ATTACHMENT 9

Upper Tallapoosa
River Basin Profile
A small portion of southwest Paulding County is drained by the headwaters of the Tallapoosa River, which
originates in the southwest corner of the county and flows west outside of the Metropolitan North Georgia
Water Planning District (Metro Water District). This portion of the Tallapoosa River Basin, at 37 square miles,
only represents one percent of the total District area while only presenting three percent of the overall
Upper Tallapoosa River HUC-8 Basin. There are no incorporated areas within this river basin; however, the
Upper Tallapoosa River does supply drinking water to the City of Villa Rica in the western portion of Douglas
County within the District (ARC, 2010).

Physical and Natural Features
Geography
The Upper Tallapoosa River Basin is located on the western border of the Metro Water District,
encompassing about 37 square miles (Figure UT-1). The small area of the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin
within the District boundary is located entirely within the Piedmont province and includes the Central
Uplands district. The area is characterized by a well-dissected uplands with rounded interstream areas.
Prominent topographic features generally reflect erosional and weathering resistance of the underlying
geologic units. Stream patterns are predominantly dendritic flow ways (Clark and Zisa, 1976).

Hydrology and Soils
This small watershed is included in one 8-digit HUC, one 10-digit HUC and three 12-digit HUCs (Brooks Creek,
Hannah Swamp and Water Mill Creek). The Upper Tallapoosa River Basin is a portion of the ApalachicolaCoosa-Tallapoosa River Basin, as such future water allocations and minimum instream flows continue to be
subject to litigation between the states of Georgia and Alabama.
The Upper Tallapoosa River Basin portion of the Metro Water District lies completely within the Piedmont
geologic province. The aquifers in this province are in crystalline rocks that crop out in the northern portion
of the basin and extend to the fall line. The rock is overlain with deposits of weathered, unconsolidated rock
debris (regolith) that make up the available aquifer spaces. These deposits are thickest in valleys, but
generally provide insufficient yield for uses other than very low density residential and thus surface water is
the primary source of potable water for the Metro Water District. An assessment of the availability of
groundwater resources in select prioritized aquifers of Georgia was completed as part of Georgia's
Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan (Georgia EPD, 2010). None of the Upper Tallapoosa
River Basin within the Metro Water District was selected as a priority aquifer for assessment.
The Georgia Geologic Survey Hydrologic Atlas 18 database identifies approximately 84 areas, representing
about 15 percent of the Metro Water District, likely to contain thick soils considered to be an indicator of
significant groundwater recharge areas. The recharge areas were mapped based on outcrop area, lithology,
soil type and thickness, slope, density of lithological contacts, geologic structure, the presence of karst and
potentiometric surfaces. There are approximately 16 square miles, 16 percent of the total basin area, of
potential recharge areas within the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin (Table UT-1). There are no significant
impoundments currently within this portion of the District.
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FIGURE UT-1
Upper Tallapoosa Basin within the Metro District
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Table UT-1. Groundwater Recharge Areas within the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin
Recharge Area Type
Proba ble Areas of Thick Soil

County

Square Miles of Recharge Area Type within County

a

Pa ul ding

16

Tota l Recharge Areas
a
b

16 b

Porti ons of Pa ulding County overlap the basin boundary.
Mi nor di fferences i n mapping methodologies may ca use basin totals to va ry s lightly from county totals.

There are three soil associations that describe the soil types in the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin: CecilMadison-Pacolet, Madison-Davidson-Pacolet, Tallapoosa-Chewacla-Madison soils that start in west Paulding
County (Table UT-2). The Cecil-Madison-Pacolet and Madison-Davidson-Pacolet associations were the most
abundant, with the former types associated with moderate rolling hills and the latter with steeper terrain.
These soils are well drained and highly weathered, having a red to yellowish-red subsoil (Brock, 1977; Jordan
et al., 1973; Murphy, 1979; Thomas and Tate, 1973; USDA, 1976; Thomas, 1982; Wells, 1961; Robertson et
al., 1960; USDA, 1958; Tate, 1967; Thomas and Tate, 1964). The Tallapoosa-Chewacla-Madison association
was found along the banks of Water Mill Creek, particularly the headwaters of the Tallapoosa River. These
soils are variable and less well drained than soils on higher elevations (Thomas and Tate, 1973; USDA, 1976;
Thomas, 1982; USDA, 1958).
Table UT-2. Major Soil Associations within the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin
Soil Association
Ceci l -Madison-Pacolet

Significance to Watershed Management
Cha ra cteristics: Associated with moderate rolling hills, well drained, highly weathered.
Si gnificance to Watershed Ma nagement: Sloping s urfaces may be more s usceptible to
i ncreased erosion due to stormwater runoff velocities from impervi ous surfaces; well-drained
s oi ls may be more permeable, which increases infiltration ca pacity i n areas without
i mpervious cover, also may i mprove feasibility for i nfiltration practices.

Ma di son-Davidson-Pacolet

Cha ra cteristics: Associated with steep terrain, well drained, highly weathered.
Si gnificance to Watershed Ma nagement: Steep terrain may be more s usceptible to i ncreased
eros ion due to stormwater runoff velocities from i mpervi ous s urfaces; well-drained s oils ma y
be more feasible for i nfiltration practices.

Ta l lapoosa-Chewacla-Madison

Cha ra cteristics: Silty sand, clayey-sand, clay, s teep terrain, well-drained, weathered material.
Si gnificance to Watershed Ma nagement: Limited capacity for i nfiltration due to s hallow
bedrock and steep s lopes.

Protected Species
Protected species include all species listed as threatened or endangered by the USFWS or National Marine
Fisheries Service, and those listed as endangered, threatened, rare or unusual by the state of Georgia. The
USFWS also may designate critical habitat for a federally listed species, which provides protection for the
habitat as well as the species itself. The current listings of these endangered species, including their status,
range and habitat, can be accessed via the USFWS's automated Information, Planning and Conservation
System (IPaC, http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/).

Native Species
The Metro Water District, and the Upper Tallapoosa River in particular, are home to a number of native
species that are considered threatened or endangered. Table UT-3 lists the three protected species
potentially found within Paulding County.
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Table UT-3. Aquatic and Semi-Aquatic Protected Species in the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin
Fauna Type

Common Name

Status

Paulding

Fi s h

Li ned Chub

GA

X

Fi s h

Ta l lapoosa Darter

GA

X

Invertebrates

Fi nelined Pocketbook

US

X

Trout Streams
Trout streams are classified in accordance with the primary and secondary designations and criteria defined
in Section 15 of Georgia's Water Use Classifications and Water Quality Standards (391-3-6-.03). There are no
primary trout streams or secondary trout streams located within the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin.

Land Use and Impaired Waterbodies Characteristics
Drinking Water Supply
As described in the Water Supply and Water Conservation Plan, the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin is the
primary drinking water supply source for the City of Villa Rica in the western portion of Douglas County,
(Table UT-4). Figure UT-2 illustrates that the contributing water supply watershed for Villa Rica is located
outside of the Metro Water District in Carroll County. Figure UT-2 also shows that portions of the mainstem
of the Tallapoosa River in Paulding County are designated to meet state drinking water criteria.
Table UT-4. Upper Tallapoosa River Basin Drinking Water Supply Sources
Water Supply Source
Li ttl e Tallapoosa River (Lake Fashion/Cowan La ke)
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Owner/Operator Using Source
Ci ty of Vi l la Rica

W A T ER R ESO UR C E M A NAGEM ENT P L AN
METROPOLITAN NORTH GEORGIA WATER PLANNING DISTRICT
EN0507151024SPB

FIGURE UT-2
Upper Tallapoosa Basin Drinking Water Stream Segments
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Land Cover/Land Use
The northern extent of the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin is predominantly rural in character within Paulding
County. More than three quarters, 81 percent, of the Basin remained undeveloped in 2012, predominantly
as forest and open space (52 percent) and agricultural lands (28 percent). The developed areas consisted
mostly of low density and medium density residential uses, which represented a combined 19 percent of
land uses in this river basin (Table UT-5 and Figure UT-3).
Table UT-5. Upper Tallapoosa River Basin Land Cover / Land Use within the Metro Water District
Land Cover/Land Use

2012 Existing (%)

Agri cul tural Lands

28

Commerci al

0

Fores t/Open Space

52

Hi gh Density Residential

0

Industrial/Institutional

0

Low Density Residential

16

Medi um Density Residential

3

Tra ns itional/Extractive La nds

0

Tra ns portation and Utilities

0

Wa ter/Wetlands

1

Undeveloped

81

Devel oped

19

Notes : Undeveloped = Agri cultural, Forest / Open Space and Water / Wetlands
Da ta Source: Aggregated La nd Cover ca tegories from ARC's 2012 La ndPro GIS

Over the course of the planning horizon, the basin is expected to have slow growth based on population
projections. Much of this growth is anticipated to occur in the northeast portion of the basin in west
Paulding County based on current land-use data.

Effective Impervious Areas
The level of watershed imperviousness has long been linked to impacts on changes in hydrologic regimes
that lead to increased intensity and frequency of peak stormwater flows, which affect stream stability, water
quality, and aquatic habitat and biotic community integrity. In general, the most sensitive aquatic organisms
are affected at impervious levels of greater than 10 percent. Between 11 and 25 percent of most stream
communities become impacted, and over 25 percent of streams are generally no longer able to support
viable biotic communities (Schueler, 2001).
Of the three HUC-12s within the Metro Water District portion of Upper Tallapoosa River Basin, none had an
effective impervious area (EIA) greater than 10 percent. The small portion of the Upper Tallapoosa River
Basin does not include major transportation infrastructure that increases the likelihood for impervious
surfaces that contribute to impacts to stream stability. The EIA of each HUC-12 within the District portion of
Upper Tallapoosa River Basin is shown on Figure UT-4.
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FIGURE UT-3
Upper Tallapoosa Basin 2012 Land Cover
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FIGURE UT-4
Upper Tallapoosa Basin HUC-12 Effective Impervious Areas (EIAs)
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Combined-sewer Overflow Areas
There are no combined-sewer overflow areas in the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin.

Impaired Waterbodies
Georgia EPD determines whether a waterbody is supporting its designated uses by collecting water quality
data and comparing these data against the water quality criteria. Georgia EPD describes their listing
methodology and “preferred minimum dataset” at epd.georgia.gov/georgia-305b303d-list-documents. This
methodology is important to understand the sample size, extent and timeframe of the dataset that was
used to list a waterbody. Feedback can be given to Georgia EPD if additional data or information are known
that may affect future sampling or listing evaluations.
Of the 18 stream miles assessed in the Metro Water District portion of the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin, five
miles, or 28 percent, did not meet state water quality standards based on the 2014 303(d) list. The streams
listed as not supporting are summarized in Table UT-6 by parameter and graphically shown in Figure UT-5.
Mud Creek is listed for biota impairment.
Table UT-6. Upper Tallapoosa River Basin Summary of Impaired Streams
Criterion Violated

Miles of Stream

% of 2014 Assessed Streams

Bi ota (Fish Community)

5

28

Tota l Stream Mi leage Li sted

5

28

Tota l Stream Mi leage Assessed for Possible Impairment

18

Tota l Stream Mi leage i n Basin

18

Mud Creek is the only stream segment within the Metro Water District portion of the Upper Tallapoosa
River Basin that does not meet water quality standards for biota, a result of nonpoint source pollution. Biota
listings typically indicate high sediment loads in streams, which decreases habitat quality for benthic
macroinvertebrates and fish. Sediment sources include runoff from construction sites as well as from
streambank erosion due to accelerated streamflow velocities from impervious cover associated with
urbanization.
TMDLs and TMDL Implementation Plans have been developed to help jurisdictions address impaired
streams and specific parameters of concern. More information on specific TMDLs in the Upper Tallapoosa
River Basin can be found on the Georgia EPD website.
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FIGURE UT-5
Upper Tallapoosa Basin 305(b)/303(d) Listed Waters
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Management Issues and Recommendations
Initial Screening of Priority Areas
Within the Metro Water District, the proposed implementation actions will vary between basins depending
on the existing land uses, water quality, stream and waterbody condition and other watershed-specific
management issues. The timeframe for implementation will also vary based on a variety of factors such as
TMDL listings, presence of source water watersheds and potential for significant development in the future.
Priority areas, also known as critical areas per EPA guidance, were identified at the District-level by HUC-12
watershed as an initial screening to enable communities to perform more detailed prioritizations on a
subwatershed basis. The priority areas were identified at the HUC-12 level in Table UT-7, if they include a
stream or waterbody with a TMDL, water supply watersheds or existing EIA greater than 10 percent.
Table UT-7. Upper Tallapoosa River Basin Initial Screening of Priority Areas Based on HUC-12 Watersheds
Total HUC-12 Watersheds
Watersheds that include a TMDL
(Upper Tallapoosa River Basin)

a

Water Supply
Watersheds a

Existing Effective Impervious
Cover (EIA > 10%)

3

1

0

0

Percent of Total Watersheds

33%

0%

0%

Wa ter Supply Watersheds represent HUC-12 wa tersheds that drain to a water s upply i ntake. Ma ny of the HUC-12s do not actually
conta in any wa ter supply i ntakes.

Management Issues and Recommended Strategies
Table UT-8 outlines management issues and strategies for the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin within the
Metro Water District. These issues and strategies were used to inform and guide the more specific
management measures and requirements found in Sections 5, 6 and 7. The recommended strategies
presented in Table UT-8 are based on data presented within this River Basin Profile. These strategies are
provided to further describe the commonality of causes and potential solutions to the watershed issues.
They provide a foundation for guidance, but are not presented here as mandatory requirements.
Table UT-8. Upper Tallapoosa River Basin Management Issues and Recommended Strategies
Management Issue

Description

Increases in i mpervious
Increases in i mpervious cover ca n lead
cover (new development) to a cha nge in the hydrologic regime of
a wa tershed by ca using more intense,
hi gh-velocity s tormwater fl ows a nd
i ncreased erosion a nd s edimentation
Whi le none of the HUC-12 watersheds
currentl y have a n EIA of > 10 percent,
new development continues to
encroa ch on this portion of Paulding
County due i ts proximity to
Interstate 20.
Bi ota TMDLs

28% of a s sessed instream fish
communities were impaired. Biota
i mpairment i n this basin a re the result
of hi gh sediment l oads, primarily
a s sociated with existing development
wi th i nadequate stormwater controls,
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Recommended Strategies
•

Ma na ge nonpoint source pollution.

•

Adopt a nd enforce the post-construction s tormwater
control ordinance and use of Georgia Stormwater
Ma na gement Manual design standards.

•

Wa tershed improvement projects, s uch a s stream
res toration and streambank s tabilization, a re
recommended in a reas wi th failing s treambanks to
reduce instream sediment l oad contributions.

•

Enforce post-construction stormwater ordinance on
new development and seek opportunities to retrofit
s tormwater controls to maximize water quality a nd
cha nnel protection.
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Table UT-8. Upper Tallapoosa River Basin Management Issues and Recommended Strategies
Management Issue

Description

Recommended Strategies

whi ch is a concern for drinking water
s ource supplies, biota and recreation.

La ke management

Whi le there are no major lakes or
res ervoirs within the District i n the
ba s in there are other public a nd
pri va tely-held and managed lakes that
pl a y a significant role i n meeting
des ignated uses a nd downstream
hydrol ogic regimes and water quality.
There a re also downstream lakes within
thi s basin outside the District.

•

Wa tershed improvement projects, s uch a s stream
res toration and streambank s tabilization, a re
recommended in a reas wi th failing s treambanks to
reduce instream sediment l oad contributions.

•

Pa rti ci pate in efforts to educate agricultural
s ta keholders a bout the importance of implementing
Bes t Ma nagement Practices for Georgia Agriculture
Ma nual for animal production facilities (poultry) a nd
gra zi ng operations.

•

Coordi nate with Georgia Department of Agriculture
Li ves tock/Poultry Section on inspections, complaint
i nvestigations, nutrient management plan revi ews and
permi t administrative support.

•

Devel op a central i nventory of l akes, ownership a nd
ma nagement practices to fa cilitate pollutant source
i dentification both up and downstream of the lake.

•

Coordi nate a vailable water quality data a nd
ma nagement activities for inventoried lakes.

•

Impl ement shoreline protection and upstream sediment
ma nagement to prevent excessive nutrients and
s edimentation within the lake.

•

Fa ci litate proper maintenance and management,
pa rti cularly of small lakes by providing resources, links
or other ma terials to assist with periodic a ctivities s uch
a s i nspections, water quality s ampling or dredging.

•

Conduct public education and involvement a ctivities to
promote watershed s tewardship to protect lake quality.

Identify Indicators and Monitoring to Measure Implementation Success
A critical component of any watershed management program is the ability to assess progress and determine
if management strategies are effectively addressing issues. The Plan includes implementation actions
related to watershed monitoring and conducting conditions assessments to evaluate implementation
success. These implementation actions include long-term ambient trend monitoring (5.F.1) and habitat and
biological monitoring (5.F.2), as well as resource-specific implementation actions for TMDL Management
(4.H.2). Communities may choose to conduct project-specific monitoring associated with a watershed
improvement project, such as biological or geomorphological monitoring to evaluate success.
As included in EPA (2008), a monitoring program should “…track progress in meeting load reduction goals
and attaining water quality standards and other goals. Measurable progress is critical to ensuring continued
support of watershed projects, and progress is best demonstrated with the use of monitoring data that
accurately reflect water quality conditions relevant to the identified problems. Monitoring programs should
include baseline (before), project-specific (during) and post-project (after) monitoring.”
Some potential indicators to measure implementation success for the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin are
listed as follows, but this list is not exhaustive:
•

Select representative monitoring stations within the watershed to monitor for pollutants of concern and
other water quality or biological parameters.
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•

Use U.S. Geological Survey stream gage data or collect data to establish stream stage-discharge
relationships and calculate or model water quality pollutant loads and potential reductions.

•

Calculate or model improvements to hydrologic and hydraulic conditions based on structural project
implementation.

•

Estimate streambank stability and habitat improvement based on annual stream cross section surveys
and bank erosion monitoring.

•

Conduct stream walks or structure inspections to inventory structure condition and performance,
streambank stability and riparian condition over time.

•

Conduct project monitoring to establish pre-, during- and post-project conditions, as well as
upstream/downstream monitoring during the same time period to reduce the effects of environmental
variability.

•

To determine if water quality degradation is being prevented, conduct GIS analysis to identify highactivity areas of a watershed using aerial overlays, work orders, facility inspection, erosion and
sedimentation control or new construction inspection data. Identify if monitoring data and GIS data
follow similar patterns.

•

Track number, location, size or features (that is, drainage area treated or linear feet of restored stream)
of watershed improvement, green infrastructure or other nonpoint source reduction projects.

•

Compare percentage of TMDL stream segments over time.

•

Track implementation actions by jurisdiction within the basin, and their measured effectiveness.

•

Track enforcement actions by category and location.

•

Track stream buffer variances and local permits issued.

•

Conduct public surveys for pollution prevention awareness or education effectiveness, particularly preand post-data associated with an education event.

•

Compare existing water quality modeled loads against future water quality modeled loads.
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