
limitation should be accepted by all concerned in the interests aof their
fellow citizens, and setzf?ge planning should be consistent with this aim.

< e L;“{ '
A et Tom Duckwall
T. Gilbert Fearson Audubon Chapter
5 Holly Crest Court
Greenshora, NC 274190
?19-294-1240

DEC 4 1978



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

PEP ER-78/1052 oCT 27 1978

Mr. John C. White

Regional Administrator, Region IV
Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Mr. White:!

This is in regard to your transmittal of October 5, 1978,
requesting the Department of the Interior's review and comment
on the draft environmental statement.for Horsepen Creek Inter-
ceptor, Guilford County, North Carolina.

This is to inform you that the Department will have comments
but will be unable to reply within the allotted time as we
have just received the additional copies of the draft state-
ment which are necessary for our Departmental review.

Our comments should be available by late December.

' cz//;é/

b Brucé/Blanchard, Director
Environmental Project Review
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COMMENTS BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION COALITION ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT AT THE PUBLIC HEARING ON NOVEMBER 20, 1978

THE ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION COALITION IS A GROUP OF LOCAL CITIZENS AND ORGANIZATIONS
WHOSE MAIN CONCERN IS THE PRESERVATION OF THE WATER QUALITY OF THE LAKE BRANDT
RESERVOIR. WE ARE NOT AGAINST ORDERLY GROWTH IN OUR COMMUNITY, BUT WE DO REALIZE
THAT AN URBANIZED WATERSHED CAN BE HAZARDOUS TO THE HEALTH OF THOSE WHO DEPEND
UPON IT FOR DRINKING WATER, AND GREENSBORO WILL BE DEPENDENT ON LAKE BRANDT FOR

MANY YEARS TO COME.

IN 1974 OUR GROUP BROUGHT SUIT IN FEDERAL COURT AGAINST THE ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY ASKING THAT AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT BE PREPARED ON THE
HORSEPEN PROJECT AS REQUIRED BY THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT. NOW THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT HAS BEEN PREPARED, AND THE RADIAN CORPORATION HAS
MADE SEVERAL RECOMMENDATIONS TO EPA WHICH WE FIND HIGHLY SIGNIFICANT. MOST INTERES-
TING OF ALL IS THE RECOMMENDATION AGAINST FUNDING THE HORSEPEN.PROJECT WITHOUT
(AND I QUOTE) ; A MORE DETAILED LONG-TERM STUDY OF INDUCED IMPACTS TO LAKE BRANDT."

A COPY OF THESE RECOMMENDATIONS IS ATTACHED,SINCE IT DOES NOT APPEAR IN THE DRAFT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.

A FEW MONTHE AGO WE WERE LOOKING FAVORABLY UPON THE SELECTION OF THE PROPOSED

ACTION ALTERNATIVE (2-E). IT SEEMED TO US TO BE A REASONABLE COMPROMISE SINCE WE
DO ACKNOWLEDGE A NEED FOR PROVIDING SERVICE FOR THE EXISTING INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER
IN THE AIRPORT AREA, AND THE PIPE SIZES IN THE RESIDENTIAL PART OF THE BASIN WERE
PROJECTED TO BE QUITE SMALL. HOWEVER, SINCE THAT TIME THE CITY AND COUNTY HAVE
CLAIMED THAT RADIAN'S CALCULATIONS ARE IN ERROR, AND THAT A PIPE PROJECTED TO BE

12 INCHES IN DIAMETER REALLY NEEDS TO BE 27 INCHES IN DIAMETER. THIS WOULD PROVIDE
A FIVE FOLD INCREASE IN THE CARRYING CAPACITY OF THE PIPE. WHILE WE ACKNOWLEDGE

THAT SMAIL ERRORS IN PROJECTING PIPE SIZES COULD OCCUR AT THIS STAGE OF THE PROCESS,

AN ERROR OF THIS MAGNITUDE SIMPLY DEFIES BELIEF.
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THESE RECENT ACTIONS ON THE PART OF THE CITY AND COUNTY HAVE CAUSED US TO RECONSIDER
OUR SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVE 2-E, AND WE NOW FEEL THAT THE BEST ALTERNATIVE IS
THE MODIFIED NO-ACTION CONFIGURATION WHICH WOULD SIMPLY PROVIDE A NEW LINE FOR
ROUTING THE INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER FROM THE AIRPORT AREA TO THE NEW METRO PLANT
BY WAY OF SOUTH BUFFALO. NORMAL GROWTH COULD PROCEED IN THE RESIDENTIAL PART OF
THE BASIN ON SEPTIC TANKS INSTALLED UNDER MORE STRINGENT REGULATIONS.

WE FOUND THE SUGGESTIONS FOR MITIGATING MEASURES DESCRIBED IN CHAPTER 6 OF
THE DRAFT E 1 S TO BE EXCELLENT, BUT UNFORTUNATELY THEY CARRY NO REAL WEIGHT,
SINCE THEY DEPEND ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FOR VOLUNTARY IMPLEMENTATION. THIS IS A
DISAPPOINTMENT TO US, SINCE LOCAL POLICY MAKERS HAVE NOT UP TO NOW EXHIBITED ANY
GREAT COMMITTMENT TO THE PRESERVATION OF WATER QUALITY OR LAND USE PLANNING.

WE HAD HOPED THAT EPA WOULD BE ABLE TO BUILD IN MORE MITIGATING MEASURES
AS "CONDITIONS OF THE GRANT." THE FACT THAT THEY DID NOT IS AN ADDITIONAL REASON
WHY WE PREFER ALTERNATIVE 6 OVER THE PROPOSED ACTION.

IF THE ALTERNATIVE SELECTED INCLUDES PIPES WHICH ARE SIZED TO PROVIDE FOR
MORE GROWTH THAN THE AMOUNT PERMITTED BY THE CLEAN WATER ACT, THEN THE ENVIRONMENTAL
ACTION COALITION WILL INITIATE LITIGATION ON THE GROUNDS THAT THIS PROJECT IS NOT
CONSISTENT WITH THE INTENT OF THAT ACT.

IN CLOSING, WE WOULD LIKE TO THANK THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY FOR
PROVIDING SO MANY OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC INPUT IN THE PROCESS OF MAKING THIS

DECISION, WHICH IS OF VITAL IMPORTANCE TO US AS LOCAL CITIZENS.



RADIAN

CORPORATION

Racommendations have been made principally on the basis
cf water quality-related aspects. They include:

L. EPA and-the State of North Carolina should
"not include the proposed Horsepen Creek Inter-

- gl

ceptor in the 201 FaClllLIEJ grant wlchout a_m“
more detailed lcag-term study of induced impacts
‘to Lake Brandt.

2. An interceptor thac serves existing develop:
ment only (including the airport) should be
built to replace the inefficient, hazardous
neLwork of pump statlons,,force mains, and
small collectors which now exists.

3. Future industrial development in this basin
shauld be dlscouraged

4. The County septic tank regulations should be
strictly enforced in the initial siting and

sizing of septic tank drainage fields.



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL. CONSERVATION SERVICE

P. 0. Box 27307, Raleigh, North Carolina 27611
Telephone (919) 755-4210

November 20, 1978

Mr. John E. Hagan III
Chief, EIS Branch

EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Mr. Hagan:

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact state for Horsepen
Creek Interceptor, EPA Project No. C37036901.

Installing the Horsepen Creek Interceptor will 1ikely encourage and

speed housing development in the watershed of Lake Brandt which is a

major source of raw water for Greensboro. Even though sewage disposal

is provided, high density population can critically effect the lake unless
zoning and other controls are initiated to protect water quality.

Soils in the watershed are Cecil, Madison, Enon, and Mecklenburg. A1l of
these soils erode easily and contribute large quantities of sediment
during the construction period if intensive sediment control measures

are not installed. The erosion hazard is especially high for Madison
soil. Specific measures for erosion control and for land treatment to
stabilize disturbed areas are not spelled out in the draft impact
statement. The plan should include measures to stockpile the topsoil
during construction so that it can be used for the final covering of the
disturbed areas.

The percentage of prime farmland within the watershed is low. Much of it
is occupied by housing developments.

The Soil Conservation Service assists soil and water conservation
districts in technical phases of their program. Consultant services
consistent with work priorities established by the districts are
available from the Service.

O



Mr. John E. Hagan III 2

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the draft
EIS. Please send us a copy of the final statement.

Sincerely,

-z
Jesse L. Hicks
State Conservationist

cC:

Director, Office of Federal Activities, Environmental Protection Agency,
Room 537, West Tower, 401 M.Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20460

USDA Coordinator of Environmental Quality Activities, Office of the
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250

R. M. Davis, Administrator, SCS, Washington, D,C,

J. V. Martin, Director, STSC, SCS, Fort Worth, Texas

S. G. Lane, Director, State Soil and Water Conservation Commission,
Raleigh, N.C.

R. E. Powell, SCS, Burlington, N.C.

H. W. Robertson, SCS, Greensboro, N.C.



Statement of
Thomas E. Hubert, Chairman
Council on Community Development and Planning
Greensboro Chamber of Commerce '
Presented
Monday, November 20, 1978
At An
EPA Public Hearing
Cn the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Wastewater Facilities in the Horsepen Creek Basin

My name is Tom hubert. I'm Chairman of the Chamber's Council on Community
Development and Planning. The Board of Directors has charged our Council with
maintaining and improving the quality of 1ife for all our citizens. We are proud
of the quality and integrity of our local governments including both elected officials
and staff.

We are appalled that the Radian Corporation would submit and EPA would accept
such an incompetent document which is an expensive research paper paid for by us
tax payers. The consultants did not consider existing conditions, did not utilize
available topo maps, and did not bother to check the flow of existing 1ift stations.

In addition, we are very concerned that the federal government through EPA
would attempt to dictate to local governments' how to control their affairs. The innuendo
that local government is incompetent and unable to properly legislate local land
development ordinances is unfortunate to say ihe least.

These are not truths and we ask that EPA not make a decision based uypon this
incompetent document.

Now let me express the Chamber's concern about the relationship of this project
to the community's development.

The Chamber has consistently supported the objective of providing an interceptor
sewer sufficiently large to accommodate the ultimate development of the Horsepen Creek
basin. The reasons for this position by the Chamber are several. First, the area will
continue to develop as a consequence of reasonable economic forces--a demand for housing
and industrial development in the basin. Second, a sizable investment in public and

private facilities has already been made. The investment would be wasted if reasonablé
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development is not permitted. Third, the area is the watershed for Lake Brandt. The
sooner septic tanks and 1ift stations can be eliminated within the basin the sooner tre
community will be assured of.protecting one of its valuable water supply reservoirs.
Fourth, economy demands that the maximum size interceptor sewer consistent with'deve1op-
ment objectives and environmental considerations should be constructed now.

The Chamber finds a hindrance to achieving its objective in the Draft EIS. It
appears that EPA is proposing to control the density of development within the basin.
We believe this and related land use decisions are solely the responsibility of the
appropriate local governments.

The Draft EIS suggests EPA prefers an alternative interceptor sewer which would
accommodate existing development plus a limited amount of new development. In rough
numbers this appears to convert to an interceptor sewer capable of handling the
wastewater flow generated by the 8,000 existing residents plus approximately 4,000
additional residents by the year 2000. However, this leaves over 6,000 individuals
who would have to be served by private sewer systems or be denied the opportunity to
live in the Horsepen Creek basin,

We share EPA's concern for protection of Lake Brandt. We share EPA's concern
that there be a reasonable density of development within the Horsepen Creek basin.

We share EPA's concern about the adverse effects of septic tanks upon Lake Brandt.
Consequently, we urge EPA to select an alternative which protects the water, allows a
reasonable level of development, and eliminates existing septic tanks as well as
prevents the need for future septic tanks. This would necessitate, as a minimum, an
interceptor sewer of a sufficient size to accommodate the flow anticipated from the
forecast population for the year 2000 of over 18,000 people.

Greensboro has good development because of responsible private developers and
quality public leadership. Our community's planning has b:en good. The regulation
of 1and use has been good. Growth will surely occur in the Horsepen Creek basin. The

question before us all is how we can insure the continued high quality development of
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our community while at the same time protecting Lake Brandt. We believe the

best way to do this is to get rid of the septic tanks. We need an interceptor
sewer adequate to serve the anticipated level of development proposed to be
permitted under city and county land use plans, policies and regulatory ordinances.

Thank you.



COMMENTS ON HORSEPEN CREEK INTERCEPIOR KIS

by John R. Jezoéek
611 N. Mendenhall Street
Greensboro, N.C. 27401

A decision on the Horsepen Creek Interceptor Sewer has been a long time
comings One beneficial aspect of this slow process is that we in the County and
EPA have had time to sit beck and look at the project a little more closely in
order to judge its merits. For my part, I am just as convinced as ever that this
project will do more harm than good, i.e. the cost-benefit ratio is unfavorable.
The more we learn about the long term effects of consumption of water with low levels
of contaminants, the greater should be our resolve to do everything possible to maintain
the purity of our water supply. Unfortunately, large scale development in the basin
will work counter to that good.

Hopefully, the fact that EPA has recommended a sewer to serve existing needs
Plus only modest growth means that they see the necessity for limiting growth in the
watershed. (It might be noted that the 1972 Federal Water Follution Control Act
limits use of Federal funds to mnlest growth plus existing needs. This money is not
designated as a growth stimulator.) Growth limitation is the important point, how-
ever. The sewer of and by itself will not cause rapid growth in the basin. County

Policy is what determines this.

Expansion of the tax-base and the now shop-worn platitude that "people want
to live out there" are not valid reasons for County pollcy to opt for complete basin
development. We must take the prudent approach, because if we develop heavily,
then find our water supply degraded, there is no easy remedy. Purificatlon costs
are astronomical. However, should we 1limit growth, and later find an inexpensive
method of purif¥ing our water, or that long-term effects are not as severe as now
believed, we can always develop more densly. Iy own position remains that the "no
action” or "modified no action" alternatives are most desirable. I can live with
the "modest growth" alternative, 2~E, if I were to see a resolve on the part of
the County to operate in this limited growth spirit. But should the County persist
in claiming a need for a bigger or a second pipe so that development can proceed
full-speed, then I cannot support this alternative. The suggestions made by
citizens groups and individuals are a good place to start in minimizing the

negative impact of development.

‘ hese and other
I recommend that the County seriously conslder implementing t
suggestigns to preserve the quality of our drinking water, and take strong measures

to steer growth to the east of the city.



STATEMENT

The Board of Directors of the Greensboro Jaycees supports the develop-
ment of an adequate sewer system to serve the Greensboro-Guilford County
comnunity needs and rejects the recommendations of the EPA on economical,
philosophical and practical grounds.

First, economically, the sewer system will open land surrounding
the regional airport to commercial growth which will mean additional
jobs created and stabilized by the presence of adequate and attractive
commercial property. It should be noted that such property is not
attractive to the consuming public as residential property, primarily
due to aircraft noise levels. The former fact is important to us as
a group of five hundred young men who live and work now and for the
foreseeable future in this area. The second fact has historical proof
both here in Greensboro over the last ten years and in numerous communities
around the country.

Philosophically, the Jaycees contend that local decisions should
be made by local officials who are accountable to the local electorate.
Some direction, observation, and, if necessary, supervision should be forth-

coming from the federal level in order to meet standards; we do not feel

that this has been the rule on this issue. Nor do we feel that any in-

creased involvement by the federal level of government on this specific
issue-or pursuant to the establishment of future growth policies for

our community have any benefit. Our local governments have proved most

capable of developing such policy and have a track record to prove it
Thirdly, and finally, the Greensboro Jaycees reject the EPA position

on practical grounds. We are satisfied that the projections by both

studies indicate the unsuitable qualities of Guilford County soil for



widespread septic tank usage. Additionaliy, it appears safe to say
that the recommended twelve inch line would have difficulty serving
existing development and certainly could not serve even some small
additional development which is bound to occur. To argue fhat a sewer
system or lack of one is sufficient to deflect established growth patterns is
to ignore the personal, practical, economical, and, for lack of a better
word, parochial, reasons which cause a person to choose his neighborhood.
For these reasons the Greensbdro Jaycees supportl the development
of a sewer system in the Horsepen Creek Basin, sufficiently capable of
serving today's needs and the needs of tomorrow's growth. At the same
time we desire zoning standards which will protect the Guilford County
environment throughout the majority of the basin for residential growth
while making areas adjacent to the airport and major transportation arteries
attractive to quality industrial and commercial growth. This type of
impact st&tément and pre-planning is essential to the orderly and necessary
growth of our community if it is to safeguard the "quality of life" which
makes Greensbbro-Gui]ford County such an outstanding place in which to Tive
and work.
More as a footnote than anything else, I might add that I believe I
am the fourth Jaycee president to make such a statement in this matter, and
in each instance, our organization has reopened our consideration of both

sides of the issue, and right or wrong, taken the very same position.



O-GreensboroChamberofComnerce

Posl Offics Box 3248, 217 North Gresne Street. Greensboro, North Caroline 27402. Telephone 919 275-8676

November 22, 1978

Mr. John E. Hagan, III

Chief, EIS Branch

Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, N. E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Re: Draft EIS Horsepen Creek Basin
Project No. C37036901

Dear Mr. Hagan:

Attached is testimony regarding the subject wastewat i

given by Greensboro Chamber of Commerce representatisgsf:§1lgzies
public hearing held on November 20, in Greensboro. This includes
the testimony of Chamber President Charles E. Melvin, Jr., Tom
Hubert, ghg;rman of the Council on Community Developﬁent-snd Plan-
g;cgiogaent.odes Corbett, Vice Chairman of the Council an Economic

We respectfully request that these stateme
permanent hearing record. "#5 be made part of the

In addition, we should 1ike to receive a e s .
a transcript of the hearing. S soon as it is available

We appreciate your continuing cooperation.
Sincerely,

Allan Johnston, Manager
Community Development

Noy 2 3 ;;;;




FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGIONAL OFFICE

730 Peachtree Street, N. E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
November 21, 1978

Mr. John E. Hagan III
Chief, EIS Branch

EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30308

Dear Mr. Hagan:

This is in response to your letter dated October 5, 1978,
with attachment, requesting our comments on the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement for proposed Greensboro-Guilford County,
North Carolina, Horsepen Creek Interceptor, EPA Project No.
C37036901.

The Commission's principal concern in regard to develop~
ments affecting land and water resources is the possible im-
pacts of such projects on the construction and operation of
bulk electric power facilities and interstate natural gas sys-

tems.

In reviewing the DEIS, we noted nothing that should inter-
fere with any of the Commission's licensed hydroelectric proj-
ects. However, provision should be made to protect electrical
transmission lines and natural gas pipelines in the construction

area.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on your proposed
project.

Very truly yours,

“C Beyf

A€ Ber

»» Aarne O, Kauranen
Regional Engineer

NOV 2 2 1773



Statcment by the Leazue of ‘iomen Y°§§£%_2§~§%3L£2£Q_9222£1
Movembzr 20, 19787_§Ggiic Hearing on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, Horsepen Creek Basin portion of the
Greensboro Wastewater Management Plan, Project # C37056901,
r. Chairman, members of the panel: the League of Yomen Voters
if grateful for this opportunity to speak once more on the
Horsepen Creek project.
The League of Women Voters of Guilford County has been involved
with the fortunes (some woulZ say 'misfortunes'!) of the Horse-
pen Creek sewer outfall proposal since January, 1974, when we
took a stand against the project as it was then formulated
at a public hearing on the initial Environmental Assessment
Statement. The organization was sufficiently concerned with

} , on the Greensboro water supply
the probable negative secondary effects/of urbanization---
stimulated by the presence of a sewer outfall«--in the Horsepen
Basin go join the Enviponmental Action Coalition as a plaintiff
in the August 1974 suit against the Environmental Protection
Agency, That sult, asking that an Environmental Impact State-
ment be written on thls action, began a chain of events of
which thls hearing is a culmination. It was, we belﬁ%a, respOn-
sible for slowing the timetable on construction of the proposed
outfall,

As a consequence some have pictured the League of Women
Voters as part of a band of obstructionists and rabble rousers
who were against motherhood and apple pie, and, more seriously,
against growth., Let me say emphatically, the League of Women
Voters does NOT_ehdorse a "no growth" pogition! Indeed we
believe, as do most of those assembled here tonight, in the

growth of many things: knowledge, public participation in
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government, economic strength, ﬁhe health and well-being of all
citizens, and the improvement of our social and physical environ-
ment. But, where one good or desirable end conflicts with
another, the League of Women Voters does conténd_thaf caution

is necessary in relation to short-term gain. Uhen short-term
gain may jeopardize a resource without which we cannot long
survive---water that is fit to Jrink---then delay in this pro-
ject and any other Qf'similér nature is essential.

Urbanization extracts a toll from the natural world, the
size of which we have only recently begun to appreciate. BDuriag
the months since the inceptlon of this effort by the County,
more scientific data has accumulated regarding the effects on
water quality of non-point sources of pollution, especially
that associated with urban areas. More information is at han:
regarding the leleterious effects of heavy metals and a host of

chemical compounds which are being found in city water supplics
for the first time., Water quality monitering techniques arc
being evtended to include. new substances which had not previously

been recognized as hazards to human health. The long-term :ebili-
tating consequences of some chemicals which accumulate in “Ling
tissue have also been identified. Perhaps, most importantly

for Guilford County, the Commissioners have, during the last

four years, taken certaln, steps which lay the ground work for =
satisfactory growth management plan. Much remains to be :ioue,

but the stated policies of the Guilford County Board of Commis-
sioners acknowlelge the need for land use planning to protect

fragile environments. An Open Space Program has been initiate:,
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A “Land Use Goals and Policies" statement has been adopted

which indicates a concern for balancing .Jevelopment ani environ-
mental protection, Zoning and subdivision oriinences are in
cffect which should, 1f consistently applied, lead to a satils-
factory population density and appropriate construction arm
design safeguards in the Horsepen Basin, The County's septic
tank orviinance, strictly enforced, will be crutial in sustaining
satisfactory water quality as development in that area procce.s.
Many of these policius have evolvel in the last four years.

For these reasons the League of iJowmen Voters now favors
Alternative 6, Medfied No Action, with its provisions for |
haniling industrial effluent arising in the southwest portion
of the Basin and wmaintaining the existing collection system in
the eastern sector of the Basin., Low density residential
Jevelopument will proceed within the statutory gulles cdescribes
above. 48 csuggested in the excellent section of the DTIS on
“Mitigating ileasures®, a system for handlin» storm water run-off
should be instituted and the water quality wonitering system
evpandec. The inclusion of the County in North Carolina's
Wastevater llanagement (208) Plan as indicate! in Secretary Lee's
letter of 6/28/78 to lir, White, Region 1V, Epa Director, will
algo provide guidlance to several governmental units facing
cevelopment in watersheds. This problem is certainly aot unique
to the Greensboro water supply lakes,

Finally gince the inception of the dorsepen Creek project
action has been taken to e:tend sewer service to the northeast

£ 1
of Greensboro., More dense development in this area made possible

by the availability of sewer lines will relieve somewhat the
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pressures for growth to the northwest. In sum the League of
Women Voters believes that the knowledge accumulated and the
actions taken by County Government during thevpast four years
have increased the likelihood that we may proceed with
managed growth in the Horsepen Creek Basin and not, in the
process, "kill the goose that laid the golden egg! by irre-

versibly polluting our water supply.

Sﬂfc’n Pmsdf/t‘f‘
Lmﬁ ot [Worrun Vaters ot Guilfork
267 Dowid Calduwrel O
G reons loom N.C. 27408%
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Comment on Environmental Impact Statement , Greensboro-

Uuilford County- Horsepen Creek Interceptor 499 jza%7g;zqﬁﬁiu%n¢+«a/

As citizens we are grateful to the EPA for the
studies necessary to compléie this particular Znvironmental
Inpact Statement, for it points out the interrelationships
between water quality and urbanizing lands adjacent to water
reservoirs.

inis document plainly states that it 1s not possible
to have a future population of 18,000 in the Horsepen Creek
Basin without deterioration of the Lake Brandt reservoir.,
However, considerable space in the document was given to
measures which c¢h be taken to lessen the impact of urbaniza-
tion on the water quality of lLake Brandt.

There are many adverse effects of increased development
in the Horsepen Creek Basin on Lake Brandt. %‘he lake will
have a heavier load of metals and phorphorus. 4he increased
water run-off from driveways, hlghways, and yards will bdbring
more sediment into the lake and more diverse pollutants. As
more organic materials wash into the lake problems of odor and
taste will occur.

Sut this deterloration in water quality can be lessened
by instituting certain preventive measures as outlined in this
draft for the &nvironmental Impact Statement,

First, a water monitoring program for Horsepen ‘reek
and Lake Brandt must begin. ®uch a monitoring system would
give early warning of problem areas where pollutants would be

entering the stream and allow preventive measures to be taken.



Guilford County has nor regulations regarding storm
water management. Storm water regulations are needed to
lessen the pollutant loads into the reservoir by slowing
down the run-off and allowingfiltration into the ground.

Strict enforcement of the septic tank ordinances will
see that lands which do not percolate properly are denied
permits and that peptlc tankds are properly located and in-
stalled.

When overflows of sanitary sewage occurs a health
hazard exists. %ith the Horsepen ({reek Sewer in the water
shed future tie-ins to the interceptor must not be allowed
to exceed the capacity of the design. %This must require
legal restrictions.

+his document makes reference many times to the
necessity for good lend use controls in areas which are
becoming urbanized. We commend our “uilford County Com-
missioners and the Planning Departmnet for th_eir policy
guidelines under the title “Land Use Goals and Policies".
inis publication sets forth excellent goals, but to imple-
ment these goals requires -both adequate staff and money.

Presently, the Yuilford “ounty Planning Staff is
lacking personnel in several top positions. ‘his shortage
oy$rofessional staff jeopardizes the adequate supervision
and coordination of planning functions, but more limportantly,

a shortage in staff meagns a lack of time for planning for

future land development.



Under “uilford “ounty's Open Space Program,it‘is
most important that monies contlnue to be appropriated for
the environmentally sensitive areas. <“ome of these areas
will be in the watersheds and thelr careful management will
contribute to the maintainence of good quality water,

in-is draft for the Environmental Impact Statement
for the Horsepen Creek Intercepto#%learly states that
adequate land use controlghre essential for the develop-

ment of any alternative which 1s selected for the develop-
lnasaach gs 6//,'59,,,,,)[,;/&, 2 £
tenld a//oeo Pvnproo emenps in S

Again, we thank the EPA for this document and the P“€5¢"*'

ment of the Horsepen “reek Basin,

51 ;‘r-m?éu»,‘yef'
mitigating measures outlined for protecting the Lake 5/ %,

a-ca “ s
Brandt reservoir and its water, ﬁﬁf Jwwald

-favo( )qus Q//evna‘)é:vt ‘

ﬁﬂ € 57 1442
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GUILFORD COUNTY
SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
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GREENSBORO. NORTH CAROLINA 27402
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January 18, 1979

Mr. John Hagen 1III
Chief EIS Branch

345 Courtland St., N. E.
Atlanta, Ga. 30308

Re: EIS Horsepen Creek/
Greensboro Reservoir Watershed

Dear Mr. Hagen:

As a newly elected Guilford District Soil and Water Supervisor
(taking office December 4, 1978) I have been reviewing the subject
EIS.

I have previously communicated with Mr. Robert Cooper, (letter
enclosed) pertaining to this matter, and forwarded the documents

mentioned in my letter.

I note on the draft of Nov. 20, 1978 that comments are to be
forwarded to your attention, therefore this letter addressed

to you.

The official expression of the Guilford Soil and Water Conservat-
ion pistrict are found in:

1. Long Range Program Guilford Scil & Water Conservation
District, copy enclosed.

2. Annual plan of the Guilford County Soil and Water Conservation
District. Since I am the only new Supervisor on the board
(replacing Mr. Bowman). I agree to the official program
signed by all Supervisors on March 3, 1976, copy enclosed,
and make the official position of Marxrch 3, 1976 unanimous.

) _ a
The other contents of this letter are_the sole opinions an

judgement of the writer as elected Soil and Water Supgrv1sog,
and as a practicing engineer with over 25 years experience in

Water supply, and water disposal.

Our comments are as follows:

1. we nable to locate the documents and applications to be
subgiitgd for our review, as required by PL89-754,80 stat.
1261, 42 U.S.C. 3334 by Guilford County. As a result the
offiéial position of the Guilford Soil and Water Conservation

District has not been included anywhere in the EIS.

OFFICE | AraviAm. Al sARR COLINTY AGRICULTURAL CENTER. 3309 BURLINGTON ROAD
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2. Page 1 of the 20 Nov 1978,EIS

A. Construct a treating plant at the Albert Pick ( by private
funds, tertiary design) and discharge to the Deep River Basin,
which is only a few hundred feet from the Albert Pick.

B. The erosion and sedimentation control plan should be submitted to
the Guilford District Soil and Water Supervisors as required by
N.C. Statute 139 as amended and to the Sedimentation Control Act
enacted by the N.C. Legislature.

3. Page 3 of the Nov.20,1978 " Recommendations".

A. Our district is engaged on a working 208 plan.

B. The City /County oppose a run off control ordinance.

C. No enforcement of county sub-division ordinances have been ,nor
will be made due to "politics".

D. No legal restrictions will be made on future tie-ins beyond
sewer capacity. The past history of delibrate over-loading by
sewercapacity in order to cry "wolf" for more funds and more
sewer lines will again be initiated.

E. Guilford County has no effective tank ordinance and does not want
an effective ordinance passed. :

F. The N.C. State Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts
recommend that prime farmland( such as in the Horsepen Creek .
Watershed) be purchased as public preserves such as State Parks and
the National Forest System.

G. Preservation of water quality is the sole mandate of the Guilford
District Soil and Water Conservation Supervisors ,as per N.C.
General Statute 139, as amended.

Our comments on the Draft EIS of Aug,25th,1978 are as follows;

. The Guilfoxd District of Soil and Water Supervisors did not have in-
put into this draft,per N.C. 139 , and PL 89-754,80 stat. 1261,42
U.S.C. 3334.

2. Page xi. No mention is made of the amount of ground water available
in Horsepen Creek watershed, nor the amount that will be withdrawn due
to increase in populations.
North Carolina General Statutes allow only one house per 40,000 sq.ft.
without sewer ,( thus only one well). With sewers no Pestrictions are
made and builders place 3 houses on 40,000 with 3 wells. Many studies
have been made, including the Durham report, that this type of growth
deletes the water table at a rapid rate. I estimate the water table to
be depleted.w1th1n 6 years if more growth takes place without additional
water supplies being available to the area. The depletion of the water

table will erase Horsepen Creek as a source of supply f
o G oxro
water shed, as the water table feeds Horsepen Cregﬁ.y ¥ the Greensb

We take issue with the figures used as a base for the
amount of water

consuned per Qay per person , for current and future use, 70 gallons
thus determining the sewer size. ! !
The nationally recognized standard of water consunpti

: - ption per person,per da
as per ?he Amerlcap Water Quality Association is 50 gallgns ger da&? Thisy
figure is used nationally in the design of water conditioning equipment
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and is a more realistic figure than the 70 gallons per day or the figure

of 110 gallons per day used by Guilford County.
We therefore suggest that all sewer lines be reduced by 40 percent.

We appreciate your consideration of this letter and respectfully recommend
that the mandate of N.C. G.S. 139,as amended,be followed and place the
responsibility of tHe future of all Guilford County watersheds into the
legal framework of the State of North Carolina.

:jﬁ;%ﬁi?u e

Hal B. Lewis

Soil and Water Supervisor

.encl; ‘

¢C: John C. White
Robert Cooper
,Allen Wahab, N.C. Dept.
J. Clark Cdusey



AREAWIDE PROJECT Rmnw'

Excerp D stration Clties so¢ Metropolitan Development Act of 1966
i from the (e[x)nin 8;.-754. 20 Star. 1261, 42 U.S.C. 334)

Coordination of Federal Aid in Metropolitan Areas

SECTION 204. (a) All applications mede after June 30, 1967, for Federal
1sans or grants to assist in carrying out open-space hl‘!d projects or for the
planning or construction of hospitals, airports, libraries, water supply and
distribution facilities, sewerage facilities and waste trestment works, high-
wiys, transportation facilities, and water development and land consayvation
projects within any metropolitan area shall be ssbmitted for review—

(1) to swy areawide agency which is designated to perform metro-
politan or regional planning for the area wiljin which the sssistanee is
to be used, and which is, to the greatest practidgble extent, cothposed of or
responsible to the elacted officisls of a unit @4 areawide government or
of the units of general local government within whose jurisdiction such
agency is authorized to engage In such planning, end | )

(2) if made by a special purpose unit of local government, o the
unit or units of general local government with autherity to opersts in
the area within which the project is to be locsed. ‘
(b) (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2} of this subsection, each

application shall be accorapanied.(A) by the comments and recommenda-
tions with respect to the project involved by the areawide agency amd
governing bodies of the units of general local government to which the
application has been submitted for review, and (B) by a statement by the
applicant that such comments and recommendations have been considered
prior to formal submission of the application. Such comments shall include
information concerning the axtent to which the project is consistent with
comprehensive planning developed or in the process of development for the
metropolitan area or the unit of general local government, as the case may
be, and tho extent to which sush praject contributes to the fulfillment of
such planning. The comments and recommendations and the statement
referred to in this paragrovh unall, except in the case referred to in pare-
graph (2) of this subsection, I reviewed by the agency of the Federal
Government to which such applic.tion is submitted for the sole purpose of
assisting it in determining whether the spplication is in ‘sccordsme.. with
the provisions of Federa! law which gevern the making of the loans or grants.

{2) An application for a Fedéral loan or grant need not be sccom-
penied by the comments and recommendations and the statements raferred
to in paragraph (1) of this subsection if the apphicant certifies tHat
plan or description of the project, meeting the requirements of such rules
and regulations as may be prescribed under subsection (c), or such appli-

114



DETERMINE WATER USAGE
APARTMENTS AND TRAILER PARKS

TABLE 3 Figures are based on 80 gallons pﬁ pergon per day, 3 peopia per unit,
wach unit containing a bathroom, kitchen sink, and lsundry tub,
A
Number of units B ,,,__!% s %g,, ' ""I;'b‘g%" |
Total water usege {except sprinkling) 750 1, ,2 3, 4, 500
Peak GPM with flush vaives 50 68 80 90 108
t 1
Peak GPM with flush tanks 23 35 45 63 67 ' gg 133
Toilets by-passed (gal/day) 450 900 1.350 1,800 2,700
{Estimate 30 gal/person) ' ' #6800 4,590
Toilets by-passed (flow GPM) 20 32 42 19 61 73 84
Hot water only (gal/day) 300 600 900 1,200 1,800 40 ,
{Estimate 20 gal/person) ’ ‘2' ° 3'900
Hot water only {flow GPM} 13 23 31 36 468 84 62
MOTELS
Figures are based on 40 géllons per person per day, 2-1/2 pecpts per unlt,
TABLE 4 each unit containing 8 bathroom group. Estimate water usage for restaurant

or cocktail bar facitities separately.

Number of units SR L0 N (1B OO

Total water usage (gal/day) 1,000 | 2,000 | 3,000 4.000"'1"*5. L"msoo"& 10,000 | 12,500 'ﬁg"
Peak GPM with flush valves 68 90| 109{ 128 148] 180 210 240 270
Peak GPM with flush tanks 28 43 55 656 78 1056 130 162 172
Toilets by-passed (gal/day) 625 | 1,250 | 1,876 | 2500 {3,125 | 4,690 | 6,250 | 7,815 | 9,375 °
(Estimate 25 gal/person) ' '
Toilets by-passed {flow GPM) 25 38 48 58 a7 84 105 125 145

" Hot water only (gal/day) 400 | 800 1,200 11,600} 2,000} 3,000 | 4000 | 5000 | 6,000

! {Estimate 16 gal/person) ’ L.

{ How water only (flow GPM) 17 28] 38| 43| 48] 62 73 86 g6

"ABLE © Because of the wide varistion in number and type of fixtures used for the fotlowing establish-

rments, water usage figures only are given. To determine flow In GPM, see fixture unit, Table 1.

With cafeteria and showsrs estimate 25 gal/day per student {totel weter usege), or estimate 10 gai/day
per student (hot rrly}. !

SCHOOLS .
With caf¢iaria, no - - -, astimate 15 gal/day per student (total water usage), or estimate 4 gol/dey
per student (hot Gy, .
Estimate 10 galions per person per day (total water usage), or estimate 4 galions per person per
RESTAURANTS {hot only). Add 30% water usage for 24 hour resteurants, sdd 2 gal/person/day for cocktsit bar ?::um
Estimets 250 gellons per day per bed (totsl water usagel, or estimate 170 guitons per day per bed
HOSPITALS {hot only). :

NURSING HOMES Estimate 75 galions per day per bed (total weter usage), or etimate 50 gelions per 8ay per bed (hot only).

Estimate 40 galions per person per day (total water usage), or estimate 16 gallons per person per dey

DORMITORIES {hot only).
I Estimate 15 galions per person per day (total water usage], or estimate 2 gellons per person per day

{hot only).

OFFICE BUILDING

E

To determine daily make up in gallons:
1. Muitiply boiler horsepower by 4.25

BOILERS 2. Then multiply (1) by hours per day o_pemion.
3. Then multiply by the % operating rating.
4. Then subtract the % of condensate return.
P—
—f

To determine daily make up in gailons: ) : '
COOLING TOWERS §. 1. Multiply the tonnage by 4. (This includes 2 gai/hour/ton eveparation and 2 gal/hour/ton bleed oft)
2. Then multiply (1} by the hours per day operation.
B—

From USDPH adopted for National Plumbing Code.

GEN. BUL. 10



GUILFORD COUNTY
SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

POST OF PICE BOX 1760
GARENSBORO. NORTH CAROLINA 87403

reegrmong. 378-5400 S OUR SOIL % OUR STRENE
January 18, 1¢

Mr. Owen Braughler, Head

Division of Environmental Health
Guilford County Health Department
301 North Eugene Street
Greensboro, N. C.

Dear Myx. Braughler:

A major area of study planned for 1979 by the North Carolina Soil
and Water Conservation District Research Committee, of which I am
a member, is that of sewage and wastewater treatment and disposal
methods used throughout the districts.

As disposal of wastes by means of septic tank.systems is an integral
part of this area of study, we need to have pertinent data contained
in the field records of the required "percolation tests" conducted Lk
the Sanitarians.

We need this information to assess: (1) the extent to which septic
tank disposal systems may be used in the district realted to types
of soils; (2) the indicated degree of effectiveness of septic tank
disposal systems previously approved and now in use; (3) the provi;
ions for approval of septic tank system installations when percol
ion rates nearly meet the minimum standard rate (1 inch per 60 mj
utes). The provisions are set by the inspecting Sanitarians who,
under particular conditions, are permitted to allow modificatiox
in the disposal system structure.

On a separate page, attached, I have listed the specific items of
information we wish to obtain. You may note that this is basic

field data, i.e., the-rates of percolation corresponding to the

holes tested. Bec us¢ .. the work that may be involved in collect-
ing this data, work which may overburden your present employees, I
propose that I and/or an assistant undertake the task. I am familiar
with the percolation test procedures and required documents for the
Sanitarians use and registration of approval.

I am sure that you recognize both the importance and urgency- of the
work to soil and water conservation planning in' the district, and
we seek your full cooperation. To aid my scheduling of time to

obtain this information, may I have your response at the earliest
opportunity?

Sincerely yours,
/Y %/
Hal B. Lewis ‘

cc: Dr. J. L. Holliday
Dr. Van Jenkins



GUILFORD COUNTY
SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

POST OFPICE BOX 1708
OREENSBSORC, NORTH CAROLINA £7402
rargrrone. 176+56400

Page 2 : attachement to Hal Lewis letter of 1/18/79

Specific Information Requested from Sanitarians' Percolation Test

Records For the periodd 1960 to present date

1. Locations of percolation test holes (from plat maps or other
graphic means and/or by narrative descriptions)

2. Rates of percolation corresponding to each test hole

3. Types of soil in which percolation test holes were dug, if
known

4. Dates upon which percolation tests were conducted, corresponding
to each test (2 or 3 holes to establish one filter field)

5. The final evaluation of the suitability of each lot for the
installation and use of a septic tank sewage disposal system
together with Sanitarian's requirements to gain approval
(discretionary determinations) where marginal percolation
rates occurred.

OFFICE LOCATION: GUILFORD COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENTER. 3309 BURLINGTON ROAD




GUILFORD COUNTY
SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

POST OF FICE BOX 1768
GREENSBORC. NORTH CAROLINA 274028
TavEPHONE. Y78-5400

January 18, 1979

Mr. Larry Harvell

Division of Environmental Services
301 N. Eugene St. - Rm P-17
Greensboro, N. C. 27402

Dear Mr. Harvell:

In reviewing the City-County Water-Sewer Agreement I note that
certain areas were agreed to be serviced, but the areas were not
listed in my copy of the agreement. ‘

As a member of the North Carolina Association of Soil and Water
Conservation District research committee, doing research on 208
planning, I need this information, i.e. what specific areas are
covered in the agreement of 26th May 19687

Thank you for your cooperation.

Yours truly,

yy e

Hal B. Lewis

OFFICE LOCATION: GUILFORD COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENTER. 33089 BURLINGTON ROAD



GUILFORD COUNTY
SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

POST OFPFICK DOX 17680

GREENSBORO. NORTH CAROLINA 17408
TELEPHONE. 37 8-5400 ' Z 0UR SOIL » OUR STRENCTH =

ey

January 18, 1979

Dr. Van- Jenkins, County Soil Scientist
Soil Scientist Office

Guilford County Court House
Government Center

Greensboro, N. C.

Dear - Dr. Jenkins:

The State Soil and Water Conservation District Research Committee,
with whom you as a former S.C.S. employee may be familiar, has
proposed to study sewage treatment and disposal methods in the

various districts.

You, undoubtedly, recognize the significance of this kind of
study of the use and possible use of septic tank disposal systems
to the prudent use of limited soil and water resources within a

district area.

To our knowledge, no systematic procedure has been undertaken

to relate actual percolation tests conducted by County Sanitarians
to types of soil found in the county. Guilford County, I under-
stand, has a tremendous advantage over many other counties in that
it has been entirely mapped and that at least one-half of the in-
formation to discover this relationship is available. Again, I'm
sure you appreciate the practical significance of relating measured
percolation to known soils--any defineable pattern indicating the
capabilities of the various soil types to serve as safe filter
fields would be a decided aid in soil and water convervation

planning in the county.

It is very possible that you may have taken some initial steps in
the direction of this kind of study. 1If so, we would be grateful
to have the results of your work as well as any other information

or advice you might offer to help direct our efforts.

Sincerely yours,

ol & Fours”

Hal B. Lewis

OFFICE LOCATION: GUILFORD COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENTER. 3309 BURLINGTON ROAD
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January 18, 1979

Mr. Larry Harvell

Division of Environmental Services
301 N. Eugene St. - Room P17
Greensboro, N. C. 27402

Dear ﬁr. Harvell:

The North Carolina State Association of Soil and water District
Research Committee, of which I am a member, are doing research
on 208 plans.

Pleagse advise under which conditions:

1. Public Line Construction

2. Publich Health Neccessity

3. Privately Financed Construction

Were the following projects initiated:

1. Extending water and sewer to Reedy Fork

2. Extending water and sewer to Naval Reserve Center

3. Extending water and sewer to Airport Industrial Park

4. Extending sewer to Horsepen Creek Watershed.

Thank you for an early reply.

Yours truly,

Hal B. Lewis .
Soil and Water Conservation District Supervisor

CFFICE LOCATION: GUILFORD COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENTER. 3309 BURLINGTON ROAD
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veLgrmONg  178-5400

January 4, 1979

Howard N. Lee, Secretary

North Carolina Dept. of Natural Resources
and Community Development

P.O. Box 27687

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Dear Secretary Lee:

As a newly-elected member of the Guilford Soil & Water Conservation
District Board of Supervisors, I have been ‘reviewing the September
1978 draft of the Environmental Impact Statement of the Horsepen
Creek Interceptor Project, the proposed project to extend sewer
lines into the water shed of Greensboro's water supply reservoirs.
I have noted your letter of June 28, 1978 to Mr. John White, EPA
Region IV Director entered as the final page of the draft.

Because the Soil and Water Conservation District Supervisors have been
mandated to protect the watersheds within their respective districts,
I surmise that an amiable, cooperative relationship must be estab-
lished between the Boards of Supervisors and your department to

enable the Supervisors to fulfill their responsibilities successfully.

Consequently, to aid my understanding of your position concerning
the sewering of the Horsepen Creek/Greensboro reservoir watershed
in the Guilford County Soil and Water Conservation District, I
need more detailed information than given in your June 28 letter.
I refer particularly to the objection you have expressed to the
alternative selected by the EPA, described in the draft, and am
much interested in the specific reasons supporting your objection.

Presently, based upon the information in the draft EIS, I am con-
vinced that the EPA alternative (and safeguards suggested in the
"Mitigating Measures" section) are compatible with a sound “soil
and water conservation program as well as more nearly fulfilling
the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act; that federal
money be granted only to those projects which, principally, will
alleviate existing conditions presently threatening the health of
the established inhabitants of a given area, and not promote
projects which contrarily, pose threats to human health and safety.
I am especially interested in knowing your thoughts related to
this aspect of the proposed sewering project and, respectfully,

await your earliest reply.

.Sin erely yours,

JSEE S 5
({//’J
Hal B. Lewis
OFFICE LOCATION: GUILFORD COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENTER. 3309 BURLINGTON ROAD



GUILFORD COUNTY

her
SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
PFOSY OFPICE BOX 1768
GAEENSBORO. NORTH CAROLINA 27402 = =
TeLgPHONE. ] B- S:()() Z OUR SOL # OUR STRENGTH =

January 4, 1979

Mr. Robert Cooper

Environmenntal Protection Agency - Region IV
345 Courtland St.
Atlanta, Ga. 30308

Dear Mr. Cooper:

As a newly elected member of the Guilford District Board of

Soil and Water Supervisors, (taking office Dec. 4, 1978). I

have been reviewing the EIS Horsepen Creek Interceptor, serving

a watershed supplying drinking water to Greensboro, North Carolina.

I was astonished to learn, according to our telephone conversation,

that no input had been received from the Guilford District Board
of Soil and Water Conservation Supervisors.

As per your request for public information pertaining to this
watershed I am enclosing:

l.. A copy of North Carolina General Statute 139.

Long Range Program for Guilford County Soil and Water Conser-
vation District.

3. Annual Plan of the Guilford County Soil and Water Conservation
District 1978-79 fiscal ycar.

4. Program objectives 1978-79 North Carolina Association of Soil
and Water Conservation Districts.

We concur in all the program and objectives as expressed, oOr
outlined in this literature and Ceneral Statute.

A separate letter will follow, from the writer, commenting on
the EIS, due to the time limitations we are forwarding the,
enclosed for your immediate use.

Sl Dy

Hal B. Lewis

Yours truly

cc: Allen Wahdb
John C. White

OFFICE LOCATION: GUILFORD COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENTER. 33090 BURLINGTON ROAD



December 4, 1978

Mr. Bob Caoper

Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Avenue

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Mr. Cooper:

Enclosed is the response of the Guilford County
Advisory Board for Environmental Quality to the
Environmental Impact Statement for the Horsepen
Creek Interceptor Sewer Project. The statement was
presented at the Environmental Protection Agency's
public hearing in Greensboro on November 20, 1978.

For the past several years, one of the Advisory
Board's most important and ever-increasing concerns
has been water quality and its relationship to
urbanization. This pervasive concern over water
quality was the motivation behind our current re-
study of the issue of the sewer line.

The Guilford County Advisory Board feels that
Alternative 5, the no growth alternative, offers the
best long-term protection of water quality, and we
encourage that Alternative 5 be substituted for Al-
ternative 2-E as recommended in the Environmental

Impact Statement.
@cere]y,

Paul E. Lutz )
Advisory Board for Environmental Quality

PEL:nh

cc: Mr. Mark Oakman
Mr. Lee Wilson



November 20, 1978

THE RESPONSE OF THE
GUILFORD COUNTY ADVISORY BOARD FOR
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TO THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
THE HORSEPEN CREEK INTERCEPTOR PROJECT

Ever since its inception in 1972, the Guilford County Advisory Board
for Environmental Quality has considered that the problems associated with
water are the most serious and urgent environmental issues facing Guilford
County now and in the future. Our Board has ranked as a priority concern
both water quality and quantity, and this deep concern has been manifested
in many different forms in the past 6 years.‘ Since the Horsepen Creek
Interceptor Project directly impinges on water quality, our Board has taken
an unusual amount of interest in this project and its EIS; Board members
have brought considerable professional insights to bear on the many parameters
of the entire project.

The Advisory Board is unswerving in its diligent pursuit of maintaining
and even enhancing water quality for all our citizens. This Board has never
been against growth or development so long as those factors did not signifi-
cantly contribute to environmental degradation. But we are resolved in our
conviction that water quality degradation is directly proportional to urban

and suburban densities in the watershed. We believe that spreading urbanization



adds numerous exotic (rare, unusual) chemicals and compounds to water
supplies in very subtle amounts. Further, we are convinced of the real
possibilities of very severe human conditions that will result from the
protracted domestic use of water which is impounded immediately downstream
from large suburban areas. There is a growing body of scientific studies
to support and validate these concerns. The specter of carcinogenic,
pathogenic, teratogenic, and mutagenic effects induced by deteriorating
water supplies is a bleak, grim prospect for the future. We believe that
population densities in the watershed must be kept low in order to preserve
an acceptable degree of water quality.

The Horsepen Creek project is a classic example of the potentiality
of completely degrading a municipal water supply by developing suburban
areas in the watershed. The installation of a sewer interceptor line in
the basin will certainly foster more intense development. More people will
bring increased amounts of a variety of exotic chemical compounds and metals
that already threaten to destroy irreversibly water quality in all the lakes
downstream. Therefore the Guilford County Advisory Board for Environmental
Quality feels that Alternative 5, the no action alternative, offers the best
lTong-term protection of witer quality, and we encourage that Alternative 5
be substituted for Alternative 2-E as recommended in the EIS.

The Advisory Board has, over the past 20 months, consistently advocated
to the Board of County Commissioners that population densities must be kept
comparatively low in this fragile watershed. We have strongly urged the
Commissioners to support measures which will minimize growth in the basin and
which will retard runoff into the impoundment. We will continue to advocate
for mitigating conditions which will reduce the chances for the water supply
to be damaged further. But the influence of the Advisory Board to institute
protective measures is limited, and we need any additional help to regulate

density in this watershed; Alternative 5 will do precisely that.



SIERRA CLUB & Joseph [LeConte Chapter

... To explore, enjoy and preserve the nation’s forests, waters, wildlife and wilderness . ...

Horsepen Creek Interceptor, Gr¥eensboro, N. C.
Statement of Piedmont Plateau Group - Sierra Club
November 20, 1978
Given by Pat Lutz, Chairperson

The Sierra Club has been on record as opposing this i&éerceptor line through
the Horsepen Creek basin since it's 1initial proposal. After the EIS was publisheod,
we felt that our concerns and objections were confirmed. In fact, the water qual-
ity is rapidly deteriorating with the amount of development presently found in the
basin. The effects of septic tanks, once thought to be the principal source of
pollution in the basin, have been shown to be minimal. Surprisingly, the principal
sources of pollution have been due to the urbanization process itself. Lake Brandt
i8 a precariously balanced eco-system at this time with very little ability to ab-
sorb additional pollutants. Any change in the present land use patterns will destroy
this balance - bringing on eutrophication of the lake and thereby making it unusable
as a drinking water source. The pollutants in this case are the nitrogen and phos-
phorus levels., The concentrations of these chemicals will be increased as the basin
becomes urbanized. Eutrophication is being held in check now by sedimentation
from agricultural lands, and while sedimentation itself is undesirable, without

it Lake Brandt would be '"dead' today.

The EIS also found that the concentrations of lead in Lake Brandt exceeded
the federal safety regulations for public drinking water supplies. These lead
concentrations are a direct result of urbanization and the transportation systems
that must accompany it. Lead is a cumulative poison, and long-term exposure,
aven to moderate concentrations, can cause chronic illnesses and perhaps death.
The concentrations in our water supply are already dangerous and further urbaniza-
tion will bring more of these exotic chemicals into the water supply. To ignore
this concept, which is so clearly stated in the EIS, is almost criminal, and the

effects will be felt by citizens for years to come. Y

We have highlighted only a few of the problems that concern us about this pro-
posal, but we feel that these illustrate our position. The lasting effects of a
migtake at this juncture in time make this proposal something more than a mere
sewer interceptor line, and for that reason we recommend that Alternative #5 or 6
be accepted. We would also urge the EPA to accept the data reflected in the EIS
in their decision-making process. This data, gathered by an unbiased study group
with no contractural agreements in Guilford County, would seem to be the most
credible. Our water supply problems are already legendary; we must not destroy what
we have. The Sierra Club has operated for many years with a motto that is very
appropriate for this issue - "Not blind opposition to progress, but opposition to
blind progress." :

Ms. Pat Lutz
5408 Ainsworth Drive
Greensboro, N. C, 27410




GUILFORD COUNTY SCHOOL sSYSTEM

120 FRANKLIN BOULEVARD
P.0. DRAWER B-2

GREENSBORD, NC 27402
882-1822

DR. DOUGLAS P. MAGANN 11|, SUPERINTENDENT 272-0191

December 4, 1978

Mr. John E, Hagan, III

Chief, EIS Branch

Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, N. E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Mr. Hagan:

I am writing to ydbu with regard to ongoing deliberations
about the proposed Horsepen Creek Interceptor Sewer in the Northwest
section of Guilford County. Although public schools must serve the
public wherever that public resides, certain long range decisions were
made prior to my arrival in Guilford County and I think you should be
aware of them before you reach a final decision.

Several school complexes were constructed in the western

and northwestern areas during the late 1960's and early 1970's to
accomodate projected residential populations. The site locations were
chosen on the basis of these projections and millions of tax dollars
were expended. At the time the decisions were made, the planners used
the best information available. I doubt that anyone anticipated the
questions involved in the present debate.

Two school complexes '"bracket" the Horsepen Creek area
and were intented to serve a substantial population projected for that
area. I am concerned that, if development is severely restricted as
a result of inadequate wastewater removal facilities, radical rezoning
will become necessary and pupil transportation costs over time will
be astronomical. These two negative results will be necessary to make

efficient use of existing facilities,

I am an advocate of rational land use and consider myself
an envirommentalist. I do not wish to support a decision that will
have catastrophic environmental results. Based on my understanding
of the effects of the proposed sewer lines, I cannot but conclude that
rational use of the land area would be fostered by adequate lines.

EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE



Mr. John E. Hagan} III
Page 2
December 4, 1978

Thank you for the opportunity to share this information
with you. If I can be of future assistance to you, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Y ey

D. P, Maga

cc: Allen Johnston
W. B. McLeod
J. R. Sinclair
I. H. Black
C. Howard Cross
T. G. Madison



Statement of
Charles E. Melvin, Jr., President
Greensboro Chamber of Commerce
Presented
Monday, November 20, 1978
At An
EPA Public Hearing
On the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Wastewater Facilities in the Horsepen Creek Basin
I am Charles Melvin, President of the Greensboro Chamber of Commerce. The
~ Chamber is a voluntary association of over 1800 civic and business leaders concerned
with the appropriate ¢rowth and development of the Greensboro area.

We welcome EPA representatives to our community this evening. The Chamber
appreciates your efforts to insure protection of the environment and achieve wise
use of federal financial resources.

We understand the purpose of tonight's hearing is for EPA to receive comments
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Horsepen Creek basin. We under-
stand that there are questions of fact yet to be resolved between EPA and the County.
These questions of fact relate primarily to existing and anticipated sewage flow and
engineering factors related to design of the collection system. We urge EPA to meet
with the County to resolve such questions.

The Chamber has worked through the years in a cooperative relationship with
Guilford County and the City of Greensboro. We believe our community has benefited
from a close working relationship among local, state and federal governments. The
Chamber urges that EPA work closely with the County to achieve a wastewater collection
system adequate and appropriate for the level of development forecasted to occur.

The Chamber is concerned about wastewater facilities in the Horsepen Creek basin
for several reasons. First, it is the community's major growth center with significant
residential development. Second, as the center for industrial growth, it is an area
which affords residents of our community excellent employment opportunities. Third,
it is a watershed for our community's water supply. We are vitally interested in the

protection of that supply. Fourth, because of the extensive urban development which

has occurred on septic tanks, we are anxious to see the completion of public waste-

water collection facilities.
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The Chamber urges construction of an interceptor sewer adequate to serve the
ultimate development of the pasin,

If EPA does not concur in the Chamber's position, we believe the public interesy
demands that a system consistent with optimum community development and a meaningfu)l
cost-benefit evaluation be constructed. The Chamber wants to eliminate additional
delays. Accordingly, the Chamber will support an interceptor sewer judged by the
County, based upon sound engineering studies, to be appropriate for existing and
future development of the Horsepen Creek basin.

Thank you.



jW STATEMENT BY MAYOR JIM MELVIN
o?‘Y"‘ ' ON HORSEPEN CREEK INTERCEPTOR W
/ ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT HEARING A —
/
November 20, 1978

Ladies § Gentlemen,

Hopefully this is the last hearing that will be necessary in
order to make pollution abatement in Guilford County a reality.
We have finally decided on a site for the Metro Plant. We have
decided that an outfall in Horsepen Creek is desirable and has less
adverse environmental impact than for the area to develop on septic

tanks. What we will be discussing tonight should be a function of

Jp—

the Step II Design Phase of this project and not of the Step I Plan-

——

ning Phase.

We have carefully studied the draft Environmental Impact State-

ment. We are in agreement with many of the conclusions which have

been known for years.

The City of Greensboro has worked closely with Guilford County
since 1965 to provide an orderly development of a water supply and
sanitary sewer system for those in our community who happen to live
or work outside the corporate limits of the City. The agreement in
existence has been a model for others to use. It has been successful.
The intergovernmental relationship between Guilford County and Greens-
boro has been contributory in making the quality of life in this
community so good that a recent study by the University of Nebraska

has ranked us as the 5th best community in the nation in which to live.



As previously pointed out by Chairman Campbell, regulation of
development has been controlled by zoning. Subdivision ordinance§
and erosion and sedimentation control ordinances are in effect.
Stormwater Management will be a reality shortly. The County and
City now are planning for long-range water Supply projects in con-
junction with State and Federal Governments. I cite these to show
what local government is doing to enhance the environment in which
we live in and to refute the statement in the draft EIS that a lack
of desire to mitigate secondary impacts exists within local govern-
ment. We have the tools and the will. And I might add here that
the draft EIS does recognize that mitigative measures to protect
the quality of water in Lake Brandt are already in use or proposed.
More importantly, we have the support of the people. A survey com-
pleted this month indicates that over 70% of the people feel that
the quality of life in our community has improved since they have
lived here. The survey also indicated that they are vitally inter-
ested in Environmental matters. That same study gave showed that.
nearly 85% of those surveyed gave high marks to local government
regarding regulation, services and taxes.

So we must be doing a
few things right.

It is fashionable to blast EPA at every opportunity, but we are

going to forego that opportunity tonight. It is our sincere feeling

that EPA got some bad advice from their consultants.' But then every-

one errors occasionally and all that we ask is that EPA not take a
concrete position on specific pipe size but rather let the engineers
design the system based upon existing condition being consistent

with the agreed upon population to be served in the year 2000.

Y on Rt wn ' ?t M;W



If this is done we are confident that the interests of all can be
served to the fullest extent.
& Mp would close by emphasizing three major points.

1. The engineering relating to pipe sizes is lousy. When
pipes 20 feet deep supposedly cost the same to install as an equivalent
size pipe 6 feet deep and then do not even then conform to required
state standards, then lousy is as kind as I can be. I suspect that
the main problem was that they did not know which way the sewage
flowed.

2. Controls to deal with growth in the basin and protect the
quality of the water in Lake Brandt are in place and are acknowledged
in the draft EIS.

3. The question of 208 Planning is of no concern in this
question. Where an area is not designated as a 208 area the respon-
sibility becomes one of the State,in this case North Carolina. The
plan which the County has set forth for handling the wastewater in

Horsepen Creek is not an unreasonable one. It is acceptable to the

State and the City of Greensboro wholeheartedly supports it. Thank you.



Y», John T, Hagan III
Chief, 7IS Brench

TPA, Resion IV

345 Courtlend Street, IR
Atlanta, GA 30308

Br: Tpsft of “TA ®nvironmental Impect Stotement, Greensboro=Guilford County
North Carolina Horsenen Crask Intercentor, FPA Project No. 37030001
(Plerse include hhase comments as part of the record cf the rublic hezring

held on Novemoer <v, 1978 in Greeneboro)

DRAFT REVITWTD BY: James R, Rees, Scil Scientist
Fhysical Environments Analysts, Inc.
1905 Msrion Street, Greensboro, N.C.  27.03
Date: 10 October 1078

Tre following comments snd/or questions are mede ac # resnonse to the above
Craft ©.1.5. and to facilitate oresentstion and reading, are divided into

"sections," aprrocrriately certiocned.

I. Assumntions of Future Porulation Density and Develorment of the Horsepen Creek giiln
Because tha "projected" settlsment of the bssin appesrs tc be a rrime ccriiderstion
urcn which most c¢f the other ccnsiderations of the E.I.L. are foundad, tric asjeet
cf the environmentsl impsct investigaticn and subsequent draft rerort calle for un

intensive anslysis.

All scientists are well aware thst zlthough the use of "assumntions" (of fazt, unlag,
cthnrwise identified) facilitates interpretive work snd evalustions (of whztaver

“

rhenomena is being reported), the bases for the assumpticns are oren---and should bLgeo

for critical review and aquestioning.

In the quest for the factuel bases for assumptions, scientists understand that the 4;-
of rreceding rerorts from varicus cther sources may or mey not be reliable ani/cr raws
inent evidence to substantiate assumntions made in following reports. This pricr
informetion, itself, is subject to'verification either by intensive exsminaticn to
"estimate" its reliability, or bstter, by bssic resesrch to corroborate the esrliep

findings and conclusions reported. This is ngthing more, of course, thzn a Jescript-

lon of an important nert of objective, scientific enquiry.
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Revier of WIS: Horseren Cre-k Intsrcertor Project - Jamec Rees

In this verificaticn rroress, re-examinstion of the sxisting physic ]

materisls and forcas of the environment causes little difficulty in terme

of sscerteining the reliebility of the date of otrer earlier reports., Tx-
isting rhysical materials and forces can be cbserved and mezsured and reason-
able disparities between two or more serarate investigations (due to ncrmal
change) can be accented., However, projectibns to rredict future conditions,

even of rhysiecel conditicns, by meens of trends, vetterns, analogs produce,

al best, tenuous evidence to suprort assumnticns. This uncertainty is rad-
ically compounded vhen rersons attempt to foresee what wilful fuman individ-
uals, resronding to fluctusting economic pressures and personal desires,

will do, i.e., where populations will move and establish themselves.

when demogravhic stetistics are derived to project settlement in defined
areas (using past established statistics to ascertzin trends), official
decisionmakers (and others) are rrone, erroneously, to 2ccept the conclus-
jons as fact., Once the "fact" it assumed, it is used by planners (and others)
as a roint of argument for the need to provide shelters for the "incressed"
rumbers of vrersons, ipso fzeto, in the defined area. This aprroech ralegates
the natural suitability of the defined area for hsbitsticns to a secondary

It is, essentielly, & concession to the establisred
practices that are
nractices of environmental resource use--- / getting entire roruletions

nlsce in importance.

intc trouble, ecological end econcmic trouble. The motivating view behind
the establisneu prictices of use is that natural forces csn be overridden by
msn at his will; that &lleviation (correction) of certain adverse reactions
to incompatible use c2n be trested conseguently as # secondary matter. Tc
state it succinctly, the use of demogrsrhic projections encoursges the im-
rulse to nlsce undue emphasis uron housing numbers of persons, who may or

may not be nresent at a future time, in natural areas physically unsuited
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qeview of T1S: Horsepen Crek Intercentor Project - Jumes Rees

for this tyre of land use.

If the intent of the National vnvironmental Policy Act is commendable and im~

portance is attacked to settling humans in environments that esn sccomodate

the facilities of housing develonments without radical disruptions (environ~

ments that are séfe, healthful, pleasing and where costs of sstablishment,

meintenance, and repsir are minimel), the necessity for using dubicus porul-

ation projections as 2 basis for developing specific ereas has not been rroven.

. . : tentd a s proposed for devel-
A rearrangement in the priorities of investigetion of areas prop

orment would preclude the use of initial demograptic predictions. This converse

approach apnears.to pe definitsly more reaslistic, scientifically sound, economic-

ally prudent, and ecologically safe, 1.e., carefully inventory end analyze the
rhysical characteristics (including biological entities) of specific areas first
and foremost.l From these findings, consequently, determine the number of shelters
(density of hsbitation) the location cen tpear" safely, heslthfully, st minimum
nrivate and publjc costs, In essence, this permits the physical qualitises of

a given lend aréa to regulate in-migration and reduces the stress upon rlenners
(and EPA versonnel) to fit, by expensive meens, the shelters needed to acccmodate
a predicted number of pecnle into an area that msy be largely inhospitable to

tris use,

Specific Criticism

The format, data, and lengusge of the draft EIS all demonstrate that the authors
have been cverly-rreoccupied with using demographic rrojections as fact. Numercus
"éssumptions," implied as well as stated exrlicitly, prercsed to undergird following

assertions throughout the text, reveal this clearly. Section 3,2.5.1, Demogrephy

and Tconomics contains an outright statsment of the fact, as follows:

"An underlyinz assumption in develoring the alternatives his been thst

18,700 preople will live in the Horsepen Cresk basin in 2000. This re-

pres-nts a growth of 10,620 from the 1975 population of 8,080. This

growth vrojection is s constant in this snslysis, regsrdleSq of the altern-t1v1
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"mfarances are made directly or by imrlication tc this nrojected norulation
- statistic or "growth" fisure on 10 other psges in thé report: vages 22, 24,
30, 35, 37, 38, 39, 45, 1C1, 102. In all of this, unfortunstely, no sxplan-
ation wss included to assess the validity and relisbility of this statistic,
~how it was derived, from what scurce did the statistic come, what extrinsic
influence (for instance, esnergy shortageé) could sct betveen 1978 and yaar

2000 to radically slter the apparently "hard-and-fast" ststistical cenclusion.

Inssmuck as the bsses for tre assumptione relied upon in the RIS investigaticn
an? #s rerorted wee not sufficisntly explained, a full perspective of the en-
vironmental impsct of the provosed sevearing project was net offersd. Perhaps
of aqusl importance is that uncertain statisticsl evidence is given crsdence
by its use by "authority," the ETnvironmental Frotscticn Agency, to set the
rrecedence in planning for other public projects affecting the environment.

' To the sxtant that the effort to sscartain the rhysicel charactsristics and
carabilities cf the land is weskened by the distraction of unsure porulction
nredicticns as tﬁa rrime consideration for development, we will continue to

suffer undesirsble snvironmental and economic repercussions.

Tffects of Fosdways Unon Flew and Tolluticn of Horsespen Creek

Section § 1.5.2.2, Tffacts cn Horseren Creek Flcw includes the following statament:

"The STCRM model (RA-R-667) results prsdict en increase in rcsd milszge

in the besin from the vpresent 55 miles to 128 miles with ssnitéry sswer

devalorment cr 155 miles with septic teank develcrment."
The significance of the comnaritive ststistics of recad mileage (betveen sawered
develorment and develorment cn senrtic tank systems) relative to Cresk flow has
not been exrlained. An infsrence csn be dravn (without this explsnation) that

linez]l miles of roadwey may affect flow characteristics more then areal dimensions

(miles x width). It seems reasonable to expect that hLeavier traffic attends
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kn

davelorments of “feoher density (sewered develooment). Conseguently, it saems
likely that such development would require wider roads (guttered reads with sterm
sevars even). Thus, there would bes & greester total sres of impervious surfsces

through sewsred develormants to adversely affect streem flows (and water quality)

_than through develermants on sertic systems. (This assumes that roazdways throurh

beth kinds of develorment would be neved).

focts of Tublic Sarvices

On rage 102 in Section %.2.1, Lani Use, the following statement anpears:
"The l2nd use rattern which should result in the Horsepen Cresk basin
will be costly to acccmodate from & public services rersvective. It
cests mcre to provide essentizl rublic services (trensportstion, util-
ities, schcols, etc.) for a low density pattern then it does for a
hizh density pettern (RE-118)."
This conclusion, possibly, wss dravn from studies of "estzblished" devalor-
mants of the sems numbar of inhabitants, tha difference being the spscing
cf the living quarters, If, however,
thare wers mora -annle living within the same aresl dimensions (a high density

development), it is noct reascnable to expect that they would require lecs

vutlic service than fewer ﬁeOple in that same sized erea (low density develcn-

“ment). It is resscnable tc exrect that there would be more schocl-age children

in the densely ropul:zted area, rrester loads of trash and zarbage generated,

more civil disturbsnces, traffic eccidents and emergencies 2ll recuiring ccrresp-
cnding tax-naid services of larger proportions than where nopulaticn density was
less. DLue to the controls imposad by the Juilford Health Devartment (approximately
1 @zcre lot size per residence and sertic tenk system standards) development using
the domestic system (the low density develorment) vill nrcbably proceed mors £lowly
than whers city sewsr lines wers accessible (prowoting kighar densities). Thig

stretch-out time would 2lso have some decided affects on the compzritive costs.

of servicing.
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Militatins Measures - Construction of the Greensborc Thorofare Flan Facilities

Multilene roadways, bridges, and interchanges nrovcsed in the Greensboro
Thorofare Plan (short name) transect snd disturb much of the Horseren Creesk
Drainage 3#sin (the Greensboro City Resarvoir System Wétershed). Although
citizens fully exrect that the highway plenners will observe the N,7.FP., Act

ani develop a complete ©IS for the entire rroject and submit it to the Znviran-
mentzl Frotection Agency, this construction is an inextricable part of the devel-

Yies

orment within the Basin. Commendably, Chepter 6, Mitisctin

sures cited &

leng lisﬁ of legzl instruments ncw existing or being considered by officials
thst cculd be used to nrotect the watershed and city water quality. EIS

authors feiled to mention, however, the plagpgd roadway of the Creensborc Thoro-
fare Plan,in Cucpeer 6, and vhat pgafuieﬁ m;ght be taken to protect the city
weztar from the rolluticn of naveme&l wash, the ajir from combustion rrocducts,

the genersl serenity from ncise nollution, the wildlife habitet from duutruction,

all adverse conditions resulting frem the construction and subsecuent long~£ime

QL" 12 K S

James R R~e=

use of this enormously disruptive prcject.

1905 Laricn Street
Sreensboro, N.C,

)R Roo—




RESEARCH ASSOCIATES

3116 SUMMIT AVINUE

GREENSBORO, N. C 27408

Dec. 5, 1978

Mr. John E. Hagan III
Chief, EIS Branch

EPA, Region 1V

345 Courtland Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30308

Dear Mr, Hagan:

As a member of Audubon Society, we are interested 1n
conserving all natlonal resources, including money. Therefore,
I favor Alternative 2E, as the most cost effectlve alterﬁative,
including & force main of 8" and gravity flovw line of 127 for

gravity flow to NBC.

Redian Corp. i1s to be commended for its excellent evaluatlon
in this study. The Alternative 2E appears liberal enough to
meet future needs without being too conservative. The following
estimates may be noted 1o achleve same results.

1. Populatlon Increase.

Present population is estimated at 8000 perscns.
Estimated annual ppulation growth rate for Greensaboro
is about .7% and assuming 2.1% increase, or 3 times
as much growth rate, thlis would wean a population

of about 13,000 persons in 20 years, indlcating
‘Radian estimate of 18,000 is very libgral.

-~

2.  Sewage Flows.

- FPuture flowe by Radlan at 1.3 MGD 1s based on 70 gpdc,
but using a more liberal estimate of 90 gpdc for
estimated population and industrial growth rate
above thls would wean about 1.2 MGD flow, or about
same as Radlan projection.  Depending on slope,
outfall line may be raised to 15",

The very commendable presentation of researaqh data by

Radlan demonstrates its expertise in environmental engineering

‘and sclentific studise and its findings should be given highest
priority.

Yours very sincerely,

(Q s &1&&1LZA~/

R. H. Souther

WATER POLLUTION CONTAOL CONSULTANTS - INDUSTRIAL & MUNICIPAL - RESEARCH *» DESIGN » ..LD



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

REGION IV
101 MARETTA Tower Suite 1053
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30323 OFFIGE OF THE
November 27 s 1978 Principal Regional O-m'cial

HEW-887-10-78

Mr. John E. Hagan, III
Chief, EIS Branch

EPA, Region 1V

345 Courtland Street, N, E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Subject: Greensboro - Guitlferd County, North Carolina
Horsepen Creek Interceptor
EPA Project No. .C37036901

Dear Mr. Hagan:

We have reviewed the subject draft Environmental Impact Statement.
Based upon the data contained in the draft, it 1s our epinion that
the proposed action will have only a miner impact upon the human
environment within the scope of this Department’'s review. The
impact statement has been adequately addressed for our comments.

Sincerely yours,

Narvan € '5»‘9“‘*5{‘*9&

James E. Yarbrough
Regionat Environmental Officer

cc: A. McGee
R. Goldberg



North Carolina
2

Department of Administrati

116 West Janes Street Raleigh 27603
James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor Division of State Budget and Management
Joseph W. Grimsley, Secretary John A, Williams, Jr., State Budget Officer

(919) 733-7061

January 31, 1979

Mr. John E. Hagan III
Chief, EIS Branch

EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland Street, NE
Atlanta, GA. ~ 30308

Re: SCH File #135-78; Draft EIS - Greensboro-Guilford County,
North Carolina; Horsepen Creek Interceptor

Dear Mr. Hagan:

The State Clearinghouse has received and reviewed the above
referenced project. As a result of this review, the State
Clearinghouse has received from Division of Policy Develop-
ment the attached memorandum.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the referenced draft
environmental impact statement.

If you have questions regarding these comments please contact
Ms. Jane Sharp at 733-4131.

Sincerely,

Chrys Baggett (Mrs.)
Clearinghouse Director

CB:mw
cc: Region "G"

Attachment



NorthCarolina 4 p
Department of Administration

116 West Jones Street Raleigh 27603
James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor Arnold Zogry
Joseph W. Grimsley, Secretary zﬁgslslgs)ta;:;ssl:cige{ary for Policy and Management

MEMORANDUM

TO: Clearinghouse , Q.
FROM: Anne Taylor / //3/7’"/ | / déé{’@/{
DATE - December 7, 1978 |

. EPA Préject No. C 370 369 01

Horsepen Creek

I agree with the Secretary of Natural Resources and Community
Development that a comprehensive plan for growth management
(the 208 plan) in the Horsepen Creek Basin west of Greensboro
ig vital to the success of the Horsepen freek Interceptor, EPA

Project No. C 370 369 0l.

We believe that the mitigating measures outlined in pages
105-110 need to be in place before the line is constructed,
since population and development pressures will quickly provide
the major adverse impacts on water quality associated with
urbanization in the Horsepen Creek area noted in the EIS

(pages 89-103).

It is suggested that implementation of the recommended miti-
gating measures begin.with acquisition of lands for recreation

and conservation and a regular water monitoring program for
Horsepen Creek and Lake Brandt, and that they include all of
those listed on pages XVIII and XIX, as well as the above pages

(105-110) .

AT/mf



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WILMINGTON DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. O. BOX 1880
WILMINGTON. NORTH CAROLINA 28402

IN REPLY REFER TO

SAWEN~E

1 December 1978

Mr. John E. Hagan III

Chief, EIS Branch

Envirommental Protection Agency, Region 4

345 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, GA 30308 j

¢

Dear Mr. Hagan:

©
I have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement fd§ the Horsepen
Creek Interceptor, Greensboro-Guilford County, North Carol s EPA

Project No. C37036901 and have no comments to make on the contents of
that document.

The Wilmington District, Corps of Engineers, is also preparing to
initiate studies of the Greensboro area. In July 1977, Congress, in
response to a request from local government officials acting through
their Congressman, authorized the Chief of Engineers to conduct a water
resources investigation of Guilford County, N.C., under the Corps of
Engineers urban study program. This study will address the full range
of water resource problems and needs, including flood damage prevention,
water supply, water based recreation, and wastewater management. The
wastewater management portion of the study will be conducted in full
accordance with the Environmental Protection Agency's 208 Planning
Guidelines and will be coordinated fully with your agency. This study
is currently scheduled to be initiated in Fiscal Year 1980 depending

upon Congressional appropriation of study funds and should be completed
after a three-year study period.

If you have any questions regarding the more exact nature of our studies,
or if I can be of assistance to you in your studies, please feel free to
contact me. I appreciate this opportunity to review the Envirommental
Statement, and I am looking forward to working closely with you on the

Corps' urban study.
Sincerely yours, W
Cbl 2.7

HIGHT

Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer



United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Southeast Region 148 International Blvd., N.E. Atlanta, GA 30303

ER-78/1052

Mr. John E. Hagan III
chief, EIS Branch

EPA, Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Mr. Hagan:

We have reviewed the draft environmental statement for th
Creek Interceptor, Guilford €ounty, North Carolina a; re:ugg;::p?:
Mr. White's notice of October 5. ’

General Comments

The Department of the Interior's previous comments on

Protection Agency environmental statements have expresggxizgggga:alith
the lack of information on cultural resources. We note a similar defi-
ciency in this statement in that the identification of cultural re-
sources has been relegated to later stages of the proposed project.
This procedure fails to provide adequate consideratfon of cultural
resources in the early planning stages, a requirement of EPA's own
guidance in 40 CFR Part 6. The assertion on page 38 that there is no
indication of the existence of historical or archeological resources

in the affected area is unsupported. The statement shows no fndication
that the considerations required by the National Historic Preservation
Act and Executive Order 11593 entered into the early planning for the
project. We feel that, as a minimum, the environmental statement
shou1d.include specific comments and recommendations made by the State
Historic Preservation Officer and/or the State Archeologist as to the
probability of encountering cultural reseurces or the need for a pro-

fessional survey.
specific Comments

Page 6, Paragraph 2

Facilities for the proposed action are designed to transfer as much-as
2.4 mi1lion gallons per day of combined domestic and industrial waste-
water to the North and South Buffalo Creek basins for treatment. The




)
relation of the increased flows to the treatment capacity of the Buffalo

k plant and the effects of increased flow of treated effluent on
E:gg1v?ng streams should be discussed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely yours,

7 A

James H. Lee
Regional Environmental Officer

8icy

i~
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BEFORE THE ZNVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY \\\’

----- X
GREENSBORO-GUILFORD COUNTY,
NORTH CAROLINA :

EPA NO. C37036901
HORSEPEN CREEK INTERCEPTOR :
——————————————— x

Coliseum Auditorium
Greensboro, North Carolina

Monday, November 20, 1978

The above-entitled matter came on for public
hearing pursuant to notice at 7:00 p.m.

BEFORE:

SANFORD W. HARVEY, JR.
Co-Chairman
Regional Counsel, Region IV

Environmental Protection Agency
Atlanta, Georgia

A. F. McCRORIE

Director :

Division of Znvironmental Management

North Carolina Department of Natural Resources

Members of Panel:

JIM FINGER, Director; Surveillance and Analysis
Division; Environmental Protection Agency

JOHN HAGAl, Chief; EIS Branch; Environmental
Protection Agency; Atlanta, Georgia

HAROLD DUHART, chief; North Carolina Section of

the Water Division; Invironmental Protection
Agency

PRECISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Durham, Chagel Hill (915) 549-0808
Ralsigh (19) 832-9088

D . P O. Box 20183

' Raloigh, Nortly Oaroline 27611




10

11

13
14
15
16
17
18

19

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction

Chairman Harvey

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Speakers:

Bob Cooper, EIS, Preparation Section
Kirk Holland, Radian Corporation

Forest Campbell, Chairman County

Commissioners

Mr.

Mr.

Mr,

Mr.

Mr.

Dr.

Jim Melvin, Mayor of Greensboro

Charles Melvin, Chamber of Commerce

Tom Hubert, Chamber of Commerce

Rhodes Corbett, Chamber of Commerce

Fred Clapp, Greensboro Board of Realtors

Paul Lutz, Guilford County Advisory

Board for Environmental Quality

Mr.

Austin Elliott, Environmental Action

Coalition

Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.

Ms.
Ms.

Mr.
Mr.

Mr.

Mark Schott, Greensboro Jaycees
Carolyn Allen, League-of Women Voters
Jack Jezorek, citizen

Tom Duckwall, Audubon Society
Patricia Lutz, Sierra Club

Mazie J. Levénson, citizen

Frank York, Homebuilders Association
Hal Lewis, citizen

Roger Sekadlo, Executive Director of

the Airport Authority

Mr.

Ray Shaw, City of Greensboro

Pages

3-6

6-11

11-20

2025
26=-31
31-33
33-37
37-40

40-46

46~49

50-53
53-56
56-61
61-63
64-67
67-69
69-74
74

75-76

76=77
77-80

\.

PRECISION REPORTING

AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Durham, Chapel HUll (916) 549-0808
Raisigh (919) 8329088
D P. O. Box 28163

Haleigh, North Carolins 27611




10

11

13

14

16

16

17

18

19

3
PROCEEDTINGS 7:10 p.m. \

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Good evening. May I
call the meeting to order, please?

Welcome to this public hearing on the Draft
Environmental Impact Stateﬁent for the Horsepen Creek
portion of the Greensboro-Guilford County Wastewater
Treatment System.

I would like to begin by introducing the
hearing panel. I am Sanford Harvey, Regional Counsel,
Co-Chairman from EPA Region IV in Atlanta. The other
Co-Chairman for this panel and to my immediate left is
Mr. Mac McRorie, Director of the Division on Environmenta}
Management from the North Carolina Department of Natural
Resources.

To his left is Mr. Jim Finger, Director of
the Surveillance and Analysis Division of EPA. To my
immediate right is Mr. John Hagan, Chiet of the EIS Branch
of EPA, Atlanta, and to his right, Mr. Harold Duhart,
Chief of the North Carolina Section of the Water Division
also of EPA.

People I would like to introduce who are not
a part of this hearing panel but are here to either
participate or to observe these proceedings are as

follows: Mr. Jim Melvin, Mayor of the City of

PREGISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.
Ourhaen, Ghepel Hill (§19] 649-0008
(919) 0a0-4086

Raisigh
m P, 0. Box 30100
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611
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4
Greensboro; Mr, Forest Campbell, Chairman, Board of \\\\

County Commissioners, Guilford County. I would also

like to recognize Commissioner Deal present and
representing the City Council for the City of Greensboro;

Councilpersons Bowie, McManus, Forbes and Jimmy Barber.

I also would like to recognize the Mayor
Pro-Tem, Mr, Neusbaum of the City of Greensboro.

Our particular thanks this evening are also
extended to Mr. Ray Shaw, Assistant Director of Public

Works for the City of Greensboro, and to Mr, Larry

Harvell, Director of Environmental Services of Guilford

County, for providing these arrangements this evening.
Are there any other elected officials that I

have overlooked? If so, if you would like to stand and

state your name, I will recognize you at this time.

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Very well.

he National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, requires an agency of the Federal Government to
prepare an environmental impact statement whenever that
agency proposesvto take a Federal action significantly
affecting the quality of the human environment. 1In

addition, the North Carolina Environmental Policy Act

of 1971, requires an agency of the State Government to

prepare an environmental impact statement whenever that

PRECISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Durham, Chapet Hill (010)- 540-0608
Ralsigh (919) $32-8088
D P. O, Box 20103

Raleigh, North Caroline 27611
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agency proposes to take:a state action significantly \\\ﬁ
affecting the quality of the human environment.

Guilford County, North Carolina applied for a
grant from the United States Environmental Protection
Agency and the North Carolina Department of Natural
Resources and Community Dévelopment to develop a waste-
water treatment system to service the Horsepen Creek
area.

The Environmental Protection Agency and the
state, responding to the mandate of their respective
Environmental Policy Acts, determined that .the issuance
of funds for the proposed wastewater treatment facilities
was a major Federal and state action significantly
affecting the quality of the environment.

Accordingly, on April 5th, 1976, the
Environmental Protection Agency and North Carolina
Department of Natural Resources and Community Development
issued a Notice of Intent to prepare a joint Environmentaf
Impact Statement,

On November 10th, 1976, the Governmental
agencies jointly held a public meeting to discuss the
objectives of the Environmental Impact Statement and the
public involvement program.

Pursuant to the guidelines of the Council on

Environmental Quality and the rules and regulations of

PRECISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Durham, Chapel Hill (919) 540-0608
Raleigh (019) 832-0088
P. O. Box 20163

bed  Ralsigh, North Garoline 27611
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the Environmental Protection Agency and the North \\\\
Carolina Department of Natural Resources and Community
Development, with regard to the preparation ¢f Irnviron-
meptal Impact Statements, this public hearing is being
held to receive comments from the public on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

This Draft is being discussed in a public
forum to encourage full participation of the public in
the decision making process and to develop improved
public understanding of projects funded with Federal and
state funds.

A report of these proceedings will be made
and become a part of the fecord. Notice of the public

heéaring was published in the Greensboro Daily lNews on

October 22nd and November 19th, 1978.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement was
submitted to the Environmental Protection Office of
Federal Activities and made available to the public on
October 13th, 1978.

Before we begin cjitizen testimony, Mr. Bob
Cooper of the Eﬁvironmental Impact Statement Preparation
Section will give us a brief summary of the .project.

MR. COOPER: Thank you, Sanford.

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement

addresses the provision of wastewater‘transmission

PRECISION REPORTING
T%%mme. INC.
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treatment and disposal facilities for the Horsepen
Creek area. The objectives of this project are the
protection and enhancement of surface and groundwater
resources for human consumption, for fish and wildlife,
and for recreational and esthetic uses. A plan to meet
these objectives was prepared by Guilford County.

The plan recommended the construction of an
interceptor sewer line running the length of the Horsepen

Creek basin with a maximum size of 42 inches. This

proposal stimulated considerable controversy among
citizens in this area.

The concerns expressed included the potential
degredation of water quality and other growth related i
impacts. Based upon these concerns, the Environmental
Protection Agency and the North Carolina Department 6f
Natural Resources and Community Development have
prepared an Environmental Impact Statement.

This EIS covers only the Horsepen Creek
segment of the Greensboro-~-Guilford County 201 Facility
Plan. The other portions of that plan dealing mainly
with the site location for the South Buffalo Creek
wastewater treatment facility have been covered in a
previous EIS.

The objectives of this EIS are to establish

the existing conditions in the Greensboro area, to

PRECISION REPORTING

AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.
wl:mﬁlw Ml (919) 8490098

P Q. Box #4183

-Raloigh, North Caroline 37811
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- which maintalns the existing Horsepen Creek collection

8
evaluate alternatives for wastewater transmission \\\\
treatment and disposal, to assess the environmental
effects of the proposed action, and to recommend
mitigative measures to avoid adverse impacts.

In the draft, six system alternatives were
investigated in detail. Alternatives 1 through 4
provide sewer service throughout the Horsepen Creek
basin and can be sized for existing or projected year

2000 flow. Alternative 5 is the no action alternative

system.

Alternative 6 involves a system to discharge
industrial flow into the South Buffalo Creek collection
system and the maintenance of the existing Horsepen Creek
collection system. In both alternatives 5 and 6,
wastewater generated from new residential development
will be served by septic tanks.

These alternatives were then subject to a.
cost and environmental evaluation. The major input into
the environmental evaluation was a water quality
monitoring and modeling program whidh was conducted as
part of the EIS. Kirk Holland of Radian Corporation
will discuss this analysis following my presentation.

The results of this alternatives evaluation

show that water quality and land use impacts are the

PRECISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Durhem, Chape! Mill (010) 845-0698
Raleigh (918) 862-0008
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9
most significant to this project. Selection of theﬁ—\\\\
no action or modified no action alternatives would
encourage low density development throughout the basin.
The existing service alternatives would also generally
tend to encourage low density development with a
limited amount of higher density development connected
to the new sewer line.

The future service alternatives will provide
for much higher development densities throughout the
basin. In the short term, this development will probably
be concentrated adjacent to those areas currently
developed. Ultimately, development would probably occur
throughout the basin.

The less intensive land use densities of the
existing service alternatives will minimize the concen-
tration of pollutants generated in urban runoff. These
alternatives will have a significantly smaller potential
adverse impact to water quality in Lake Brandt than the
future service alternatives with their substantially
higher land use densities,

Othei potential adverse impacts to water
quality could result from problems with the existing
system of lift stations and septic tank failures. The
no action and modified no action alternatives would not

alleviate these potential hazards.

PRECISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.
Durham, Chapel Ml (818) 545-0808
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Alternative 1E ahd 2E would do the best jjb\

in this regard by eliminating all but one 1ift station.
Alternative 2E is considered the most environmentally
acceptable alternative since it alleviates the existing
problems with the smallest encouragement of high density
development.

An important part of the preparation of the
EIS has been the input of the EIS Advisory Committee.
This group consists of representatives of local
governmental :bodies and citiéen interest groups. This
Committee has reviewed and commented on all EIS outputs
and has suggested alternatives to be evaluated.

Following publication of the draft EIS, EPA
and the state received new existing flow ianrmation
and other related information generated by the County and
the City. A detailed review of this information will not
be done at this time because an EIS document is not the
appropriate place for detailed design infofmation.

This design analysis will be done during the
Step II Phase oﬁ detailed project design following

completion of the final EIS. The pipe sizes presented

-

in the draft EIS were estimates based upon the informatioj
available. The specific diameter of the pipe that is
finally selected will not affect the choice of

alternative in the EIS.

PRECISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Durham, Chape! Hill (916) 849-0698

Raleigh, North Carciina 27611
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The purpose of the EIS is to choose an ‘\\\ﬁ

alternative for service ambngvthose viable alternatives
identified in the EIS process. The diameter of the pipe
that is selected will be that which is necessary to
accommodate the alternative that is chosen in the final
EIiS.

We would now like to introduce Mr. Kirk
Holland from Radian Corporation who will discuss the
monitoring and modeling program,

MR. HOLLAND: Thank you.

. My name is Kirk Holland. I am the Program
Manager for Radian Corporation in Austin, Texas. Radian
was commissioned to perform a comprehensive environmental
impact statement for the Horsepen Creek Interceptor
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act.

The assessment was to use readily availabile
existing information and professional judgment in the
interpretation of those data.

In the course of our analysis, it became
clear that more data and more interbretative analysis
was required to gauge the water quality effects of the
interceptor, particularly the secondary water guality
effects of the Horsepen Creek Interceptor on Lake Brandt, j

The reason for this belief was that the

interceptor has potential for encouraging intensive land L&

PRECISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Ourham, Chape! Hill (919) 540-0608
0 §32-8088




10

11

13

14

16

16

17

18

\

use in the basin. Furthermore, the water quality

effects from the intensity of this land use are
uncertain., National weathef data indicates that

generally urbanizing areas have potential for creating
pollutants that may degrade water guality, particularly

those that are used as water suppliers of the water

supplies.
There is also a strong indication that such

effects are quite site specific and require site

specific studies to ascertain the effects.

The general methodology that we used was to

monitor and then model the water quality of the Horsepen

Creek basin under several different development scenarios
We monitored the current conditions in Horsepen Creek

in a basin that is believed to be similar to the way
Horsepen Creek basin could evolve in the design period,

mainly the uppermost portions of l!llorth Buffalo Creek

above the point source discharges.

This essentially represented what we feel is
a representative mix of residential, commercial,

industrial land uses in the area.

Then we projected the impacts that will accrue
from further development of the Horsepen Creek basin
using the monitoring data to calibrate a model that

would give us an indication of what water quality impacts

PRECISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.
Durham, Chape! Hill (919) 549-0008
(916) 522-9085

Asieigh
D P. O Box 28183
Raloigh, North Carclina 27611
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could accrue upon such development. | \\\T'
I empnagize the word "indigate." This is not
a perfect predictor. The state of the art in water
quality predictions does not allow such prediction a=
the present time.

It should also be noted that other methods
which are somewhat less sophisticated than those that
were used in this study preaict higher pollutant levels
than the ones that we predicted; that is, worse water
quality effects,

However, we believe that this methbdology
that was used represents ﬁhe best available tool
presently at hand to evaluate these water quality impacts

The monitoring data indicated that the water
quality of Horsepen Creek itself is good: 1low bod's,
high desolved oxygen, fairly low dissolved solids.

The monitoring data indicated that Lake Brandt has fair
to good overall quality. The water is soft; conductivity
regions below which indicate low levels of dissolved

solids. pH measurements are slightly acid to nutrient,

which are typical of forested areas.

However, there are wide seasonal variations
in the pH of Lake Brandt. It should be mentioned that
our monitoring program was carried out during a time

when the lake level was at a low elevation. This would

PRECISIQN REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Durham, Chapel Hill (919) 548-0008
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enhance any adverse water quality processes that woul;\\\
tend to degrade the water quality.

The low total alkalinity in Lake Brandt
provides low buffering capacity to resist any pH changes.
This makes the lake susceptible to upstream discharges
and variations in water quality, which might tend to
alter the pH. These changes in pH in the lake could
indicate that geochemical processes that result in
concentration of adverse water quality parameters could
occur. I am not saying they do occur, but there is a
potential for them to occur.

The heavy metals concentrations in particular
are gererally low on the lake with two possible
exceptions: one is lead, and the other is arsenic.

Our monitoring data indicates that the lead concentra-
tions in the Horsepen Creek arm of Lake Brandt and at

the dam on Lake Brandt exceeded the maximum concentration
of lead for protection of fishlife.

One of these values also exceeded the
concentration for protection of public drinking water
supplies. |

It should be noted that other evaluations have
not shown lead concentrations this great. But remember,
we were sampling during a more or less worse case

condition with respect to lake water quality.

PRECISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.
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Arsenic concentrations, while low in \\\7

Horsepen Creek itself, appear to be concentrated in the
lake water quality. We inferred that this could be
recycling of arsenic-contained sediments in the bottom
of the lake. The sources of arsenic in the lake are
unknown.

The trophic state of the 1aké is described
as moderately eutrophic. It does firmly stratify, and
dissolved oxygen is depleted in at least the bottom
portions. Thefe is also noticeable chemical stratifi—
cation during the summer months. This indicates a
considerable degree of organic decay processés and
concomitant biological activity within the Lake Brandt
ecosysten,

Aquatic macronutrients, hydrogen, phosphorus,
while hot present in extreme concentrations, are
present in quantities more than adequate for excessive
growth of aquatic vegetation. Lake Brandt is particularl;
susceptible to nutrient inputs because of its shallowness.

With this monitoring data set into context,
we calibrated an urban area runoff model called the
"storm model storage treatment overland flow model"
developed by the Corps of Engineers for modeling
processes in urban areas with specific reference to

eight different parameters. Of these parameters,

PRECISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.
Durham, hagel Hil (319) 8480008
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were of primary importance.

16
suspended. solids, fotal nitrogen, orthophbsphorus \\\\

The storm model does not treat heavy metg;s
in anything other than a conservative parameter; that
is, no rémoval processes are taken into account. In
'this,respect; the model is conservative if it is used
for heavy metals.

Thé model was calibrated to3phé upper ‘North
Bﬁffalo basin and was exercised for différent'develop—
ment scenarios; various levels of development and various
kinds of development; that is, with full sewage service
and with septic. tank service to try to gain appreciation
for the sensitivitypgf.iahd use effects on water
quality.

We found that the detrimental effects on
water quality was proportional to the extensiveness and
intensiveness of deuelopment. Beyond that, we
detected in the modeling results that there was
some difference between the full sewage éervice
and full septic tank service impacts. I should
also mention, and I should have mentioned earlier, -that
the storm model was only applied to that area which was
urbanized. Other parts of Horsepen Creek basin were
non-urban in character, and these were modeled using

correlations based on the universal soil equation of the

PRECISION REPORTING
| AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Durham, Chapet Hill (818) 545-0888
Ralsigh (919) 832-006

] 'm) P. O. Box 28183
Raleigh. North Carolina 27811



10

11

13

14

15

16,

17

18

19

20

21

17
Soil Cdnservation Service.

In aggregate, the urban plus non-urban
pollutant loadings through the design year, using these
statements, the development scenarios could be ranked
in the following order: from best to worse in terms of
water quality. This is based solely on pollutant
loadings from Horsepen Creek to Lake Brandt. Best would
be serviced only by sanitary sewers. Second best would
be sanitary sewer service for the existing development
only, followed by expansion of facilities to serve the
existing development; no action, and worse could be
future service based only on septic tank service.

Now, that ranking which ranked service only
by sanitary sewers first and future service only by
septic tarks last, more or less valued the range in

water quality impacts that we felt could accrue under

a full development scenario.

However, in terms of the overall environmental
benefit ultimately from a water quality prospective, we
believe that sanitary sewer service of existing
development only, if accompanied by appropriate
institutional safeguards--not necessarily prohibitions
on anything for further development--appears most

attractive.

On the other hand, the no action alternative
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appeared most detrimenal. The other alternatives of*\\\\
development scenarios, if you will, each have at least
one compelling disadvantage relative to the best one,
including conceivable higher lead loadings during
commercial and industrial developmeht. This has to do
with the traffic that would be generated by development
in the basin, and particularly, industries in the basin.

Development of environmentally sensitive
land, particularly with a full septic tank development
and encouragement of much higher density development
beyond the planﬁing period--in the period beyond the
year 2000~-this pffect would accrue with development with
full septic tank "service. Development only--I am
sorry--accrued only with development by full sewage,

Development only by septic tanks would more
or less consume all available land in the Horsepen Creek
basin by the design year, and in fact, could encroach
upon some enyironmentally sensitive lands.

Of the pollutants considered, suspended
solids, lead and phosphorus appear to us to be of most
concern;on these lead loadings are most insensitive' to
the sewer versus unsewered development. They are
sensitive to the intensity of development, the density of

development, if you will.

Suspended solids are probably most sensitive
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due to the magnified impact upon the light transmission

properties of the lake life and possible eutrophication
problems that they may engender.

These suspended solids effects would be
increased for any alternative which encouraged greater
septic tank development.

The results of our study affected to some
extent the choice of the alternatives. I should say
the monitoring affected to some extent the choice of--
environmental monitoring affected the choice of
alternatives. However, the monitoring and modeling
results have to be viewed in context of the total water
quality picture. So, therefore, they provide only
partial input into the choice of alternatives.

If we had to summarize our basic findings
with respect to the results, it would appear that sewering
in the future population would provide for generally
higher density growth development ultimately, which is
undesirable from the water quality prospective, parti-
cularly in the water quality affected is a public water
supply.

We felt like the existing system of lift
stations, force mains, which is fairly complex, should
be reduced to decrease the probability of surcharging

overflows and more or less periodic catastrophic water
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quality degradation. \\\\

Our control future growth solely using septic
tanks is also undesirable due to general poor soil
suitabilities, development of environmentally sensitive
lands, and increased probability of malfunctions of. the
septic tanks.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank you very much.

Ladies and gentlemen, I would like to express
the wishes of the panel to limit your testimony this
evening to a period of ten minutes. I think that that
will enable everyone who is going to speak to give their
full consideration to the panel.

I would also ask that if any of you have
prepared texts, if you have a copy of the same, if you
could provide the panel with a copy to enable us to
more closely follow your remarks, it would be gratefully
appreciated.

Unless there are any questions on those two
rules, at this point I would like to begin our public
participation by calling upon Mr, Forest Campbell,
Chairman, County Commissioners.

COMMISSIONER CAMPBELL: Mr. Harvey and
members of the panel, we have reviewed the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement and we are very concerned
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about the wisdom of the decision to select less than‘\\\\
an adequate sewer system,

1+ has been our position since 1966, that
this interceptor sewer system be designed to accommodate
the existing and full future development of the basin.
This remains our position today.

The EIS acknowledges the poor suitability of
soils in the basin to accommodate properly functioning
septic tanks. We agree with this fact.

The EIS states that full development of the
basin will occur eventually no matter the existence,
configuration or capacity of any public sewer system.

We agree with this conclusion.

The EIS assigns detrimental impacts to Lake
Brandt from malfunctioning septic tanks. The EIS points
out the sprawl and inordinate consumption of open space
in the basin accompanied with development of septic
tanks. We ‘gree with this conclusion as well.

Ve strongly disagree with the Document's
inference that local government has an inadequate
desire and/qr regulatory tools to greatly mitigate many
of the secciidary impacts created by the full basin
developmen! on public sewer,

Available to us locally is the City-County

Water and [Sewer Extension Agreement which provides
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policy and direction for managing these services. \\\\
Since 1964, we have utilized our zoning authority to
regulate types of development. In fact, our Planned
Unit Development Zone, which is specifically desiqﬁed
to protect watershed areas and to create open space,
will not work under a septic tank development scenario.

We have our Subdivision Ordinance and our
Erosion and Sedmiment Control Ordinance. A Stormwater
Management Ordinance is presently under consideration.
The County and the City of Greensboro Planning
Departments, in conjunction with the Regional Council
of Governments, have been, and remain, involved in long
range planning for the area. Thoroughfare planning in
the area has been accomplished in conjunction with the
city and the Department of Transportation in the State
of North Carolina.

Our record. clearly indicates a vital local
concern for water quality. Many of our developmental
zones are specifically geared to regulate watershed

development. We have long discouraged the location of

nwet" industries in our community.

+ is, in fact, this concern for Lake Brandt

that we feel that if the basin is to eventually develop

fully, then the developnent should be placed on public

sewer rather than septic tanks.
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We are convinced that the decision to

knowingly install a less than adequate sewer will have

grave consequences, both environmentally and financially,

for us in the future.

EPA does have the option to endorse a much

more sound concept. We, the local leaders of government,

ask that you support and assist us by exercising that
option. We think that you should select a system which
will much better meet our future needs anéd afford longer-
term protection than the alternative chosen in the

Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

And in addition to that, I have an attachment,
a letter dated today, addressed to the Regional IV
Administrator for EPA, which contains more specific

concerns that we have with the Draft EIS. I would like

to call those to the attention of the panel at this
time:

. . .We feel the use of 70 gallons per
day per capita is too low in computing

flow projections."

. . .The assumption that all industrial
waste by-passes the Stage Coach Trail

Life Station is erroneous.”

". . .Wastewater generation from the

Brush Creek Basin," which is the Cardinal
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Corporation System, "to the north should be
handled by the Horsepen Life Station
rather than retaining the Brush Creek
Station in such close proximity to the
proposed system."

". . .The system should be designed to
accommodate flows from the Airport
Terminal Complex," projected to be
". .%.60,425 gallons per day by 1985,
and 153,000 gallons per day by 1995."
". . .According to flow figures provided
recenfly by the City of Greensboro from
on-site monitoring efforts, the 2E
System as described in the Draft could
not accommodate today's flow, much less
'limited' growth in the future."
". . .The braft should incorporate, in
muéh more concise terms, the mitigating
measures for secondary impacts available
to and utilized by local government,”
which I have suﬁmarized previously."
". . .The treatment capabilities of the
Lake Townsend Filter Plant should be
more fully addressed.”

" .The Federal mandate to ultimately
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eliminate the use of leaded gasoline 7\\\\
should be addressed in the discussion
of projected lead loading levels in
Lake Brandt."
". . .We are disappointed with EPA's
selection of a 'limited' growth alternative.
We in Guilford County can and have
certainly attempted to direct and regulate
growth, but as the Draft points out, the
basin will continue to develop long éfter
Alternative 2E has reached capacity."
We ask then:
", . .Will we then be in the same
predicament in which we find ourselves
today?"
" ., .We respectfully request that the
longer-term impact of basin development
be fully considered before a final

decision is made by your office.”

In addition to that, I have a further

attachment which I will hand out without reading which
contains many more of our concerns with regard to more

recent findings under our studies.

Thank you, sir.

CHATRMAN HARVEY: Thank you,
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Before you leave the microphone, may I ask\\\\

if the Co-Chairman and any of the panel members have any

questions that you wish to address at this time to Mr.

Campbell?
(No response.)
CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Very well, then.
Thank you very much, sir.
COMMISSIONER CAMPBELL: Thank you, Mr.
Harvey.
CHATIRMAN HARVEY: The panel desires to

recognize Mr. Jim Melvin, Mayor of Greensboro.

MAYOR MELVIN: Mr. Harvey, ladies
and gentlemen, members of the panel, I would prefer
personally to ad lib and to speak from the cuff, but
because of the importance of this subject and the need
to be sure that everything that I intended to say is
properly before you in the record, I will read my
prepared statement which I will furnish to the Committee
right after my presentation.

Hopefully, this is the last hearing that will
be necessary in order to make pollution a vagrant in
Guilford County a reality. We have finally decided on
a site for the metro plant. We have decided that an

outfall in Horsepen Creek is desirable and has less

adverse environmental impact than for the area to
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develop on septic tanks. \\\\

What we will be discussing tonight, and I
want to emphasize this, should be the function of‘Step
II Design Phase of this project and not of the Step I
Planning Phase,

We have carefully studied the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. We are in agreement with
many of the conclusions which have been known for yearé.
The City of Greensboro has worked closely with Guilford
County since 1965, to provide an orderly development of
a larger supply of sanitary sewer systems for those in
our community who happen to live and work outside the
corporate limits of the City of Greensboro.

I might add that this joint cooperative
agreement was signed eﬁen before the formation of the
EPA. The agreement in existence has been a model for
others throughout this country, and it has been
successful. The intergovernmental relationship between
Guilford County and Greensboro has been contributofy in
making the quality of life in this community so good
that a recent study by the University of Nebraska has

ranked us fifth best community in this nation in which

to live.

I might add that we were in some mighty good

company.
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As previously pointed out by my colleague,\\\\
Forest Campbell, Chairman of the Guilford County
Commissioners, regulation of the development has been
controlled by zoning. Subdivision ordinances and
erosion and sedimentation control ordinances are 'in
effect. And I might restate. that: they are in effect.

Stormwater management will be a reality
shortly. The County and City now are planning for a
long~-range witer supply project in conjunction with the
state and Federal Government,

I cite these to show what local government
is doing to enhance the environment in which we live and
to refute this statement in the Draft EIS that:

» .a lack of desire to mitigate

secondary impact exists within local

government."”

And quite frankly, we take that charge very
seriously and it hurts us deeply. We have the tools
and the will for good environmental quality control.

I might add here that the Draft EIS does recognize that

mitigating methods to protect the quality of water in

Lake Brandt are already in use or proposed. More

importantly, we have the support of the people.

A survey completed this month indicates that

over seventy percent of the people in our community feel
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that the quality of life in our community has improveg\\j

since they have lived here. The survey also indicates

that they are vitally interested in environmental mattersi

That same study showed that nearly eighty-five
percent of those surveyed gave high marks to both local
governments regarding regulations, services and taxes.
So, we nust be doing something right.

It is fashionable to blast the EPA at every
opportunity. But I am going to forego that opportunity
tonight. It is our sincere feeling, however, that the
EPA has gotten some very, very bad advice from its
consultant.. And as late as this afternoon, the Radian
Corporation, who is the consultant, admitted that they
overlooked and left out vital and significant information
which are pertinent to this decision that we are here
for tonight--as late as this afternoon.

But then everyone errs occasionally. And all
that we ask is that EPA nét take a concrete position on
specific pipe size, but rather let the engineers design
the system based upon éxisting conditions, being consis-
tent with the agreed upon population to be served in the
year 2000,

If this is done, we are confident that the
interest of all can be served to the fullest. I would

close by emphasizing three major points: one, the
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engineering relating to the pipe size quite frankly V\\\‘
is lousy. When pipe twenty feet deep supposedly cost
the same to.install as an’equivalept size pipe six feet
deep and then do not even then conform to the required
state standards, then lousy is the kind--is the 6nly

word that I can use.

I suspect that the main problem is that they
did not know which way the sewage flowed by their own
admission this afternoon.

Two, controls dealing with growth in the
basin to protect the quality of water in Lake Brandt
are in place and are acknowledged in the Draft EIS,
which refute many of the things that Mr. Harvey pointed
out earlier.

Three, the question of 208 Planning, and I
want to emphasize this. The question of 208 Planning is
of no concern in this question. We have been told
repeatedly that 208 would never be a question. And yet,
again, as late as this afternoon, we were told that it
was a concern.

Where an area is not designated as.a
208 area and the responsibility becomes one éf the state,
in this case, North Carolina, the plan which the county
has set forth for handling the wastewater in Horsepen

Creek is not an unreasonablr.one.It is acceptable to the
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State of North Carolina and to the City of Greensboro,
and we wholeheartedly support it.

Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: vThank you, Mr,., Mayor.

Any questions from any of the panel members?

{(No response.)

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Apparently not.

The panel recognizes Charles Melvin of the
Greensboro Chamber of Commerce.

MR, MELVIN: Mr. Harvey and members
of the panel, my name is Charles Melvin. I am President
of the Greensboro Chamber of Commerce.

The Chamber is a voluntary organization of
over 1800 civic and business members who are vitally
concerned with the orderly growth and development of fhe
Greensboro area.

We understand that the purpose of tonight's
hearing is for EPA to receive comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Horsepen Creek
basin, We also understand that there are questions of
fact yet to be resolved between EPA and the Council.
These questions, as we understand them, relate primarily
to the existing and anticipated'sewage flow and
engineering factors éoncerning the design of the

collection system.
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We urge EPA to meet with the Council and t:\\\
resolve such questions in a mutually satisfactory
manner.

The Chamber has worked for a number of years
in a cooperative relationship with Guilford County and
the City of Greensboro. We believe that these
coordinated efforts have been very beneficial to our
community. The Chamber urges that EPA in this matter
also work closely with Guilford County to achieve a
wastewater collecting system adequate and appropriate
for the level of development forecasted to occur.

The Chamber is very vitally concerned about
wastewater facilities in the Horsepen Creek basin for
several reasons: first, it is the community's major
g;owth center with significant residential development;
second, as the center for industriai growth, it is an
area which affords residents of our community opportunity
for increased jobs or increased employment levels in the
future; third, of course, has been pointed out here, and
it is a watershed for our community's water supply.

We are vitally interested in the
protection of that supply.

Fourth, because of the extensive urban
development which has already occurred in that basin, we

are anxious to see the completion of a public wastewater
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collecting facility in order that septic tank-type _\\\j
development need no longer occur in that area.

For these reasons, the Chamber of Commerce
urges construction of an interceptor sewer adequate to
serve the ultimate development in the basin area. If
EPA does not concur in this position, we believe that
the public interest requirement that a system consistent
with optimum community development and a meaningful
cost benefit relationship and evaluation be constructed.

The Chamber urges elimination of any
édditional delays. Accordingly, we support construction
of an interceptor sewer judged by the county based upon
sound engineering studies to be appropriate for existing
and future development of the Horsepen Creek basin.

Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank you, sir.

The panel would call upon Tom Hubert, also
of the Greensboro Chamber of Commerce.

MR. HUBERT: Mr. Harvey, panel,
ladies and gentlemen, my name is Tom Hubert. I am
Chairman of the Chamber's Council on Community Planning
and Development.

The Board of Directors of the Chamber of
Commerce has charged our Council with maintaining and

improving the quality of life for all of our citizehs.
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We, indeed, are proud of the quality and the integrit;\\\
of our local governments, both elected and at the staff
level.

We are appalled that the Radian Corporation
could submit and that EPA would accept such an
incompetent paper--an expensive research paper—-—-paid for
by we, the taxpayers, that did not consider existing
conditions, utilize available topo maps or bother to
check the flow of existing lift stations.

We. are very concerned that the Federal
Government, in this case in the form of EPA, would
attempt to dictate to local governments how to control
their affairs.

The innuendo that our local government is
incompetent and unable to properly legislate local
ordinances is unconscionable, in my opinion.

These are not truths, and we ask that EPA
not make a decision on this important interceptor sewer
based on the incompetent document that has been presented
to me this date at least.

The Chamber has consistently supported the
objective of providing an interceptor sewer sufficiently
large to accommodate local development of the Horsepen
The reasons for this position of the Chamber

basin.

are several: first, the area will continue to develop

PRECISION REPORTING
AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Durham, Chapel HIll (819) 549-0808
Raleigh (919) 8320088
D P. O, Box 183

Releigh, Nomth Carcline 27611




10

11

12

13

14

16

16

17

18

19

35
as a consequence of the reasonable economic forces at\\\j,
play, the demand for housing and industries in the
basin itself; second, a sizeable investment in public
and private facilities has already been made. The
investment would be wasted if a reasonable developmant
does not permit it; third, the area is in the watershed
of Lake Brandt. The center septic tanks and lift
station can be eliminated within this basin. The
centers of the community will be assured of protecting
one of its valuable water supply reservoirs, Fourth,
economy demands that the maximum size interceptor sewer
consistent with development objectives and environmental
considerations should be constructed now.

The Chamber finds a hindrance in achievipg
its objective in the Draft EIS. It appears that EPA
is proposing to control the density of the development
within the basin. We believe this and related land
use decisions are solely the responsibility of
appropriate and competent local government.

The Draft EIS suggests that EPA prefers an
alternate interceptor sewer which would accommodate
the existing development plus a limited amount of new
development. In rough numbers, this appears to
convert to an interceptor sewer capable of handling

the wastewater flow generated by the 8,000 existing
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residents plus approximately 4,000 additional residensé\\

by the year 2000.

However, this leaves over 6,000 individuals
who would have to be served by private sewer systems or
be denied the opportunity to live in the Horsepen Creek
basin.

We share EPA's concern for protection of
Lake Brandt. After all, we drink the water, and you
all don't. We share the congern of the adverse effects
of septic tanks upon Lake Brandt. Consquently, we urge
EPA to select an alternate which protects the water,
allows a reasonable level of development and eliminates
existing septic tanks, as wgll as prevents the need for
future septic tanks.

This would necessitate, as a minimum, an
interceptor sewer of sufficient sizé to accommodate the
flow anticipated from the forecast of population for the
year 2000 of over 18,000 people.

Greensboro has good development because Of
its responsible private developers and the quality of
its public leadership. Our community's planning has:
been good. The regulation of land use has been-good.
Growth will surely occur in the Horsepen Creek basin
irregardless of what we do here this evening.

The question before us all is how to insure
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the continued high quality of development of our \\\\

community, and at the same time protect the Lake Brandt
water supply.

We believe the best way to do this is to get
rid of septic tanks. We need an interceptor sewer
adequate to serve the anticipated level of development
proposed to be permitted under city and county land use
plans, policies and regulatory ordinances. I might add
to include the city, county and state, with Howard
Lee's addendun to the EIS papers.

Thank you very nuch, sir, for your time.

CHAIRMAMN HARVEY: Thank you, sir.

The panel will call upon Mr. Rhodes Corbett.

MR. CORBETT: , Mr. Harvey, gentlemen,
I am Rhodes Corbett, Vice Chairman of the Greensboro
Chamber of Commerce, Council on Economic Development.

I am here to state our concern about the potential
adverse economic impact of an interceptor sewer.
improperly sized for Horsepen Creek basin.

The basin is the community's primary growth
area. Its population exceeds 8,000 people today. By the
year 2000, the population is expected to be more than
18,000 people. It is also the community's primary
industrial growth area, and in the properties near the

airport, over 3,000 acres are zoned for industrial use.
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Over 600 acres are currently used for \\\\
industrial purposes. This area, incidentally, is served
by sewer lines considerably larger than the line proposed
in the tentative draft.

Additionally, there are over 2400 acres yet
available for development in this industrial zoned area.
This constitutes this community's largest single
concentration of such property and subsequent resource
base for new job opportunities.

According to the Draft EIS, there appears to be
constraints placed upon the commercial and industrial
development, with prior reports having suggested a
limitation of 210 acres of commercial development and
150 acres of industrial development being allowed by
the year 2000.

This type of land use decision can best be
made by the appropriate local government in response to
a demand for such land and a consideration of our
community's best interest.

Any limitation of commercial or industrial
acreage on an arbitrary basis by any Federal agency is
inappropriate. Such a position by any Federal agency
is contrary to the President's National Urban Policy
objective of creating new jobs in our urban areas.

In addition, such arbitrary decisions are not consistent
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with the President's policy establishing a new urban\\\T

partnership between the public sector and the private
sector, which will foster the creation of new jobs.

I would like to summarize the Chamber's
position. First, responsive, public agencies should
construct a sewer adequate to serve existing and future
development, since the area continues to be the most
desirable area for residential and related development,
Secondly, continued dndustrial development in the airport
area is- essential to the economic strength of this
community and to the creation of new jobs for this

community.

Third, local governments are the appropriate
agencies for exercising developmental decisions as to

the extent and type of land use to be allowed within

the basin.

Fourth, there appear to be reasonable
alternatives to protect Lakeé Brandt for the period of
time which it will continue to be needed as a water

supply reservoir. Let me again emphasize what our

Chamber of Commerce President, Charles Melvin, has

already said: if EPA does not concur and change its

position, then we urge that an agreement be reached
between EPA and Guilford Codnty to provide an interceptor

sewer and other wastewater collection system facilities
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sufficient to serve an appropriate'levei of development
consistent with a meaningful cost benefit analysis of
land development and related factors within the Horsepen
Creek basin.

Thank you,

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank you.

The panel recognizes Mr. Fred Clapp,
representing the Greensboro Board of Realtors.

MR. CLAPP: | Thank you, Mr. Harvey.
Members of the panel, I have been authorized by the
Board of Directors of the Greensboro Board of Realtors
to enter this statement into the public record. We will
not join the technical issnes of correct line sizes.
Although the discrepancies appear serious enough that
one might question the credibility of the consultant's
entire report, we believe that all agencies involved
are properly nmotivated and possess the requisite
engineering skills necessary to satisfactorily resolve
that matter.

It is our understanding, however, and
reconfirmed in the meeting this afternoon, that regard-
less of the eventual line size, it is EPA's intent to
fund a sewer only to the existing population plus

hopefully, at least, providing limited additional

capacity.

Rawigh (91) 832-5085
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The proposed action, we believe, will \\\7

adversely affect housing, and quite possibly the
economic stability of the community.

This summer,a special Task Force on Housing
Costs appointed by the Secretary of Housing;and'urban
Development, pinpointed excessive Government regulations
as a major contributor for the current.high cost of
housing.

The Mational Association of Realtors

estimates that over-regulation currently adds

- approximately twenty percent to housing costs, or about

$9,000 to the cost of today's medium-priced new house.

Inasmuch as trends in existing home prices
closely follow these of new ones, such over-regulation
affects all potential home buyers.

In response to the study, HUD Secretary Harris
has announced, among other actions already underway,
that HUD will work with state and.local governments
for reasonable standarde for land development and in
planning for an adequate supply of usable land. We
submit that the proposed action is an example of such
over-regulation and will necessarily increase the cost
of housing by increasing the minimum lot sizes and
priees and increasing the developﬂent costs for

additional streets, power, telephone and gas lines,
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gE cetera.

The low density development proposed will
also severely restrict, if not deny, the developer's
ability to effect the economies of building cluster

houses or patio homes and attached town houses for sale

and apartment dwellings.

In the marketplace, the desirability of
residential development in our northwest section has
already been established, and we are all agreed that
eventual fufi development of the basin will occur, even
if on septic tanks.

This low density proposal, however, will
further restrict the supply and cost of land in a
market already characterized by a type and“control
supply of land. Further, in such a low density
development, it will be nore costly‘for the comnunity
to maintain central public services, such as
transportation, schools, recreation’facilities, et
cetera.

The resulting increased cost must necessarily
be borne by the taxpayers through increased property
taxes, and therefore, again, increase the cost of
maintaining a home. At a time in our history when low
income families have already been forced from the

private housing market, and we are rapidly pricing
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impact of the proposed action on housing costs should
not be ignored.

The most serious economic implication of the
proposed action to the entire community, howgver, is
the implied restriction on industrial development. We
admit the confusion and frustration about the rather

casual treatment of industrial development in the Draft

'EIS. It is elementary and fundamental that sound

industrial growth is necessary to provide employment

opportunities and to expand the tax base in order to be

able to maintain a reasonable 1eﬁel of local taxation.

Substantial public and private investment
has alreadg been made in the airport industrial area,
and it would be physically irresponsible not to keep
fully utilized the facilities and land provided by such
investment.

EPA's consultant states that any future
investment or development in the basin will not be
eligible for sewage funding by EPA. And the proposed
action would apparently divert all industrial sewage
to the South Buffalo Plant. Yet the consultant claims
that industrial development is limited primarily by the
size of the collector and outfall sewers in the South

Buffalo basin, and further, that systems modifications

43
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necessary to sewer future industrial growth and the 1\\\
airport will require at a minimum replacing'the major
collectors and outfall sewers to the South Buffalo

Treatment Plant.

The cqst of such action may weli be greatly
in excess of that of the lorsepen Creek interceptor line
itself, and will be presumably entirely the expense of
the community. Indeed, the metro plan accepted did not
provide for _any specific collection interceptor system
expansion,

The proposed action, therefore, appears to
directly and iandirectly impose extreme limitations on
the community's ability to provide for a desirable
expansion of industry. The adverse impact on housing
and industrial development resulting from this proposed
action are not in the best interest of the cormmunity.

We submit that the community will best be
served by the selection of Alternative 1F, which
basically would provide full sewer service to the entire
basin. We are not insensitive. to theé potential hazards
of development within any watershed. However, we are
not persuaded by the EIS that the low density disbursement
of housing and the addition of 2,500 septic tanks to the
basin is the proper way to handle development.

The EIS addresses itself to the introduction
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of pollutants intoi:Lake Brandt, but it is silent \\\\
concerning the technology of removing pollutants by
water treatment methods. Further, the EIS on the one
hand addresses itself to lead loadings in Lake Brandt
from automobiles associated with development in the
basin, and yet, on the other hand, ignores existing
Government regulations that require us to drive less
efficient, more expensive automobiles that are restricted
to the use of unleaded gasoline.

The community's ability to manage growth in
the basin has been questioned. Yet the EIS concedes
that:

", . .Many other measures required to

promote orderly development of the

Horsepen Creek area and preserve the

water quality of Lake Brandt already

exist."

Indeed, one condition of the grant is that
an erosion and sedimentation control plan must be
submitted to EPA for approval. County regulations
dealing with control of stormwater runoff are under
study and awaiting finalization of state plans for such
control.

The Board of.Realtors believes that the

county and city can and will implement adequate measures
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for orderly development. The Board will support and\\i6
cooperate with such reasonable measures as may be"
required, We stand firm in our position that local
governments are the proper authorities to control land
use and development regulations within local bounds.

We further submit that the coummunity must
finally recognize the fact that Lake Brandt cannot be
indefinitely counted upon as a major water supply source,
and that within the twenty years design period, we must

look beyond our present water storage system for an

adequate water supply.

On balance therefore, we cannot support the
proposed action as being in the best interest of the
community. And we urge the Director  to reconsider the
recormmendation. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank you, sir.

The panel chooses to recognize Dr. Paul Lutz,
representing the Guilford County Advisory Board for
Environmental Quality.

DR. LUTZ: Mr. Harvey, apparently
the EIS Statement is like a big fruit basket. One can
pick and choose what one likes and ignore the rest.
Apparently that is what has gone on heretofore.

There is a temptation for me to do exactly

that way; that is, pick and choose what I want to talk
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about in the EIS and let the rest alone. I ﬁhink \\gw
rather than getting into that argument, I would simply
like to read my prepared statement and then sit down.

Ever since its inception in 1972, the
Guilford County Advisory Board for Environmental Quality
has considered that the problems associated with water
are the most serious and urgent environmentai issues
facing Guilford County now and in the future.

Our Board has ranked aé a priority concern
the water quality and quantity, and this deep concern
has been manifested in many different forms in the last
six years of the history of this Board.

Since the Horsepen Creek interceptor project
directly impinges on water quality, our Board has taken
an unreasonable amount of interest in this project and
its Environmentai Inmpact Statemenf. Board mermbers have
brought considerable professional insight to bear on
many parameters of this entire project.

The Advisory Board is unswerving in its
deiligent pursuit of maintaining and even enhancing
water quality for all of our citizens., This Board has
never been against growth or development so long as
those factors did not significantly contribute to

environmental degradation.

But we are resolved in our conviction that
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water quality degradation is directly proportiohate
to urban and suburban densities in the watershed. We
believe that the spreading urbanization adds numerous
exotic~-that is, rare or unusual chemicals and
compounds--to water supplies in very subtle amounts.

Further, we are convinced of the real
possibilities of Very severe human conditions that do
result from the protracted domestic use of water which
is compounded immediately downstream from the large
suburban éreas.

There is a growing body of scientific studies
to support and validate these concerns. The spector of
the.carcinogenic, pathogenic, teratogenic and mutugenic
effects induced by deteriorating water supplies is a
bleak, grim prospect for the future.

We believe that population densities in the
watershed must be kept low in order to preserve an
acceptablé degree of water quality..

The Horsepen Creek project is a classic
example of the potentiality of completely degradin§ a
municipal water supply by developing suburban areas in
the watershed. The installation of a sewer interceptor
line in the basin will certainly foster more intense
development. More people would bring increased amounts

of a variety of exotic chemical compounds and metals that
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already threaten to destroy irreversibility water \\\\
quality in all the lakes downstream. |

Therefore, the Guilford County Advisory Board
for Environmental Quality feels that Alternative Number
5, the no action alternative, offers the best long-term
protection of water guality. And we encourage that
Alternative 5 be substituted for Alternative 2E as
recommended in the EIS.

The Advisory Board has, over the past twenty
months, consistently advocated to the Board of County.
Commissioners that population densities must be kept
comparatively low in this fragile watershed. We have
strongly urged the Commissioners to support measures
that would minimize growth in the basin and will retard
runoff in the impoundment.

We will continue to advocate for mitigating
conditions which will reduce the chances for the water
supply to be damaged further. But the influence of the
Advisory Board to institute protective measures is
limited, and we need any additional help to regulate
density in this watershed.

Alternative Number 5 will do precisely that.
Thank you.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY:  Thank you, Dr. Lutz.

The panel recognizes Mr, Austin Elliott,
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representing the Environmental Action Coalition. *\\\\

MR. ELLIOTT: My name is Austin

Elliott, and I am a member of the Environmental Action
Coalition.

The Environmental Action Coalition is a group
of local citizens and organizations whose main concern is

the preservation of water quality of the Lake Brandt

reservoir. We are not against orderly growth in our
community. But we do realize that an urbanized watershed
can be hazardous to the health of those who depend upon it

for drinking water. Greensboro will be dependent on
Lake Brandt for many years to come.

In 1974, our group brought suit in Federal
Court against the'Environmental Protection Ageéncy, asking
that an Environmental Impact Statement be pfepared on
the Horsepen Creek project as required by the National

Environmental Policy Act.

Now the Environmental Impact Statement has
been prepared. The Radian Corporation has made several

recommendations to the EPA which we find ‘highly -

significant.

Most interesting of all is the recormendation
against funding the Horsepen project without, and I
quote, "a more detailed long-term study of the induced

impacts to Lake Brandt."
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A copy of these recommendations is \\\\
attached since it does not appear in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

A few months ago, we were looking favorably
upon the selection of a proposed action Alternative 2E.
It seemed to us to be a réasonahle compromise,since we
do acknowledge a need for providing service for the
existing industrial wastewater in the airport area,and
the pipe sizes in the residential part of the basin were
projected to be quite small.

However, since that time, the city and county
have claimed that Radian's calculations are in error
and that a pipe projected to be twelve inches in
diameter really needs to be twenty—sevén inches in
diameter.

This would provide a five-fold increase in
the carrying capacity of the pipe. While we acknowledge
that small errors in projecting pipe sizes could occur
at this stage of the process, an error of this magnitude
simply defies belief.

These recent actions on the part of the city
and the county have caused us to reconsider our support fér
Alternative 2E, and we now feel that the best alternative)
is the modified no action configuration which would

simply provide a new line for routing the industrial
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wastewater from the airport area to the new metro
plant by way of South Bﬁffalo.

Normal growth could proceed in the residential
part of the basin on septic tanks installed'under more
strenuous regulations. We find the suggestion for
mitigated measures described in chapter six of the
Draft EIS to be excellent. But unfortunately, they
carry no real weight, since they depend on local
governments for voluntary implementation.

This is a disappointment to us, since local
policy makers have not up to now exhibited any great
commitment t®# the preservation of water quality or land
use planning.

We had hoped that EPA would be able to build
in more mitigating measures as conditions of the grant.
The fact that they did not is an additiohal reason why
we prefer Alternative 6 over the proposed action.

if the alternative selected includes pipes
which are sized to provide for more>growth than the
améunt pernmitted by the Clean Water Act, then the
Environmental Action Coalition will initiéte litigation
on the grounds that this project is not consistent with
the intent of that action.

In closing, we would like to thank the

Environmental Protection Agency for providihg so many
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opportunities for public input in the process of \\\\
making this decision,. which is of vital importance to

all of us as local c¢itizens.

CHAIRMAMN HARVEY: Thank you very mnuch,
Mr. Elliott.

The panel recognizes Mark Schott, President
of the Greensboro Jaycees.

MR, SCHOTT: Gentlemen, it is my
preference to give my testimony from up here in front.
I believe everybody can hear me in the back of the room.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Would you desire to use
the podium?

MR. SCHOTT: No, thank you, sir.
But I believe that I will be able to see your faces and
you ought to be able to see mine. And I don't think
that halfway back of the room accomplishes that
purposes. I do believe that your isolation at the front

of the room from the testimony halfway back in the room

feels currently in regard to the local leadership of
our community.

I am Mark Schott, and I am President of the
Greensboro Jaycees.

The Board of Directors of the Greensboro

Jaycees supports the development of an. adequate sewersyste%
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to serve ﬁhe Greensboro-Guilford County community
needs and rejects the recommendations of the EPA on
economical, philosophical and practical grounds.

First, economically, the sewer system will
open land surrounding the regional airport to commercial
growth which will mean additional jobé created and
stabilized by the presence of adequate and attractive
commercial property. It shouid be noted that such
property is not attractive to the consuming public as
residentiél property, primarily due to aircraft noise
levels.

Tﬁe former fact is important to us as a group
of five hundred young men who live and wprk now and for
the foreseeable future in this area. The second fact
has historical proof both here in Greensboro over the
last ten years and in numerous communities around the
country.

Philosophically, the Jaycees contend that
local decisions should be made by local officials who
are accountable to the local electorate. Some direction,
observation, and, if necessary, supervision should be |
forthcoming from the Federal level in order to meet
standards. We do not feel that this has been the rule
on this issue, nor do we feel that any increased involve-

ment by the Federal level of government on this specific
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jgsue or pursuant to the establishment of future grow~t§\\~

policies for our community have any benefit whatsocever.

Our local governments have proved most capable of
developing such policy, and have a track record to proveidt

Thirdly, and finally, the Greensboro Jaycees
reject the EPA position oﬁ practical grounds. We are
satisfied, and I think you are also, that projections by
both studies indicate the unsuitable qualities of
Guilford County soil for widespread septic tank usage.

Additionally, it appears safe to say that the
recormended twelve-inch line’would have difficulty
serving existing development and certainly could not
serve even sonme small additional developﬁent which is
bound to occur.

To argue that a sewer system or lack of one
is sufficient to deflect the established growth patterns
of a community is to ignore the personal, practical,
economical, and, for the lack of a better word, parochial
reasons which cause a person or a business to choose his
neighborhood.

For these reasons, the Greensboro Jaycees
support the development of a sewer system in the
Horsepen Creek basin sufficiently capable ofi serving
today's needs_and the needs of tomorrow's growth.

At the same time, we desire zoning standards
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which will protect the Guilford County environment

throughout the majority of the basin for residential
growth while making areas adjacent to the airport and
major transportation arteries attractive to quality

industrial and commercial growth,

This type of impact statement and pre-planning
is essential to the orderly and necessary growth of our
community if it is to safeguard the "quality of life"
which makes Greensboro-Guilford County such an out-
standing place to live and work.

More as a footnote than anything else, I
might add that I believe I am the fourth Jaycee
President to make such a statement on this matter. And
in each instance, our organization has reopened our
consideration of both sides of thi#s issue, and right or
wrong, taken this very same position. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank you, sir.

The panel recognizes Carolyn Allen, President

of the Leacue of Women Voters.

MS. ALLEN: Mr. Chairman, members
of the panel, I am Carolyn Allen, President of the

League of Women Voters of Guilford County.

The League has been involved with the
fortunes, and I suppose many here would say "misfortunes”

of the Horsepen Creek sewer outfall proposal since
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January of 1974, when we took a stand against the \\\\
project as it was then formulated at a public hearing
on the initial Environmental Assessment Statement
prepared by Guilford County.

Our organizatipn was sufficiently concerned
with the probable negative secondary effects on the
Greensboro water supply of urbanization stimulated by
the presence of a sewer outfall in the Horsepen basin
to join the Environmental Action Coalition as a
Plaintiff in the August 1974, suit against the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

That suit, asking that an Environmental
Impact Statement be written on this action, began a
chain of events which this hearing represents a
culmination. It was, we believe, responsible for
slowing the timetable on construction of the proposed
outfall.

As a consequence, some have pictured the
League of Women Voters as part of a band of obstructionists
and .rabble rousers who were against motherhood and apple
pie, and, more seriously, against growth,

Let me say emphatically the League of Women
Voters does not endorse a "no growth" position. Indeed,
we believé, as do most of those assembled here tonight,

in the growth of many things: knowledge, public
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participation in government, econontic strength,'the‘\\\\
health and well-being of all ‘citizens, and the improve-
ment of our social and physical environment.

But where one good or desirable end conflicts
with another, the League of Women Voters does contend
that caution is necessary in relation to short-term
gain. When short-term gain may jeopardize a reseurce
without which we cannot long survive--water that is fit
to drink-~then delay in this projecﬁ and in any other
of similat nature is essential.

Urbanization extracts a toll from the natural
world, the size of which we have only recently begun to
appfeciate. During the months since the inception of

this effort by the county, more scientific data has

'accumulated-regarding the effects on water quality of

non-point sources of pollution, especially'that
associated with urban areas.

More information is at hand regarding the
deleterious effects of heavy metals and a host of
chemical compounds which are being found in city water
supplies for the first time. Water quality monitoring
techniques are being extended to include new substances
which had not previously been recognized as hazards to

human health.

The long-term debilitating consequences of

PRECISION REPORTING
" AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Chapel Hil (919) 840-0608;
9) 652-0085

e
m?’u. North Carolipa . mu




10

11

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

59
some chemicals which accumulate in living tissue

have also been identified. Perhaps, most importantly
for Guilford County, the Commissioners have, during the
past four years, taken certain steps which lay the
groundwork for a satisfactory growth management plan.
Much remains to be done, but the stated policies of the
Guilford County Board of Commissioners acknowledge the
need for land use planning to protect fragile environ-
ments.

An Open Space Program has been initiated.

A "Land Use Goals and Policies" statement has been
adopted which indicates a concern for balancing
development and environmental protection. Zoning and
subdivision ordinances are in effect which should, if
consistently applied, lead to a satisfactory population
density and appropriate construction and désign
safeguards in the Horsepen basin.

The County's septic tank ordinance, strictly
eﬁforced, will be crucial in sustaining satisfactory
water quality as development in that area proceeds.
Many of these volicies have evolved in the last four
years.,

For these reasons, the League.of Women Voters
now favors Alternative 6, modified no action, with its

provisions for handling industrial effluent arising in
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southwest portion of the basin and‘maintaining the \\\\
existing collection system in the eastern sector of
the basin. Low density residential development will
proceed within the statutory guides described aboﬁe.

As suggested in the excellent section of the
Draft EIS on "Mitigating Measures," a system fbr handling
storm water runoff should be initiated and the water
quality monitoring system expanded. The inclusion of
the County in North Carolina's Wastewater Management
208 Plan, as indicated in Secretary Lee's letter of
June, 1978, «to Mr. White, Region, IV, EPA Director, will
also provide guidance to several governmental units
facing development in watersheds. This problem is
certainly not unique to the Greensboro water supply
lakes.

Finally, since the inception of the Horsepen
Creek project,,actibn has been taken to extend sewer
service to the northeast of Greensboro. More dense
development in this area made possible by the availabili-
ty of sewer lines will relieve somewhat the pressures
for growth to the nOrfhwest.

In sum, the League of Woren Voters believes
that the knowledge accumulated and the actions taken
by county government duringbthe past four years have

increased the likelihood that we may proceed with
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managed growth in the Horsepen Creek basin, and not \\\\
in the process, "kill the goose that laid the golden
egg" by irreversibly polluting our water supply.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank you.

The panel recégnizes Jack Jezorek.

MR. JEZOREK: I am Jack Jezorek, and
I am speaking as a citizen of Guilford County.

A decision on the Horsepen Creek interceptor
sewer has been a long time coming. One beneficial
aspect of this slow process is that we in the county
and EPA have had time to sit back and look at the
project a little more closely in order to judge its
merits.

For my part, I am just as convinced as ever
that this project will do more harm than good; that is,
the cost benefit ratio is unfavorable.

The more we learn about the long-term
effects of consumption of water with low levels of
contaminants, the greater should be our resolve to do
everything possible to maintain the purity of our
water supply.

Unfortunately, large scale development in
the basin will work captive to that good. Hopefully,

the fact that EPA has recommended a sewer to serve

PRECISION REPORTING
| AND TRANSCRIBING, INC.

Y Ourham, Chapel Hill (019) 540-0008
Raleigh (919) 532-0068
l D P, O. Box 28183




10

11

13

i4
16
16
17
18

19

62
existing needs plus modest growth;,means that they \\\\
see the necessity for limiting growth in the wafershed.

It might be noted here that the 1972, Federal
Water Polilution Control Act limits the use of Federal
funds to modest growth plus existing needs. This money
is not designated by the Congress as a growth stimulator.

Growth limitation is the important point,
however. The sewer of and by itself hill not cause
rapid growth in the basin. County policy is what
determines this. Expansion of the tax base and the
now shop—worn_platituae that "people want to live out
there" are not valid reasons for county policy to opt
Oor complete basin development.

We must take a prudent approach, because if
we develop heavily and_then find our water supply
degraded, there is no easy remedy. Purification costs
are astronomical. |

However, should we limit growth and later
find an inexpensive method of purifying our water, or
that long—;erm effects were not as severe as now
believed, we can aiways develop more density later.

My own position remains that the no action
or modified no action alternatives are most desirable.

I can live with the modest growth alternative, 2E, if

I were to see a resolve on the part of the county to
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operate in this limited growth spirit. \\\;

But should the county persist in planning
a need for a bigger or a second pipe so that development
can proceed fullspeed, then I cannot support this
alternative.

The suggestions made by citizen groups and
individuals are a good place to start in minimizing the
negative impact of development. I recommend that the
county seriously consider implementing these and other
suggestions to preserve the quality of our drinking
water and tdke strong measures to steer growth to the
east of the city.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank you, sir.

I think it is appropriate at this point to
take a brief recess. I intend to recess for approximate-
ly five minutes. So, we will stand in recess, then,
until 9:15. Thank you.

(A brief recess was taken.)
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FURTHER PROCEEDINGS '9:15p¥

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: This hearing will come
to order.

‘The panel recognizes Mr. Tom Duckwall.
representing the Audubon Society.

MR, DUCKWALL: Thank you, Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Harvey and other members of the panel,
actually I am Conservation Chairman for the Local Chapter
of the National Audubon Society.

The National Audubon Society is an
organization that since the earlier centuries,
has‘solicited the congervation of all wildlife and other
natural resources. We work to eliminate unnecessary
pollution, unwarranted destruction: of essential wildlife
habitats; the premature extinction of species, and the
waste of our natural wealth in all its forms.

We recognize and expect that for any long-
range problem there .may be controls or solutions that
appear adequate, but in reality they are shortsighted
and help to c?eate‘problems more serious than those we
are supposed to deal with.

We are assembled tonight to carry out an
important step in working to a solution. In a situation

of this type, we have to start by recognizing that the
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areas, rather than how much or what kind of growth an

65
fundamental question is quality of the water supply \\\\

in a long-term basis for the city and the surrounding

area should have.

So, if there is a real possibility that some
activity will reduce that water quality significantly,
our plans must either compensate for.or reduce that
activity to an acceptable level.

It is no secret that when forests and fields
become suburban and indusﬁrial real estate that normal
filtration and absorption functions of the earth is
both prevented by buildings and pavement and made more
difficult by the presence of grease, gasoline, oil,
battery acid, soot and litter. This will occur whether
or not the land were near a municipal water intake
point. But obviously when this is the case, the choices
are much more significant.

For these reasons and because of the cautious
attitude toward development into the vicinity of any
airport, we recommend that no action be taken that would
in the long run tend to create waterfall problems by
increasing the urban-type runoff immediately upstream
from Lake Brandt.

If this means that certain types of

construction nmust be carefully restricted, we believe
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this limitation should be acceptea by all concernedhw\ff
in the interest of fellow citizens, and that sewage
planning should be consistent with the same.

Thank you very much.

CHATRMAN HARVEY: Thank you, sir.

The panel recognizes Patricia Lutz, represent-

ing the Sierra Club.

MS. LUTZ: I am Pat Lutz, and I

am Chairperson of the Piedmont-Highpoint Sierre Club.

| The Sierra Club has been on record opposing
this interceptor line to the Horsepen Creek basin since
the initial proposal.

After the Environmental Impact Statement was
published, we felt that our concerns and our objections
were confirmed. 1In fact, the water quality'is rapidly
deteriorating with the amount of development
presently found in the basin. The effect of septic
tanks,once thought to be the principal source of
pollution in that basin, have been shown to be minimum.

Surprisingly, the principal sources of
pollution have been due to urbanizations processes
itself. Lake Brandt carries a balanced eco-
system at this time with very little ability to absorb
additional pollutants. Any change in the present land

use pattern will destroy this balance, bringing on

wm
m-o.am:m;aih
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- eutrophication of the lake and thereby making it ‘\\\g

unsable for a drinking systen.

The pollutants in this case are the nitrogen
and phosphorus levels. The concentrations of these
chemicals will be increased as the basin becomes
urbanized. The eutrophicationis being held in check
now by sedimentation from agricultural lands. And while
sedimentation itself is undesirable, without it Lake
Brandt wouldn't be here today.

The Environmental Impact Statement also
found that the concentrations of lead in Lake Brandt
exceeded the safety regulations for public drinking
water supply. These lead concentrations are a direct
result of urbanization and the transportation systems
that must accompany it.

Lead is a cumulative poison and long-term
exposure, even in moderate concentrations, can cause
éhronic illnesses and perhaps death. The concentrations
in our water supply are already dangerous, and further
urbanization would bring more of these exotic chemicals
into the water supply.

To ignore this concept which is so clearly
stated in the Environmental Impact Statement is almost
criminal, and the effects will be felt by our:citizens

for years and years to come.
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recommend that Alternative 5 or 6 be accepted.

68
We have highlighted only a few of the W\\\
problems that concern us about this proposal. But we
feel that these illustrate our position.
The lasting effects of a mistake at this
juncture in time makes this proposal something more than

a mere interceptor line. And for that reason, we

We also urge the EPA to accept the data
reflected in the Environmental Impact Statement in their
decision‘making‘process. These data, gathered by an
unbiased study group, with no contractual agreements in
Guilford County, would seem to be the most credible.

Our waterFsupply problems are already
legendary. ‘We must not destroy what we have. - The
Sierra Club has operated for many years with a motto
that is very appropriate for this issue:

", . .Not blind opposition to progress,

but opposition to blind'prbgress."

'CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank ‘you very much.

The panel recognizZes'Mazie-J. Levenson.

MS. LEVENSON: Mr. Chairman and
members of the panel, I speak as a private citizen; one
who has been interested in watching our county grow and

the many improvements being made in it 'for over twenty-

five years in this area.”
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I, too, take a great deal of pride in the\\\T

policy of the people that are attracted to serve on our
City Council and on our Couhty Government and also high
caliber professional staff which we have.

So, it is knowing some of our staff and some
of the problems that they have been working with that
I have become interested in this problem. I would first
of all like to say that as citizens, we are most grateful
to the EPA for the studies necessary to compile this
particular Environmental Impact Statement, for it points
out the interrelationships between water quality and
urbanizing lands adjacent to the water reservoir.

This document plainly states‘thét it is not
possible to have a future population of 18,000 in the

Horsepen Creek basin without deterioration of the Lake

liow, we know that the last reservoir which
Greensboro completed took 13 years from its inception
to its completion. And it is with that in mind that
we do not feel that we can see the gquick deterioration
of Lake Brandt.

This is especially so since we are not aware
that either the county govermment or city government
are presently acquiring lands for new reservoirs.

We are glad that considerable space was
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devoted in this document to measures which can be —\\\\
taken to lessen the impact of urbanization on the water
quality in Lake Brandt.

I have read a number of pamphlets and

. bulletins on water quality, but never have I seen it

indicated so plainly which measures could be taken to
lessen the impact of urbanization on water quality.
To me, a lay reader, I thought this was laid out in
very explicit terﬁs.

Wé know there are many adverse effects in
increased development in the Horsepen Creek basin on
Lake Brandt. The Lake will have a heavier load with
metals and phosphorus. The increased runoff from
driveways, highways ahd yards will bring more sediment
into the Lake and nmore diverse pollutants.

As more organic material washes to the Lake,

problems of odor and taste will occur. But this

deterioration in water quality can be lessened by
instituting certain preventive measures as outlined in
this Draft for the Environmental Impact Statement.

First, the water monitoring program for

Horsepen Creek and Lake Brandt must begin. We have not

had such monitoring systems. Such a monitbring system
would give early warning of problem areas where

pollutants will be entering the streams which feed Lake
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health hazard exists. With the Horsepen Creek sewer

Brandt, and would allow preventive measures to be \\Zi
taken early.

Guilford County has no regulations regarding
storm management. And this is in spite of the fact that
storm management regulations were introduced about a
year and a half ago, but were defeated. So, we now
learn that stormwater regulations are needed to lessen
the pollutant loads into the reservoir in order to slow
down the runoff water and to allow more infiltration
into the grouna.

Strict enforcement of the septic tank
ordinances should always be done, and we hope has been
done in this county. But this document outlines even
more forcefully that strict enforcement of the septic
tank ordinance must be enforced to see that the lands
which do not percolate properly are denied permits, and
that septic tanks are properly located and installed.

When overflow sanitary sewage occurs, a

and the watershed, future tie-ins to. the interceptor
nust not be allowed to exceed the capacity of the design.
This must require legal descriptions. I am not aware
that any legal descriptions would have to be written in
for this specific interceptor.

This documents makes reference many times to
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the necessity for good land use controls in areas V\\Zf
which are becoming urbanized. We commend our Guilford
County Commissioners and the Planning Department for
their policy guidelines under the title "Land Use Goals
and Policies.”

This publication sets forth excellent goals,
but to implement these goals requires both adequate
staff and money. Presently the Guilford County planning
staff is lacking personnel in several top positions.
This shortage of professional staff jeopardizes the
accurate supervision and coordination of planning
functions.

But more importantly, a shortage of staff
means a lack of time for planning for future land
development. Under Guilford County's Open Space
Program, it is most important that monies continue to
be appropriated for the environmentally sensitive areas.
Some of these areas will be in the watershed, and their
careful management will contribute to the maintenance
of good quality water.

This Draft for the Environmental Impact
Statement for the Horsepen Creek interceptor clearly
states that adequate land use‘controls are essential

for the development of any alternative which is selected

for the development of the Horsepen Creek basin.
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Inasmuch as Alternative 2E would allow VN\\\

improvements in the present situation, yet slow down
urban growth, I would favor this Alternative. Again,
we thank the EPA for this document and the mitigating
measures outlined for vprotecting the Lake Brandt
reservoir and its water.

Thank you.

CHAIRMA!l HARVEY: Thank you.

The panel recognizes Frank York, President
of the Greensboro-High Point Homebuilders.

MR. YORK: Mr. Chairman, there have
been some very good speeches made on both sides tonight,
so I will make mine short.

I am President of the Greensboro-Highpoint
Homebuilders Association, which includes Guilford County.
This Association feels that it is very important to have
an adequate sewer line in this basin for future growth,
because there will be houses built in this area.

There are going to be babies born, and we
have got to have housing for them. It is our opinion
that houses built in this area served by this outfall
would be better for the environment than septic tanks.

We urge you to consider the city and county's

request for adequate lines to fill these needs.

Thank you.
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CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank you, sir. \\Zi

The panel recognizes Hal B. Lewis.

MR. LEWIS: I requested to be last.
I hope this is the last speaker.

CHAIRMAIN HARVEY: Jot quite, sir.

MR. LEWIS: Mr. Chairman, memnbers
of the panel, my name is Hal Lewis. I appear before you
as a beleagured poor taxpayer, and somehow I feel like
whatever happens here tonight, I am going to pay for it
way or the other.

I support your conclusion of 2E for a twelve-
inch line. Now, I gave you a prepared statement which
I won't read from. I would like to comment on something
which hasn't been brought out adequately tonight, and
that is the reason for the twelve-inch line. |

If you refer to the paper, the second reasoh--

I shall read:
". . .interceptors are being built so
as to service potential growth far into
the future; the median design year of the
projects reviewed was over 50 years, wifh
a mean of 105 years. 1In one case in fact,
the interceptor would support growth for

over 2000 years based on past growth trends.

Furthermore, assuming that demand for
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sewage services grows at 3 percent a

year and future construction costs
double, the study demonstrates that
building for a 25-year design period
is more economic for a 50-~year design
period.”

In other words, it cost more to build for a

long range than it does to put in two parallel lines.
Now, this is a point we have all missed here tonight.
Everybody is pleading for a large line for the future.
And as a taxpayer, I am here to tell you that I have no
obligation to the citizens residing in this county in

the year 2025. I believe in pay as you go.

If the citizens in 2025, want to build a

16-inch sewer line, let them build and pay for it. So,

I will support you in your 2E Alternative.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank you, sir.

The panel recognizes Roger Sekadlo, Executive

Director of the Airport Authority.

MR, SEKADLO: Mr. Sekadlo has left.

I am Stanley Frank, Chairman of the Greensboro-High Point

Airport Authority.

My remarks are going to be brief. I would

like to say that to my knowledge Radian has never been

e
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to the airport to get ény data from us. I have littlg\:f
technical knowledge. However, I can say ho one can
control the air traffic and usage by the public, and
that is quite evident by the growth that we have

in the last year to year and a half in air traffic
throughout the United States.

We will need sewer service without a doubt.
Certainly a system that provides for little or ro
growth is inconceivable and a waste of funds,

I urge that a plan be approved that will
provide for reasonable and orderly growth. Certainly
the Horsepen Creek line properly sized will meet the
above needs.

The Airport is growing at the rate of about
13 percent per year. We anticipate a flow after the
new terminal, which is being constructed, of more than
60,000 gallons per day, certainly by 1985, And by
1995, we estimate 153,000 gallons per day.

The Airport's needs must be properly provided

And certainly you should take this into

for.
consideration.
Thank you.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank you, sir.

Is there anyone else who desires to offer

comments to the panel? If you would, please go to the
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microphone and state.your name and whom you are \\\7
representing, if anyone, please?

MR. SHAW: Sir, my name is Ray
shaw. I am with the City of Greensboro. I do not have

a prepared presentation. I would just like to make a
couple of comments which we have alluded on several
occasions tonight, the lead loadings in Lake Brandt.

I am afraid that we have been maybe a little
bit guilty of picking in the fruit basket what we wish
to come up with, and if I might also be granted that

privilege, I would like to pick in that same fruit basket

for a few items from the Radian report.

I would like to set for once and for all the

feeling of people to rest that Lake Brandt is not filling

up with lead. Fish are not going to the bottom as a

result of excessive waste and taking on lead that is in

+the waters of Lake Brandt,

The Radian report quite clearly states that

a reliable estimate of annual lead loading to Lake
Brandt under existing conditions could not be obtained
due to the high variability of the measured concentration%

They do go on to say that by their methodology

they do estimate lead could increase approximately

twenty percent over the levels which were measured during

their study.
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In addition to that, they also make the —\\Zf
statement that it is likely that the greater developed
acreage that is hypothesized in the septic tank scenario
will produce higher lead yeilds than the sanitary sewer
scenario.

However, with the existing data, it cannot
be conclusively stated that there will be any significant

difference in lead yields between the two types of

development.

In addition to that, this report completely
ignores existing technology which is available on the
capability of water plants to remove heavy metals. This
technology is available from EPA in a very fine document
that has been out, as far as I know, approximately two

and a half to three years.

They do not adeguately deal with the fact
that the lead that is in the lake in all probability is
being recycled from the bottom deposits during
chemically reducing seasons of the year which occur
annually, nor do they adequately deal, although
4+ has been alluded to tonight, to the. fact that
probably in anotheér five to ten years we will all be
driving automobiles with no lead in the gas., And if
the source of the lead, which they state they do‘not

know where the source of the lead or the arsenic comes
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from, if it is indeed related to transportation, then

I think that we can feel that within the next few years,
irrespective of development, if the source of lead does
come from leaded gasoline, there would be even_less lead.

The samples which have been taken from our
drinking water supply, analyzed by the city, analyzed
by the Environmental Protection Agency, and analyzed
by the laboratories of the State of North Carolina, have
never indicated any lead concentrations in excess of
those“outlined in the Interim Primary Drinking Water
Standards.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN HARVEY: Thank you very much, Mr,
Shaw.

Is there anyone else who wishes to offer
testimony to the panel?

(No response.)

CHAIRMA!N HARVEY: Apparently not.

I wish to thank everyone who testified this
evening for their testimony. Your cormments will be
carefully considered and responded to in the Final
Enyironmental Impact Statement.

Your comments will be a major determining
factor in the project alternative to be recormended for

funding, as both the Environmental Protection Agency and
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the state place great importance on the desires of ;;:\33
community.

With regard to procedural matters, I wish to
remind you that the record will remain open for an
additional fifteen days if you wish to submit further
written comment.

The final EIS will take a minimum of 60 days
to complete. Upon ccmpletion, the document will be
filed with the Enwironmental Protection Agency, Office
of Federal Activities, and made available to the public.

Those of you who have commented tonight or
subnit comments will receive a copy of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement.

Again, the Environmental Protection Agency and
the State of North Carolina wish to thank you for
attending this public hearing and participating in the
process.

I extend my personal thanks for all the
kindness shown to the members of EPA's Region IV staff,

and I am sure Mr. McRorie joins me in that. We

appreciate it very much. Thank you and good evening.

(Whereupon, at 9:50 p.m., the proceeding in

the above-entitled matter was closed.)
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Carolina Horsepen Creek Intexrceptor.
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