
- - - 

REPORT NO. 29 

A Preliminary Report 

Multipurpose Reservoirs 
and 

Urban Development Project 

THE ROLE OF RESERVOIR OWNER POLICIES 

I N  

GUIDING RESERVOIR LAND DEVELOPMENT 

Raymond J. Burby, I I I 
Assistant Professor of Planning and Research Associate 

Center for Urban and Regional Studies 
Institute for Research in Social Science 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 

Waler Resources Research lnslilute 
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA 

North Carolina State University at Ra le igh  University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 



A Prel iminary Report of t he  

Nult ipurpose Reservoirs  and Urban Development P ro j ec t  

THE ROLE OF RE3ERVOIB OWNER POLICIES 

I N  

G U I D I N G  RESERVOIR LAND DEVELOEWENT 

Raymond J. Burby, 111 
A s s i s t a n t  Professor  of Planning and Research Assoc ia te  

Center f o r  Urban and Regional S tud ie s  
I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Research i n  Soc ia l  Science 

Univers i ty  of North Carol ina a t  Chapel H i l l  

The r e sea rch  on which t h i s  pub l i ca t ion  i s  based was supported i n  p a r t  by 
funds provided by the  Of f i ce  of  Water Resources Research, U. S. Department 
of  t he  I n t e r i o r ,  through t h e  Water Resources Research I n s t i t u t e  of t h e  
Univers i ty  of North Caro l ina ,  a s  au tho r i zed  under t h e  Water Resources 
Research Act of 1964, wi th  matching funds provided by t h e  S t a t e  of North 
Carol ina.  

P r o j e c t  No. B-012-NC 
Matching Grant Agreement No. 14-01-0001-1935 

November 1969 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

This inves t iga t ion  i s  based on research performed a s  p a r t  of the  

~ ~ u l t i p u r p o s e  Reservoirs and Urban Development Projec t  (OWRR Pro jec t  No. 

B-012-NC), supported i n  p a r t  by funds provided by the  Off ice  of Water 

Resources Research, U. S. Department of  the  I n t e r i o r ,  through the  Water 

Resources Research I n s t i t u t e  of the  University of North Carolina, a s  

authorized under t h e  Water Resources Research Act of 1964, wi th  matching 

funds provided by the  S t a t e  of North Carolina. A note of thanks is due 

Professor David H. Howells, Director  of the  Water Resources Research 

I n s t i t u t e ,  f o r  h i s  i n t e r e s t  i n  and encouragement of our research on 

reservoi r -or iented  land development. I would l i k e  t o  thank Professor 

Shi r ley  F. Weiss, Associate Research Director  of the  Center f o r  Urban and 

Regional Studies and Pr inc ipa l  Inves t iga to r  of the  Nultipurpose Reservoirs 

and Urban Development Project,  f 8 r  he r  knowledgeable advice throughout 

t h i s  research. F ina l ly ,  I am espec ia l ly  g r a t e f u l  t o  the  personnel of the  

many power companies, the  Corps of Engineers, and Tennessee Valley Authori ty 

who provided the  bas ic  information necessary f o r  t h i s  repor t .  



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

I . In t roduc t ion  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

I . Land Acquis i t ion  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 

111 . L a n d u t i l i z a t i o n  P o l i c i e s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 

. . . . . .  Res iden t i a l  Use of  Reservoir  Owner Land 10 
Commercial Use of Reservoir  Owner Land . . . . . .  15 
I n d u s t r i a l  Use of Reservoir  Owner Land . . . . . .  19 
R e c r e a t i o n a l U s e o f  Reservoi rOwnerLand . . . . .  21 
Fores t ry  Use of Reservoir  Owner Land . . . . . . .  24 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I V  . Land Sa le s  P o l i c i e s  25 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  V . Land Management P o l i c i e s  27 

V I  . Coordination and Cooperation wi th  Other Agencies . . . .  32 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  V I I  . Conclusion 36 

Appendix I . Reservoir  Owner Personnel Interviewed . . . . . .  36 

Appendix I1 . Southeast  Reservoir  Owner Survey Quest ionnaire  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  and In te rv iew Agenda 43 



I. In t roduc t ion  

Water is  now recognized a s  an important f a c t o r  i n  t h e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  of 

ou r  n a t i o n a l  outdoor r e c r e a t i o n  needs, Equally important a r e  t h e  land 

a reas  which a d j o i n  water  bodies wi th  r e c r e a t i o n a l  p o t e n t i a l .  A r ecen t  

survey of 105 l a r g e  mult ipurpose r e s e r v o i r s  i n  t h e  Southeast  conducted by 

t h e  au tho r  revea led  t h a t  t h e s e  r e s e r v o i r s  have a t t r a c t e d  over  60,000 homes 

and summer co t t ages ,  1,000 commercial es tab l i shments ,  and a r e  experiencing 

an  annual v i s i t a t i o n  of over 100 m i l l i o n  persons. Well over  h a l f  of t h i s  

development has occurred s i n c e  1960. This  r ap id  e x p l o i t a t i o n  i s  occurr ing  

i n  a governmental vacuum. Under t e n  percent  of t h e  r e s e r v o i r s  surveyed 

had land use  p lans ,  zoning, o r  subdiv is ion  r egu la t ions  t o  guide t h e  

development o f  ad j acen t  non-public land ,  Even r a r e r  i n  Southeas te rn  

r e s e r v o i r  a r e a s  a r e  such publ ic  s e r v i c e s  a s  water  and sewer connect ions,  

garbage c o l l e c t i o n ,  and adequate  p o l i c e  and f i r e  p ro t ec t ion .  

About twenty percent  of t he  c u r r e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e  r e s e r v o i r  s h o r e l i n e  

i n  t he  Southeast  has been developed under t hese  condi t ions .  Eighty per-  

cen t  remains. The q u a l i t y  and publ ic  usefu lness  of t h i s  remaining land 

is  h ighly  dependent on our  a b i l i t y  t o  b r ing  public-minded o b j e c t i v e s  t o  

bear  on the  r e s e r v o i r  land development process .  Publ ic  e f f o r t s  t o  i n -  

f luence  r e s e r v o i r  land development can ope ra t e  through va r ious  s t a t e  and 

l o c a l  governmental p o l i c i e s  and ordinances,  through t h e  a c t i o n s  and 

p o l i c i e s  of r e s e r v o i r  owners, o r  through both. I n  t h i s  paper a n  a t tempt  

is  made t o  a s s e s s  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  r o l e  of r e s e r v o i r  owners i n  guiding t h e  

development of non-public r e s e r v o i r  shorelands.  Subsequent papers w i l l  



examine the  r o l e s  of l o c a l ,  s t a t e ,  and f ede ra l  p o l i c i e s  i n  guiding r e s e r -  

v o i r  land development. 

The da t a  repor ted  were der ived  from interviews wi th  twenty-f i v e  

r e s e r v o i r  owner-operators i n  t e n  Southeas t e r n  s t a t e s  .' The in t e rv i ews  

were open-ended, bu t  guided, d i scuss ions  wi th  key agency personnel.  (See 

Appendix I , )  In  a d d i t i o n  c e r t a i n  d a t a  were der ived  from a ques t ionna i r e  

which asked these  r e s e r v o i r  owners f o r  s p e c i f i c  information on each r e s e r -  

v o i r  under t h e i r  con t ro l .  (See Appendix 11.) The in te rv iews  and ques t ion-  

n a i r e s  focused on four  types of  r e s e r v o i r  owner p o l i c i e s  which appear  t o  

have some p o t e n t i a l  i n  inf luenc ing  r e s e r v o i r  land deve1,opment p a t t e r n s .  

These a r e :  (1)  land a c q u i s i t i o n  and s a l e s  p o l i c i e s ,  (2) land u t i l i z a -  

t i o n  p o l i c i e s ,  (3 )  land management p o l i c i e s ,  and (4) p o l i c i e s  r e l a t i n g  

t o  interagency coord ina t ion  and cooperat ion.  

I n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  which fol lows,  t h e  genera l  manner i n  which t h e s e  

p o l i c i e s  i n f luence  development p a t t e r n s  w i l l  be i d e n t i f i e d ,  v a r i a t i o n s  

i n  t h e i r  c u r r e n t  a p p l i c a t i o n  among r e s e r v o i r  owners w i l l  be descr ibed ,  

and t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  va lue  i n  guiding t h e  r e s e r v o i r  a r e a  land development 

process  w i l l  be eva lua ted .  This a n a l y s i s  i s  expected t o  be u s e f u l  i n  

s e l e c t i n g  v a r i a b l e s  f o r  poss ib l e  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  Center 's  r e s e r v o i r  land 

development f o r e c a s t  model. I f  t he  model is t o  prove va lqab le  t o  pub l i c  

o f f i c i a l s  i n  eva lua t ing  po l i cy  mixes t o  guide r e s e r v o i r  development, 

v a r i a b l e s  s e l e c t e d  f o r  t e s t i n g  i n  t h e  model must i n f luence  r e s e r v o i r  

development p a t t e r n s  and, a s  important ,  they must be s u b j e c t  t o  c o n t r o l  

by e i t h e r  r e s e r v o i r  owners o r  l o c a l  pub l i c  agencies .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  

\ 
The s t a t e s  covered i n  t h i s  survey were: Alabama, F lo r ida ,  ' ~ e o r ~ i a ,  

Kentucky, Mis s i s s ipp i ,  North Carol ina,  South Caro l ina ,  Tennesree, V i rg in i a ,  
and TJes t Vi rg in i a .  



analysis should provide one basis for evaluating recomme-ildations for 

innovative reservoir owner-public agency policy mixes to create a high 

quality environment in reservoir areas. 

11. Land Acquisition Policies 

Reservoir owners acquire vast tracts of land in the process of develop- 

ing large multipurpose reservoirs. The policies pursued in the acquisition 

process can influence subsequent land development in at least three ways. 

First, acquisition policies determine both the amount and desirability of 

land available to other agents in the reservoir area land development pro- 

cess. The reservoir owner has first choice or option on all land in the 

reservoir area and the policies he pursues determine what is available to 

others. Second, acquisition policies determine to a large extent the 

initial array of actors or agents involved in the land development process. 

This is especially true of shoreline predevelopment landowners, who owe 

their very existence in the reservoir area to reservoir owner acquisition 

policies. Finally, initial owner acquisition policies appear to shape a 

number of other land-related policies pursued by reservoir owners during 

subsequent stages of reservoir development and operation. For instance, 

polfcics relating to alternatfve land utilization schemes appeer to hinge on 

the amount of "excess" land a reservoir owner has acquired, 

Every reservoir owner must make some determination concerning the 

amount of land which will be acquired for a reservoir project. This con- 

sists of two basic determinations; (1) the type of rights which will be 

acquired on land subject to flooding because of the project; and (2) the 



amount of land above and beyond t h a t  which is  subjec t  t o  f looding w h i c h  

w i l l  be acquired. I n  the  former case, most r e se rvo i r  owners have followed 

a f a i r l y  standard policy of acquir ing fee  simple t i t l e  t o  a l l  land which 

is  "normally" inundated and flowage easements on a l l  land up t o  the  s p i l l -  

way c r e s t  e levat ion .  Reservoir owners have va r i ed  considerably, however, 

i n  po l i c i e s  concerning the  a c q u i s i t i o n  of land which i s  not  sub jec t  t o  

flooding. These po l i c i e s  a r e  most important i n  terms of t h e i r  influence 

on subsequent shore l ine  development. 

P r i o r  t o  World War I1 pr iva te  power companies pursued very l i b e r a l  

acqu i s i t ion  p o l i c i e s .  The po l i c i e s  of the  Alabama Power Company were 

typ ica l .  Alabama Power would acquire  an e n t i r e  quar t e r  s e c t i o n  i f  any 

por t ion  was sub jec t  t o  inundation by a proposed reservoi r .  Xn 

addi t ion ,  the  company would acquire  e n t i r e  farm opera t ing  u n i t s  i f  any 

por t ion  were acquired and the  owners wished t o  s e l l .  Two f a c t o r s  encour- 

aged most owners t o  take  advantage of t h i s  opportunity t o  s e l l  t h e i r  

e n t i r e  holdings. Power companies tended t o  acquire  r i c h  bottom lands f o r  

r e s e r v o i r  flood pools, leaving only rocky h i l l s i d e s  which could not be 

p ro f i t ab ly  farmed. I n  add i t ion ,  many r u r a l  people feared t h a t  power 

companies were c r e a t i n g  v a s t  swaaps and marshes which would breed hordes 

of mosquitos and cause malaria  and o ther  d iseases .  As a r e s u l t  of  these 

f a c t o r s ,  approximately t h i r t y - f i v e  percent of the  land acquired i n  the  

course of r e s e r v o i r  development by p r iva te  power companies before World Var 11 

was not sub jec t  t o  flooding. Further ,  most of t h i s  land was not  acquired 

f o r  power production o r  r e l a t ed  company needs. 

If t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  had continued a f t e r  the  War, p r iva te  power company 

land a c q u i s i t i o n  p o l i c i e s  might provide an important means o f  influencing 



the  r e se rvo i r  a rea  land development process. Since World War 11, however, 

p r iva te  power companies have become much more conservative i n  t h e i r  land 

a c q u i s i t i o n  po l i c i e s .  Companies now general ly make an e f f o r t  t o  p red ic t  

t h e i r  f u t u r e  land requirements and land acqu i s i t ion  is general ly l imi ted  

t o  land which w i l l  s a t i s f y  ?rojacteC needs. This laad c o n s ~ i o u s n e ~ s  

i s  the  r e s u l t  of two i n t e r r e l a t e d  post war t rends .  There has been a 

s t e a d i l y  increasing awareness by rese rvo i r  a rea  landowners of the  fu tu re  

value of land with r ec rea t iona l  po ten t i a l .  They a r e  r e l u c t a n t  t o  s e l l  

any land which w i l l  not be inundated o r  cannot be condemned, As a r e s u l t ,  

t he re  has been a continuing esca la t ion  i n  land pr ices  on and around 

p o t e n t i a l  r e se rvo i r  s i t e s .  Primari ly because of t h i s  c o s t  f a c t o r ,  p r iva te  

power companies have been r e l u c t a n t  t o  acquire  any more land than absolute ly  

necessary when developing new rese rvo i r s  o r  t o  extend t h e i r  holdings a t  

e x i s t i n g  rese rvo i r s .  

I n  the  e a r l y  1960's the  Federal Power Commission began t o  take an 

a c t i v e  i n t e r e s t  i n  the  u t i l i z a t i o n  of l icensed r e s e r v o i r  p ro jec t s  f o r  

recrea t ion .  P r iva te  power companies a r e  now required t o  inventory 

and annually repor t  on t h e  r ec rea t iona l  f a c i l i t i e s  and use of t h e i r  r e s e r -  

vo i r s .  They must prepare a plan (Exhibit R) which includes projec t ions  

of fu tu re  r ec rea t ion  demand a t  t h e i r  r e se rvo i r s  and an ind ica t ion  of the  

manner i n  which t h i s  demand w i l l  be s a t i s f i e d .  Unfortunately, most 

Southeastern r e s e r v o i r  owners a r e  no longer w i l l i n g  t o  a c t  a s  land banks 

and have r e s i s t e d  acquir ing  land s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  recrea t ion .  Given t h i s  

r e s i s t ance ,  i t  is  very unl ike ly  t h a t  these  r e se rvo i r  owners would w i l l i n g l y  

acquire  land t o  inf luence  adjacent  development pa t terns .  It is conceiv- 

ab le ,  however, t h a t  the  FPC could requi re  a l o c a l  land use plan f o r  a reas  



surrounding new reservoi rs  and i n s i s t  t h a t  r e se rvo i r  owner land a c q u i s i t i o n  

be coordinated with such a plan. 

The Corps of Engineers has pursued th ree  d i s t i n c t i v e  a c q u i s i t i o n  

p o l i c i e s ,  each with d i f f e r e n t  implicat ions f o r  the  a b i l i t y  of the  Corps t o  

guide rese rvo i r  land development. P r io r  t o  the  Eisenhower Administration, 

each Corps d i s t r i c t  was given a considerable degree of autonomy i n  d e t e r -  

mination of the  amount of land t o  be acquired a t  new rese rvo i r s .  The most 

important f ac to r  i n  Corps land po l i c i e s  during t h i s  ea r ly  period was 

evidently the a t t i t u d e  of the d i s t r i c t  engineer and chief  c i v i l i a n  engineer 

i n  each d i s t r i c t  toward secondary projec t  purposes such a s  r ec rea t ion  and 

w i l d l i f e  preservat ion.  For example, on Clark H i l l  Reservoir i n  the  

Savannah D i s t r i c t  land was acquired t o  s a t i s f y  a l l  r ec rea t ion  needs f o r  

f i f t y  years .  Since i t  was never determined what r ec rea t ion  land needs 

f o r  f i f t y  years would be, an  extremely l i b e r a l  acqu i s i t ion  policy was 

pursued. F i f ty -e igh t  percent  of the  land acquired fo r  the p ro jec t ,  over 

90,000 a c r e s ,  was above the  maximum shore l ine  contour. On the  o the r  hand, 

f o r  the Tygert Reservoir projec t  i n  t h e  Pi t t sburgh D i s t r i c t ,  r ec rea t ion  was 

viewed a s  l e s s  important, and only thir ty-two percent  of the  lands acquired 

f o r  t h i s  projec t  were above the  maximum shore l ine  contour. 

Regardless of l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  a t t i t u d e s  toward recrea t ion ,  however, 

seve ra l  f a c t o r s  operated during the  pre-Eisenhower period t o  increase  

Corps land acquis i t ion .  Probably the  most important of  these was the  

policy of blocking out  the taking a rea  on a new rese rvo i r  on a e r i a l  photo- 

graphs o r  photogrammetric maps and using very long tangents along a taking 

e levat ion ,  a s  opposed t o  the  l a t e r  policy of surveying and monumenting the  

land and following r e l a t i v e l y  s h o r t  tangents along a given e levat ion .  



This "blocking ou t "  pol icy  served t o  l e s sen  t h e  c o s t s  of  adminis te r ing  

land a c q u i s i t i o n  programs, bu t  increased  the  amount of land acquired.  '1111~ 

pol icy  was considered t o  be reasonable s i n c e ,  l i k e  p r i v a t e  power companies 

during t h e  same period,  t he  Corps conducted very few surveys t o  determine 

f l i t ~ ~ z  land requirements.  I n  add i t i on ,  Corps d i s t r i c t s  o f t e n  pur-  

chased e n t i r e  t r a c t s  of land t o  which access  had been severed r a t h e r  t han  

provide replacement acces s ,  acqui red  e n t i r e  t r a c t s  r a t h e r  than pay excess ive  

severance damages, and, occas iona l ly ,  acqui red  e n t i r e  farms i f  a farmer 

wished t o  l i q u i d a t e  h i s  opera t ion .  As a r e s u l t  of a l l  of t hese  f a c t o r s ,  

between f o r t y  and f i f t y  percent  of  t h e  land acqui red  by Southeas te rn  Corps 

d i s t r i c t s  i n  new r e s e r v o i r  cons t ruc t ion  p r i o r  t o  t h e  Eisenhower Admini- 

s t r a t i o n  was above t h e  maximum s h o r e l i n e  contour .  

During t h e  Eisenhower Administrat ion,  however, Corps of Engineers 

a c q u i s i t i o n  p o l i c i e s  came t o  p a r a l l e l  t h e  post-war conservat ism of t h e  

p r i v a t e  power companies. Standardized Corps-wide a c q u i s i t i o n  p o l i c i e s  

were put  i n t o  e f f e c t  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  time. P r o j e c t  des ign  memoranda were 

i n i t i a t e d  which d e t a i l e d  land use  requirements and land c a p a b i l i t i e s  a t  

each p r o j e c t  and served t o  guide r e a l  e s t a t e  personnel  i n  t h e  f i e l d .  A 

pol icy  of  a c q u i r i n g  land i n  f e e  only  t o  a f ive-year  f lood  frequency ( t e n  

and twenty-f ive yea r s  i n  some d i s t r i c t s )  e l e v a t i o n  wi th  flowage easements 

t o  t he  sp i l lway c r e s t  e l e v a t i o n  tended t o  s t anda rd ize  and gene ra l ly  reduce 

the  amount of land acqui red  by Corps d i s t r i c t s  i n  t h e  Southeas t .  

One f a c t o r  tending t o  m i t i g a t e  t h e  d e c l i n e  i n  Corps c o n t r o l l e d  r e s e r -  

v o i r  land dur ing  t h e  Eisenhower per iod  was t h e  tendency o f  o t h e r  agencies  

(both f e d e r a l  and s t a t e )  t o  become i n t e r e s t e d  i n  Corps r e s e r v o i r  p r o j e c t s  

and a c t i v e l y  a t tempt  t o  inf luence  p r o j e c t  land acqul ts i t ion.  This  was 



espec ia l ly  t r u e  of departments of recrea t ion  and f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  i n  a 

number of s t a t e s ,  who intervened i n  normal Corps a c q u i s i t i o n  po l i c i e s  t o  

secure lands fo r  recrea t ion  and conservation. Thus, even though the per- 

centage of projec t  lands acquired above the  maximum shore l ine  contour of 

r e se rvo i r s  dropped from between f o r t y  and f i f t y  percent t o  between twenty 

and t h i r t y  percent during t h i s  period, more a t t e n t i o n  was paid by the  

Corps and o the r  agencies t o  the q u a l i t y  and usefulness of the  land t h a t  

was acquired. 

The Eisenhower policy of conservative land acqu i s i t ion  was sharply 

reversed by the  19G2 Amy-Inter ior  J o i n t  Policy on Land Acquisi t ion.  This 

policy contemplates government ownership of a l l  land wi th in  e i t h e r  a 

guide a c q u i s i t i o n  l i n e  f i v e  v e r t i c a l  f e e t  above the  f u l l  flood e leva t ion  

o r  a l i n e  th ree  hundred f e e t  hor i zon ta l ly  from the  f u l l  flood pool,  which- 

ever i s  g rea te r .  I n  addi t ion ,  the  Corps s t i l l  acquires land i n  l i e u  of 

providing uneconomic replacement access ,  where severance damages would be 

excessive,  and f o r  r ec rea t ion  a r e a s  and o the r  uses indica ted  by t he  p ro jec t  

land use plan. The e f f e c t  of t h i s  policy has been an increase  i n  

the t y p i c a l  amount of land acquired above the  maximum shore l ine  contour 

by Corps d i s t r i c t s  to  between f i f t y  and s i x t y  percent of t o t a l  p ro jec t  

a rea .  The broad and l i b e r a l  charac ter  of current  Corps of Engineers ac-  

q u i s i t i o n  p o l i c i e s  suggests t h a t  guidance of adjacent  land development 

could become an ob jec t ive  i n  Corps a c q u i s i t i o n  policy without a r a d i c a l  

change i n  philosophy. 

Tennessee Valley Authority land a c q u i s i t i o n  objec t ives  have been con- 

s iderably  broader than those of e i t h e r  p r iva te  power companies o r  the  

Corps of Engineers, TVA has sought t o  acquire  a l l  land adjacent  t o  i t s  



r e se rvo i r s  which i t  deemed e s s e n t i a l  t o  the  o v e r a l l  development of the 

Tennessee Valley. I n  add i t i on ,  TVA followed Corps and p r i v a t e  power 

company p r a c t i c e s  o f  acqui r ing  an e n t i r e  pa rce l  i n  l i e u  of providing un- 

economic replacement acces s ,  paying excess ive  severance damages, and so  

on. As a r e s u l t  o f  these  po l i ce s ,  TVA acqui red  v a s t  t r a c t s  of land above 

the  maximum s h o r e l i n e  contour  of i t s  r e s e r v o i r s .  Curren t ly ,  TVA i s  

acqui r ing  land ad jacen t  t o  T e l l i c o  Reservoir  f o r  t h e  new town of  Timberlake. 

The a c q u i s i t i o n  p o l i c i e s  of t he  Tennessee Valley Authori ty ,  i n  sum, could 

probably e a s i l y  comprehend the  o b j e c t i v e  o f  guiding r e s e r v o i r  s h o r e l i n e  

development . 
Reservoir  owners i n  t h e  Southeast  have proceeded from a n  ea-rly po l i cy  

of ex tens ive  but  undi rec ted  r e s e r v o i r  land a c q u i s i t i o n  t o  t h e i r  cu r r en t  

s t r e s s  on r a t h e r  c a r e f u l l y  planned and considered a c q u i s i t i o n  ptograms. 

Although once c l o s e ,  t h e  land a c q u i s i t i o n  phi losophies  of private power 

companies and the  Corps of Engineers and Tennessee Valley Author i ty  have 

become widely d ivergent .  P r i v a t e  power companies a r e  adverse  t o  acqu i r ing  

land f o r  any purpose o t h e r  than the  product ion of power. The Corps of  

Engineers and TVA, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, are inc reas ing ly  w i l l i n g  t o  s e rve  a i 

broad range of publ ic  purposes through land a c q u i s i t i o n .  

I f  we knew how t o  guide ad jacen t  land development through t h e  manip- 

u l a t i o n  of a c q u i s i t i o n  p o l i c i e s ,  t h i s  could probably be accomplished wi th  

very l i t t l e  d i s l o c a t i o n  of c u r r e n t  Corps and TVA p o l i c i e s .  Even through 

t h e  inf luence  of  FPC r egu la t ions ,  however, i t  i s  un l ike ly  t h a t  p r i v a t e  

power companies, who a r e  r e s i s t i n g  acqu i r ing  land s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  r e c r e a -  

t i o n ,  would cons ider  t he  guidance of  r e s e r v o i r  land development a v a l i d  

o b j e c t i v e  far company a c q u i s i t i o n  policies. On the o t h e r  hand, i t  i s  very  



l i k e l y  t h a t  p r iva te  power companies would cooperate with a public  agency 

in te res ted  i n  acquir ing land t o  guide p r iva te  development i n  a  r e se rvo i r  

area.  

111. Land U t i l i z a t i o n  Po l i c i e s  

Reservoir owners may be more w i l l i n g  t o  acquire  land which can serve  

t o  guide rese rvo i r  development i f  they can put t h i s  land t o  some benef ic i a l  

use. A t  the  same time, r e se rvo i r  land u t i l i z a t i o n  p o l i c i e s  can a l s o  serve  

t o  guide the  reservoi r  land development process. For ins tance ,  r e se rvo i r  

owners can prevent development i n  an a rea  by holding land with development 

p o t e n t i a l  o r ,  conversely, promote development by s e l l i n g  lend t o  p r iva te  

developers a t  market o r  below market r a t e s .  O r ,  r e s e r v o i r  owners can 

compete d i r e c t l y  with p r i v a t e  developers i n  the  cons t ruct ion  of r e s i d e n t i a l  

and c o m e r c i a l  f a c i l i t i e s  and i n  t h i s  way inf luence  both the  pace and 

q u a l i t y  of p r iva te  development i n  r e se rvo i r  a reas .  F ina l ly ,  r e se rvo i r  

owners may be a b l e  t o  influence the  loca t ion  decis ions  of p r iva te  developers 

through the  loca t ion  and q u a l i t y  of various r ec rea t ion  and c o m e r c i a l  

f a c i l i t i e s ,  such a s  marinas, launch ramps, parks, and the  l i k e .  The r e a l i z a -  

t i o n  of  t h i s  type of leverage i s  h ighly  dependent upon the  manner i n  which 

shoreland re ta ined by rese rvo i r  owners is cur ren t ly  u t i l i z e d  and rese rvo i r  

owner s a t i s f a c t i o n  with various forms of land u t i l i z a t i o n .  

Residential  Use of Reservoir Owner Land 

About one ha l f  of the  p r iva te  power companies, one q u a r t e r  of the  

Corps of Engineers d i s t r i c t s  and the  Tennessee Valley Authori ty 

cu r ren t ly  have o r  once had rec rea t iona l  co t t age  s i t e  programs. 



"Ihese programs originated with the  pr iva te  power companies during the  

f i r s t  quar ter  of the century. It was noted e a r l i e r  t h a t  p r i v a t e  power 

companies had a tendency t o  acquire vas t  t r a c t s  of shore l ine  land during 

the prewar period. The f i r s t  r ec rea t iona l  cot tage  s i t e  programs were 

i n i t i a t e d  a s  a means of u t i l i z i n g  some of thin land while s a t i s f y i n g  a 

growing public demand f o r  water-oriented recrea t ion  f a c i l i t i e s .  The 

development of r ec rea t iona l  cot tage  s i t e s  f o r  lease  t o  the  public  has 

s ince  served severa l  company purposes. Income from cot tage  s i t e s  covers 

the car ry ing cos t s  (primari ly county ad valorem taxes)  of the land. 

Encroachment and s q u a t t e r  problems are mitigated when a par ty  occupies 

the  land and r c c o g n i z c ~  the  super ior  t i t l e  of the  power company. Tenants 

tend t o  maintain the shore l ine  and prevent indiscriminant  public  

access t o  the  r e se rvo i r ,  thus easing the  companies' survei l lance  task.  

F inal ly ,  the  cot tage  s i t e  programs improve company public  and customer 

r e l a t i o n s .  

Despite these  apparent benef i t s ,  r ec rea t iona l  cot tage  s i t e  programs 

have been almost e n t i r e l y  l imi ted  t o  r e se rvo i r s  on which land was acquired 

p r i o r  t o  World War 11. Power companies viev the program as benef ic i a l  

means of u t i l i z i n g  "excess" land. No power company has acquired land 

expressly f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  use. Nor do power companies claim t o  make a 

p r o f i t  on co t t age  s i t e  programs. Since power companies have acquired 

very l i t t l e  "excess" land on rese rvo i r s  acquired and develaped after the  

War, they have ceased i n i t i a t i n g  cot tage  s i t e  programs. 

Of a l l  of the  power companies i n  the  Southeastern region, only the  

Appalachian Power and Light Company admits t o  viewing r e s i d e n t i a l  land 

development a s  a  po ten t i a l ly  p r o f i t a b l e  company en te rp r i se .  This company 



i s  c u r r e n t l y  eva lua t ing  the  economic f e a s i b i l i t y  of a  land development pro- 

gram on lands acquired ad jacent  t o  Smith Mountain Reservoir .  Other companies, 

however, s t r e s s  t h a t  they a r e  not i n  t he  r e s i d e n t i a l  development bus iness .  

Reasons c i t e d  f o r  t h i s  avers ion  t o  p r o f i t - o r i e n t e d  land development range 

from worries  over the  e f f e c t  of  land development revenues on t h e  company's 

r a t e  base t o  concern over  t he  r e a c t i o n  of the  Federal  Power Coxmission. 

Although they have an  avers ion  t o  "p ro f i t -o r i en t ed"  a s  opposed t o  

"public r e l a t i o n s  -or iented1 '  r e s i d e n t i a l  development, power companies have 

made a v a i l a b l e  a s i g n i f i c a n t  propor t ion  of t he  r e s i d e n t i a l  bu i ld ing  s i t e s  

on Southeas te rn  r e s e r v o i r s ,  As of  t h e  summer of 1969, private power 

companies have developed over  14,000 one-half t o  one a c r e  r e s i d e n t i a l  s i t e s .  

The market va lue  of these  s i t e s  is now between twenty-f ive and f i f t y  m i l l i o n  

d o l l a r s .  The amount of p r i v a t e  co t t age  and home development occurr ing  on 

t h i s  land is not  p rec i se ly  known. Duke Power Company surveys of i t s  l o t  

t enants  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  over  s i x t y  percent  have b u i l t  summer co t t ages  o r  

permanent res idences  . 
P r i o r  t o  t h e  Eisenhower Administrat ion,  both t h e  Tennessee Valley 

Author i ty  and Corps of Engineers pursued f a i r l y  vigorous c o t t a g e  s i t e  

programs. Although over  6,000 co t t age  s i t e s  were developed and leased,  

t h i s  "pr ivate"  use of  publ ic  land became unpopular wi th  the  Government 

dur ing  t h e  1950's and these  l o t s  were so ld .  The Corps s t i l l  has the  

a u t h o r i t y  t o  develop and l e a s e  c o t t a g e  s i t e s ,  but both Corps-wide pol icy 

and sent iment  a t  t he  d i s t r i c t  l e v e l  a r e  a g a i n s t  rev iv ing  co t t age  s i t e  

programs. Most Corps d i s t r i c t s  a r e  s t r o n g l y  committed t o  publ ic  a s  opposed 

t o  p r i v a t e  use of s h o r e l i n e  land. In  a d d i t i o n ,  Corps attempts t o  maintain 

c l o s e  supervision and c o n t r o l  over r e s e r v o i r  shoreland tends t o  be impaired 



by pr iva te  shore l ine  d~ elopment. TVA, on the o ther  hand, views r e s i d e n t i a l  

and o the r  land development a s  benef i c i a l  uses of shore l ine  land, It i s  

cu r ren t ly  considering t h e  development of Timberlake new town on i ts  new 

Te l l i co  Reservoir,  and i n  the  recent  pas t  has encouraged r e s i d e n t i a l  

development programs on rese rvo i r s  constructed under i t s  Tributary Area 

Program. 

The influence of r e s i d e n t i a l  land development programs on t h e  pace 

and q u a l i t y  of development on p r iva te  land i n  a  r e se rvo i r  a rea  is  highly 

dependent on the manner i n  which these  programs a r e  operated. Leases a r e  

t y p i c a l l y  f o r  one o r  f i f t e e n  years .  The s h o r t e r  l eases  o f fe red  by SO= 

companies may not i n h i b i t  bui ld ing on these  l o t s ,  s i n c e  mast companies 

guarantee ( e i t h e r  e x p l i c i t l y  o r  i m p l i c i t l y )  t h a t  they w i l l  purchase any 

improvements i f  the  leases a r e  ever  cancelled.  Cottage s i t e  l o t s  a r e  

genera l ly  leased f o r  much l e s s  than t h e  current  market r a t e  and may be 

t r ans fe r red  by the  lessee with the  approval of the  power company. For 

instance,  Duke Power l eases  wi th  an  annual r e n t  of $120 c u r r e n t l y  s e l l  f o r  

$2,000 t o  $8,000. Guarantied tenure,  the  r i g h t  t o  t r a n s f e r  the  l ease ,  and 

below market r a t e s  a l l  tend t o  make l o t s  developed by p r i v a t e  power companies 

a s  a t t r a c t i v e ,  i f  not  more a t t r a c t i v e ,  than l o t s  which can be o f fe red  f o r  

s a l e  by p r iva te  developers. 

I n  add i t ion ,  l o t s  i n  power company subdivisions usua l ly  have a  number 

of  r e s t r i c t i o n s  which make them d e s i r a b l e  f o r  co t t age  and home investments. 

A number of companies r equ i re  t h a t  any co t t age  b u i l t  i n  t h e i r  subdivision 

be a  minimum s i z e ,  I n  one case  a  power company has e s t ab l i shed  "exclusiva" 

subdivisions where no home under 1500 square f e e t  may be b u i l t .  Companies 

o f t e n  requi re  t h a t  l o c a l  zoning and subdivis ion  regula t ions ,  and, more 



importantly, loca l  o r  s t a t e  s e p t i c  tank regulat ions be m e t ,  F i n a l l y ,  a  

few companies have a policy of reviewing the  plans f o r  any building t o  be 

constructed i n  t h e i r  subdivisions. Thus, a  combination of company co t t age  

s i t e  po l i c i e s  usual ly  assure  a bas ic  s tandard of q u a l i t y  i n  company sub- 

d iv is ions  which keeps them competitive with the  p r iva te  market. 

Thus, the  influence of a company cot tage  s i t e  program on the  residen- 

t i a l  development process i n  a  r e se rvo i r  a rea  may be considerable.  Since 

company cot tage  s i t e s  a r e  evident ly  a s  a t t r a c t i v e  o r  mre a t t r a c t i v e  

than those offered  by o ther  developers and a r e  of fered  a t  below market 

r a t e s ,  a  company co t t age  s i t e  program ahould tend t o  depress t h e  amount of 

development occurring on p r iva te  land. And s ince  p r iva te  developers must 

t o  some extent  compete with power company subdivisions,  these  subdivisions 

should tend t o  upgrade the  o v e r a l l  q u a l i t y  of development i n  a  r e se rvo i r  

a rea .  

The extent  t o  which power company cot tage  s i t e  development p o l i c i e s  

may be manipulated t o  serve public  land use ob jec t ives ,  though, i s  present ly  

l imited.  These programs a r e  primari ly r e s t r i c t e d  t o  and most f u l l y  

developed on o lde r  r e se rvo i r s .  Even on these r e se rvo i r s ,  most of the  land 

power companies a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  devote t o  co t t age  s i t e  use has already been 

developed, Companies have developed s i t e s  sequen t i a l ly  i n  response t o  

public  demand a n d ,  i n  f a c t ,  a r e  genera l ly  unwil l ing to develop 

master plans f o r  the  u l t imate  u t i l i z a t i o n  of  company property. F ina l ly ,  

both the  Federal Power Commission and Bureau of Outdoor Recreation a r e  

opposed t o  fu tu re  p r i v a t e  cot tage  s i t e  development on power company land 

u n t i l  adequate land has been reserved f o r  f u t u r e  public  recrea t ion .  

Thus, while considerable leverage on p r i v a t e  development through company, TVA, 



and Corps of Engineers cot tage  s i t e  programs was once possible,  t h i s  

po ten t i a l  i s  now considerably diminished i n  the  case of p r iva te  power 

companies and not a t  a l l  possible i n  the  case of the  Corps of Engineers. 

Commercial Use of Reservoir Owner Land 

The commercial use of r e se rvo i r  owner land may have severa l  influences 

on the  r e se rvo i r  land development process. The number and q u a l i t y  of  

shore l ine  commercial f a c i l i t i e s  may affect  the  perceived a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  of 

the  r e se rvo i r  a rea  t o  p o t e n t i a l  r e s i d e n t i a l  and rec rea t ion  consumers. The 

locat ion  of commercial f a c i l i t i e s  may increase  the  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  of  nearby 

land t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  developers and consumers. Both of these  p o t e n t i a l  

influences a r e  t o  some extent  mediated by the  conrmercial land use  po l i c i e s  

of r e se rvo i r  owners. 

Five of the  p r i v a t e  power companies i n  the  region have what might be 

termed commercial land use p o l i c i e s .  The soph i s t i ca t ion  of these  p o l i c i e s ,  

though, i s  q u i t e  var ied .  The Alabama Power Company probably has the  

s t ronges t  i n t e r e s t  i n  the  commercial development of r e se rvo i r  shore l ine  

land and has developed po l i c i e s  which appear t o  be representa t ive  of where 

o ther  power companies may be heading. 

A s  with o the r  companies, Alabama Power does not  s e t  a s i d e  land 

s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  commercial use. Both the  timing and loca t ion  of new 

commercial f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  dependent on p r iva te  i n i t i a t i v e .  When a p r iva te  

entrepreneur i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a marina o r  o the r  commercial 

f a c i l i t y  on Alabama Power land, he brings h i s  proposal i n t o  the company. 

Alabama Power w i l l  then negot ia te  with him on the  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be provided, 

the  loca t ion  of the  development, and terms of the  lease.  By u t i l i z i n g  



Alabama Department of Conservation project ions on user  days a t  i t s  reser- 

vo i r ,  the  Company at tempts to  a t t a i n  both adequate commercial f a c i l i t i e s  

a t  i t s  r e se rvo i r s  and a balance of f a c i l i t i e s  which w i l l  keep commercial 

establishments opera t ing  p ro f i t ab ly .  I n  addi t ion ,  the  company tzies to 

screen out opera tors  with poor management a b i l i t y .  

Alabama Power Company commercial leases  a r e  f o r  ten  years ,  provide 

f o r  compensation f o r  improvements i f  the  lease  i s  cancelled,  and a r e  

t r ans fe rab le  with company approval,  Rental begins a t  $300 annually and 

can run t o  $600 gepending on the  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be provided. Alabama Power 
, 

es t imates  t h a t  the  average investment required t o  e s t a b l i s h  a couunercial 

f a c i l i t y  (marina) genera l ly  runs from $15,000 t o  $25,000. 

Of the  o ther  power companies i n  the  region, only Georgia Power has 

developed p o l i c i e s  i n  t h i s  d e t a i l .  The o the r  th ree  companies who devote 

some of t h e i r  land t o  commercial use  merely l i cense  commercial opera tors  

a t  an annual fee  of from $1  t o  $10. The major i ty  of the  p r iva te  power 

companies, however, do not al low any of t h e i r  land t o  be used f e r  commercial 

purposes and have l i t t l e  i n t e r e s t  i n  commercial development. 

The Corps of Engineers, on the  o ther  hand, i s  highly i n t e r e s t e d  i n  

commercial development on i t s  r e se rvo i r s  and has e s t ab l i shed  f a i r l y  uniform 

commercial land use p o l i c i e s .  The goal  of the  Corps i n  planning conxnercial 

f a c i l i t i e s  is  t o  maximize the  number and q u a l i t y  of f a c i l i t i e s  ava i l ab le  

t o  the  publ ic ,  On the  bas i s  of v i s i t a t i o n  es t imates ,  the  Corps determines 

the  type of commercial f a c i l i t i e s  which can be supported a t  a r e se rvo i r .  

Land f o r  comercial areas i s  then located and reserved during the  design 

memorandum and a c q u i s i t i o n  phases of r e se rvo i r  planning and development. 



Like p r iva te  power companies, h w y e r ,  the  Corps does not cons t ruct  

o r  operate commercial f a c i l i t i e s ,  Advertisements which s t a t e  the  minimum 

f a c i l i t i e s  which a r e  desired fo r  the  a reas  reserved a r e  s e n t  out  and 

p r iva te  entrepreneurs a r e  invi ted  t o  submit proposals s p e l l i n g  out  t o  the  

Corps what they w i l l  provide. The Corps then negot ia tes  with p o t e n t i a l  

c o m e r c i a l  concessionaires t o  secure the  maximum poss ib le  f a c i l i t y  develop- 

ment by an entrepreneur with a reasonable amount of experience and adequate 

financing . 
The Corps has two types of commercial concession arrangements. Minor 

concessions a r e  those requi r ing  a p r iva te  investment of $25,000 o r  l e s s  

and a r e  l e t  f o r  a f ixed annual r e n t a l  fo r  f i f t e e n  year terms. Major con- 

cessions r equ i re  a p r iva te  investment of  over $25,000 and a r e  let  f o r  a 

f ixed annual r e n t a l  and a percentage of the  gross (usually between 2%% 

and 5%) fo r  f i f t e e n  year  terms, but  a r e  renegotiable a f t e r  f i v e  years .  

I n  both major and minor concessions, the  concessionaire r e t a i n s  t i t l e  t o  

the  improvements he has made and can s e l l  the  improvements and t r a n s f e r  

the  lease  with the  Corps' approval. 

No Corps d i s t r i c t  was e n t i r e l y  s a t i s f i e d  wi th  the  opera t ion  of i t s  

commercial f a c i l i t i e s ,  Two problems appear to  be universa l .  One, i n d i -  

v iduals  with s u f f i c i e n t  managerial a b i l i t y  a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a t t r a c t ,  

pr imari ly because, two, r e se rvo i r  c o m e r c i a l  operat ions a r e  genera l ly  not 

very p r o f i t a b l e  i n  terms of the investment and labor required. A s  a 

r e s u l t  of these f ac to r s ,  Corps concessionaires o f t e n  do not l i v e  up t o  

t h e i r  proposed investment programs and f a c i l i t i e s  provided t o  the public  

a r e  usual ly  l e s s  than were i n i t i a l l y  slnticipated. 



The Tennessee Valley Authori ty began with a policy s imi la r  t o  t h a t  

of the  Corps, but has abandoned t h i s  i n  favor of a  policy based on p r iva te  

i n i t i a t i v e .  Thus, TVA usual ly  does not  predetermine commercial locat ions ,  

but r e l i e s  on the  judpnent of p o t e n t i a l  commercial operators .  Contrary t o  

both Corps and p r iva te  power company p o l i c i e s ,  TVA does not  lease  commercial 

s i t e s  but p re fe r s  t o  s e l l  land f o r  conrmercial use when and i f  the  demand 

a r i s e s .  The r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t h i s  policy i s  t h a t  investment i n  f a c i l i t i e s  is 

encouraged when an entrepreneur has chosen the  loca t ion  and owns the  land 

on which h i s  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  based. Relying on the  business judgment of i t s  

commercial opera tors ,  TVA's primary concern i n  comsnercial loca t ion  has 

been t h a t  docks and o the r  water based f a c i l i t i e s  do not i n t e r f e r e  with 

navigation. 

A s  with r e s i d e n t i a l  land p o l i c i e s ,  the  ex ten t  t o  which commercial 

po l i c i e s  may cur ren t ly  be manipulated t o  achieve public  land use  objec t ives  

is  very l imi ted .  Only on Corps r e se rvo i r s  ape c o m e r c i a l  loca t ions  de te r -  

mined by the  r e se rvo i r  owner, and even he re  the  timing of development i s  

l a rge ly  a matter  of p r iva te  i n i t i a t i v e .  Nevertheless, almost a l l  shore l ine  

commercial operat ions on rese rvo i r s  requi re  access t o  the  water over r e s e r -  

v o i r  owner land and a r e  sub jec t  t o  some degree of  con t ro l  by the  r e s e r v o i r  

owner. There is  probably a s t rong p o t e n t i a l  f o r  pol icy  coordinat ion 

between r e s e r v o i r  owners and public  agencies. Real iza t ion  of the  f u l l  

leverage of commercial f a c i l i t i e s  on the  land development process, however, 

would requ i re  r e se rvo i r  owners t o  provide the  improvements a s  we l l  a s  the  

land f o r  c o m e r c i a l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  although they might s t i l l  continue the  

present  policy of cont rac t ing  out  the  opera t ion  of these f a c i l i t i e s .  



Industrial Use of Reservoir Owner Land 

Industrial land development may influence the reservoir land develop- 

ment process by providing employment opportunities in the reservoir area 

and by influencing the desirability of adjacent lands for non-industrial 

use. 

Current industrial land use on private power reservoirs is extremely 

limited. The most frequent industrial uses found on these reservoirs are 

steam plants and municipal water works. This situation would seem to be 

the result of two factors. First, most water-oriented industrial establish- 

ments seek river as opposed to reservoir sites. Water pollution problems 

are evidently one of the prime considerations in this locational choice. 

Second, and probably most importantly, most private power companies do not 

actively promote the industrial use of their reservoirs, The most fre- 

quently cited reason for this poiicy is the problem of getting FPC approval 

for any type of industrial shoreline use. Another factor may be a desire 

by power companies to avoid additional competition for reservoir water. 

Those power companies with industrial or area development departments 

generally look for river sites with good rail and road access for new 

industrial locations rather than reservoir sites. While power companies 

are very interested in steam power facilities, the inflexible location 

requirements of these plants considerably limit their value as a means of 

influencing the reservoir area development process in a controlled manner. 

The Corps of Engineers is legally authorized to make shoreline land 

available for industrial use, However, in most Corps districts this land 

use alternative is rarely given much attention. Exceptions to this 

generalization include the occasional use of Corps land for steam plants, 



municipal and i n d u s t r i a l  water supply intake f a c i l i t i e s ,  and f r e i g h t  

terminals on navigable waterways. Also, a t  l e a s t  one Corps d i s t r i c t  has  

sold land with i n d u s t r i a l  po ten t i a l  t o  a l o c a l  i n d u s t r i a l  development 

au thor i ty  (which has g e t  t o  f ind  an occupant f o r  the  s i t e ) ,  It should be 

noted, however, t h a t  i n  most of the  above cases the  i n i t i a t i v e  f o r  the  

i n d u s t r i a l  use of Corps hand d i d  not o r i g i n a t e  with the  Corps. Like p r i v a t e  

power companies, the  apparent lack of i n t e r e s t  i n  shore l ine  land by variotis 

water-oriented indus t r i e s  is r e f l e c t e d  i n  a lack  of Corps i n t e r e s t  o r  

enthusiasm i n  t h i s  type of land use. 

Of the  r e se rvo i r  owners i n  the  Southeast,  t he  Tennessee Valley Authority 

has pursued the  most a c t i v e  policy of iden t i fy ing  and reserving land wi th  

i n d u s t r i a l  po ten t i a l .  This usual ly  comes about a s  a r e s u l t  of cooperat ive 

i n d u s t r i a l  development a c t i v i t i e s  with l o c a l  chambers of commerce, indus- 

t r i a l  development d i s t r i c t s ,  and the  l i k e .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  t he re  has been a 

considerable amount of i n d u s t r i a l  development on TVA r e se rvo i r s .  It should 

be noted, however, t h a t  most of t h i s  development has been by t r anspor ta t ion-  

or iented  r a t h e r  than water-oriented industry.  

For the  most p a r t ,  then, r e se rvo i r  owner manipulation of i n d u s t r i a l  

loca t ions  o r  employment oppor tuni t ies  i n  r e s e r v o i r  a reas  does not appear 

t o  be a f e a s i b l e  means of con t ro l l ing  the  r e s e r v o i r  land development process. 

I n  t h i s  regard,  i n d u s t r i a l  land use policy w i l l  only be important i n  those 

cases where r e se rvo i r  and community development objec t ives  a r e  merged. 

This has occurred on Tennessee Valley Authority r e se rvo i r s ,  most notably 

the current  T e l l i c o  p ro jec t .  Wider app l i ca t ion  would depend, however, on 

r a t h e r  l a rge  changes i n  the  a t t i t u d e s  toward rese rvo i r  development and 

u t i l i z a t i o n  by both fede ra l  agencies and p r iva te  power companies. 



Recreational Use of Reservoir Owner Land 

The primary public  u t i l i z a t i o n  of r e se rvo i r  shorelands, e i t h e r  a t  

p r iva te  r e s i d e n t i a l  s i t e s  o r  i n  public  a reas ,  i s  f o r  recrea t ion .  The 

extent  of r ec rea t ion  development a t  a r e se rvo i r  influences i t s  o v e r a l l  

a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  t o  p o t e n t i a l  consumers. The concentrat ion of r ec rea t iona l  

f a c i l i t i e s  a t  given s i t e s  a f f e c t s  p r iva te  r e s i d e n t i a l  shore l ine  locat ion  

decisions and undoubtedly has a c r u c i a l  influence on the  loca t ion  of 

reservoi r -or iented  r e s i d e n t i a l  development occurring away from the  shore- 

l i n e .  Control of  the  locat ion  and q u a l i t y  of r ec rea t iona l  f a c i l i t i e s  

o f f e r s  one important means of influencing the  r e se rvo i r  a rea  development 

procas s . 
Private  power companies appear t o  be genera l ly  uninteres ted  i n  the  

development of public  recrea t ion  a reas .  Pas t  pol icy  has been t o  make 

t r a c t s  of land a v a i l a b l e  t o  almost any public  o r  quasi-public body w i l l i n g  

to  invest  i n  r ec rea t ion  f a c i l i t i e s .  However, l o c a l  governmental u n i t s ,  

especia l ly  i n  the  r u r a l  a reas  where most l a rge  multipurpose rese rvo i r s  

a r e  constructed,  genera l ly  do not have t h e  i n c l i n a t i o n  o r  funds for t h i s  

type of investment. Most s t a t e  r ec rea t ion  departments a r e  only in te res ted  

i n  very lgrge t r a c t s  of land and, although some very l a rge  s t a t e  parks a r e  

located on p r iva te  power r e se rvo i r s ,  they cannot develop many reservoi r -  

or iented  f a c i l i t i e s  and a reas .  S t a t e  f i s h  and game departments have been 

a c t i v e  i n  taking over access s i t e s  from power companies (usual ly  abandoned 

road ends) ,  but  genera l ly  lack the  funds f o r  more than cursory f a c i l i t y  

development and maintenance. As a r e s u l t  of these  f ac to r s ,  the re  is l i k e l y  

t o  be a grave and continuing problem i n  jus t  g e t t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  constructed,  

much l e s s  c o n t r o l l i n g  t h e i r  loca t ion  and charac te r ,  on p r iva te  power 

r e se rvo i r s .  



This s i t u a t i o n  has been recognized by the  Federal Power Commission. 

Current FPC policy requi res  t h a t  p r iva te  power companies f i l e  r ec rea t ion  

plans (Exhibit R) f o r  l icensed rese rvo i r  shore l ine  a reas ,  which demonstrate 

t h a t  present  and fu tu re  r ec rea t iona l  demands a r e  being o r  w i l l  be s a t i s f i e d .  

Unfortunately, these documents a r e  o f t e n  devoted t o  e l abora te  demonstrations 

t h a t  a l l  f u t u r e  r ec rea t ion  requirements can be met by the  "underuti l ized" 

rec rea t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  which a r e  cu r ren t ly  ava i l ab le .  Despite FPC in ten-  

t ions  o r  hopes, mst p r iva te  power companies i n  the  Southeast appear t o  

have l i t t l e  i n t e n t i o n  of acquir ing  a d d i t i o n a l  land f o r  r ec rea t iona l  pur- 

poses a t  e x i s t i n g  rese rvo i r s  o r  inves t ing  company funds i n  the  development 

and opera t ion  of r ec rea t ion  a reas .  

This s i t u a t i o n  i s  not a s  bleak on new rese rvo i r s  b u i l t  f o r  hydro- 

e l e c t r i c  purposes. Here the  new FPC rec rea t ion  policy can assu re  t h a t  

lands adequate t o  m e e t  f u t u r e  r e c r e a t i o n a l  needs a r e  acquired by power 

companies and r e s e w e d  pending some governmental i n i t i a t i v e  t o  u t i l i z e  

them. Again, however, two f a c t o r s  l i m i t  the  e f fec t iveness  of t h i s  policy.  

Most important i s  the  lack of l o c a l  funds o r  widespread s t a t e  i n t e r e s t  i n  

r e se rvo i r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  development. Of g r e a t e r  f u t u r e  import neay be the  

f a c t  t h a t  many new rese rvo i r s  a r e  f o r  cooling atomic o r  f o s s i l  f u e l  

generat ing systems and a r e  not regula ted  by the  Federal  Power Commission. 

I n  sum, the  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  inf luencing the  land development process an 

p r i v a t e  power company rese rvo i r s  through rec rea t ion  f a c i l i t y  p o l i c i e s  is  

not very b r igh t .  

This is  d e f i n i t e l y  not  the  case  on Corps of Engineers r e se rvo i r s .  

Since World War I1 the  Corps has paid an  increas ing amount of a t t e n t i o n  

t o  public recrea t ion .  During the  i n i t i a l  phases of p ro jec t  design the  



Corps secures est imates of fu ture  recrea t ion  demand, t r a n s l a t e s  these 

est imates i n t o  area  and f a c i l i t y  terms, and devises a  program of recrea-  

t i o n  development. This program o r  plan serves a s  a  guide i n  land aoqu i s i -  

t i o n  and guarantees t h a t  adequate land resources a r e  acquired and reserved 

f o r  f u t u r e  public  r ec rea t iona l  use, I n  add i t ion  t o  acquir ing adequate 

lands f o r  public  r ec rea t ion ,  the  Corps has invested heavily i n  recent  years 

i n  the  cons t ruct ion  and maintenance of r ec rea t ion  a reas  and f a c i l i t i e s .  

It i s  very l i k e l y  t h a t  l o c a l  land use objec t ives  f o r  the  reservoi r  a rea  

could be considered i n  the  planning and development of these Corps recrea-  

t i o n  a reas ,  

The Tennessee Valley Authority has followed a r ec rea t ion  policy c l o s e r  

t o  t h a t  of p r iva te  power companies than the  Corps of Engineers. TVA 

genera l ly  does not develop and maintain r ec rea t ion  a reas  (except a t  dam 

s i t e s ) ,  but p re fe r s  t o  make land a v a i l a b l e  t o  s t a t e  and l o c a l  governmental 

u n i t s  f o r  t h i s  p.errpose. However, the  amount of r ec rea t iona l  planning and 

coordinat ion with l o c a l  government which preceded land a c q u i s i t i o n  on 

most TVA rese rvo i r s  was very l imited.  Although TVA now provides l o c a l  

governmental u n i t s  with technica l  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  r ec rea t ion  f a c i l i t y  s i t e  

design, the  f a c t o r s  noted above which genera l ly  l i m i t  l o c a l  governmental 

r e se rvo i r  r ec rea t iona l  investments have a l s o  operated on TVA r e se rvo i r s .  

So, l i k e  the  p r i v a t e  power case,  s i n c e  the  i n i t i a t i v e  f o r  f a c i l i t y  locat ion  

and, most importantly,  the  timing of f a c i l i t y  development genera l ly  comes 

from s t a t e  o r  l o c a l  governmental u n i t s ,  the  use of r ec rea t iona l  policy to  

guide land development on e x i s t i n g  TVA rese rvo i r s  probably has l imited 

po ten t i a l .  



of .  Reservoir O T ~ . T U X $  

A very high proportion of both p r iva te  power company and Corps of 

Engineers reservoi r  land holdings a r e  cu r ren t ly  i n  f o r e s t  and a g r i c u l t u r a l  

use. For p r iva te  power companies, timber operat ions provide a revenue 

producing use of land which a l s o  f a c i l i t a t e s  company watershed protec t ion  

and su rve i l l ance  objec t ives .  Most importantly, however, f o r e s t r y  operat ions 

cover the  holding c o s t s  of land pending company decisions on a higher use 

f o r  i t s  property. For the  Corps of  Engineers, fo res t ry  operat ions a r e  a  

means of both watershed protec t ion  and landscape enhancement. The Corps 

does not manage i t s  lands t o  produce a monetary re tu rn ,  so timber c u t t i n g  

i s  l imited t o  t h a t  required t o  maintain heal thy timber s tands.  Like 

p r iva te  power companies, the  Corps views f o r e s t r y  opera t ions  a s  a  useful  

"holding s t a t u s "  f o r  land pending the  demand f o r  uses such a s  public  

recreat ion.  

The Tennessee Valley Author i ty ' s  emphasis on iden t i fy ing  a f u t u r e  

use f o r  a l l  lands i t  r e t a i n s  and consequent tendency t o  dispose of  l a rge  

t r a c t s  of "surplus" land has l e f t  i t  without the  resources t o  pursue a 

well  developed f o r e s t r y  program. Rather than manage timber lands i t s e l f ,  

TVA has t r ans fe r red  vas t  t r a c t s  of timberland t o  t h e  U. S, Forest  Service 

and National Park Service.  What f o r e s t  lands TVA r e t a i n s  a r e  i n  a t r a n s i -  

t i o n a l  use o r  a r e  kept f o r  experimental purposes. 

The value of f o r e s t  land uses i n  guiding rese rvo i r  land development 

l i e s  i n  the  provision of a  means by which land can "pay i t s  way" pending 

development i n  an urban o r  r ec rea t ion  use,  Successful timber opera t ions  

have re l ieved much of the  pressure f o r  power companies t o  s e l l  land i n  

order  t o  escape high holding cos t s .  They have f a c i l i t a t e d  maintenance 



of un i f i ed  shoreland ownership and con t ro l  and allowed power ccnupanies, i n  

p a r t i c u l a r ,  t o  i n d e f i n i t e l y  postpone land u t i l i z a t i o n  dec is ions .  The 

opt ions  which remain a v a i l a b l e  f o r  guiding development on e x i s t i n g  reser- 

v o i r s  through land u t i l i z a t i o n  p o l i c i e s  a r e  kept  open by f o r e s t  uses  on 

remaining uncommitted r e s e r v o i r  owner lands. 

IV, Land Sa le s  P o l i c i e s  

While a ma jo r i t y  of the  r e s e r v o i r  owners i n  t h e  Southeast  have chosen 

t o  r e t a i n  "excess" land acqui red  dur ing  r e s e r v o i r  cons t ruc t ion  i n  one of 

t h e  uses d iscussed  above, a number of r e s e r v o i r  owners have so ld  

var ious  landholdings. Reservoir  owner land s a l e s  p o l i c i e s  have a g r e a t  

p o t e n t i a l  f o r  u se  i n  inf luenc ing  r e s e r v o i r  land development. For i n s t ance ,  

r a t h e r  than c r e a t e  i t s  own r e s i d e n t i a l  subd iv i s ions ,  r e s e r v o i r  owners could 

encourage r e s i d e n t i a l  and o t h e r  types of development a t  va r ious  loca t ions  

by s e l l i n g  land a t  market o r  below market r a t e s .  A t  t h e  present  t ime, 

though, t he  s a l e s  p o l i c i e s  of Southeas te rn  r e s e r v o i r  owners vary  cons iderably  

both i n  t h e  amount and type of land holdings agencies  a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  s e l l .  

Two s u b s i d i a r i e s  of ALCOA, Yadkin Incorporated and Nantahal la  Power 

and Light  Company, have had t h e  pol icy  of s e l l i n g  a l l  of t h e i r  land not  

a c t u a l l y  used f o r  power product ion purposes. Nantahal la  Power has now 

so ld  almost a l l  of the  s h o r e l i n e  land i t  o r i g i n a l l y  acquired.  Yadkin 

Incorporated s o l d  much of i t s  landholdings around two r e s e r v o i r s  deveioped 

i n  t he  1930's .  This  po l icy  is  now defunct  and t h e  company i s  cons ider ing  

a c t i v e  development of i t s  ex tens ive  landholdings around two newer r e s e r v o i r s ,  

Both companies ' l ibera l  land s a l e s  p o l i c i e s  were pursued i n  a n  e f f o r t  t o  



reduce taxes and s t imula te  the loca l  economy by put t ing  a g r i c u l t u r a l  b n d  

back i n t o  production. 

Two o the r  companies, Virginia E l e c t r i c  and Power and South Carolina 

E l e c t r i c  and Gas, have po l i c i e s  of s e l l i n g  a l l  of t h e i r  shore l ine  land hold- 

ings not being used fo r  power production and r e s e r v o i r  maintenance, o r  held 

f o r  f u t u r e  public  recrea t ion .  SCEGS w i l l  only s e l l  shore l ine  land t o  ad-  

jacent landowners, while VEPCO w i l l  s e l l  t o  anyone who w i l l  use the  land i n  

a manner which is not harmful t o  the  primary purpose (power ~ r o d u c t i o n )  of 

i t s  r e se rvo i r .  Alabama Power Company subdivided and so ld  l o t s  o f f  seve ra l  

i so la ted  parce ls  of company land on a r ecen t ly  developed rese rvo i r .  In 

each of the  above cases the  company sold  land which i t  could not  c l e a r l y  

iden t i fy  with the  company's primary ob jec t ive  of  producing e l e c t r i c i t y .  

Most r e se rvo i r  owners, however, do not o r  only spar ingly  s e l l  r e se rvo i r  

shorelands. Several  reasons can be c i t e d  f o r  t h i s  policy.  I n e r t i a  i s  

probably a major f ac to r .  Once land has been acquired, i t  i s  e a s i e r  t o  

r e t a i n  than s e l l .  Control is another  major f ac to r .  Nost r e se rvo i r  owners 

d e s i r e  t o  con t ro l  a c t i v i t i e s  on and surrounding t h e i r  r e se rvo i r s ,  a t  l e a s t  

t o  the  extent  af s ide t racking any a c t i v i t y  which may prove det r imenta l  t o  

the  purposes o f  the  projec t .  This is much e a s i e r  when land i s  owned. A 

t h i r d  f a c t o r  is tha t  most r e s e r v o i r  owners do not l e t  t h e i r  land stand i d l e .  

Uses a r e  found which e i t h e r  increase  the  benef i t s  of  the  projec t  t o  the 

owner o r  public ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  balance t h e  cos t s  of holding the  land pending 

l a t e r  decisions.  F inal ly ,  the  Federal Power Commission has now concerned 

i t s e l f  with power company land sales and w i l l  not approve land t r a n s f e r s  

which would t h r e a t e n  the i n t e g r i t y  of a r e se rvo i r  owner's r ec rea t ion  land 

use plan,  



In  the case of the  Corps of Engineers, there  has been l i t t l e  incent ive  

f o r  the  Corps t o  s e l l  land and it general ly has not.  During the  Eisenhower 

Administration some land was1irurp~ossd," such a s  most cot tage  s i t e s ,  but  

t h i s  was but a small f r a c t i o n  of Corps held shore l ine  land. Current Corps 

po l i c i e s  which s t r e s s  the  public  use of r e se rvo i r  lands mediate aga ins t  

the  s a l e  of land t o  p r iva te  individuals  o r  entrepreneurs.  

The Tennessee Valley Authority has followed a policy of s e l l i n g  o r  

t r a n s f e r r i n g  t o  o ther  agencies a l l  lands not i d e n t i f i e d  with a s p e c i f i c  

p ro jec t  purpose. This policy was accelera ted  during the  Eisenhower 

Administration so t h a t ,  although i t s  d e f i n i t i o n  of p ro jec t  purposes i s  

r a t h e r  broad, TVA a c t u a l l y  so ld  over 150,000 ac res  and t r ans fe r red  over 

170,000 ac res  of  Land t o  o the r  agencies. This policy was so vigorous t h a t  

land s a l e s  a r e  not l i k e l y  t o  be an  e f f e c t i v e  policy i n  guiding growth on 

e x i s t i n g  TVA reservoi rs .  

I n  sum, land s a l e s  po l i c i e s  do not appear t o  have much p o t e n t i a l  a s  

a r e se rvo i r  land development guidance too l .  P r iva te  power companies a r e  

increas ingly  wary of s e l l i n g  land and a r e  not  acquir ing  much excess land 

t o  s e l l  on new r e s e r v o i r s ;  the  Corps' philosophy of public  use mediates 

agains t  land s a l e s ;  and TVA does not  have much uncommitted land l e f t  t o  

s e l l  i n  t h i s  rrizcner. 

V. Land Management Po l i c i e s  

I n  add i t ion  t o  land acqu i s i t ion ,  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  and s a l e s  p o l i c i e s ,  

another  means by which rese rvo i r  owners can p o t e n t i a l l y  influence the  

r e se rvo i r  a rea  land development process i s  through regula t ions  governing 

the  use of t h e i r  lands by adjacent  landowners. This comprehends such land 



management po l i c i e s  a s  those regula t ing  access t o  a r e se rvo i r  over 

r e se rvo i r  owner lands,  c l ea r ing  l i n e s  of s i g h t  from adjacent  p r iva te  

property t o  a r e se rvo i r ,  use of r e se rvo i r  owner lands a s  extensions of 

adjacent  r e s i d e n t i a l  proper t ies  ( including c l e a r i n g  of knderbrush, con- 

s t r u c t i o n  of s t eps ,  outdoor l i g h t s ,  barbeques, and the  l i k e ) ,  and the  con- 

s t r u c t i o n  of  boat docks and ramps. These p o l i c i e s  showld influence the  

r e l a t i v e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of adjacent  land and i n  t h i s  way may o f f e r  another  

means of c o n t r o l l i n g  the  probability t h a t  various tract$ of land w i l l  be 

developed. 

P r iva te  power company po l i c i e s  i n  t h i s  a r e a  vary considerably. No 

company t o t a l l y  prevents adjacent  owners from gaining access  t o  t h e i r  

r e se rvo i r s  over company lands. Where p o l i c i e s  vary most widely is i n  the  
i 

exclusiveness of the  r i g h t s  t o  company land t h a t  a r e  granted t o  these  

adjacent  owners. A t  one extreme, a number of power companies al low i n d i s -  

criminant access over t h e i r  lands by adjacent  landowners and the  public  a t  
i 

la rge .  This policy has produced two problems which have induced a number 

of o the r  companies t o  r egu la te  access.  One is  the  complaints 6f adjacent  

landowners who d i s l i k e  the  public  using company land between t h e i r  property 

and the  r e se rvo i r .  Second, and most important, i s  encroachnenl? o f  adjacent  

landowners on rese rvo i r  owner land and the  subsequent loss  of cbmpany lands 

through adverse possession s u i t s .  

Because the  cos t  of constant  su rve i l l ance  of t h e i r  v a s t  landholdings 

i s  p roh ib i t ive ,  seve ra l  companies have developed po l i c i e s  which provide 
\ 

adjacent  owners the  r i g h t  t o  access over company lands providing the  company 

is  e i t h e r  compensated o r  i t s  super ior  claim t o  the  Land is recognized through 

a lea$e o r  easement agreement. For ins tance ,  t h e  Virginia E l e c t r i c  and 



Power Company has granted an easement t o  adjacent  landowners f o r  exclusive 

use of the  shore l ine  of Lake Gaston on the  North Carolina-Virginia border. 

This policy reduced the  p r i ce  of  shore l ine  land acquired by VEPCO and 

served company public  r e l a t i o n s  by assur ing  adjacent  landowners t h a t  

'Is t rangers"  would not be picnicking o r  camping on t h e i r  doorstep. The 

Alabama Power Company and the  Georgia Power Conpany lease land s t r i p s  

between adjacent  property and t h e i r  r e se rvo i r s  t o  adjacent  owners f o r  a  

nominal fee .  This serves t o  maintain the  super ior  claim of the  company 

t o  the  land while grant ing  adjacent  landowners i t s  exclusive use. F inal ly ,  

the  South Carolina E l e c t r i c  and Gas Company has a policy of s e l l i n g  r a t h e r  

than leas ing shore l ine  " s t r ip"  holdings t o  adjacent  landowners. Each of 

these l a t t e r  p o l i c i e s  gives shore l ine  landowners c e r t a i n  exclusive r i g h t s  

t o  company owned shore l ine  land -- most importantly, the  r i g h t  t o  exclude 

the  general  public  from t h i s  land. This r i g h t  should serve  t o  make these 

proper t ies  more d e s i r a b l e  than shore l ine  land which i s  subjec t  t o  public 

use o r  which i s  n e i t h e r  a v a i l a b l e  t o  adjacent  landowners nor the  public  a t  

large.  

P r iva te  power companies i n  the  Southeast region a r e  becoming increasingly 

concerned about the r egu la t ion  of boat docks and boat houses on t h e i r  r e s e r -  

v o i r s ,  While a t  present  a  majori ty of these  companies do not cont ro l  the  

cons t ruct ion  of docks by adjacent  owners, seve ra l  p e r s i s t e n t  problems a r e  

leading them i n  t h i s  d i rec t ion .  Unregulated p r i v a t e  dock const ruct ion  o f t e n  

r e s u l t s  i n  the  e r e c t i o n  of substandard docks and boathouses i d ~ i c h  rapid ly  

d e t e r i o r a t e  and break up, r e s u l t i n g  i n  f l o a t i n g  debr is  which a r e  hazardous 

t o  boaters  and water  s k i e r s .  Docks occas ional ly  contain human hab i t a t ions  

with inadequate s a n i t a r y  f a c i l i t i e s ,  thus c rea t ing  a se r ious  hea l th  hazard. 



A more common problem, however, i s  the  locat ion  of docks i n  such a manner 

a s  t o  obs t ruct  the  water access of adjacent  l o t s .  Combined with the  

general  uns ight l iness  of numerous docks and boathouses on a r e se rvo i r ,  

these types of problems have produced a number of complaints from lakeshore 

landowners and the  general  public which both damage company public  r e l a t i o n s  

and a r e  cos t ly  i n  terms of the personnel time occupied i n  inves t iga t ion  

and reso lu t ion  of individual  problem s i tua t ions .  

P r iva te  power company po l i c i e s  which have been developed i n  t h i s  

a r e a  genera l ly  hinge on the l icens ing of p r i v a t e  docks and boat houses. 

These l icenses  a r e  f r e e l y  granted f o r  a nominal f e e  (usual ly  j u s t  adequate 

t o  cover the c o s t s  of administer ing the  l i cens ing  program) and al low 

companies t o  c o r r e c t  problems i n  cons t ruct ion  and locat ion  of docks before 

they a r i s e .  No companies, however, have attempted t o  r e s t r i c t  the  number 

of docks on t h e i r  r e se rvo i r s .  

Corps of Engineers po l i c i e s  on access and use of public shorelands by 

adjacent  property owners have been c l e a r c u t  and f a i r l y  c o n s i s t e n t  over 

Corps d i s t r i c t s  i n  the  Southeast.  With few exceptions,  these p o l i c i e s  

speci fy  t h a t  the  e n t i r e  shorel ineko# a rese rvo i r  i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  public  

use without charge. ~d jacent! property owners a r e  never given exclusive 
d 

r i g h t s  t o  the  u s e  of shore l ine  land. However, most Corps d i s t r i c t s  once 

pursued re la t ed  po l i c i e s  which may have had the  ne t  e f f e c t  of al lowing 

p r iva te  shore l ine  use. For instance,  the  Corps usual ly  granted permits t o  

adjacent  owners t o  c l e a r  underbrush, t h i n  trees, t e r r a c e  h i l l s i d e s ,  con- 

s t r u c t  paths and s t e p s ,  and bui ld  boat ramps, docks, and houses on public  

land. Each of these p r iva te  improvements of public  land connoted p r iva te  

property and probably discouraged public  use of t h i s  land. This e f f e c t  



has occurred i n  o ther  cases where the  boundary of publ ic  property was never 

surveyed and monumented, so  t h a t  encroachment on and use of pub l i c  lands by 

adjacent  privage landowners was f a i r l y  common. 

The Corps is  aware of the  e f f e c t s  of the  above p rac t i ces  and has been 

taking vigorous s t eps  t o  a s su re  t h a t  a l l  public  lands a r e  equal ly  ava i l ab le  

t o  the  e n t i r e  public .  It i s  now a common policy among Corps d i s t r i c t s  t o  

discourage a l l  p r iva te  modificat ion of public  lands, such a s  c l ea r ing ,  

t e r rac ing ,  and the  l i k e .  When these  p rac t i ces  a r e  allowed, property owners 

a r e  warned t h a t  they cannot discourage use of -adjacent  shorelando by the  

general  public .  The Corps i s  surveying and monumenting the  boundaries of 

public  lands on a l l  new rese rvo i r  p ro jec t s  and i s  sys temat ica l ly  surveying, 

monumenting, and removing encroachments on a number of o lde r  r e se rvo i r s .  

The only remaining "pr iva te t t  use of public  land which w i l l  continue t o  be 

boat docks. Here Corps d i s t r i c t s  a r e  o f t e n  p roh ib i t ing  new pr iva te  docks 

wi th in  th ree  t o  f i v e  miles of marinas and encouraging group r a t h e r  than 

individual  docks elsewhere. A l l  Corps d i s t r i c t s  now l i c e n s e  docks and 

requ i re  t h a t  s p e c i f i c  ma te r i a l ,  design,  and loca t iona l  s tandards a r e  m e t .  

The Tennessee Valley Authori ty policy i n  t h i s  a r e a  i s  one of f r e e  

public  use of land access over a l l  Authori ty lands f o r  reservoi r -or iented  

recrea t ion .  However, TVA i e  very l e n i e n t  toward the  use of its shore l ine  

land t o  enhance the  r e s i d e n t i a l  use of adjacent  p roper t i e s ,  allowing c l e a r -  

ing,  t e r rac ing ,  and o the r  p r a c t i c e s  which were once common on Corps r e s e r -  

vo i r s .  TVA l i censes  boat docks and w i l l  r equ i re  styrofoam const ruct ion  on 

a l l  docks by 1972, but does not t r y  t o  l i m i t  the  number of  docks constructed 

o r  t h e i r  loca t ion  except where c o n f l i c t s  with navigat ion would occur. 



U t i l i z a t i o n  of land management po l i c i e s  t o  guide rese rvo i r  development, 

then, appears to  have some considerable promise on p r i v a t e  power and 

Tennessee Valley Authority r e se rvo i r s ,  where adjacent  landowners a r e  commonly 

~ i v c n  pr iv i leges  i n  the  use of shore l ine  land;  but ,  i s  not l i k e l y  t o  be used 

on Corps of Engineers r e se rvo i r s ,  where these  p r iv i l eges  a r e  not  allowed. 

I n  the former case,  r e se rvo i r  owners could e s t a b l i s h  " r e s i d e n t i a l  use" and 

"public use" zones of shore l ine  land. I n  r e s i d e n t i a l  use zones adjacent  

landowners would be allowed t o  make f r e e  use of shore l ine  land owned by the  

r e se rvo i r  ovmer, t r e a t i n g  rese rvo i r  owner land a s  an extension of t h e i r  own 

property. I n  public  use zones, however, adjacent  landowners would have no 

exclusive r i g h t s  t o  the  shore l ine  and, i n  f a c t ,  might be kept  from d i r e c t  

access t o  the  r e se rvo i r  by fences. I n  t h i s  o r  some l ikemanner ,  land 

management p o l i c i e s  could exe r t  a  considerable amount of leverage on r e s e r -  

v o i r  land development pa t t e rns .  

VI. Coordination and Cooperation with Other figencier; 

Most of the  r e se rvo i r  owner p o l i c i e s  discussed above could conceivably 

be appl ied  u n i l a t e r a l l y  by r e se rvo i r  owners, To be most e f f e c t i v e ,  however, 

they should be pursued coordinately wi th  l o c a l  o r  s t a t e  governmental land 

use regula t ions  and po l i c i e s .  Thus, an  important va r i ab le  i n  any land 

development guidance program which i n  p a r t  r e l i e s  on rese rvo i r  owner p o l i c i e s  

i s  the  owner's a t t i t u d e s  and experience i n  working with l o c a l  government. 

I n  genera l ,  p r i v a t e  power companies a r e  very a c t i v e  i n  seeking out  

loca l  o f f i c i a l s  and e s t a b l i s h i n g  working re la t ionsh ips  with loca l  govern- 

mental agencies. This policy stems i n  p a r t  from the  f a c t  t h a t  power companies 



conduct business i n  these communities. They have a s t ake  i n  the  a t t r a c t i v e -  

ness and economic prosper i ty  of t h e i r  se rv ice  a reas .  Also, t o  s a t i s f y  the  

growing FPC concern with r ec rea t ion ,  p r iva te  power companies a r e  very in-  

t e res t ed  i n  persuading municipal and county o f f i c i a l s  t o  u t i l i z e  crsWllY 

land i n  cons t ruct ing  and operat ing public r ec rea t ion  f a c i l i t i e s .  

Power company success i n  generat ing l o c a l  i n t e r e s t  i n  the  u t i l i z a t i o n  

of t h e i r  r e se rvo i r s ,  however, has been q u i t e  varied.  Usually, these 

companies have found t h a t  they cannot achieve t h e i r  objec t ives  by s i t t i n g  back 

wait ing f o r  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  t o  a c t .  Rather they must s e l l  j u r i sd ic -  

t ions  on the  necess i ty  of land use regula t ions  and public  r ec rea t iona l  

f a c i l i t i e s  and then show l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  how to  proceed i n  achieving these 

objec t ives .  

Even with a hard s a l e s  job, however, l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  i n  ju r i sd ic t ions  

around Alabama Power Company r e s e r v o i r s  have general ly ignored company 

overtures.  APC, as a r e s u l t ,  has e s t ab l i shed  a program of seminars which 

educate landowners and land developers i n  r e se rvo i r  a reas  on the  f i n a n c i a l  

advantages and technica l  means of c rea t ing  w e l l  planned and soundly con- 

ceived r e s i d e n t i a l  r ec rea t ion  communities. The company repor ts  a con- 

s ide rab le  degree of success i n  t h i s  program, with r e s u l t s  s i m i l a r  t o  those 

t h a t  would have been accomplished by l o c a l  zoning and subdivision regula-  

t ions .  Several  o ther  power companies, however, have been instrumental  i n  

the  establishment of planning agencies with the  a u t h o r i t y  t o  administer  

zoning and subdivision regula t ions .  For ins tance ,  the  Appalachian Power 

Company promoted the  establishment of the  Reservoirs Regional Planning 

Commission by the cour;ties around Smith Hountain Reservoir i n  

Virginia.  Carolina Power and Light Company devised the  idea of the  



Person-Caswell County Lake Authority, which i s  a  s p e c i a l  d i s t r i c t  e s t ab l i shed  

fo r  the  s p e c i f i c  purpose of regula t ing  land use and opera t ing  r e c r e a t i o n  

f a c i l i t i e s  on Carolina Power Lake (Hyco Reservoir) ,  Fur ther ,  the  company 

assured the  f inanc ia l  v i a b i l i t y  of the Authority by giving i t  the  r i g h t  t o  

c o l l e c t  access and dock fees  from adjacent  landowners who wish t o  use  -a 

company owned s t r i p  of land around the  periphery of the  r e se rvo i r .  Almost 

a l l  power companies encourage t h e i r  employees t o  take an a c t i v e  r o l e  i n  

loca l  a f f a i r s  and power company personnel can be found on many planning 

boards i n  the  region. I n  sum, p r i v a t e  power companies have had the  economic 

motivation and l o c a l  i n t e r e s t  and contac ts  t o  achieve a  considerable m ~ u n t  

of success working with loca l  communities and t h e i r  governments. 

Corps d i s t r i c t  o f f i c e s  r epor t  considerably less success i n  t h e i r  

deal ings with l o c a l  governmental o f f i c i a l s ,  I n  comparison wi th  p r iva te  

power company r e s e r v o i r s ,  fewer Corps r e se rvo i r s  have had land use plans 

o r  zoning and subdivision regula t ions  appl ied  t o  adjacent  lands. Corps 

experience with l o c a l  opera t ion  of r ec rea t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  has been so bad 

t h a t  severa l  d i s t r i c t s  now re fuse  t o  al low count ies  t o  opera te  r ec rea t ion  

f a c i l i t i e s  on Corps land. Several  reasons can be c i t e d  f o r  t h i s  s i tua t ion .  

Most importantly, perhaps, is the  comunicat ion  gap e x i s t i n g  between pro- 

f e s s iona l  personnel on Corps s t a f f s  and nonprofessional l o c a l  governmental 

personnel. I n  add i t ion ,  the Corps has o f t e n  taken the  a t t i t u d e  t h a t  l o c a l  

o f f i c i a l s  should come t o  the  Corps r a t h e r  than the  Corps " se l l ing t '  l o c a l  

o f f i c i a l s  on the  need f o r  land use  r egu la t ions ,  The Corps has t r a d i t i o n -  

a l l y  l imi ted  i t s  e f f o r t s  i n  t h i s  regard t o  advice given a t  public  hearings.  

Af ter  a  r e s e r v o i r  i s  completed, the  Corps i s  usual ly  represented i n  the  

l o c a l  a rea  by the  r e se rvo i r  manager, However, he i s  ins t ruc ted  t o  perform 

a  purely se rv ice  function and does not t r y  t o  inf luence  l o c a l  policy.  



The Corps has had more success in  i t s  deal ings with s t a t e  agencies. 

S t a t e  park f a c i l i t i e s  have been es tabl i shed on severa l  Corps r e se rvo i r s  

i n  the  Southeast.  I n  many cases the  Corps has leased almost a l l  of i t s  

landholdings around a r e se rvo i r  t o  s t a t e  r ec rea t ion  departments f o r  develop- 

ment. S t a t e  conservation and f i s h  and g a v  departments have been very 

a c t i v e  i n  working with the Corps t o  p ro tec t  w i l d l i f e  on recen t ly  developed 

rese rvo i r s ,  and l a rge  t r a c t s  of land have been turned over t o  these  depart-  

ments f o r  w i l d l i f e  management a reas .  

With s t a t e ,  and t o  a g r e a t e r  extent  l o c a l  governments, Corps coopera- 

t i o n  is probably d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  the  professionalism and f i s c a l  capacity 

of the  governmental un i t .  Where these  governmental u n i t s  have the  funds 

and t echn ica l  capaci ty  t o  take  over complex rec rea t iona l  f a c i l i t i e s , s u c h  a s  

is the  case  i n  most metropoli tan a r e a s  and urban s ta tes ,  excellent: Corps- 

l o c a l  government r e l a t i o n s  have been developed. However, i n  the  case of  

poorer, l e s s  developed, l e s s  profess ional  governmental u n i t s ,  where Corps 

i n i t i a t i v e  i n  f o s t e r i n g  and maintaining working re la t ionsh ips  is  required,  

Corps-local government r e l a t i o n s  have not  been developed t o  any g r e a t  

extent .  

The Tennessee Valley Authori ty i s  i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y  renowned f o r  i t s  

record of c l o s e  cooperat ion with l o c a l  governmental u n i t s .  It: has not  only 

a c t i v e l y  pursued p o l i c i e s  which r e l y  on l o c a l  governmental cooperation f o r  

t h e i r  success, but  has supplied t echn ica l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  planning and de- 

velopment t o  a s su re  such cooperation. 

I n  sum, both t h e  Tennessee Valley Authori ty and p r i v a t e  power companies 

appear t o  have the  t r a d i t i o n ,  experience, and f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  work c l o s e l y  

with l o c a l  governmental u n i t s  i n  a j o i n t  e f f o r t  t o  guide development i n  



r e se rvo i r  a reas .  The Corps of Engineers has experience i n  working with 

l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  p r i o r  t o  cons t ruct ion  of a public  work, but  has had a 

"come t o  me" a t t i t u d e  regarding f u r t h e r  contac t  wi th  l o c a l  government. 

Although r e l a t i o n s  with s t a t e  governments have been b e t t e r ,  before a j o i n t  

Corps-local government approach t o  guiding rese rvo i r  development could be 

i n i t i a t e d ,  t h i s  Corps a t t i t u d e  must be revised. 

VII . Conc lus  ion 

Po ten t i a l ly ,  an  e n t i r e  r e se rvo i r  a rea  could be developed by a rese rvo i r  

owner, a c t i n g  a lone  o r  i n  cooperat ion with o the r  agencies. Complete con t ro l  

of a r e se rvo i r  r ec rea t ion  environment could be achieved. The Tennessee 

Valley Authori ty i s  approaching t h i s  end i n  the  j o i n t  development of the  

Te l l i co  Reservoir and new town of Timberlake. Recreation "new towns" could 

be developed on a number of new rese rvo i r s .  Reservoir owners and t h e  

public  could e f f e c t i v e l y  capture t h e  enhanced land value and use p o t e n t i a l  

c rea ted  i n  the  process of r e se rvo i r  development. To move i n  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n ,  

however, the  Corps of Engineers, Federal Power Commission, and Bureau of 

Outdoor Recreation w i l l  have t o  become convinced t h a t  r e c r e a t i o n  may mean 

more than open space and partcs,and power companies would have t o  be con- 

vinced t h a t  land development i s  both a n a t u r a l  and p r o f i t a b l e  extension of 

t h e i r  business . 
For the  present ,  i t  i s  evident  from the  preceding d iscuss ion t h a t  

none of the  r e s e r v o i r  owner p o l i c i e s  considered w i l l  be un ive r sa l ly  

app l i cab le  t o  a l l  r e se rvo i r  owners o r  even a l l  r e se rvo i r s  of any given 

owner i n  a system of p o l i c i e s  f o r  guiding the  land development process i n  

r e se rvo i r  a reas .  Table 1 presents  a s e t  of es t imates  of the a p p l i c a b i l i t y  



Table 1. Assessment of the  Role of Selected Reservoir 
Owner Po l i c i e s  i n  Guiding Land Development on 

Exis t ing  and Proposed Reservoirs i n  the  Southeast 

Reservoir Owner 

P r iva te  Power 
Companies 

Corps Tennessee Valley 
of Engineers Authori ty 

Exis t ing  New Exis t i u g  Net? 
Reservoirs ~ReservoFrs Reservoirs Reservoirs 

I 

Pol ic ies  c is  t ing 

Land 
Acquisi t ion POOR POOR FAIR GOOD POOR GOOD 

Resident ia l  
U t i l i z a t i o n  POOR POOR POOR FAIR 

FAIR GOOD POOR FAIR 

POOR POOR GOOD GOOD 

FAIR POOR 

Commercial 
U t i l i z a t i o n  POOR POOR 

Indus t r i a  1 
U t i l i z a t i o n  

-- 

POOR POOR 

Recreation 
U t i l i z a t i o n  GOOD GOOD POOR FAIR POOR FAIR 

Forest 
U t i l i z a t i o n  FAIR GOOD POOR FAIR 

PO0 R POOR FAIR POOR 

POOR POOR FAIR GOOD 

FAIR FAIR 

Land Sales  

Land Management 

F A I R  POOR 

F A I R  GOOD 

FAIR 
Local Government 
Coordination FAIR POOR POOR GOOD GOOD 



of various policy types t o  various r e se rvo i r  and rese rvo i r  owner s i t u a t i o n s .  

The t a b l e  suggests ,  f o r  instance,  t h a t  on new pr iva te  power r e se rvo i r s  land 

management po l i c i e s  which d i f f e r e n t i a t e  the  access r i g h t s  of  adjacent  

property owners may be a poss ib le  means of influencing p r iva te  development. 

This type of pol icy ,  however, i s  not  a s  f e a s i b l e  on Corps of ~ n g i n e e r s '  

r e se rvo i r s  where p r iva te  r i g h t s  t o  public  shore l ine  land a r e  not considered 

l eg i t ima te ,  Rather, on these l a t t e r  r e se rvo i r s  the  q u a l i t y  and loca t ion  

of commercial and rec rea t iona l  f a c i l i t i e s  might be more e a s i l y  manipulated 

t o  influence rese rvo i r  development pa t terns .  O r ,  land with development 

p o t e n t i a l  could be e i t h e r  acquired and frozen o r  l e f t  i n  the  p r iva te  market 

a s  an e a s i l y  adaptable aspect  of  Corps land a c q u i s i t i o n  policy.  Each of 

the  above p o l i c i e s  and i n d u s t r i a l  loca t ion  policy a s  well may have some 

p o t e n t i a l  i n  guiding development on new Tennessee Valley Authori ty r e s e r -  

voi rs .  It should be s t r e s s e d ,  however, t h a t  these  a r e  es t imates  concerning 

the  general  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of various policy a reas ,  and a r e  not meant t o  

apply t o  any p a r t i c u l a r  case. For, i n  f a c t ,  each of these  p o l i c i e s  has 

the po ten t i a l  t o  inf luence  rese rvo i r  land development pa t t e rns  an3 could 

conceivably be u t i l i z e d  by any r e s e r v o i r  owner under c e r t a i n  circumstances. 

Because of the  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  each of  the  pol icy  a reas  discussed 

might prove useful  i n  a mix of r e se rvo i r  owner and public  p o l i c i e s  f o r  

guiding rese rvo i r  land development, each policy a rea  should be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

evaluated f o r  inc lus ion a s  a p red ic to r  va r i ab le  i n  the  Center ' s  r e se rvo i r  

land development fo recas t  model. Further ,  t h e  ana lys i s  presented here 

suggests t h a t  seve ra l  versions of such a fo recas t  model should probably be 

developed, each keyed t o  a p o t e n t i a l  r e se rvo i r  owner - l o c a l  policy 

s i t u a t i o n ,  



Appendix I 

Reservoir Owner Personnel Interviewed 

Spring 1969 



Private  Power ~ompanies l  

Company Personnel 

Alabama E l e c t r i c  Cooperative, Inc. L. A. Beers, Direc tor ,  Legal 
P. 0. Box 550 Division 
Andalus i a  , Alabama 

Alabama Power Company 
600 North 18th S t r e e t  
Birmingham, Alabama 

Appalachian Power Company 
40 Franklin Road 
Roanoke, Virginia 

Carolina Power and Light  Company 
306 F a y e t t e v i l l e  S t r e e t  
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 

Duke Power Company 
422 South Church S t r e e t  
Char lo t te ,  North Carolina 28201 

Flor ida  Power Corporation 
101 F i f t h  S t r e e t  South 
S t .  Petersburg,  F lor ida  33333 

Georgia Power Company 
270 Peachtree S t r e e t  
At lanta ,  Georgia 

Homer Turner, Executive Ass i s t an t  
t o  t h e  Pres ident  

Ol iver  D, Smith, Manager, Land 
Department 

William G. Vail ,  Land Department 

Edward C. Bradley, Administrat ive 
A s s i s t a n t ,  Area Development 
Department 

Henry G. Dallas ,  Manager, Land and 
Right of Way Acquis i t ion  

C. J ,  Blades, A s s i s t a n t  Vice- 
Pres ident ,  Real Es ta te  

Reuben Tomberlin, Supervisor ,  
Fores t  Operations 

N. H. Heindel, Direc tor ,  Real 
E s t a t e  and Tax Department 

C. R. Minors, Executive A s s i s t a n t  
t o  t h e  Pres ident  

W. S. Manning, Ass i s t an t  Planager, 
Land Department 

D. N. Maclemore, Ass i s t an t  Chief 
C i v i l  Engineer 

C. R. Thrasher, C i v i l  Engineer 

Nantahalla Power and Light  Company W. T. Walker, Vice Pres ident  
Franklin,  North Carolina 28734 

South Carolina E l e c t r i c  and Gas Company Robert L. Cas t l e s ,  Direc tor  of 
321 Main S t r e e t  Land and Public  F a c i l i t i e s  
Columbia, South Carolina 



Virgin ia  E l e c t r i c  and Power Corporation C. M. S t a l l i n g s ,  Manager, Power 
7 t h  and Frankl in  S t r e e t s  Supply Div is ion  
Richmond, Vi rg in ia  J. M, Hagood, Power Supply Divis ion 

Yadkin Incorporated 
P. 0, Box 576 
Badin, North Carol ina 

Wayne Mabry, Di rec tor  of Publ ic  
Re la t ions  and Property +lanagex 

Corps of Engineers D i s t r i c t s  

Baltimore D i s t r i c t  Theodore S. Toppen, Chief ,  P r o j e c t  
P. 0. Box 1715 Xanagement Branch 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 Michael Kolessar ,  Chief,  P ro j ec t  

Planning Branch 
Frank !?alter, A s s i s t a n t  Chief ,  

P r o j e c t  Planning Branch$ 
Kar l  F, Kauf fman, Recreat ion 

S p e c i a l i s t  

Charles ton  D i s t r i c t  
P. 0 ,  Box 919 
Charleston,  South Carol ina 29402 

Huntington D i s t r i c t  
P, 0. Box 2127 
Huntington, West Vi rg in ia  25721 

Jacksonv i l l e  D i s t r i c t  
P. 0 .  Box 4970 
Jaclcsonvil le ,  F lo r ida  32201 

L o u i s v i l l e  D i s t r i c t  
P. 0 ,  Box 59 
L o u i s v i l l e ,  Kentucky 40201 

Jack Lesseman, Chief ,  ~ n g i i e e r i n g  
Div is ion  

Mace A. Gay, Chief ,  Spec ia l  P ro j ec t s  
Sec t  i o n  

M. W. Wood, Chief ,  Operations 
Div is ion  

E. J, Gogil,  Chief ,  O f f i c e  
Operat ions Branch, Operations 
Div is ion  

George Marsh, A s s i s t a n t  t o  t he  
Chief ,  Engineering Div is ion  

W. S. Eisenberg, Chief ,  Navigation 
Sec t ion  

Edward M i l l e r ,  Chief ,  Technical 
Serv ices  Sec t ion  

Ard L. Eulenfeld,  Natura l  Resources 
Planner 

Colonel R. R. Vesse ls ,  D i s t r i c t  
Engineer 

Robert Hayes, Chief ,  Engineering 
Div is ion  

W, E. Leegan, Chief ,  Planning and 
Reports Branch 

Max Bohrer, A s s i s t a n t  Chief,  Real 
E s t a t e  Divis ion 

Charles  E. Rager, Chief,  Reservoir  
Branch 

Meal E. Jenkins ,  Acting Chief,  
General Planning Sec t ion  



Mobile D i s t r i c t  
P. 0. Box 2288 
Mobile, Alabama 36601 

Hashville D i s t r i c t  
P. 0. Box 1070 
Nashville, Tennessee 37202 

Norfolk D i s t r i c t  
Fort  Norfolk, GO3 Front S t r e e t  
Norfolk, Virginia 23510 

Ralph Muir, Ass is  t a n t  Chief, 
Planning and Reports Branch 

Thomas Horne, Chief, Reservoir 
Planning Section 

Nelvin W. Dovith, Chief, Real 
E s t a t e  Division 

Joe B. Graham, Chief, Planning and 
Contracts Branch, Real Es ta te  
Division 

F. L. Currie,  Reservoir Branch, 
Operat ions Division 

Reed Bethurum, Ass i s t an t  t o  the  
Chief, Engineering Division 

C. C.C+ossman, Chief, Reservoir 
Management Division 

A. S. Overton, Ass i s t an t  Chief, 
Planning and Reports Branch 

Gerald P u w i s ,  Reservoir Manager 

C. J. Robin, Chief, Engineering 
Division 

Hymn J. Fine, Chief, Water 
Resources Planning Branch 

Pit tsburgh D i s t r i c t  Colonel W, S,  Nichols, D i s t r i c t  
2032 Federal Bldg., 1009 Liberty Ave. Engineer 
Pi t t sburgh,  Pennsylvania J. S. Minotte, Chief, Engineering 

Division 
E. N. Cole, Chief, Planning and 

Reports Branch 
B. E. McLean, Chief, Land Use 

Planning Section 
Wes Burke, Chief, Planning and 

Control Branch, Real Es ta te  
Divis ion 

Richard Nugent, Chief, Management 
and Disposal Branch, Real Es ta te  
Division 

Peter  Coangelo, C i v i l  Engineer 
James F. Mershimer, C i v i l  Engineer 



Savannah D i s t r i c t  
P. 0. Box 889 
Savannah, Georgia 

Vicksburg D i s t r i c t  
P. 0. Box SO 
Vicksburg, Miss iss ippi  

C. C. Brown, Chief,  Planning 
Branch, Engineering Division 

Harry F. Johnson, Chief,  Public 
Use Planning Sect ion 

Ear l  Brannen, Chief, Nanagement 
and Disposal Sect ion,  Real 
E s t a t e  Division 

William Clarkson, Chief,  Projec t  
Operations Branch, Operations 
Division 

Hubert C. Mi l l e r ,  Economist 

H a l  Muir, Chief, P ro jec t  Operations 
B. J. Woods, Engineer 

Wilmington D i s t r i c t  E. G. Long, Jr. ,  Chief,  Engineering 
P. 0. Box 1890 Division 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28401 A. B. Moore, Chief,  Master Plan 

Sec t ion  

Tennessee Valley Authori ty 

Tennessee Valley Authori ty 
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902 

Oscar Beaver, Chief,  Property 
Administrat ion Branch, Division 
of  Reservoir P roper t i e s  

John Rozek, Ass i s t an t  t o  the  
Direc tor ,  Division of Reservoir 
P roper t i e s  

J e s s e  Harr is ,  Ass i s t an t  Chief, 
Property Administration Branch, 
Division of Reservoir Proper t ies  

John L. Needy, Supervisor ,  
Research Section,  Recreation 
Resources Branch, Division of 
Reservoir Proper t ies  

Data on Kentucky U t i l i t i e s  Company were secured through an  exchange 
of  correspondence with W. A ,  Duncan, Pres ident ,  r a t h e r  than personal i n t e r -  
views with company personnel. 
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OWRR Project B-012-NC Schedule No. 

MULTIPURPOSE RESERVOIRS AN13 URBAN DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

SOUTHEAST RESERVOIR OWER SURVEY 

Reservoir 

Owner-Operator 

Center for Urban and Regional Studies 
University of North Carolina 

Evergreen House 
Chapel H i l l ,  N .  C .  27514 

March 1969 



Reservoir Charac te r i s t i c s  

Date rese rvo i r  completed: 19 

Area of reservoir :  acres  

Length of shorel ine:  miles 

F u l l  pool e leva t ion  contour: f e e t  

M a x m  shore l ine  contour: f e e t  

Normal maximum f l u c t u a t i o n  (12 months): f e e t  

Normal maximum f luc tua t ion  (June t o  September) : f e e t  

Uses of Reservoir: Rank from 1 t o  7 i n  order of importance using 1 as 
most important, 2 as next important &:so onb 
DO NOT F W K  USES WHICH DO NOT APPLY. 

Flood Control 

I n d u s t r i a l  Water Supply 

Municipal Water Supply 

Navigation 

Power 

Recreation 

Low Flow Augmentation 

Other (Please Specify ) 

Brief ly  descr ibe  c o n f l i c t s  or  d i spu tes ,  if any, which have developed o r  
a r e  ant ic ipated  among competing uses. 



10. Water qua l i ty :  In general ,  water qua l i ty  is s u i t a b l e  f o r  t h e  following 
uses (check a l l  t h a t  apply). 

Drinking, cul inary ,  o r  food processing purposes without treatment 

Recreation, water-contact (swimming) 

Recreation, o the r  than water contac t  (boating, e t c . )  

Warm water f i s h  propagation 

Cold water f i s h  propagation 

Municipal water supply 

I n d u s t r i a l  water supply 

Agr icul tura l  water supply 

11. Reservoir amenity value: I n  general ,  r e se rvo i r  has (check one) 

Very low amenity value: d e s i r a b l e  condi t ions  f o r  very few 
rec rea t ion  and r e s i d e n t i a l  purposes, few p o s i t i v e  charac ter -  
istics ( c l e a r ,  c lean  water ,  impressive, var ied  v i s t a s ,  e t c . ) ;  
many d e t r a c t i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  (cloudy o r  pol lu ted  water,  
unimpressive surroundings, extreme water l e v e l  f l u c t u a t i o n ,  e t c . )  

F a i r l y  low amenity value: des i rab le  f o r  few rec rea t ion  and 
r e s i d e n t i a l  purposes; p o s i t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  outweighed by 
d e t r a c t i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n  o v e r a l l  image which r e se rvo i r  
presents  t o  its users  

Moderate amenity value:  d e s i r a b l e  f o r  some rec rea t ion  and 
r e s i d e n t i a l  purposes; p o s i t i v e  and d e t r a c t i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
balance each o ther  

F a i r l y  high amenity value: d e s i r a b l e  f o r  most r ec rea t ion  and 
r e s i d e n t i a l  purposes; p o s i t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  outweigh de- 
t r a c t i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

Very high amenity value: very d e s i r a b l e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  f o r  
almost a l l  r ec rea t ion  and r e s i d e n t i a l  purposes; high number of 
p o s i t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  few d e t r a c t i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

12.  Topography of shore l ine :  (est imate percent of shore l ine  i n  each 
category) 

Slope under f i v e  percent 
percent 

Slope between f i v e  and f i f t e e n  percent 
percent 



Slope over f i f t e e n  percent 
percent 

NOTE: Total  percent estimated should equal 100. 

13. S o i l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of shorel ine:  (est imate percent of shore l ine  with 
s o i l  s u i t a b l e  f o r  each use) 

General a g r i c u l t u r a l  use 
percent 

Woodland 
percent 

Resident ia l  s e p t i c  tanks 
percent 

Developed rec rea t ion  use  a reas  
per cent 

Natural beach areas 
percent 

NOTE: Total  percent estimated may exceed 100. 

14. Access ib i l i ty  of shorel ine:  (est imate percent  of shore l ine  in each 
category) 

Within one m i l e  of paved road 
percent 

Within f i v e  m i l e s  of state o r  U.S. highway 
percent 

Within f i v e  m i l e s  of I n t e r s t a t e  highway 
percent 

Adjacent t o  ra i l road  
percent 

NOTE: Tota l  percent  estimated may exceed 100. 

Land Acquisition P o l i c i e s  

15. Dates of land acquis i t ion:  19 - t o  19 

16. Amount of land acquired: 

Below Maximum Shoreline Contour 

Fee simple 
ac res  



Easements and other 
ac res  

Above Maximum Shoreline Contour 

Fee simple 
acres  

Easements and other 
a c r e s  

Disposit ion of land acquired above maximum shorel ine  cantsur: 

Land cur ren t ly  held f o r  agency purposes 
ac res  

Land sold or t r ans fe r red  
ac res  

Percent of shore l ine  acquired: 
percent 

Acquisition Costs: (Best a v a i l a b l e  est imates)  

$ Land purchase p r i c e  without i n t e r e s t  c o s t s  

$ I n t e r e s t  paynents 

$ Administration 

$ Other (please specify)  

$ Total  

Br ief ly  descr ibe  land acqu i s i t ion  p o l i c i e s  which accounted for  agency 
land holdings above maximum shorel ine  contour. 

-- - -  

General a t t i t u d e  of af fec ted  landowners toward reservoir :  (check one) 

Very much i n  favor of p ro jec t  

Somewhat i n  favor of p ro jec t  

Somewhat opposed t o  p ro jec t  

-Very much opposed t o  p ro jec t  



22. Did the nature of affected landowners' at t i tudes  toward the project 
influence acquisit ion p o l i c i e s  i n  any way? If so, please b r i e f l y  
explain. 

23. Briefly explain the influence, i f  any, of the foll~wIng agencies on 
your land acquisit ion p o l i c i e s .  

Adjacent F2uniclpaJ.i ties : 

Adjacent Counties: 

State Agencies 

Highways : 

(please specify agency and divis ian)  

Parks and Forests: 

Fish and Wildlife : 

Water Pollution 
Control : 

Health: 

Other : 



Federal r%ex i e s  

Federal  Power Commission: 

Other (please speci fy  agencies):  

Land U t i l i z a t i o n  P o l i c i e s  

24. U t i l i z a t i o n  of land held above maximum shore l ine  contour: (est imate 
percent of land o r  ac res  i n  each category) 

Percent o r  Acres U t i l i z a t i o n , ( o r  expected use)  

Dam and r e l a t e d  hydro-electr ic  f a c i l i t i e s  

Steam-generating f a c i l i t i e s  

Other i n d u s t r i a l  f a c i l i t i e s  (please speci fy  1 

Commercial f a c i l i t i e s  ( e , g . ,  access  sites leased f o r  
marinas, e t c . )  

P r iva te  r e s i d e n t i a l  (e.g., sites leased for summer cot tages ,  
etc.) 

Semi-public r ec rea t ion  (e.g., s i t e s  leased f o r  i n s t i t u -  
t i o n a l  camps, etc . )  

Public recreation (e.g., agency owned and/or operated access 
a reas ,  parks, o r  sites leased t o  public  agencies for rec- 
reat ional  use, e t c  . ) 
Fores t ry  and watershed protec t ion  

Other (please speci fy  ) 












