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Byllesby-Buck Relicensing (P-2514)
Correspondence Log

DATE TYPE FROM TO SUBJECT
(FERC accession
number, if
applicable)
August 2017 Letter Bureau of Indian Affairs | HDR Response to Pre-Application Document
(BIA) (PAD) Questionnaire
August 2017 Letter New River Conservancy | HDR Response to PAD Questionnaire
(NRC)
August 2017 Letter Virginia Department of HDR Response to PAD Questionnaire
Environmental Quality
(VDEQ)
August 2017 Letter Virginia Tech (VA Tech) | HDR Response to PAD Questionnaire
August 15, 2017 Letter HDR Project Stakeholders! PAD Questionnaire
August 15, 2017 Letter HDR U.S. Fish and Wildlife Request for Threatened and Endangered
Service (USFWS) Species Information
August 15, 2017 Letter HDR Virginia Department of Request for Threatened and Endangered
Conservation and Species Information
Recreation (VDCR)
August 15, 2017 Letter HDR Virginia Department of Coastal Zone Consistency Determination
Environmental Quality
(VDEQ)
August 23, 2017 E-mail VDCR HDR Contacts and Website for Natural Heritage
Program
September 1, 2017 Letter VDEQ HDR Response to Coastal Zone Consistency

Determination

" Project Stakeholders is used to represent communication to the majority of the relicensing stakeholders and may include representatives from the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), U.S. National Park Service (NPS), Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ),
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF), Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, NOAA Fisheries Service, U.S. Department of Interior, U.S. House of
Representatives, Freshwater Mollusk Conservation, Natural Resource Conservation Service, FEMA, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Geological Survey, Virginia
Department of Forestry, Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (VDCR), Archeological Society of Virginia, Monacan Indian Nation, and/or state, local, or non-

governmental organizations.




Byllesby-Buck Relicensing (P-2514)

Correspondence Log

DATE TYPE FROM TO SUBJECT
(FERC accession
number, if
applicable)
September 13, 2017 | Letter VDCR HDR Response to PAD Questionnaire
September 23, 2017 | Letter VDCR HDR Review of Biotics Data System for

occurrences of natural heritage resources

October 24, 2017

Conference Call

Appalachian Power
(Appalachian) and HDR

Virginia Department of
Game and Inland
Fisheries (VDGIF)

PAD Information Request

(20180510-3019)

November 1, 2017 E-mail VDGIF HDR PAD Response
November 1, 2017 E-mail VDGIF HDR Potential recreational access (old
Appalachian Trail)
November 6, 2017 E-mail HDR VDGIF Byllesby/Buck PAD Information Call Summary
April 25, 2018 Letter Federal Energy Tribal Stakeholders Invitation to participation in the relicensing
(20180425-3030) Regulatory Commission process
(FERC)
May 10, 2018 Letter FERC Cherokee Nation Invitation to participation in the relicensing

process

August 1, 2018

Letter
(20180815-0016)

Cherokee Nation

FERC

Confirmation the Cherokee Nation would like
to participate in the relicensing process as a
consulting party

September 21, 2018 | Telephone Memo FERC Project Stakeholders Update on initiating consultation with Tribes
(20180921-3016)

January 7, 2019 Letter (20190107- Appalachian FERC Notice of Intent (NOI) and PAD
5203)

January 8, 2019 E-mail and Mail HDR Project Stakeholders Notice of Filing of NOI and PAD

January 29, 2019 Letter (20190129- Cherokee Nation FERC Response to PAD and NOI
0008)

February 11, 2019 Letter VDCR HDR Response to PAD and NOI




Byllesby-Buck Relicensing (P-2514)
Correspondence Log

DATE TYPE FROM TO SUBJECT
(FERC accession
number, if
applicable)
March 1, 2019 Letter Delaware Nation Appalachian Project NOI and PAD
March 6, 2019 Letter (20190306- FERC Delaware Tribe of Indians | Request for Tribal Consultation
3030)
March 8, 2019 Letter (20190308- FERC Appalachian Notice of Intent to File License Application for
3017) a New License and Commencing Pre-filing
Process
March 8, 2019 Letter (20190308- FERC Appalachian Scoping Document 1 (SD1)
3014)
March 14, 2019 Letter (20190314- VDEQ FERC SD1 Comments
5067)
March 15, 2019 Letter (20190315- VA Tech FERC Comments and Study Requests
5181)
April 9, 2019 Letter (20190409- BIA FERC Monacan Indian Nation Consultation
0015)
April 30, 2019 Letter (20190430- Virginia Department of FERC Proximity to Public Drinking Water Sources
5410) Health
May 2, 2019 E-mail Appalachian Power VDGIF and FERC Recreation Management Plan and Report
May 7, 2019 Letter (20190507- National Park Service FERC Comments on PAD and SD1
5155) (NPS)
May 7, 2019 Letter (20190507- USFWS FERC Comments on PAD, SD1, and Study
5104) Requests
May 7, 2019 Letter (20190507- VDEQ FERC Comments on SD1
5055)
May 7, 2019 Letter (20190507- VDGIF FERC Comments on PAD, SD1, and Study
5063) Requests




Byllesby-Buck Relicensing (P-2514)

Correspondence Log

DATE TYPE FROM TO SUBJECT
(FERC accession
number, if
applicable)

May 7, 2019 Letter (20190507- VDGIF FERC Supporting Information: Dynamic of Lotic
5031) Ecosystems

May 8, 2019 Letter (20190508- NRC FERC Comments on PAD, SD1, and Study
5025) Requests

May 8, 2019 Letter (20190508- VA Tech FERC Comments on the PAD and Study Requests
5029)

May 8, 2019 Letter (20190508- VDCR FERC Biotics Data System Results
5015)

May 20, 2019 Letter (20190520- FERC Project Stakeholders Evening Scoping Meeting Transcript
4003)

May 20, 2019 Letter (20190520- FERC Project Stakeholders Errata Sheet from Evening Scoping Meeting
4005)

May 20, 2019 Letter (20190520- FERC Project Stakeholders Morning Scoping Meeting Transcript
4002)

May 20, 2019 Letter (20190520- FERC Project Stakeholders Errata Sheet from Morning Scoping Meeting
4004)

June 12, 2019 Letter (20190612- FERC Delaware Tribe of Indians | Consultation with the Delaware Tribe of
3041) Indians

June 21, 2019 Letter (20190621- FERC Project Stakeholders Scoping Document 2
3046)

June 21, 2019 Letter (20190621- Appalachian/HDR Project Stakeholders Filing of Proposed Study Plan (PSP) for
5199)/E-mail Relicensing Studies

September 3, 2019 E-mail Appalachian FERC Mussel Study

September 3, 2019 E-mail Appalachian USFWS 1991 Fishery Survey

September 3, 2019 E-mail Appalachian USFWS Mussel Study

September 4, 2019 E-mail Appalachian USFWS Ramping Rate Assessment




Byllesby-Buck Relicensing (P-2514)

Correspondence Log

5148)

DATE TYPE FROM TO SUBJECT
(FERC accession
number, if
applicable)
September 18, 2019 | Letter (20190918- VDGIF FERC Comments on PSP
5152)
September 19, 2019 | Letter (20190919- FERC Appalachian Comments on PSP and Request for
3078) Additional Information
September 19, 2019 | Letter (20190919- USFWS FERC Comments on PSP
5051)
October 9, 2019 E-mail Appalachian VDGIF Fisheries Study
October 18, 2019 Letter (20191018- Appalachian FERC Revised Study Plan (RSP)
5274)
October 21, 2019 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders RSP
October 22, 2019 E-mail VDGIF Appalachian Response to Fishery Study Question
October 30, 2019 Letter (20191030- FERC Appalachian Extension of Time to Respond to Additional
3016) Information Request
November 4, 2019 Letter (20191104- VDGIF FERC Comments on RSP
5009)
November 4, 2019 Letter (20191104- USFWS FERC Comments on RSP
5165)
November 18, 2019 | Letter (20191118- FERC Appalachian Study Plan Determination (SPD)
3010)
December 12, 2019 | Letter (20191212- Appalachian FERC SPD Clarification
5197)
December 12, 2019 | E-mail Appalachian VDGIF, USFWS, and SPD Clarification
VDEQ
December 16, 2019 | Letter (20191216- Appalachian FERC Additional Information Request Response




Byllesby-Buck Relicensing (P-2514)

Correspondence Log

DATE TYPE FROM TO SUBJECT
(FERC accession
number, if
applicable)
December 18, 2019 | Letter (20191218- Appalachian FERC Request for Rehearing of SPD
5213)
January 16, 2020 Letter (20200116- FERC Appalachian Order Granting Rehearing for Further
3048) Consideration
February 20, 2020 Letter (20200220- FERC Appalachian Order on Rehearing
3030)
February 25, 2020 E-mail Appalachian VDGIF and VDCR Proposed Project Site Visit
March 6, 2020 E-mail HDR VDEQ, NRC, VDGIF, Proposed Recreation Site Visit Availability
VDCR, USFWS, and
Carroll County
March 31, 2020 E-mail VDGIF HDR Walleye Gill Net Methods
April 3, 2020 E-mail Environmental Science | | VDGIF Tentative Field Sampling Locations
(ESI)
April 13, 2020 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders Recreation Site Visit Cancelled due to
COVID-19
April 15, 2020 E-mail Appalachian VDGIF Fish Community Study Postponed
April 16, 2020 E-mail VDGIF Appalachian Acknowledgement of Postponed Studies
April 17, 2020 E-mail Appalachian USFWS Postponement of Schedule due to COVID-19
April 29, 2020 E-mail Appalachian Project Stakeholders Recreation Online Survey
June 30, 2020 Online Meeting Appalachian VDGIF, USFWS, and Study Schedule Update Conference Call
VDEQ
July 1, 2020 E-mail Appalachian USFWS Byllesby-Buck Virginia Spiraea Follow-Up
July 17, 2020 E-mail Appalachian VDGIF, USFWS and Updated Study Schedule Meeting Notes
VDEQ Review
July 20, 2020 E-mail VDGIF Appalachian Agreement with Meeting Notes




Byllesby-Buck Relicensing (P-2514)

Correspondence Log

DATE TYPE FROM TO SUBJECT
(FERC accession
number, if
applicable)
July 27, 2020 Letter (20200727- Appalachian FERC First Quarterly Study Progress Report,
5156) Updated ILP Study Schedule, and Request
for Extension of Time to File Initial Study
Report (ISR)
July 28, 2020 E-mail Appalachian FERC Notice of Filing for Extension of Time and
Filing of ISR
July 28, 2020 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders Filing of ILP Study Progress Report
August 10, 2020 Letter (20200810- FERC Appalachian Order Granting Request for Extension of Time
3001) and Filing of ISR
August 18, 2020 E-mail Appalachian USFWS, VDGIF and Flow and Bypass Reach Aquatic Habitat
VDEQ Study — Flow Test Scenarios
August 25, 2020 E-mail Virginia Department of Appalachian Flow Test Scenarios
Wildlife Resources
(VDWR) (formally
VDGIF)
September 1, 2020 Letter Appalachian Section 106 Consultation | Area of Potential Effects (APE)
Distribution List
September 10, 2020 | E-mail Appalachian Project Stakeholders Flow and Bypass Reach Meeting Notes
September 11, 2020 | Letter (20200911- Appalachian FERC APE Letter
0007)
September 18, 2020 | E-mail USFWS, VDWR and Appalachian Flow Test Scenario Meeting Notes
VDEQ
September 25, 2020 | E-mail Appalachian VDHR APE Consultation and Relicensing
Documents
September 28, 2020 | Letter Catawba Indian Nation Appalachian APE Consultation Response
October 2, 2020 Letter VDHR Appalachian APE Consultation Response




Byllesby-Buck Relicensing (P-2514)

Correspondence Log

(Terracon)

DATE TYPE FROM TO SUBJECT
(FERC accession
number, if
applicable)
October 2, 2020 E-mail Appalachian Project Stakeholders Recreation Study Update and Planning for
Facilities Site Visit
October 5, 2020 Letter Pamunkey Indian Tribe Appalachian APE Consultation Response
October 8, 2020 E-mail VDWR Stantec Mussel Survey Update
October 8, 2020 E-mail EDGE VDWR and USFWS Collection of State Threatened Pistolgrip
Mussel
October 16, 2020 E-mail EDGE USFWS Response to Pistolgrip Collection Questions
October 20, 2020 E-mail HDR VDWR Contact List Update
October 23, 2020 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders Recreation Virtual Meeting Summary and
Presentation
October 27, 2020 Letter (20201027- Appalachian FERC Second Quarterly Progress Report
5179)
October 27, 2020 E-mail Appalachian Project Stakeholders Second Quarterly Progress Report
November 9, 2020 E-mail VDWR HDR Fish Community Study Update
November 9, 2020 Letter The Delaware Nation Appalachian APE Consultation Response
November 18, 2020 | E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders Recreation Site Visit Meeting Summary
December 4, 2020 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders Proposed Date for ISR Meeting
December 23, 2020 | Letter (20201223- FERC Appalachian Scoping Document 3
3004)
January 18, 2021 Letter (20210119- Appalachian FERC Filing of Initial Study Report and Schedule for
5057) Virtual ISR Meeting
January 19, 2021 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders ISR Transmittal and Notice of Filing
January 21, 2021 E-mail Terracon Consultants Tribal Stakeholders ISR Transmittal and Privileged Cultural

Resources Report




Byllesby-Buck Relicensing (P-2514)

Correspondence Log

and VDGIF

DATE TYPE FROM TO SUBJECT
(FERC accession
number, if
applicable)
February 12, 2021 Letter (20210212- Appalachian FERC ISR Meeting Summary and Presentation
5176
February 15, 2021 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders ISR Meeting Summary and Notice of Filing
March 15, 2021 Letter (20210315- VDWR FERC Comments on the ISR Meeting Summary
5152)
March 15, 2021 Letter (20210315- FERC Appalachian Comments on the ISR Meeting Summary
3039)
March 15, 2021 Letter (20210315- USFWS Appalachian Comments on the ISR Meeting Summary
5265)
April 13, 2021 Letter (20210413- Appalachian FERC Response to Comments on the ISR
5292)
April 13, 2021 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders Response to Comments on the ISR
April 30, 2021 Letter (20210430- Appalachian FERC Third Quarterly Progress Report
5604)
May 3, 2021 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders Third Quarterly Progress Report
July 20, 2021 E-mail HDR VDWR Loafer’'s Rest Recreation Meeting Summary
July 22, 2021 Letter (20210722- Appalachian FERC Fourth Quarterly Progress Report
5139)
July 27, 2021 E-mail VDCR HDR Email Address Update from DGIF to DWR
July 27, 2021 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders Fourth Quarterly Study Progress Report
September 8, 2021 Letter Appalachian Project Stakeholders Cultural Resource Study Report
(PRIVLEDGED)
September 13, 2021 | Letter (20210913- Appalachian FERC Cultural Resource Study Report
0009) (PRIVLEDGED)
September 22, 2021 | Letter Appalachian USFWS, VDWR, VDEQ, | Notification Regarding Turbidity Study




Byllesby-Buck Relicensing (P-2514)

Correspondence Log

DATE TYPE FROM TO SUBJECT
(FERC accession
number, if
applicable)
October 1, 2021 Letter (20211001- Appalachian FERC Filing of Draft License Application (DLA)
5258)
October 4, 2021 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders Notice of Filing DLA
November 3, 2021 E-mail/Letter HDR Project Stakeholders Fifth Quarterly Study Progress Report
November 18, 2021 E-mail/Letter HDR Project Stakeholders Filing of Updated Study Report (USR)
November 30, 2021 Letter (20211130- Appalachian FERC General Fish Community Raw Data
5272)
December 9, 2021 E-mail HDR VDCR Project Boundary File
December 16, 2021 Letter (20211216- Appalachian FERC Filing of USR Meeting Summary
5123)
December 17, 2021 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders Notification of Filing of USR Meeting
Summary
December 17, 2021 E-mail HDR USFWS Response to USR Action ltems
December 20, 2021 Letter (20211220- FERC Appalachian Comments on the DLA
3001)
December 22, 2021 Letter (20211222- VDWR FERC Comments on the DLA
5116)
December 30, 2021 Letter (20211230- USFWS FERC Comments on the DLA
5017)
January 18, 2022 Letter (20220118- FERC Appalachian Comments on the USR
3014)
January 18, 2022 Letter (20220118- VDWR FERC Comments on the USR
5153)

10




Byllesby-Buck Relicensing (P-2514)

Correspondence Log

DATE TYPE FROM TO SUBJECT
(FERC accession

number, if

applicable)
January 18, 2022 Letter (20220118- USFWS FERC Comments on the USR

5231)

January 26, 2022 E-mail Appalachian Project Stakeholders Draft Recreation Management Plan
January 27, 2022 E-mail Appalachian VDWR Walleye Body Depth Data Request
January 28, 2022 E-mail VDWR Appalachian Walleye Body Depth Data Response
February 2, 2022 Virtual Meeting Appalachian USFWS and VDWR Buck Bypass Flow and Aquatic Habitat

Follow-Up Meeting

3069)

February 3, 2022 E-mail J.D. Kleopfer (VDWR) John Copeland (VDWR) Hellbender Follow-Up Discussion
February 14, 2022 Letter (20220214- Appalachian FERC Response to Comments on the Updated
5208) Study Report and Request for Extension of

Time to File Revised Study Reports

February 15, 2022 E-mail HDR Project Stakeholders Notice of Filing Response to Comments on
the Updated Study Report

February 16, 2022 Virtual Meeting Appalachian VDWR Eastern Hellbender Habitat at Byllesby-Buck

February 16, 2022 Virtual Meeting Appalachian USFWS and VDWR Byllesby Bypass Flow and Aquatic Habitat
Follow-up Meeting

February 17, 2022 Letter (20220217- FERC Appalachian Approval of Schedule for Filing Outstanding

Information
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Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian) is the Licensee and operator of the
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514) (Project), located along the New
River in Carroll County, Virginia (see attached map). Appalachian, with assistance from
HDR, Inc. (HDR), is beginning the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
relicensing process for the Project. Accordingly, Appalachian is preparing a Pre-
Application Document (PAD). The PAD provides FERC and other entities with existing,
relevant, and reasonably available information pertaining to the Project.

This information is intended to help identify items of interest and related information
needs, develop study requests and study plans, and prepare documents related to
analyzing the relicensing application to be prepared by Appalachian. To prepare the
PAD, Appalachian will use information in its possession and information obtained from
others. This PAD Questionnaire will be used by Appalachian to help identify sources of
existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that is not currently in
Appalachian’s possession. Comments and/or questions regarding this request may be sent
to Sarah Kulpa with HDR via email at sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com or via phone at (704)
248-3620, or to Elizabeth Parcell who represents Appalachian at ebparcell@aep.com or
via phonc at (540) 985-2441.

Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped envelope within
30 days of receipt to allow for any follow-up contact by Appalachian’s or HDR’s
representative that may be needed. Not responding within 30 days indicates that you are
not aware of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that describes
the existing Project environment or known potential impacts of the Project.

Appalachian and HDR respectfully request the following information:

1. Information about person completing the questionnaire:

N & Titl :
e S e ‘quoIJ /D e*ers@nJ Ndmm‘ Resoirces Officer

Organization | f e, o-f Tndiq,\ A%‘,rs‘
Eastern ﬂeg}m QFﬁc@

Giddness 54S Marroyr )r Sve 700
Nashaille TN 37204

Phone

(1S -S64-6929

Email Address

"\Q(‘h“ P Q*’Q(Son@)m'q,gos/




Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

2. Do you or your organization know of existing, relevant and reasonably available
information that describes the existing Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Projeet’s
environment (i.e., information regarding the New River in or close to the
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project)?

N Yes (If yes, please complete 2a through 2¢) __No (If no, go to 3)

a. If yes, please circle the specific resource area(s) that the information

relates to:

B Geology and soils @ Recreation and land use
B Water resources W Aesthetie resources
B Fish and aquatic resources ® Cultural resources
W Wildlife and botanical resources B Socio-economic resources
® Wetlands, riparian, and littoral @ Tribal resources

habitat B Other resource information
B Rare, threatened & endangered

species

b. Please briefly describe the information referenced above or list available
documents (additional information may be provided on page 4 of this

questionnaire).
j;n x {_JU('.? an Vo ?’}\Q, plf!\.--t;;.bza-“ THibe Yhis Ir;)(‘.;,'.m izalss o ?[ AJ o

‘4/\,&‘;-{:3 ' '1"1‘_! k"‘ ¥ I; {-!Wt\' ™ (.\ ],‘u_s N {' {Y\? I gk/‘?‘ € -,3",-\4; N SJ (' !". EJJ':?*:'U Q N] v ",)‘»'\\‘ : I\.i.
; 0 . g 4 a - '
Anited Feeroombh Rund of Chorobee Tabdips.

c. Where can Appalachian obtain this information?

\NNW(LTQ.SW has q Veibyl Legdurs O?recra/’1



Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

d. Please indicate whether there is a speeific representative you wish to
designate for a potential follow-up contact by Appalachian’s or HDR’s
representative for the resource area(s) checked above (additional
information may be provided on page 4 of this questionnaire).

Representative Contact Information

Name

Address

Phone

Email Address

Name

Address

Phone

Email Address

e. Based on the specific resources listed in 2a, are you aware of any specific
issues or improvements pertaining to the identified resource area(s)?
(Additional information may be provided on page 4 of this questionnaire.)

___Yes (please list specific issues below) & No

Resource Area Specific Issue

3. Do you or your organization plan to participate in the Byllesby-Buck
Hydroelectric Project relicensing proceeding? X Yes ___No



Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

4. We are interested in your comments. If you have comments and/or questions
regarding the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project or the relicensing process,
please provide below. In addition, this questionnaire has been sent to the
people/organizations shown on the attached distribution list; please let us know if
there is anyone else you believe should receive this questionnaire that is not
included on the attached distribution list.

(Comments and/or questions may be sent via email to: sarah.kulpa@hdrine.com or

ebparcell@aep.com)

As noted above, please return this questionnaire in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped
envelope within 30 days of receipt to allow for any follow-up contact by Appalachian’s
or HDR’s representative that may be needed. Not responding within 30 days indicates
that you are not aware of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that
describes the existing Project environment or known potential impacts of the Project.



Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian) is the Licensee and operator of the
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514) (Project), located along the New
River in Carroll County, Virginia (see attached map). Appalachian, with assistance from
HDR, Inc. (HDR), is beginning the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
relicensing process for the Project. Accordingly, Appalachian is preparing a Pre-
Application Document (PAD). The PAD provides FERC and other entities with existing,
relevant, and reasonably available information pertaining to the Project.

This information is intended to help identify items of interest and related information
needs, develop study requests and study plans, and prepare documents related to
analyzing the relicensing application to be prepared by Appalachian. To prepare the
PAD, Appalachian will use information in its possession and information obtained from
others. This PAD Questionnaire will be used by Appalachian to help identify sources of
existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that is not currently in
Appalachian’s possession. Comments and/or questions regarding this request may be sent
to Sarah Kulpa with HDR via email at sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com or via phone at (704)
248-3620, or to Elizabeth Parcell who represents Appalachian at ebparcell@aep.com or
via phone at (540) 985-2441.

Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped envelope within
30 days of receipt to allow for any follow-up contact by Appalachian’s or HDR’s
representative that may be needed. Not responding within 30 days indicates that you are
not aware of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that describes
the existing Project environment or known potential impacts of the Project.

Appalachian and HDR respectfully request the following information:
1. Information about person completing the questionnaire:

Name & Titl 1 ,
ame & e C;yé:/)aé,f amu& \
e e s Do AT

Organization

MQ‘»J Qtve/ CCB(\SK/FWWY\(/\/\
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| N Teeceesns Aue SOHTD 25614

Phone
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Email Address

%}Q/o e (@ ned( VB CconSer uan C/L/ _ 0\/3




Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

2. Do you or your organization know of existing, relevant and reasonably available
information that describes the existing Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project’s
environment (i.e., information regarding the New River in or close to the
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project)?

__Yes (If yes, please complete 2a through 2¢) ~ No (If no, go to 3)

a. If yes, please circle the specific resource area(s) that the information

relates to:

B Geology and soils B Recreation and land use
B  Water resources B Aesthetic resources
B Fish and aquatic resources B Cultural resources
@ Wildlife and botanical resources B Socio-economic resources
B Wetlands, riparian, and littoral B Tribal resources

habitat B Other resource information
B Rare, threatened & endangered

species

b. Please briefly describe the information refereneed above or list available
documents (additional information may be provided on page 4 of this
questionnaire).

c.  Where can Appalachian obtain this information?

[po]



Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

d. Please indicate whether there is a specific representative you wish to
designate for a potential follow-up contact by Appalachian’s or HDR’s
representative for the resource area(s) checked above (additional
information may be provided on page 4 of this questionnaire).

Representative Contact Information

Name L&u (@,U\SCLH—@ s 1 NEC @n‘u-r"(/q
Address x4 & D,Lﬁkci y (9 @ )
Phone ’—DUAO(A% LA

| 540 230 2772
Bsalidiss ook ecicl@apal
Name : :
Address
Phone
Email Address

e. Based on the specific resources listed in 2a, are you aware of any specific
issues or improvements pertaining to the identified resource area(s)?
(Additional information may be provided on page 4 of this questionnaire.)

_Yes (please list specific issues below) No

Resource Area

Specific Issue

3. Do you or your organization plan to participate in the Byllesby-Buck
Hydroelectric Project relicensing proceeding? K es ___No



Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

4. We are interested in your comments. If you have comments and/or questions
regarding the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project or the relicensing process,
please provide below. In addition, this questionnaire has been sent to the
people/organizations shown on the attached distribution list; please let us know if
there is anyone else you believe should receive this questionnaire that is not
included on the attached distribution list.

(Comments and/or questions may be sent via email to: sarah.kulpa@hdrine.com or
ebparcell@aep.con)

As noted above, please return this questionnaire in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped
envelope within 30 days of receipt to allow for any follow-up contact by Appalachian’s
or HDR'’s representative that may be needed. Not responding within 30 days indicates
that you are not aware of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that
describes the existing Project environment or known potential impacts of the Project.



Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian) is the Licensee and operator of the
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514) (Project), located along the New
River in Carroll County, Virginia (see attached map). Appalachian, with assistance from
HDR, Inc. (HDR), is beginning the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
relicensing process for the Project. Accordingly, Appalachian is preparing a Pre-
Application Document (PAD). The PAD provides FERC and other entities with existing,
relevant, and reasonably available information pertaining to the Project.

This information is intended to help identify items of interest and related information
needs, develop study requests and study plans, and prepare documents related to
analyzing the relicensing application to be prepared by Appalachian. To prepare the
PAD, Appalachian will use information in its possession and information obtained from
others. This PAD Questionnaire will be used by Appalachian to help identify sources of
existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that is not currently in
Appalachian’s possession. Comments and/or questions regarding this request may be sent
to Sarah Kulpa with HDR via email at sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com or via phone at (704)
248-3620, or to Elizabeth Parcell who represents Appalachian at ebparcell@aep.com or
via phone at (540) 985-2441.

Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped envelope within
30 days of receipt to allow for any follow-up contact by Appalachian’s or HDR’s
representative that may be needed. Not responding within 30 days indicates that you are
not aware of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that describes
the existing Project environment or known potential impacts of the Project.

Appalachian and HDR respectfully request the following information:

1. Information about person completing the questionnaire:

Name & Title
Drew Hammond, Water Withdrawal Permitting &
Compliance Manager

Organization
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, Office of
Water Supply

Address 629 East Main St, Richmond VA 23218

Phone 804-698-4101

Email Andrew.Hammond(@deq.virginia.gov
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Address

2. Do you or your organization know of existing, relevant and reasonably available
information that describes the existing Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project’s
environment (i.e., information regarding the New River in or close to the
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project)?

v Yes (If yes, please complete 2a through 2¢) ~ No (If no, go to 3)

a. If yes, please circle the specific resource area(s) that the information

relates to:
v Geology and soils B Recreation and land use
v’ Water resources B Aecsthetic resources
v Fish and aquatic resources B Cultural resources
B Wildlife and botanical B Socio-economic resources
resources B Tribal resources
B Wetlands, riparian, and littoral v’ Other resource information
habitat (WQ)
B Rare, threatened & endangered
species

b. Please briefly describe the information referenced above or list available
documents (additional information may be provided on page 4 of this
questionnaire).

* New River flow data

* Upstream and downstream water users and associated water withdrawals in the
New River and its watershed

* New River water quality data

c. Where can Appalachian obtain this information?

DEQ Office of Water Supply has information on flow data and upstream and downstream
water uses. Flow data can also be obtained through the USGS website. Water quality
data for the Roanoke River can be obtained from the DEQ website or from the DEQ
Water Quality Monitoring Program.

d. Please indicate whether there is a specific representative you wish to
designate for a potential follow-up contact by Appalachian’s or HDR’s
representative for the resource area(s) checked above (additional
information may be provided on page 4 of this questionnaire).
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Representative Contact Information

Name Matthew Link
Water Withdrawal Permit Writer
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
Office of Water Supply
Address P.O. Box 1105, Richmond VA 23218
Phone 804-698-4078
Email Address Matthew.link@deq.virginia.gov
Name Scott Kudlas
Director
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
Office of Water Supply
Address P.O. Box 1105, Richmond VA 23218
Phone (804) 698-4456
Email Address Scott.Kudlas@deq.virginia.gov

e. Based on the specific resources listed in 2a, are you aware of any specific
issues or improvements pertaining to the identified resource area(s)?
(Additional information may be provided on page 4 of this questionnaire.)

v' Yes (please list specific issues below) ___No
Resource Area Specific Issue
Water quality May be affected by the alteration of flow affecting

water temperature, dissolved oxygen levels or other
water quality aspects in the New River.

Downstream water uses | Downstream water withdrawals for public water
supplies or other beneficial uses may be affected by
the alterations of flow from a hydroelectric facility
and would need to be assessed in any permit
review.
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3. Do you or your organization plan to participate in the Byllesby-Buck
Hydroelectric Project relicensing proceeding? v Yes ~_No

4. We are interested in your comments. If you have comments and/or questions
regarding the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project or the relicensing process,
please provide below. In addition, this questionnaire has been sent to the
people/organizations shown on the attached distribution list; please let us know if
there is anyone else you believe should receive this questionnaire that is not
included on the attached distribution list.

A Virginia Water Protection Permit (VWP permit) issued by the DEQ Office of Water
Supply will be required for any construction activities in the New River as well as for the
alterations of flow related to the operation of a hydroelectric plant on the river. The
VWP permit serves as the Clean Water Act § 401 state certification for the FERC license.
Please contact the DEQ Office of Water Supply about the VWP Permitting process.

The following links provide information about the VWP permitting process and flow in
the New River that would be useful to permitting a hydroelectric facility.

http://www.deq.virginia.gov/Programs/Water/WaterSupply WaterQuantity.aspx

http://www.deq.virginia.gov/Programs/Water/WaterSupply WaterQuantity/Water Withdra
walPermittingandCompliance/Surface Water WithdrawalPermittingandFees.aspx

https://va.water.usgs.gov/

(Comments and/or questions may be sent via email to.: sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com or
ebparcell@aep.com)

As noted above, please return this questionnaire in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped
envelope within 30 days of receipt to allow for any follow-up contact by Appalachian’s
or HDR’s representative that may be needed. Not responding within 30 days indicates
that you are not aware of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that
describes the existing Project environment or known potential impacts of the Project.
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Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian) is the Licensee and operator of the
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514) (Project), located along the New
River in Carroll County, Virginia (see attached map). Appalachian, with assistance from
HDR, Inc. (HDR), is beginning the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
relicensing process for the Project. Accordingly, Appalachian is preparing a Pre-
Application Document (PAD). The PAD provides FERC and other entities with existing,
relevant, and reasonably available information pertaining to the Project.

This information is intended to help identify items of interest and related information
needs, develop study requests and study plans, and prepare documents related to
analyzing the relicensing application to be prepared by Appalachian. To prepare the
PAD, Appalachian will use information in its possession and information obtained from
others. This PAD Questionnaire will be used by Appalachian to help identify sources of
existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that is not currently in
Appalachian’s possession. Comments and/or questions regarding this request may be sent
to Sarah Kulpa with HDR via email at sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com or via phone at (704)
248-3620, or to Elizabeth Parcell who represents Appalachian at ebparcell@aep.com or
via phone at (540) 985-2441.

Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped envelope within
30 days of receipt to allow for any follow-up contact by Appalachian’s or HDR’s
representative that may be needed. Not responding within 30 days indicates that you are
not aware of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that describes
the existing Project environment or known potential impacts of the Project.

Appalachian and HDR respectfully request the following information:

1. Information about person completing the questionnaire:

. ORTH

Name & Title
i ) A
H1Y0 T @T¥YNOd  DONALDJ
Organization
M VirginiaTech
Address ’ College of Natural Resources and Environment
| Department of Fish and
Donald J. Orth At an
Wildlife Conservation -
Phone ;—28227_?9%1 gnes bieiesser Virginia Polytechnic Institute
Cell: 540/230-4738 and State University
E ' D 106 Cheatham Hall (0321)
Y -mail: Don_Orth@vt.edu Blacksburg, VA 24061
www.fishwild.vt.eduffaculty/orth | Fay: 540/231-7580 —
Email Address
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2. Do you or your organization know of existing, relevant and reasonably available
information that describes the existing Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project’s
environment, (i.e., information regarding the New River in or close to the
Byllesby-Byck Hydroelectric Project)?

V' Yes (If yes, please complete 2a through 2e) __ No (If no, go to 3)

a. If yes, please circle the specific resource area(s) that the information

relates to:

B Geology and soils B Recreation and land use
B Water resources B Aesthetic resources
B Fish and aquatic resources W Cultural resources
B Wildlife and botanical resources B Socio-economic resources
B Wetlands, riparian, and littoral B Tribal resources

habitat B Other resource information
B Rare, threatened & endangered

species

b. Please briefly describe the information referenced above or list available
documents (additional information may be provided on page 4 of this
questionnaire).
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d. Please indicate whether there is a specific representative yau wish to
designate for a potential follow-up contact by Appalachian’s or HDR’s
representative for the resource area(s) checked above (additional
information may be provided on page 4 of this questionnaire).

Representative Contact Information

Name

Address

Phone

Email Address

Name |,

Address

Phone

Email Address

e. Based on the specific resources listed in 2a, are you aware of any specific
issues or improvements pertaining to the identified resource area(s)?
(Additional information may be provided on page 4 of this questionnaire.)

_-/473 (please list specific issues below) ~__No
Resource Area Specific Issue
Grelogy + oy b Seduwned” dego sihon, )

sh ""OL“?U°hC e dawer!” ol T@W\Q’Lc‘om

3. Do you or your organization plan to participate in the Byllesby-Buck
Hydroelectric Project relicensing proceeding? 7 Yes ___No
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4. We are interested in your comments. If you have.comments and/or questions
regarding the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project or the relicensing process,
please provide below. In addition, this questionnaire has been sent to the
people/organizations shown on the attached distribution list; please let us know if
there is anyone else you believe should receive this questionnaire that is not
included on the attached distribution list.

(Comments and/or questions may be sent via email to: sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com or
ebparcell@aep.com)

As noted above, please return this questionnaire in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped
envelope within 30 days of receipt to allow for any follow-up contact by Appalachian’s
or HDR’s representative that may be needed. Not responding within 30 days indicates
that you are not aware of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that
describes the existing Project environment or known potential impacts of the Project.
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August 15, 2017

Subject: Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Questionnaire

To the Attached Distribution List:

Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian) is the Licensee and operator of the Byllesby-
Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514) (Project) located on the New River in Carroll
County, Virginia. The Project is licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC).

The existing FERC license for the Project expires on February 29, 2024. Appalachian
intends to pursue a new license for the Project and is preparing the Pre-Application
Document (PAD) required by FERC’s relicensing process. Appalachian has retained HDR,
Inc. (HDR) for assistance with the relicensing process, including development of the PAD.

The PAD provides FERC and other entities with existing, relevant, and reasonably
available information pertaining to the Project. This information is intended to help identify
items of interest and related information needs, develop study requests and study plans, and
prepare documents related to analyzing the relicensing application to be prepared by
Appalachian. To prepare the PAD, Appalachian will use information in its possession and
information obtained from others. On behalf of Appalachian, HDR is currently gathering
information to support preparation of the PAD. Consistent with this effort, the purpose of
this letter is to:

1) Notify interested governmental agencies, local governments, non-governmental
organizations, Indian tribes, and individuals of the upcoming relicensing
proceeding, and

2) Request your help in identifying existing, relevant, and reasonably available
information related to the existing Project environment or known impacts or
benefits of the Project.

Appalachian’s goal is to produce a final comprehensive PAD by the end of 2017 and to file
the PAD with the FERC in 2018. We are asking for your help to identify additional
information of which you may be aware. To facilitate the information search, we have
prepared the attached Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire (PAD
Questionnaire).

440 S Church Street, Suites 900 & 1000, Charlotte, NC 28202-2075
(704) 338-6700
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Appalachian is requesting that you provide any relevant information for the PAD. Relevant
information would include site-or-region specific studies, data, reports, or management
plans on any of the following resource areas:

e Geology and soils e Wildlife and botanical resources

e Recreation and land use e Socioeconomic resources

e Water resources e Wetlands, riparian, and littoral habitat
e Aesthetic resources e Tribal resources

e Fish and aquatic resources e Rare, threatened, and endangered

e Cultural resources species

To help ensure that your relevant information and resources are available for inclusion in
the PAD, please fill out the attached PAD Questionnaire and return to Sarah Kulpa (of
HDR) via email at sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com or in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped
envelope.

HDR intends to include relevant information in the PAD. Therefore, we respectfully
request a response within 30 days of receipt of this letter. This will allow time for follow-
up contacts that may be necessary. If we do not receive a response from you within 30
days, this will indicate you are not aware of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available
information that describes the Project environment or known potential impacts of the
Project, and that, unless you are representative of an Indian tribe or federal or state agency,
you do not wish to remain on the distribution list for this relicensing process.

We want to thank you in advance for helping identify information that meets the criteria for
inclusion in the PAD. We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you
during the relicensing process. If you have any questions regarding this request or would
like additional information, please contact me at sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com or via phone at
(704) 248-3620 or Elizabeth Parcell who represents Appalachian at ebparcell@aep.com or
via phone at (540) 985-2441.

Sincerely,
HDR, Inc.
/‘\

rah Kulpa

Project Manager

Attachment
cc: Elizabeth Parcell, on behalf of Appalachian



Charlene Dwin Vaughn
Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

401 F Street NW, Suite 308
Washington, DC 20001-2637

John Bullard

NOAA Fisheries Service

Greater Atlantic Reg. Fisheries Office
55 Great Republic Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930-2276

US Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW
Washington, DC 20240

Martin Miller

US Fish and Wildlife Service
300 Westgate Center Drive
Hadley, MA 1035

US Forest Service
1400 Independence Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20230

Tim Kaine

US Senate

231 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Catherine Turton

US National Park Service
US Custom House, 3rd Floor
200 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia , PA 19106

Brian McGurk

Virginia Dept of Environmental Quality
PO Box 1105

Richmond, VA 23218

William Kittrell

VA Dept of Game and Inland Fisheries
1796 Highway Sixteen

Marion, VA 24354

Faye McKinney

VA Dept of Conservation and Recreation
600 East Main Street, 24th Floor
Richmond, VA 23219
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Kimberly Bose

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 1st St NE

Washington, DC 20426

John A. Bricker

US Department of Agriculture

Natural Resources Conservation Service
1606 Santa Rosa Road, Suite 209
Richmond, VA 23229-5014

Lindy Nelson, US Dept of the Interior
Philadelphia Region

Custom House, Room 244

200 Chestnut Street

Philadelphia , PA 19106

Cindy Schulz

US Fish and Wildlife Service
6669 Short Lane

Gloucester, VA 23061

US Geological Survey
John W. Powell Building
12201 Sunrise Valley Drive
Reston, VA 20192

Mark Warner

US Senate

703 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Chris Sullivan

Virginia Department of Forestry
900 Natural Resources Drive
Charlottesville, VA 22903

Kelly Miller

Virginia Dept of Environmental Quality
355-A Deadmore Street

Abingdon, VA 24210

John Copeland

VA Dept of Game and Inland Fisheries
4010 West Broad Street

PO Box 11104

Richmond, VA 23230

Craig Seaver

VA Dept of Conservation and Recreation
600 East Main Street, 24th Floor
Richmond, VA 23219

FEMA Region 3

615 Chestnut Street

One Independence Mall, Sixth Floor
Philadelphia , PA 19106-4404

Harold Peterson

US Department of the Interior
545 Marriott Dr, Suite 700
Nashville, TN 37214

Barbara Rudnick

US Environmental Protection Agency
1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia , PA 19103-2029

Elizabeth Merz
US Forest Service
3714 Highway 16
Marion, VA 24354

Morgan Griffith

US House of Representatives
Christiansburg District Office
17 West Main Street
Christiansburg, VA 24073

Michael Reynolds

US National Park Service
1849 C Street, NW
Washington, DC 20240

Jess Jones

Freshwater Mollusk Conservation Center
Virginia Tech

1B Plantation Road

Blacksburg, VA 24061

Bettina Sullivan

Virginia Dept of Environmental Quality
PO Box 1105

Richmond, VA 23218

Beth Reed

VA Dept of Conservation and Recreation
600 East Main Street, 24th Floor
Richmond, VA 23219

Julie Langan

VA Department of Historic Resources
2801 Kensington Avenue

Richmond, VA 23221
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Elizabeth Moore

Archaeological Society of Virginia
PO Box 70395

Richmond, VA 23255

Tracy Goodson

New River Soil and Water Conservation
District

968 East Stuart Drive

Galax, VA 24333

Brian J. Reed
Town of Fries
PO Box 452
Fries, VA 24330

Kevin Richard Colburn
American Whitewater
PO Box 1540
Cullowhee, NC 28779

Andrea Langston

New River Land Trust
PO Box 11057
Blacksburg, VA 24062

New River Watershed Roundtable, Inc.
PO Box 1506
Dublin, VA 24084

Appalachian Trail Conservancy
110 South Park Drive
Blacksburg, VA 24063
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Kelly Thomasson
Virginia Council on Indians

1111 East Broad Street, 4th Floor

Richmond, VA 23219

Carroll County
605 Pine Street
Hillsville, VA 24343

Robert Gray

Pamunkey Indian Tribe
191 Lay Landing Road
King William, VA 23086

Rick Roth

Friends of the New River
1000 Highland Circle
Blacksburg, VA 24060

Sam Sweeney

New River Trail State Park
116 Orphanage Drive

Max Meadows, VA 24360

Steve Moyer

Trout Unlimited

1777 N. Kent Street, Suite 100
Arlington, VA 22209

Nature Conservancy
490 Westfield Road
Charlottesville, VA 22901-1633

Terry McAuliffe
Office of the Governor
PO Box 1475
Richmond, VA 23218

C. M. Mitchell

Town of Galax

111 East Grayson Street
Galax, VA 24333

John Seebach

American Rivers

1104 14th St NW, Suite 1400
Washington, DC 20005

George Santucci

New River Conservancy

1 N Jefferson Avenue, Suite D
West Jefferson, NC 28694

Tim Dixon

New River Outdoor Adventures
5785 Fries Road

Galax, VA 24333

American Canoe Association
503 Sophia Street, Suite 100
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
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Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian) is the Licensee and operator of the
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514) (Project), located along the New
River in Carroll County, Virginia (see attached map). Appalachian, with assistance from
HDR, Inc. (HDR), is beginning the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
relicensing process for the Project. Accordingly, Appalachian is preparing a Pre-
Application Document (PAD). The PAD provides FERC and other entities with existing,
relevant, and reasonably available information pertaining to the Project.

This information is intended to help identify items of interest and related information
needs, develop study requests and study plans, and prepare documents related to
analyzing the relicensing application to be prepared by Appalachian. To prepare the
PAD, Appalachian will use information in its possession and information obtained from
others. This PAD Questionnaire will be used by Appalachian to help identify sources of
existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that is not currently in
Appalachian’s possession. Comments and/or questions regarding this request may be sent
to Sarah Kulpa with HDR via email at sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com or via phone at (704)
248-3620, or to Elizabeth Parcell who represents Appalachian at ebparcell@aep.com or
via phone at (540) 985-2441.

Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped envelope within
30 days of receipt to allow for any follow-up contact by Appalachian’s or HDR’s
representative that may be needed. Not responding within 30 days indicates that you are
not aware of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that describes
the existing Project environment or known potential impacts of the Project.

Appalachian and HDR respectfully request the following information:

1. Information about person completing the questionnaire:

Name & Title

Organization

Address

Phone

Email Address
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Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

2. Do you or your organization know of existing, relevant and reasonably available
information that describes the existing Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project’s
environment (i.e., information regarding the New River in or close to the
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project)?

____Yes (If yes, please complete 2a through 2e) __ No (If no, go to 3)

a. If yes, please circle the specific resource area(s) that the information

relates to:

B Geology and soils B Recreation and land use
B \Water resources B Aesthetic resources
B Fish and aquatic resources B Cultural resources
B Wildlife and botanical resources B Socio-economic resources
B \Wetlands, riparian, and littoral B Tribal resources

habitat B Other resource information
B Rare, threatened & endangered

species

b. Please briefly describe the information referenced above or list available
documents (additional information may be provided on page 4 of this
questionnaire).

c. Where can Appalachian obtain this information?



Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

d. Please indicate whether there is a specific representative you wish to
designate for a potential follow-up contact by Appalachian’s or HDR’s
representative for the resource area(s) checked above (additional
information may be provided on page 4 of this questionnaire).

Representative Contact Information

Name

Address

Phone

Email Address

Name

Address

Phone

Email Address

e. Based on the specific resources listed in 2a, are you aware of any specific
issues or improvements pertaining to the identified resource area(s)?
(Additional information may be provided on page 4 of this questionnaire.)

____Yes (please list specific issues below)

No

Resource Area

Specific Issue

3. Do you or your organization plan to participate in the Byllesby-Buck

Hydroelectric Project relicensing proceeding?

___Yes ___No




Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2514)
Relicensing Pre-Application Document Information Questionnaire

4. We are interested in your comments. If you have comments and/or questions
regarding the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project or the relicensing process,
please provide below. In addition, this questionnaire has been sent to the
people/organizations shown on the attached distribution list; please let us know if
there is anyone else you believe should receive this questionnaire that is not
included on the attached distribution list.

(Comments and/or questions may be sent via email to: sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com or
ebparcell@aep.com)

As noted above, please return this questionnaire in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped
envelope within 30 days of receipt to allow for any follow-up contact by Appalachian’s
or HDR’s representative that may be needed. Not responding within 30 days indicates
that you are not aware of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available information that
describes the existing Project environment or known potential impacts of the Project.
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August 15, 2017

Martin Miller, Chief

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Northeast Region 5

300 Westgate Center Drive

Hadley, MA 01035

Subject: Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514)
Request for Threatened and Endangered Species Information

Dear Mr. Miller,

On behalf of Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian), HDR, Inc. (HDR) is gathering
information in support of the Pre-Application Document (PAD) for the upcoming Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing of the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric
Project (FERC No. 2514) (Project). In support of this process, HDR has requested an
official species list regarding any threatened or endangered species and any critical habitat
within the Project area using the United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) IPaC
system online.

The Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project is located on the New River in Carroll County,
Virginia. The attached report was generated from the USFWS’ IPaC system and includes a
map that shows the area of interest for which the information was requested and the general
location of the facility.

It is our intent to include these results in the PAD. Therefore, we respectfully request your
concurrence that this information is accurate within 30 days of the date of this letter. If you
have any questions or need additional information regarding this Project or its location,
please feel free to contact me at (704) 248-3620 or sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com.

Thank you for your assistance with this request.

Sincerely,
HDR, Inc.

Sarah Kulpa
Project Manager

440 S Church Street, Suites 900 & 1000, Charlotte, NC 28202-2075
(704) 338-6700
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Attachment
cc: Elizabeth Parcell, on behalf of Appalachian



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Virginia Ecological Services Field Office
6669 Short Lane
Gloucester, VA 23061-4410
Phone: (804) 693-6694 Fax: (804) 693-9032
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/

In Reply Refer To: August 14, 2017
Consultation Code: 05E2VA00-2017-SL1-4483

Event Code: 05E2VA00-2017-E-09982

Project Name: Byllesby Hydroelectric Project

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). Any activity
proposed on National Wildlife Refuge lands must undergo a ‘Compatibility Determination’
conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to discuss any questions or
concerns.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-1PaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to



utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook™" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan

(http://lwww.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdlssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdlssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment(s):

® Official Species List
= USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries



Official Species List

This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".

This species list is provided by:

Virginia Ecological Services Field Office
6669 Short Lane

Gloucester, VA 23061-4410

(804) 693-6694



Project Summary

Consultation Code:
Event Code:
Project Name:
Project Type:

Project Description:

Project Location:

05E2VA00-2017-SL1-4483
05E2VA00-2017-E-09982
Byllesby Hydroelectric Project
DAM

Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian) is the Licensee and operator
of the 30.1 megawatt Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No.
2514) (Project) located on the New River in Carroll County, Virginia. The
existing Project consists of the Byllesby development and the Buck
development. The Project is licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC).

The existing FERC license for the Project expires on February 29, 2024.
Appalachian intends to pursue a new license for the Project and is
preparing the Pre-Application Document (PAD) required by FERC’s
relicensing process. As part of the data collection for the PAD,
Appalachian is requesting information regarding rare, threatened and
endangered species and critical habitat within the Project area.

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps:
https://www.google.com/maps/place/36.772652419178215N80.92110110937404W

Counties:

Carroll, VA



Endangered Species Act Species

There is a total of 3 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list. Species on
this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include species
that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species list
because a project could affect downstream species. See the "Critical habitats" section below for
those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially within your project area under this office's
jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions.

Mammals
NAME STATUS
Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis Endangered

There is a final critical habitat designated for this species. Your location is outside the designated
critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5949

Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis Threatened
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Flowering Plants

NAME STATUS

Virginia Spiraea Spiraea virginiana Threatened
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1728

Critical habitats

There are no critical habitats within your project area under this office's jurisdiction.



USFWS National Wildlife Refuges And Fish
Hatcheries

Any activity proposed on National Wildlife Refuge lands must undergo a 'Compatibility
Determination’ conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to discuss any
questions or concerns.

There are no refuges or fish hatcheries within your project area.



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Virginia Ecological Services Field Office
6669 Short Lane
Gloucester, VA 23061-4410
Phone: (804) 693-6694 Fax: (804) 693-9032
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/

In Reply Refer To: August 14, 2017
Consultation Code: 05E2VA00-2017-SL1-4482

Event Code: 05E2VA00-2017-E-09980

Project Name: Buck Hydroelectric Project

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). Any activity
proposed on National Wildlife Refuge lands must undergo a ‘Compatibility Determination’
conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to discuss any questions or
concerns.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-1PaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to



utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook™" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan

(http://lwww.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdlssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdlssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment(s):

® Official Species List
= USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries



Official Species List

This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".

This species list is provided by:

Virginia Ecological Services Field Office
6669 Short Lane

Gloucester, VA 23061-4410

(804) 693-6694



Project Summary

Consultation Code:
Event Code:
Project Name:
Project Type:

Project Description:

Project Location:

05E2VA00-2017-SL1-4482
05E2VA00-2017-E-09980

Buck Hydroelectric Project
DAM

Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian) is the Licensee and operator
of the 30.1 megawatt Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No.
2514) (Project) located on the New River in Carroll County, Virginia. The
existing Project consists of the Byllesby development and the Buck
development. The Project is licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC).

The existing FERC license for the Project expires on February 29, 2024.
Appalachian intends to pursue a new license for the Project and is
preparing the Pre-Application Document (PAD) required by FERC’s
relicensing process. As part of the data collection for the PAD,
Appalachian is requesting information regarding rare, threatened and
endangered species and critical habitat within the Project area.

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps:
https://www.google.com/maps/place/36.8098684069521N80.94110266138311W

Counties:

Carroll, VA



Endangered Species Act Species

There is a total of 2 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list. Species on
this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include species
that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species list
because a project could affect downstream species. See the "Critical habitats" section below for
those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially within your project area under this office's
jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions.

Mammals
NAME STATUS
Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis Endangered

There is a final critical habitat designated for this species. Your location is outside the designated
critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5949

Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis Threatened
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Critical habitats

There are no critical habitats within your project area under this office's jurisdiction.



USFWS National Wildlife Refuges And Fish
Hatcheries

Any activity proposed on National Wildlife Refuge lands must undergo a 'Compatibility
Determination’ conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to discuss any
questions or concerns.

There are no refuges or fish hatcheries within your project area.
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August 15, 2017

Faye McKinney

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation
Natural Heritage Program

600 East Main Street, 24™ Floor

Richmond, VA 23219

Subject: Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514)
Request for Threatened and Endangered Species Information

Dear Ms. McKinney,

On behalf of Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian), HDR, Inc. (HDR) is gathering
information in support of the Pre-Application Document (PAD) for the upcoming Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing of the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric
Project (FERC No. 2514) (Project). In support of this process, HDR is requesting
information regarding the following within the Project area:

= State-listed threatened or endangered species;

= Species proposed for listing as threatened or endangered, or species of concern;

= Designated or proposed critical habitat; and

= Candidate species.

The Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project is located on the New River in Carroll County,
Virginia. The attached map shows the area of interest for which the information is being
requested and the general location of the facility.

It is our intent to include the results of this information request in the PAD. Therefore, we
respectfully request a response to this request within 30 days of the date of this letter. If you
have any questions or need additional information regarding this Project or its location,
please feel free to contact me at (704) 248-3620 or sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com.

Thank you for your assistance with this request.

Sincerely,

HDR, Inc.

oo S g
Sarah Kulpa

Project Manager

440 S Church Street, Suites 900 & 1000, Charlotte, NC 28202-2075
(704) 338-6700
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cc: Elizabeth Parcell, on behalf of Appalachian
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August 15, 2017

Bettina Sullivan, Manager

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
Federal Consistency Office

PO Box 1105

Richmond, VA 23218

Subject: Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514)
Coastal Zone Consistency Determination

Dear Ms. Sullivan,

On behalf of Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian), HDR, Inc. (HDR) is gathering
information in support of the Pre-Application Document (PAD) for the upcoming Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing of the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric
Project (FERC No. 2514) (Project).

Consistent with this effort, HDR is requesting a determination from your office regarding
the applicability of the State’s Coastal Zone Policies to the Project, which is located on the
New River in Carroll County, Virginia. Based on a review of applicable information, we do
not believe that the Project is located within the State’s Coastal Zone and are requesting
confirmation of this determination from your office. In support of this confirmation, we
have included a map indicating the location of this facility.

It is our intent to include the results of the determination in the PAD. Therefore, we
respectfully request a response to this determination within 30 days of the date of this letter.
If you have any questions or need additional information regarding this Project or its
location, please feel free to contact me at (704) 248-3620 or sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com.

Thank you for your assistance with this request.

Sincerely,
HDR, Inc.

Sarah Kulpa
Project Manager

440 S Church Street, Suites 900 & 1000, Charlotte, NC 28202-2075
(704) 338-6700
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219

Molly Joseph Ward Mailing address: P.O. Box 1105, Richmond, Virginia 23218 David K. Paylor
Secretary of Natural Resources www.deg.virginia.gov Director
(804) 6984000

1-800-592-5482

September 1, 2017

Sarah Kulpa

HDR, Inc.

440 S. Church Street, Suites 900 & 1000
Charlotte, North Carolina 28202-2075
Via email: sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com

RE: Niagara Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2466), Roanoke County, Virginia
Dear Ms. Kulpa:
This letter is in response to the scoping request for the above-referenced project.

As you may know, the Department of Environmental Quality, through its Office of
Environmental Impact Review (DEQ-OEIR), is responsible for coordinating Virginia’s review of federal
consistency documents prepared pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act which applies to all
federal activities which are reasonably likely to affect any land or water use or natural resources of
Virginia’s designated coastal resources management area must be consistent with the enforceable policies
Virginia Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Program. Virginia’s coastal management area includes most
of Tidewater Virginia, as defined by the Code of Virginia § 28.2-100. Roanoke County is not located
within Virginia’s coastal management area and it appears to be unlikely that this project would affect any
land or water use or natural resources of Virginia’s designated coastal resources management area.
Therefore, a federal consistency certification is not required for this project.

In addition to coordinating federal consistency reviews, DEQ-OEIR is responsible for
coordinating Virginia’s review of federal environmental documents prepared pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and responding to appropriate federal officials on behalf of the
Commonwealth. The information below may assist you in the preparation of any NEPA document.

DOCUMENT SUBMISSIONS

In order to ensure an effective coordinated review of the NEPA document, notification of the
NEPA document should be sent directly to OEIR. We request that you submit one electronic to
eir@deqg.virginia.gov (10 MB maximum) or make the documents available for download at a website or a
file transfer protocol (ftp) site.

The NEPA document should include U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps as part of the
information. We strongly encourage you to issue shape files with the NEPA document. In addition,
project details should be adequately described for the benefit of the reviewers.



DATA BASE ASSISTANCE
Below is a list of databases that may assist you in the preparation of a NEPA document:

o DEQ Online Database: Virginia Environmental Geographic Information Systems

Information on Permitted Solid Waste Management Facilities, Impaired Waters, Petroleum
Releases, Registered Petroleum Facilities, Permitted Discharge (Virginia Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Permits) Facilities, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Sites,
Water Monitoring Stations, National Wetlands Inventory:

0 www.deq.virginia.gov/ConnectWithDEQ/VEGIS.aspx

e DEQ Virginia Coastal Geospatial and Educational Mapping System (GEMS)

Virginia’s coastal resource data and maps; coastal laws and policies; facts on coastal resource
values; and direct links to collaborating agencies responsible for current data:
0 http://128.172.160.131/gems2/

¢ MARCO Mid-Atlantic Ocean Data Portal

The Mid-Atlantic Ocean Data Portal is a publicly available online toolkit and resource center that
consolidates available data and enables users to visualize and analyze ocean resources and human
use information such as fishing grounds, recreational areas, shipping lanes, habitat areas, and
energy sites, among others.

http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/visualize/#x=-
73.24&y=38.93&z=7&logo=true&controls=true&basemap=0cean&tab=data&legends=false&la

yers=true

o DHR Data Sharing System.
Survey records in the DHR inventory:

o www.dhr.virginia.qgov/archives/data sharing sys.htm

o DCR Natural Heritage Search

Produces lists of resources that occur in specific counties, watersheds or physiographic regions:
o www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural_heritage/dbsearchtool.shtml

e DGIF Fish and Wildlife Information Service

Information about Virginia's Wildlife resources:
0 http://vafwis.org/fwis/




e Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) Database: Superfund Information
Systems

Information on hazardous waste sites, potentially hazardous waste sites and remedial activities
across the nation, including sites that are on the National Priorities List (NPL) or being
considered for the NPL:

0 www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/cursites/index.htm

¢ EPA RCRAInfo Search

Information on hazardous waste facilities:
o www.epa.gov/enviro/facts/rcrainfo/search.html

e EPA Envirofacts Database

EPA Environmental Information, including EPA-Regulated Facilities and Toxics Release
Inventory Reports:
0 www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html

e EPA NEPAssist Database

Facilitates the environmental review process and project planning:
http://nepaassisttool.epa.gov/nepaassist/entry.aspx

If you have questions about the environmental review process and/or the federal consistency
review process, please feel free to contact me (telephone (804) 698-4204 or e-mail
bettina.sullivan@deq.virginia.gov).

I hope this information is helpful to you.

Sincerely,

"Botho Sbla

Bettina Sullivan, Program Manager
Environmental Impact Review and
Long-Range Priorities



Subject: FW: project submittal with DCR

From: Rhur, Robbie (DCR) [mailto:Robbie.Rhur@dcr.virginia.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 2:30 PM

To: Kulpa, Sarah

Subject: RE: project submittal with DCR

Hi Sarah;

| am your contact for recreation and scenic resources. Information Services is the section Rene manages. Craig Sever is
our Park Director, so if a dam is near a park, he needs it too. In other words all three of us could potentially need
copies. | prefer an electronic copy and Rene want projects submitted through the website. Craig would likely prefer
electronic too cause he will forward it to the Park manager.

Have a great week
Robbie

From: Kulpa, Sarah [mailto:Sarah.Kulpa@hdrinc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 2:18 PM

To: Rhur, Robbie (DCR)

Cc: ebparcell@aep.com

Subject: RE: project submittal with DCR

Hi Robbie,

Sorry about that; looked like we were having intermittent email trouble this morning. | received your voicemail — thanks
very much for the explanation and directions. We’ll resubmit as you’ve directed.

We would certainly welcome any relevant information regarding recreation and scenic resources. By separate mailings
(also addressed to Beth Reed, as well as Craig Seaver and Rene Hypes) we also sent a “PAD Questionnaire” for each of
these projects requesting information about a variety of resources, if you are able to respond to those and advise as to
any designated DCR contacts for these mailing lists moving forward.

Thank you again for your time and feedback.

Sarah Kulpa
D 704.248.3620 M 315.415.8703

ONEFXRED
hdrinc.com/follow-us

From: Rhur, Robbie (DCR) [mailto:Robbie.Rhur@dcr.virginia.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 2:00 PM

To: Kulpa, Sarah

Subject: project submittal with DCR

Good Afternoon Sarah:

My earlier email bounced back, so | thought | would try again.
1


MSALAZAR
Text Box


Two letters, addressed to Beth Reed, were received requesting information regarding potential impacts due to
relicensing of the Niagara Dam (FERC # 2466) and Byllesby-Buck Dam (FERC # 2514). While | am happy to provide
information regarding recreation and scenic resources you must make a request to DCR’s Division of Natural Heritage for
our threatened and endangered species information. Please contact Information Services at
http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural-heritage/infoservices to make your request or Rene Hypes at
rene.hypes@dcr.virginia.gov.

Thank you

Robbie Rhur

Environmental Review Coordinator/DCR
600 E Main Street 17th Floor

Richmond VA 23219

804-371-2594

Robbie Rhur

Environmental Review Coordinator/DCR
600 E Main Street 17th Floor

Richmond VA 23219

804-371-2594



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219

Molly Joseph Ward Mailing address: P.O. Box 1105, Richmond, Virginia 23218 David K. Paylor
Secretary of Natural Resources www.deg.virginia.gov Director
(804) 6984000

1-800-592-5482

September 1, 2017

Sarah Kulpa

HDR, Inc.

440 S. Church Street, Suites 900 & 1000
Charlotte, North Carolina 28202-2075
Via email: sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com

RE: Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514), Carroll County, Virginia
Dear Ms. Kulpa:
This letter is in response to the scoping request for the above-referenced project.

As you may know, the Department of Environmental Quality, through its Office of
Environmental Impact Review (DEQ-OEIR), is responsible for coordinating Virginia’s review of federal
consistency documents prepared pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act which applies to all
federal activities which are reasonably likely to affect any land or water use or natural resources of
Virginia’s designated coastal resources management area must be consistent with the enforceable policies
Virginia Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Program. Virginia’s coastal management area includes most
of Tidewater Virginia, as defined by the Code of Virginia § 28.2-100. Carroll County is not located
within Virginia’s coastal management area and it appears to be unlikely that this project would affect any
land or water use or natural resources of Virginia’s designated coastal resources management area.
Therefore, a federal consistency certification is not required for this project.

In addition to coordinating federal consistency reviews, DEQ-OEIR is responsible for
coordinating Virginia’s review of federal environmental documents prepared pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and responding to appropriate federal officials on behalf of the
Commonwealth. The information below may assist you in the preparation of any NEPA document.

DOCUMENT SUBMISSIONS

In order to ensure an effective coordinated review of the NEPA document, notification of the
NEPA document should be sent directly to OEIR. We request that you submit one electronic to
eir@deqg.virginia.gov (10 MB maximum) or make the documents available for download at a website or a
file transfer protocol (ftp) site.

The NEPA document should include U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps as part of the
information. We strongly encourage you to issue shape files with the NEPA document. In addition,
project details should be adequately described for the benefit of the reviewers.



DATA BASE ASSISTANCE
Below is a list of databases that may assist you in the preparation of a NEPA document:

o DEQ Online Database: Virginia Environmental Geographic Information Systems

Information on Permitted Solid Waste Management Facilities, Impaired Waters, Petroleum
Releases, Registered Petroleum Facilities, Permitted Discharge (Virginia Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Permits) Facilities, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Sites,
Water Monitoring Stations, National Wetlands Inventory:

0 www.deq.virginia.gov/ConnectWithDEQ/VEGIS.aspx

e DEQ Virginia Coastal Geospatial and Educational Mapping System (GEMS)

Virginia’s coastal resource data and maps; coastal laws and policies; facts on coastal resource
values; and direct links to collaborating agencies responsible for current data:
0 http://128.172.160.131/gems2/

¢ MARCO Mid-Atlantic Ocean Data Portal

The Mid-Atlantic Ocean Data Portal is a publicly available online toolkit and resource center that
consolidates available data and enables users to visualize and analyze ocean resources and human
use information such as fishing grounds, recreational areas, shipping lanes, habitat areas, and
energy sites, among others.

http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/visualize/#x=-
73.24&y=38.93&z=7&logo=true&controls=true&basemap=0cean&tab=data&legends=false&la

yers=true

o DHR Data Sharing System.
Survey records in the DHR inventory:

o www.dhr.virginia.qgov/archives/data sharing sys.htm

o DCR Natural Heritage Search

Produces lists of resources that occur in specific counties, watersheds or physiographic regions:
o www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural_heritage/dbsearchtool.shtml

e DGIF Fish and Wildlife Information Service

Information about Virginia's Wildlife resources:
0 http://vafwis.org/fwis/




e Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) Database: Superfund Information
Systems

Information on hazardous waste sites, potentially hazardous waste sites and remedial activities
across the nation, including sites that are on the National Priorities List (NPL) or being
considered for the NPL:

0 www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/cursites/index.htm

¢ EPA RCRAInfo Search

Information on hazardous waste facilities:
o www.epa.gov/enviro/facts/rcrainfo/search.html

e EPA Envirofacts Database

EPA Environmental Information, including EPA-Regulated Facilities and Toxics Release
Inventory Reports:
0 www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html

e EPA NEPAssist Database

Facilitates the environmental review process and project planning:
http://nepaassisttool.epa.gov/nepaassist/entry.aspx

If you have questions about the environmental review process and/or the federal consistency
review process, please feel free to contact me (telephone (804) 698-4204 or e-mail
bettina.sullivan@deq.virginia.gov).

I hope this information is helpful to you.

Sincerely,

Bothno Sblia

Bettina Sullivan, Program Manager
Environmental Impact Review and
Long-Range Priorities
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: September 13,2017

TO: Sarah Kulpa, HDR

FROM: Roberta Rhur, Environmental Impact Review Coordinator
SUBJECT: DCR 17-021, Byllesby-Buck Dam relicensing FERC # 2514

Division of Planning and Recreation Resources

The Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), Division of Planning and Recreation Resources
(PRR), develops the Virginia Outdoors Plan and coordinates a broad range of recreational and
environmental programs throughout Virginia. These include the Virginia Scenic Rivers program; Trails,
Greenways, and Blueways; Virginia State Park Master Planning and State Park Design and Construction.
The remaining DCR divisions have no comments regarding the scope of this project. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment.

The Byllesby-Buck Dams impounds the New River, which is an established water trail and is a potential
scenic river. There are five water access points along the project limits as described on the map submitted
for review, all of which are DCR and DGIF sites. The dams are adjacent to segments of New River Trail State
Park. All of these factors lead DCR to recommend serious consideration for safe portage around the dams
for the boating/paddling community and that any and all safety measures are put into place to allow a safe
boating experience. We recommend coordination with the New River Tail State Park Manager, Sam
Sweeney. He can be reached at sam.sweeney@dcr.virginia.gov. Further we recommend a recreation plan
be created or updated by applicant, the Appalachian Power Company. If a recreation plan has been created,
we request a copy.

Cc Sam Sweeney, DCR

600 East Main Street, 24" Floor | Richmond, Virginia 23219 | 804-786-6124

State Parks ® Soil and Water Conservation ® Outdoor Recreation Planning
Natural Heritage ® Dam Safety and Floodplain Management ® Land Conservation



Molly Joseph Ward
Secretary of Natural Resources

Clyde E. Cristman
Director

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION

Rochelle Altholz
Deputy Director of
Administration and Finance

David C. Dowling

Deputy Director of

Soil and Water Conservation
and Dam Safety

Thomas L. Smith
Deputy Director of Operations

September 23, 2017

Sarah Kulpa

HDR Engineering, Inc.

440 S Church Street, Suites 900 & 1000
Charlotte, NC 28202

Re: P-2514 Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project
Dear Ms. Kulpa:

The Department of Conservation and Recreation's Division of Natural Heritage (DCR) has searched its Biotics Data
System for occurrences of natural heritage resources from the area outlined on the submitted map. Natural heritage
resources are defined as the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and animal species, unique or exemplary
natural communities, and significant geologic formations.

According to the information currently in our files, the New River — Big Branch Stream Conservation Unit (SCU)
is located within the project site. SCUs identify stream reaches that contain aquatic natural heritage resources,
including 2 miles upstream and 1 mile downstream of documented occurrences, and all tributaries within this
reach. SCUs are also given a biodiversity significance ranking based on the rarity, quality, and number of
element occurrences they contain. The New River — Big Branch SCU has been given a biodiversity ranking of
B4, which represents a site of moderate significance. Natural heritage resources associated with this site are:

Gomphus adelphus Moustached clubtail G4G5/S1/NL/NL
Ophiogomphus howei Pygmy snaketail G3/S1S2/NL/NL

The Moustached Clubtail is a gray-green and black dragonfly which inhabits mostly rapid clear rocky streams and
rivers and occasionally the exposed shorelines of lakes (Dunkle, 2000). The Moustached Clubtail occurs in the
northeastern United States and southeastern Canada, extending its range southward along the Appalachian
Mountains rarely reaching into North Carolina and Georgia (Lasley accessed 25 February 2010). In Virginia, G.
adelphus is known from areas of the New River (Grayson, Carroll, and Wythe counties) and has historical
occurrences in Augusta and Bath counties. As with all dragonflies, its larvae are aquatic and adults emerge from
the water to forage and mate (Dunkle, 2000). Because of their aquatic lifestyle and limited mobility, the larvae
are particularly vulnerable to shoreline disturbances that cause the loss of shoreline vegetation and siltation. They
are also sensitive to alterations that result in poor water quality, aquatic substrate changes, and thermal
fluctuations.

The Pygmy snaketail is a very small sized, stocky dragonfly with amber basal field hindwings, ranging from
northeast Maine west to Wisconsin, and south to Virginia and Kentucky. This species requires big, clear rivers
with high water quality and stable flow over coarse cobbles and periodic rapids. The larva of this species is
unique due to the small size and lack of a dorsal abdominal spine. These larvae overwinter and take flight late
April to early June. The major threat to this species is habitat degradation by the impoundment of running waters
from poorly drained roads, damming, and channelization (NatureServ, 2009).
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Adult Odonata (dragonflies and damselflies), commonly seen flitting and hovering along the shores of most
freshwater habitats, are accomplished predators. Adults typically forage in clearings with scattered trees and
shrubs near the parent river. They feed on mosquitoes and other smaller flying insects, and are thus considered
highly beneficial. Odonates lay their eggs on emergent vegetation or debris at the water’s edge. Unlike the adults,
the larvae are aquatic and typically inhabit the sand and gravel substrates. Wingless and possessing gills, the
larvae crawl about the submerged leaf litter and debris stalking their insect prey. The larvae seize unsuspecting
prey with a long, hinged “grasper” that folds neatly under their chin. When larval development is complete, the
aquatic larvae crawl from the water to the bank, climb up the stalk of the shoreline vegetation, and the winged
adult emerges (Hoffman 1991; Thorpe and Covich 1991).

Because of their aquatic lifestyle and limited mobility, the larvae are particularly vulnerable to shoreline
disturbances that cause the loss of shoreline vegetation and siltation. They are also sensitive to alterations that
result in poor water quality, aquatic substrate changes, and thermal fluctuations.

In addition, the New River has been designated by the VDGIF as a “Threatened and Endangered Species Water”
for the Pistolgrip.

Due to the legal status of the Pistolgrip, DCR recommends coordination with the VDGIF, Virginia's regulatory
authority for the management and protection of this species to ensure compliance with the Virginia Endangered
Species Act (VA ST §8 29.1-563 — 570).

DCR reiterates the presence of Virginia spiraea (Spiraea virginiana,G2/S1/LT/LE) in the New River and
additional suitable habitat for this rare plant as indicated in the 2017 survey report. Any change of water levels
and/or drastic flow alterations could have potential negative impacts on this species.

Under a Memorandum of Agreement established between the Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer
Services (VDACS) and the DCR, DCR represents VDACS in comments regarding potential impacts on state-
listed threatened and endangered plant and insect species. Survey results should be coordinated with DCR-DNH
and USFWS. If it is determined the species is present, and there is a likelihood of a negative impact on the
species, DCR-DNH will recommend coordination with VDACS to ensure compliance with Virginia’s Endangered
Plant and Insect Species Act.

There are no State Natural Area Preserves under DCR’s jurisdiction in the project vicinity.

New and updated information is continually added to Biotics. Please re-submit a completed order form and
project map for an update on this natural heritage information if the scope of the project changes and/or six
months has passed before it is utilized.

A fee of $125.00 has been assessed for the service of providing this information. Please find enclosed an invoice
for that amount. Please return one copy of the invoice along with your remittance made payable to the Treasurer
of Virginia, Department of Conservation and Recreation, Division of Natural Heritage, 600 East Main Street, 241"
Floor, Richmond, VA 23219. Payment is due within thirty days of the invoice date. Please note late payment may
result in the suspension of project review service for future projects.

The VDGIF maintains a database of wildlife locations, including threatened and endangered species, trout
streams, and anadromous fish waters that may contain information not documented in this letter. Their database
may be accessed from http://vafwis.org/fwis/ or contact Ernie Aschenbach at 804-367-2733 or
Ernie.Aschenbach@dgif.virginia.gov.

Should you have any questions or concerns, feel free to contact me at 804-371-2708. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment on this project.


mailto:Ernie.Aschenbach@dgif.virginia.gov

Sincerely,

P s 3
peors 7T
S. René Hypes
Project Review Coordinator

CC: Ernie Aschenbach, VDGIF
Keith Tignor, VDACS
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Meeting Summary
Project:  Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 2514

Subject:  PAD Information Request
Date:  Tuesday, October 24, 2017
Location:  Conference Call

Attendees:  John Copeland [Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF)]
Brian Watson (VDGIF)
Bill Kittrell (VDGIF)
Liz Parcell [American Electric Power (AEP)]
Sarah Kulpa (HDR)
Kelly MacVane (HDR)

AEP and HDR participated in a call with VDGIF to discuss information requests related to the
Pre-Application Document (PAD) for the upcoming relicensing of the Byllesby/Buck Project.

The group discussed the process and schedule for the relicensing, information that VDGIF may
be able to provide in support of the PAD, and preliminary issues of potential concern or interest
to VDGIF. A summary of discussion and action items follows.

Relicensing Process and Schedule

At this time AEP intends to use FERC'’s Integrated Licensing Process (ILP) for this relicensing.
VDGIF agreed that this process was appropriate, particularly given the range of resources to be
addressed. The deadline for filing the PAD is February 28, 2019. The earliest PAD filing date is
September 1, 2018. AEP has not yet decided when to file the PAD and formally initiate the
relicensing process but anticipates an early filing to maximize the time under the ILP for
completion of studies and the necessary reports and licensing documents.

Data and Information from VDGIF

VDGIF stated the following information is available and may be useful in preparation of the

PAD:

= Surveys and studies conducted in support of the Fries Relicensing (VA Tech

Conservation Management Institute). VDGIF noted the Fries DLA may be complete as
early as November 2017. Data may be available for the reach between Fries and
Byllesby regarding mussels, macroinvertebrates, and fish. HDR and AEP noted that
AEP was in contact with Don Orth and TRC regarding available data from this
relicensing, and had already obtained some preliminary data and reports.

» Mussel surveys — best/most recent available expected to be those by Alderman and
Stantec as part of the Claytor monitoring. Mike Pinder's mussel study also a useful
historical reference (John Copeland provided by email 11/1/2017). VDGIF noted there
are data gaps of mussel information in the upper reach of Buck reservoir.



DEQ may have collected some macroinvertebrate data in the Upper New River; VDGIF
has not.

Fishery surveys — VDGIF noted they started doing a lot of work on the New River in the
1990s (after the last relicensing). The following may be available; VDGIF will attempt to
locate and provide to HDR/AEP:

o George Palmer’s Byllesby Reservoir electrofishing data in a spreadsheet with
some metadata (collection years were 2004, 2005, and 2009 — all spring
collections). (John Copeland to provide)

o John Copeland may be able to locate data from additional sampling events on
the upper end of Byllesby Reservoir as well (2000-2003).

o Muskie habitat survey data (Joe Williams conducted this in the early 1990’s) —
Data was collected during New River float trips where widths, lengths, and
depths of pools were measured. Data not available electronically. (John
Copeland to provide if located.)

o Upper New River fish species list — Previously assembled for the Fries
relicensing and a good starting point for the Buck/Byllesby Project. VDGIF does
not have any fisheries information in Buck reservoir. (John Copeland provided by
email 11/1/2017.)

Upper New River Walleye Management Plan — not yet final, VDGIF to provide.

List of VDGIF Recreational Access Issues (including Buck Campground) — primarily
notes from site visit in March 2017.

Information from Jim McNeely, Appalachian Trail history buff, regarding potential
recreational access via the old Appalachian Trail section near these reservoirs. (John
Copeland provided by email 11/1/2017.)

Preliminary Issues of Concern or Interest
VDGIF requested the following issues be addressed in the PAD and/or through the relicensing
process:

Reservoir drawdowns and the impact to mussels and recreation/navigation.
Mussels of primary concern are green floater, pistolgrip, and paper pondshell.
Recreation impacts due to drawdowns are especially applicable to the boating access
point at Byllesby. VDGIF noted that the topography of the drawdown zone is not well
documented, and this information may be needed. VDGIF noted that periodic
maintenance drawdowns (3-5 feet) are the more significant impact than normal project
operation within the licensed reservoir elevation limits. Past drawdowns have typically
been to reinstall flashboards (at both Byllesby and Buck). The group discussed how
replacement of the flashboards with the Obermeyer (inflatable) crest gates (ongoing
project) is expected to significantly reduce the frequency of such drawdowns. As AEP
explained, the gate installation will allow AEP to handle excess/flood flows remotely and
will reduce the frequency of maintenance drawdowns and instances of sudden
flashboard failure.



Species of concern

o Federally protected species. VDGIF noted that USFWS will likely be concerned
about the following federally listed species that may occur in the vicinity of the
Project, and the PAD should present baseline information about occurrences or
potential habitat.

= Virginia spiraea- AEP and HDR noted that a study was conducted by
Environmental Science and Innovation (ESI) in support of the recent
license amendment for the Obermeyer gate installation. The PAD will
present the results of this study and any other available information.

» Bald eagle - nesting and foraging habitat present in vicinity of Project.

o State species of concern.

= Pygmy snaketail (dragonfly) — Pygmy snaketail, which has a very limited
range, may be in the area. VDGIF suggested HDR check with Caitlin
Carey (VA Tech Conservation Management Institute) who conducted
surveys at the Fries Project.

= Eastern hellbender known to be in the area. Subject of post-doctoral
study at VA Tech. HDR asked about recommended hellbender survey
methods for the New River/Virginia. VDGIF suggested HDR check with
J.D. Kleopfer of the Charles City VDGIF office as he is engaged with
multiple ongoing hellbender surveys (combination of snorkel surveys and
nesting boxes).

o New River endemic species. Eight endemic fish species occur in the New River
Basin, some known to occur in vicinity of the Project (e.g., New River shiner,
Kanawha minnow, Kanawha/Appalachian darter). Only about 50% of the fish in
New River Basin are native. No particular management objectives or interests for
this reach related to these species. Will be included on species list to be provided
by VDGIF.

Past fish stranding/mortality events below Buck Dam. VDGIF noted there have been
past occurrences of fish stranding in this bypassed reach, including as recently as
September 2010. AEP noted this event, and previous instances, was associated with
flow fluctuations caused by flashboard failure, and that the replacement of the
flashboards with the Obermeyer crest gate is expected to mitigate this impact. The
bypass reach is dominantly [scoured] bedrock substrate. VDGIF and AEP discussed
how fish are attracted to pools/deep gullies in the bedrock up closer to the dam during
higher flow periods, and that as flows recede fish can become stranded. Anglers have
observed isolated pockets of good quality fish in these areas during past events.

Potential need for seasonal minimum flow at Buck Dam. VDGIF noted seasonal
flows in the bypassed reach may be important for walleye spawning and water quality in
the bypass reach. Walleye spawn below the Buck Dam and this area is considered a
primary spawning area in addition to Foster Falls. Walleye spawning occurs between
February and May.



* Fish passage. VDGIF conveyed their general interest in managing the Upper New River
for walleye, a species that requires riverine passage for reproduction. VDGIF explained
that fish passage has not been pursued in the past in the New River by VDGIF or other
agencies. Instead VDGIF has focused their efforts on establishing walleye populations
between Allisonia and Buck and between Byllesby and Fries through stocking, though
the populations are not as robust as they would be expected to be if fish could migrate
around the dams. VDGIF noted similar impacts on freshwater mussels — lack of passage
of host fish leads to isolated populations, though VDGIF is not currently engaged in
active management plans or activities to stock mussels or typical host species.

* Potential impacts of maintenance dredging. HDR and AEP noted the most recent
maintenance dredging was conducted in 2014, following flooding conditions at the
Project. Dredging in the vicinity of the Project intakes has historically been conducted
infrequently on an as-needed basis.

= Sediment transport. Sediment transport is disrupted by the dams. VDGIF noted this is
an issue to be discussed.

= Improvements to recreation access. VDGIF representatives on the call previously
discussed site needs with VDGIF conservation officers and have identified potential
recreation improvements. VDGIF is willing to discuss priorities for improvements in
support of or through a relicensing Recreation Study. Specific items discussed during
the call were as follows:

o Old route of Appalachian Trail goes through Project (land ownership largely
unknown). May be interest in developing as recreation trail or river access.
VDGIF to provide information and contact from the recent New River
Symposium.

o Abandoned U.S. Forest Service campground at Buck reservoir. In response to
question from HDR, VDGIF confirmed this campground was not previously
operated by VDCR.

= Existing wetland and shoreline habitat. VDGIF noted extensive wetland habitat in
both reservoirs (and the resultant benefits for water fowl and other species) and the
need for mapping/documentation of this habitat.

Other Stakeholders

The USFWS point of contact for this relicensing will be Janet Norman from the Chesapeake Bay
office. Richard McCorkle has been previously engaged with the Project. VDGIF and AEP
discussed the challenge of engaging stakeholders in the Project area for the duration of the
relicensing, noting that even for the larger/more complex Claytor Project most meetings and
discussions came down to a primary group of individuals. VDGIF offered to review the PAD
questionnaire mailing list and let AEP know if there are additional potential stakeholders who
should be added. VDGIF noted that Robby Rhur is the contact for VDCR, and the New River
Conservancy (Laura Walters) should be included. HDR confirmed both of these entities had
responded to the PAD questionnaire.



From: Copeland, John (DGIF) <John.Copeland@dgif.virginia.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, November 1, 2017 5:09 AM

To: Kulpa, Sarah

Cc: Elizabeth B Parcell; Kittrell, Bill (DGIF); Copeland, John (DGIF); Watson,
Brian (DGIF); Pinder, Mike (DGIF)

Subject: Buck/Byllesby PAD information

Attachments: Pinder Wilhelm and Jones New River Mussel Survey.pdf; Upper New Fish |

List.pdf

| am going to be on leave a lot in November, from today through November 27 (with a few exceptions,
like the Claytor Lake mussel salvage on November 11), and only occasionally handling email.

| did not have time to begin assembling most of the information we discussed by phone last week due to
other deadlines in the last week. | will work on compiling information for you over the coming weeks
when | get a chance, but most of it won’t be sent until the last week of November and first week of
December.

Attached are a couple of ‘low hanging fruit’ items | could easily put my hands on this morning. | will
follow with more of the information we discussed through the rest of November as time permits.

Following are items | noted when we talked last Tuesday, October 24, 2017:

George Palmer’s Byllesby Reservoir electrofishing data in a spreadsheet with some metadata
(collection years were 2004, 2005, and 2009 — all spring collections).

NOTE: | think | collected data once on the upper end of Byllesby Reservoir as well, probably back
in 2000-2003 before George took over that end of the New River. I'll check my electronic files
and paper sampling datasheets.

Mike Pinder’s New River mussel study (attached).

Muskie habitat survey data (Joe Williams conducted this in the early 1990’s) — Data was
collected during New River float trips where widths, lengths, and depths of pools were
measured. Finding this one will require some digging into files in my office, since this data is not
available in electronic form. It is most likely summarized in a federal aid report, which | will also
have to track down. Stay tuned on this one.

Upper New River fish species list (attached, please note 1 error — walleye are a confirmed
species on this list and should have an asterisk next to their name on the list, | cannot correct
it this morning) — This was assembled for the Fries Dam relicensing and certainly is an
adequate starting point for the Buck/Byllesby Project.

Upper New River walleye management plan — | have to do a few revisions and get a couple of
more reviews on this plan before | send it to you.

List of VDGIF Recreational Access Issues (including Buck Campground) — I'll clean up my notes
from our agency site visit in March 2017 and send it soon.

Email from Jim McNeely, Appalachian Trail history buff, regarding potential recreational access
via the old Appalachian Trail section near these reservoirs. | will forward this information by
separate email. This information will require some ‘on the ground’ work to find the section he
mentions, since it doesn’t show up on Google maps or modern topographic maps. Note that he
attaches a historical topographic map to his email, which | send separately.



These are all the items | noted on my list during our phone call on October 24, If | missed anything,
let me know. We look forward to continuing our excellent working relationship with Appalachian
Power Company!

Conservation means development as much as it does protection. I recognize the right and duty
of this generation to develop and use the natural resources of our land; but I do not recognize
the right to waste them, or to rob, by wasteful use, the generations that come after us.
Theodore Roosevelt

John R. Copeland, Fisheries Biologist, Blacksburg Office; VA Dept of Game and Inland Fisheries
https://www.linkedin.com/pub/john-copeland/2a/292/691

Advisor, New River Valley Chapter of the Virginia Master Naturalist Program

Agency Cell Phone Number: (540) 871-6064




Walkerana, 2002, 13(29/30). 189-223

STATUS SURVEY OF THE FRESHWATER MUSSELS (BIVALVIA:
UNIONIDAE) IN THE NEW RIVER DRAINAGE, VIRGINIA

Michael J. Pinder', Eric S. Wilhelm?® and Jess W. Jones®

ABSTRACT

Although the Kanawha-Ohio River musse! fauna has becn extensively studied, littlc is
known about the status and distribution of species in the upper New River, Virginia. Efeven
species have been documented from refatively few surveys. In 1997-1998, we conducted a
drainage-wide survey to determinc the current status and distribution of freshwater musscls
in thc New River, Virginia. We collected eight specics, represented by 1,181 individuals
from 50 of 134 survey sites. The mainstem New River contained the greatest speeies rich-
ness and abundance, although most sites had low numbers. The two most common and
widely distributcd speeies were purplc wartyback, Cyclonaias tubercniata, and spike, Elliptio
dilatata. The rarcst species were etktoe, Alosmidonta marginata, at one site and green
floater, Lamigona subviridis, at three sites. The most unique find was the discovery of the
Tenncssce heelsplitter, Lasmigona holstonia, a speeies usually found in the adjacent
Tennessce River drainage. Based on the presence of relic shell material and a limited num-
ber of live individuals, the New River mussel fauna has demonstrated a marked loss in
species richness and abundance. With known threats such as sedimentation, water with-
drawal, and nutrification, additional declines of musscl populations are likcly before con-
servation measures can be implemented.

Key words: Freshwater mussels, New River, Virginia, status, distribution, threats.

INTRODUCTION

The New River is reported to be the oldest, large river in the eastern United
States (Jenkins & Burkhead, 1994). Together with its receiving stream, the
Kanawha River, they comprise a major tributary of the Ohio River basin. Al-
though the Ohio River is known for its high diversity of mollusks, fishes, and
crayfishes, the New River, despite its age and size, has historically maintained a
low diversity of aquatic fauna (Neves, 1983; Jirka & Neves, 1987; Jenkins &
Burkhead, 1994). Less than 56% of fish and 35% of mussel species known from
the Kanawha River are found in the New River drainage. This disparity is likely
the result of unique geologic features (e.g., New River Gorge & Kanawha F alls),
and the effects of glaciation that prevented faunal dispersal since the late Pliocene
and early Pleistocene (Neves, 1983).

'Wildlife Diversity Division, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, 2206 South Main
Street, Suite C, Blacksburg, Virginia 24060.

?U.8. Department of Agriculturc, Animal Plant Health Inspection Services - Wildlife Services, 105
B Ponderosa Drive, Christiansburg, Virginia 24073.

*Virginia Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit, U.S. Geological Survey, Department of
Fisheries and Wildlife Sciences, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, Blacksburg,
Virginia 24061.
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Even though most drainages in the Ohio River basin have been extensively
studied (Ortmann, 1913; Turgeon et al., 1998; Parmalee & Bogan, 1998), very
little is known of the freshwater mussels in the Virginia portion of the New
River. Most previous surveys in the New River drainage have been in West
Virginia or limited to the lower portions in Virginia (Bates, 1979; Markham et
al., 1980; USFWS, 1984). Of the mussel surveys in Virginia, nonc have com-
prehensively determined status or distribution of species throughout the entirc
drainage.

Among the few surveys on freshwater mussels of the New River drainagc in
Virginia, 11 species have been identified (Table 1). These include: elktoe,
Alasmidonta marginata (Say 1818); spike, Elliptio dilatata (Rafinesque 1820),
green floater, Lasmigona subviridis (Conrad 1835), purple wartyback, Cyclonaias
tuberculata (Rafinesque 1820), pistolgrip, Tritogonia verrucosa, (Rafinesque
1820), pocketbook, Lampsilis ovata (Say 1817), wavy-rayed lampmussel,
Lampsilis fasciola (Rafinesque 1820), Tennessee heelsplitter, Lasmigona
holstonia (Lea 1938), and mucket, Actinonaias ligamentina; (Lamarck 1819)

TABLE 1. Mussel species colleeted in the New River Drainage of Virginia. Collection reeords by
Ortmann (1913), Stansbery & Clench (1966-1969 in Clarke 1981 & 1985), Dillon (1977),
Markham ef al. (1980), Neves & Moyer (1988), Dr. David Stansbery (personal eommuniea-
tion), Dr. Matt Winston (personal eommunication, 1997, and this paper, 2003). RS = relic shell
material only.

Referenee datc

Species 1913'  1966-69* 1977 1980* 1988° 19976 2003
Aclinonaias ligamentina X

Alamindonia marginala X X X/RS RS X
Cyclonaias tuberculala X X X
Ellipnio dilaata X X X X
Lampsilis fasciola X
Lampsilis ovala X X
Lasmigouna holstonia X X
Lasmigona subviridis X X X/RS X X
Trilogonia verriucosa X X X
Total number of speeies (9) 3 4 6 3 1 1 8

1Sites were surveyed at New River mainstem, Pearisburg and Reed Creek.

2Sites were surveyed at Walker Creek, Giles Co., Wolf Creek (Bland Co.), and Little River, Floyd Co.

3Sites were surveyed at New River mainstem at Radford, Montgomery Co. upstream to state bound-
ary including tributaries.

aGjtes were surveyed at New River mainstem, between Glen Lyn and VA/WV

‘Site at New River mainstem at MeCoy, Montgomery Co.

sSite at Sinking Creek, Giles Co.
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(Ortmann, 1913; Stansbery & Clench 1966-1969 in Clarke 1981 & 1985; Dillon,
1977; Markham et al., 1980; Dr. David Stansbery, Ohio State University, per-
sonal communication; Dr. Richard Neves, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University, personal communication). Two additional species, the paper
pondshell, Utrerbackia imbecillis (Say 1828) and giant floater, Pyganodon grandis
(Say 1829), are known from Claytor Lake reservoir (Dr. Richard Neves, per-
sonal communication).

Several factors linked to mussel declines throughout the United States, such
as dam construction, water pollution, and exotic species introductions, are present
in the New River drainage of Virginia (Neves ef al., 1997). Since Ortmann’s
initial surveys in the early 1900°s, three dams have been built on the New River,
Virginia. Dams affect mussel populations by inhibiting the movement of fishes
that are hosts to their larval life stage. Dams also alter seasonal flow regimes,
decrease oxygen levels, and increase depth and sedimentation rates that can nega-
tively affect mussels adapted to riverine environments. Point source pollution
from industrial and wastewater discharges is prevalent throughout the mainstem
and some tributaries in the drainage. Chlorine, the primary disinfectant used in
the treatment of wastewater, is detrimental to aquatic organisms (Brungs, 1973).
Nonpoint pollution such as siltation dates to the mid-1800’s from wide-scale
deforestation and agriculture throughout the drainage (USDA, 1992). Siltation
can harm freshwater mussels by clogging gills and reducing feeding efficiency
(Neves et al., 1997). Lastly, exotic species such as the Asian clam (Corbicula
fluminea Miiller 1774) are abundant throughout the drainage and can compete
for food and space with native bivalves (Sickel, 1986; Yeager et al., 2000).

A comprehensive mussel survey was initiated because much of the New River
drainage has not been sampled for mussels or investigated for immediate threats
to their populations. The objective of this study was to determine the distribu-
tion and status of freshwater mussels in the mainstem and tributaries of the New
River drainage in Virginia. This paper summarizes the survey effort, collec-
tions, habitat, and observed threats to mussels in the drainage. In addition, man-
agement recommendations are provided for the mussel fauna.

STUDY AREA

The New River originates in the Blue Ridge Mountains of North Carolina, and
flows northward through the Valley and Ridge Province of Virginia, and the
Appalachian Plateaus of West Virginia (Fig. 1). It becomes the Kanawha River
at the confluence of the Gauley River in southcentral West Virginia. The Vir-
ginia portion of the New River extends for 249 km and drains an area of 7,927
km?. Mean annual discharge is 143 m*/sec at Glen Lyn, near the West Virginia
border. High flows occur during late winter and early spring, and low baseflows
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0 25 S0 75 100 Kilometers

FIG. 1. Basinwide map of the New-Kanawha River drainage, including physiographic
provinces and tributaries.

are summer and early fall.
The chemical and physical characteristics of the New River in Virginia are
directly influenced by the two physiographic provinces from which it drains
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(Fig. 1). Highly resistant igneous and metamorphic rock underlies 3,550 km* of
the Blue Ridge Province in the upper basin. Most of Grayson, Carroll, and
Floyd counties are within this province (Fig. 2). In this region, the mainstem
and its tributaries contain low levels of water hardness and alkalinity in high to
moderate gradient fluvial morphology. Sedimentary rocks of limestone, dolo-
mite, shale, and sandstone comprise the Ridge and Valley Province, which drains
4,377 km? of the lower basin. Layers of sandstone cap the ridges in this region
and produce streams with similar water quality and physical characteristics to
those in the Blue Ridge Province (USDA, 1992). Valley streams have relatively
high to moderate hardness and alkalinity and moderate to low gradients. In
several areas streams disappear underground because of the karst geology that
characterize the region. The majority of Wythe, Pulaski, and Montgomery coun-
ties, and all of Craig, Giles and Bland counties drain the Ridge and Valley prov-
ince (Fig. 2). Foster’s Falls in Wythe County represents the division between
the two provinces on the mainstem river. Elevations range from 427 to 1,743 m
above sea level. The forest composition of the New River drainage is 75% oak-
hickory and 10% white pine-hemlock, with the remaining in a mix of pine and
associated deciduous trees (USDA, 1992).

Land-use in the New River Drainage

The New River drainage in Virginia is 58% forested, 37% agriculture, and 5%
urban (DCR, 2000). Because of its steep topography, most agriculture is con-
fined to the valleys and along the floodplain of the mainstem. The towns of
Wytheville, Bluefield, Christiansburg, Blacksburg, Radford, and Galax are the
major urban centers in the drainage. Industrial centers include furniture manu-
facturers in Carroll and Pulaski counties, the Radford Army Ammunition Plant
in Pulaski County, and the Hoechst Celanese Plant and American Electric Power
Plant in Giles County (USDA, 1992). Claytor Lake, directly upstream of the
town of Radford, is the largest impoundment (1810 ha) on the New River and is
popular for boating and fishing (Fig. 2). This reservoir is used to demarcate the
upper and lower sections of the mainstem because of its location approximately
midway along the Virginia portion of the New River. Two smaller mainstem
impoundments are Buck and Byllseby reservoirs, which are 27 ha and 96 ha,
respectively. Other small impoundments also occur on the mainstem and the
tributary streams of Reed Creek in Wythe County, Peak Creek in Pulaski County,
and Little River in Floyd County.

METHODS

Mussels were sampled at 134 sites in the New River basin between June 1997 and October 1998
(Fig. 3; Appendix A). Sites were scquentially numbered based on sampling order. Stream order
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(Strahler, 1957) was defined as blue-lines on a 1:100,000-scale map. We sampled forty-six 4* order
mainstem sites, nincteen 3" order stream sites, thirty-three 2™ order stream sites, and thirty-six 1
order stream sites. Site selection was determined by habitat suitability, accessibility, and historical
species records (Ortmann, 1913; Stansbery & Clench 1966-1969 in Clarke 1981 & 1985; Neves &
Moyer, 1988). Sampling was conducted in summer and early fall during low flow and clear stream
conditions. Depending on stream size, field crews ranged from one to cight individuals. Most sites
were snorkeled by moving upstream, scanning the stream bottom and lifting small boulders for
mussels. A distance of 500 m on mainstem and 250 m on most tributary sections was sampled using
these techniques. In streams too shallow to snorkel, we used viewscopes and hand-picked musscls
from the substrate. At one decp section, we used SCUBA equipment to sample. We also examined
the shoreline to scarch for mussel shells in muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus) middens.

General characteristics including stream width, substrate composition, habitat type (pool, riffle,
run), and depth were recorded at each site. In addition, direct impacts and threats to mussels (silt-
ation, nutrification, channelization), obvious water pollution (water discoloration, foam, bacteria
growth). and potential causes of impacts (cattle in streams, nearby factories, or roadways) were
documented. A Magceltun NAV 5000 GPS unit was used to obtain UTM coordinates.

Most live mussels were checked for gravidity. Shell material (with and without lustrous nacre)
was collected and recorded at the survey site. Species identifications were confirmed by Dr. David
H. Stansbery, Ohio State University (OSU). Voucher specimens are deposited in the Museum of
Biological Diversity at OSU. Common and scientific nomenclature follows Turgeon ef al. (1998).

RESULTS
Sampling Effort

Effort in person-hours varied depending on stream size, habitat type, and number
of mussels present (Appendix B). We spent a total of 500 person-hours during the

TABLE 2. Number of sites and abundance (in parentheses) of freshwater mussels by stream order
in the New River drainage, Virginia. All 4" order sites were in the New River mainstem. Spe-
cies codes are in brackets.

Stream order

Species 1 2 3 4 Total sites
Elliptio dilatara [EDIL] 1(16) 2(28) 2(13) 24 (316) 29
Cyclonaias tuberculata [CTUB] - 227 24 (674) 26
Lampsilis ovata [OVA] - - 12 (27) 12
Lampsilis fasciola [LFAS] - - 1 (4) 6 (15) 7
Lasmigona holstonia [LHOL] 4 (20) - - - 4
Tritogonia verrucosa [TVER] - - 4(15) 4
Lasmigona subviridis [LSUB] 1(9) 1(8) 1(7) 3
Alasmidonta marginata [AMAR) - - - 1(2) 1

Total Mussel Abundance 45 36 44 1056 50 (1181)
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survey, averaging 3.79 person-hours/site. Mean sampling effort varied from 2.4
person-hours on 1* order streams to 5.8 person-hours on 4" order streams.

Species Richness and Diversity

A total of 1,181 live mussels representing eight species from 50 sites, were
collected during this study (Table 2). Eighty-nine percent of the mussels were
from the mainstem and 11% were from tributaries. Species richness ranged
from 0-4 species/site (Fig. 4). The highest species richness was recorded on the
New River between Reed and Cripple Creeks, Wythe County, and one site near
Rich Creek, Giles County. Most mainstem sites with mussels had from 1 to 3
species. Most 3" order tributaries had < 2 species, and most 1% and 2™ tributary
streams had < 1 species.

The following paragraphs summarize the species, distribution, habitat, and
life history characteristics of mussels collected in this survey. Species are listed
in order of number of sites where they were found.

Elliptio dilatata (Rafinesque 1820), Spike

Elliptio dilatata was the most widely distributed and second most abundant
species found in the survey (Table 2). We found 85% (316) of all individuals in
the mainstem. The remaining specimens occurred in headwater streams and
large tributaries (Fig. 5). This species was common to abundant at sites in the
Blue Ridge Province near the North Carolina border. Relic shell material was
found throughout the drainage. Cripple and Walker creeks contained an abun-
dance of shell material but lacked live individuals. We found seven live speci-
mens in Reed Creek, Wythe County, a historical site for this species (Ortmann,
1913). Spike mussels were found in shallow runs dominated by cobble substra-
tum. Gravid specimens were observed in late June and early July, 1997; and
again in early August, 1998.

Cyclonaias tuberculata (Rafinesque 1820), Purple Wartyback

Cyclonaias tuberculata was the most abundant species, with 701 individuals
comprising 59% of total number collected (Table 2). This species was found at
24 mainstem and two tributary sites (Fig. 6). The largest aggregations (>60
individuals) were found above and below Claytor Lake. Cyclonaias tuberculata
was found in a wide variety of habitats that included shallow runs, riffles, and
moderately deep pools with gravel, boulder or bedrock substrate. Many indi-
viduals were found partially buried and covered with an unidentified aquatic
moss. Relic shell material was found throughout the mainstem (Fig. 6). Indi-
viduals were found gravid in late June, 1997. We observed a female releasing
conglutinates during this same time period.
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Lampsilis ovata (Say 1817), Pocketbook

Lampsilis ovata was found at 12 mainstem sites, totally 27 individuals (Table
2). Relic shell material was found in Reed Creek. In the mainstem, shell mate-
rial was uncommon but widely distributed from Giles to Carroll counties. Only
one live individual was found in the Blue Ridge province. This species was
found in runs with sand, pebble, and gravel substratum. In late June, 1997, we
observed a male releasing what appeared to be sperm through its excurrent
aperture. Gravid females were found in late June, September, and October,
1998.

Lawmpsilis fasciola (Rafinesque 1820), Wavy-rayed Lampmussel

Lampsilis fasciola was collected at seven sites, totaling 19 individuals (Table
2). This species was limited to sites below Claytor Lake (Fig. 8). We found 15
individuals in the mainstem, and an additional four specimens in the lower reach
of Walker Creek. We found specimens in shallow runs with large gravel and
cobble substrate, and observed gravid individuals in July, 1997.

Lasmigona holstonia (Lea 1838), Tennessee Heelsplitter

Lasmigoua holstonia were found at four sites, totaling 20 individuals (Table
2). Three sites were in the upper Wolf Creek system, Bland County, and at one
site in the Bluestone River, Tazewell County (Fig. 9). In the Wolf Creek system,
this spccies was found from Burkes Garden to approximately 23.4 km down-
strcam in moderate to low gradient reaches. In Burkes Garden, we found eight
specimens in a small, heavily-silted, pasture stream (< 2.5 m wide and 35 cm
dcpth). We were unable to find live specimens at historical sites in upper Walker
Creck, but several relic shells were present (Dr. David Stansbery, personal com-
munication). Most specimens were found in small, low gradient streams con-
taining clcan gravel and cobble. Gravid specimens were found in late August,
1998.

Tritogonia verrucosa (Rafinesque 1820), Pistolgrip

Tritogonia verrucosa was found at four sites, totaling 15 individuals (Table 2).
All sites were on the mainstem New River, from above Claytor Lake to just
upstream of Fosters Falls, Carroll County (Fig. 10). Except for relic shell mate-
rial found near the Grayson and Carroll County line, this species was absent
from the upper-most portions of the New River. Only relic shells were found
below Claytor Lake. At Foster’s Falls, we found several individuals in moder-
ately deep runs containing sand, pebble, gravel, and boulder substratum. We
found no gravid specimens during our survey.
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Lasmigona subviridis (Conrad 1835), Green Floater

Lasmigona subviridis was found at three sites, totaling 24 individuals (Table
2). Live specimens were found in Kimberling Creek, Bland County; Little River,
Grayson County; and New River above Rt.58/221 bridge, Grayson County (Fig.
11). Relic shell material was collected at three mainstem sites below and one site
above Claytor Lake. Among historical sites that contained this species, we failed
to find live mussels in the Little River, Floyd County (Stansbery & Clench, 1968
in Clarke 1985), Reed Creek, Wythe County (Ortmann, 1913), or the mainstem
New River, Montgomery County (Neves & Moyer, 1988). In Little River,
Grayson County, the habitat was a single shallow run (< 35 cm depth) with
gravel and sand substrate. In Kimberling Creek, we found eight specimens in a
shallow run with gravel and silt substratum interspersed among large boulders.
Sand deposits behind bedrock and boulders in shallow runs characterized habi-
tat for the seven individuals found in the mainstem site. Gravid individuals were
collected in August, 1998.

Alasmidonta inarginata Say 1818, Elktoe

Alasmidonta marginata was found at one site, totaling only two live individu-
als (Table 2). Specimens were found at one mainstem river site in Carroll County
in early July, 1997 (Fig. 12). Habitat was a shallow run with pebble substrate,
and neither was gravid. We failed to find this species in the mainstem river near
Pearisburg, Giles County (Ortmann, 1913); Wolf Creek, Bland County (Stansbery
& Clench, 1968 in Clarke 1981); Reed Creek, Wythe County (Ortmann, 1913);
and Walker (Stansbery & Clench, 1968 in Clarke 1981) and Sinking creeks (Dr.
Matt Winston, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, personal com-
munication), Giles County where the species was known historically. Relic shells
were found at one mainstem river site above Claytor Lake and in the upper Wolf
Creek system, Bland County.

DISCUSSION

Distribution and Status of Mussels in the New River Drainage

Our findings indicate that freshwater mussels in the New River of Virginia
have declined in abundance and diversity, and are now patchy in distribution.
Based on the relative abundance of the eight species collected in our survey, the
purple wartyback and spike were common, the pocketbook was uncommon, the
wavy-rayed lampmussel, Tennessee heelspitter, green floater, and pistolgrip were
rare, and the elktoe was extremely rare. The dominance of purple wartyback
concurred with results of earlier surveys (Markham et al., 1980; USFWS, 1984).
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The only species that occurred historically in the New River that was not col-
lected was the mucket (4ctinonaias ligamentina). Markham et al. (1 980) found
five specimens in Giles County, Virginia near the West Virginia border in 1979.
Two other mussel species, the paper pondshell and giant floater, also occur in
the New River, but were not collected in our survey. These species are usually
associated with lakes and ponds, locations that we did not sample. Both species
are known from Claytor Lake reservoir and other lentic systems in the New
River drainage (Dr. Richard Neves, personal communication).

Because of insufficient survey effort, the historic distribution of many mussel
species in the New River of Virginia is unknown. Ortmann (1913) did not report
the presence of pistolgrip, purple wartyback, wavy-rayed lampmussel, or pock-
etbook in the Virginia portion of the New River, although he did find most of
these species in downstream sections of the New River in West Virginia. Ar-
cheological evidence from a Late Woodland village site at the Radford Army
Ammunition Plant, Montgomery County location found large numbers of purple
wartyback valves dated to 1120 A.D. (Benthall, 2000). The abundance and wide
distribution of live individuals and relic shells of purple wartyback and pistolgrip
indicates that these species were once well-established in the drainage. Host
fish native to the New River drainage of Virginia include flathead catfish
(Pylodictis olivaris) and channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus) for purple
wartyback and flathead catfish for pistolgrip (Hove et al., 1994b; Howells, 1996;
Hove, 1997). These fish species are primarily found in mainstem and large
tributaries of the New River drainage (Jenkins & Burkhead, 1994), habitats as-
sociated with the presence of both mussel species.

In contrast to the pistolgrip and purple wartyback, the pocketbook and wavy-
rayed lampmussel may be recent introductions based on their restricted distribu-
tions in the New River drainage, Virginia. The New River has the largest num-
ber and proportion (42 of 89) of introduced fish species of any system in the
eastern United States (Jenkins, 1987). None of the presently known host fishes
for either species are native to the New River drainage of Virginia (Jenkins &
Burkhead, 1994), even though extensive fish host research has been conducted
(Table 3). Mussel introductions have occurred in other areas as a result of stock-
ing infested host fishes. For example, the pocketbook mussel was probably
introduced to the Shenandoah River in 1889 via glochidia attached to stocked
game fishes (Johnson, 1970). The smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu), a
nonnative centrarchid that is host to both species (Watters, 1994), was first stocked
in the New River tributaries of Virginia in 1877 (Jenkins & Burkhead, 1994).
Because the initial and subsequent bass stock originated from the Holston River
drainage, where both the wavy-rayed lampmussel and pocketbook are native,
these two species may derive from those introduced fish.
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TABLE 3. List of brooding pcriods and fish hosts for freshwater mussels in the New River drainage,
Virginia. Original citations are presented in Watters (1994) and Parmalee & Bogan (1998) unless

otherwise noted. Fish species status is reported in Jenkins & Burkhead (1994),

Spccies

Brooding period

Known fish hosts

Actinonaias ligomentino  August — May'

Alasmidonta margmata

Cyclanaias tberculato

Elliptio dilatata

Lampsilis fasciola

Lawmpsilis ovata

Lasmigona holstonia

Lasmigona subviridis

Tritogonia verrucosa

July - June'

May ~ August’

May — August’

September — June?

August — July'

September — May*

August ~ May*
April ~ August'

bluegill? (1)

black crappie? (1)
green sunfish? (N)
largemouth bass? (1)
smallmouth bass? (1)
rockbass? (I)

white bass? (I)

white crappie? (I)
yellow perch? (I)
northern hogsucker? (N)
rockbass? (1)
warmouth? (I)

white sucker? (N)

black bullhead’ (IP)
channel catfish' (N)
flathead catfish' (N)
yellow bullhead' (IP)

banded sculpin' (N)
black crappic' (I)
flathead catfish' (N)
gizzard shad' (1)
rainbow darter' (NI)
rockbass' (1)

yellow perch’ (1)
largemouth bass? (1)
smallmouth bass? (1)
bluegill’ (I)
largemouth bass' (1)
smallmouth bass' (I)
white crappie’ (I)
yellow perch’ ()
banded sculpin® (N)
rock bass* (1)

mottled sculpin® (N)

flathead catfish! (N)
yellow bullhead' (IP)

Lepomis mocrochirus
Pomaxis nigramaculatus
Leponiis cyanellus
Micropterus salmoides
Micropterns dolamien
Ambloplites rupestris
Morone chiysops
Pomoxis aunuloris
Perca flovescens

Hypentelinm nigricons
Ambloplites rupestris
Lepomis gulosns
Catostomus commersoni

Ameimus melas
Ictolurus punctotns
Pylodictis olivaris
Ameiurns natalis
Cottus corolinae
Pomoxis nigromacnlatus
Pylodictis alivoris
Darosomo cepedionmm
Etheastomo coeruleum
Ambloplites rupestris
Perca flovescens

Micropterus salmoides
Micropterus dalamien

Lepomis mocrochirus
Micropterus salmoides
Micropterus dolomieu
Pomoxis annnloris
Perca flavescens

Cottus carolinae
Ambloplites rupestris

Cattus bairdi

Pylodictis alivoris
Ameiurus notalis

I - Introduced
N — Nativc

(1) Parmalee & Bogan, 1998

(2) Watters, 1994

(3) Jones & Nevcs, pers. comm.

NI - Regarded as native, possibly introduced
IP — Regarded as introduced, possibly native

(4) Stegg, 1998
(5) Ortmann, 1919
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Lasmigona subviridis (Conrad 1835), Green Floater

The population of green floaters in the Kanawha-New River drainage is unique
because it is one of the few interior distributions of the species (Clarke, 1985),
and is suspected to be where the species evolved (Ortmann, 1913). It is gener-
ally found in the Atlantic slope from the St. Lawrence-Hudson River system of
New York, to the Cape Fear River system in North Carolina. Dillon 1977
reported the green floater to be uncommon above Claytor Lake, finding relic
shells and a few live individuals, Ortmann (1919) indicated that the green floater
is found in quiet pools and eddies with gravel and sand substratum of smal]
streams, typically absent from strong currents and large rivers. ‘We also found
specimens in similar substrate types but found individuals in both small tribu-
tary and large mainstem river sections,

The decline of green floater in the New Riveris perplexing. During his survey
in the early 1900’s, Ortmann (1913) reported that this species was “extremely
abundant” in the Kanawha River system (Greenbrier & New rivers). In the mid-
1980s, it was common at several sites at McCoy, Montgomery County (Neves &
Moyer, 1988). Except for a few isolated sites, the green floater has recently
disappeared from the New River drainage in Virginia. Because of declining
populations throughout its range, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is currently
investigating the green floater as a candidate for federal listing (Roble, 1998).
Presently it is listed as threatened in New York and endangered in North Caro-
lina. In Virginia, the green floater is listed as a species of concern, rare but
widespread in most Atlantic slope drainages.

Alasmidonta marginata Say 1818, Elktoe

The elktoe is widely distributed in North America from the St. Lawrence River
system, Canada, to the Ouachita River drainage, Arkansas (Clarke, 1981). It is
typically known from gravel substrate in riffle habitat of large to moderate sized
streams (Clarke, 1981b). Our one site with live individuals is similar to its habi-
tat of gravel substrate in large to moderate size streams (Clarke & Berg, 1959).

The northern hogsucker (Hypentelium nigricans) and white sucker (Catostomus
commersoni), both native to the drainage, serve as hosts for the elktoe [Table 3]
(Watters, 1994). White suckers inhabit small creeks to medium-sized rivers,
while northern hogsuckers are found primarily in large creeks and large rivers
(Jenkins & Burkhead, 1994). Because both sucker species are common in the
New River, the rarity of the elktoe mussel is not related simply to the lack of host
fishes.

Williams et al. (1993) rank the elktoe as a species of special concern through-
out its range. It is listed as endangered in Kansas, threatened in Minnesota, and
of special concern in New York, Tennessee, and Michigan. In Virginia, the elktoe
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occurs in the New and upper Tennessee River drainages, and is listed as a spe-
cies of special concern. Historical records indicate that this species was once
widely distributed in New River tributaries draining the Ridge and Valley and
the Blue Ridge provinces (Clarke, 1981). Dillon (1977) reported specimens at
two Reed Creek sites and at one mainstem site above Claytor Lake; however, it
is unclear if these samples were of live individuals or relic shells. In 1997, Dr.
Matt Winston (personal communication) found relic valves in Sinking Creek,
Giles County. Since this survey was conducted, senior author found one live
elktoe at the Wolf Creek, Bland County site. Due to its extreme rarity, we sus-
pect that the elktoe may be on the verge of extripation from the Virginia portion
of the New River drainage.

Tritogonia verrucosa (Rafinesque 1820), Pistolgrip

In Virginia, the pistolgrip is confined to the mainstem New River where it is
becoming increasingly rare. Dillon (1977) reported that it was uncommon to
very common from Claytor Lake to Foster’s Falls. We found it to be rare above
Claytor Lake and absent in our survey below the reservoir. The species is adapted
to a wide variety of habitats, from deep pools to shallow runs with gravel, sand,
and silt substratum (Parmalee & Bogan, 1998). The pistolgrip is widely distrib-
uted in the Mississippi River drainage, from Pennsylvania, west to southern Min-
nesota, Oklahoma, and Texas (Ortmann, 1919). Williams ef al. (1993) listed this
species as currently stable throughout its range. In Minnesota and Wisconsin,
where it occurs at the periphery of its range, the pistolgrip has received addi-
tional protection. The pistolgrip is at the extreme edge of its range in Virginia,
but it is not protected.

Lasmigona holstonia (Lea 1838), Tennessee Heelsplitter

The Tennessee heelspitter is listed as a state-endangered species in Virginia
and primarily occurs in tributaries of the Clinch, Powell, and Holston drainages
(Neves, 1991). It is known from the Tennessee River basin and in the headwa-
ters of the Coosa River drainage, Alabama (Parmalee & Bogan, 1998). Its distri-
bution in the Coosa River drainage and now in the New River drainage clearly
classifies it as trans-divide headwater species. The New River distribution in-
cludes upper Walker Creek (Dr. David Stansbery, personal communication), upper
Wolf Creek including Burkes Garden, and upper Bluestone River above Bluefield,
Virginia, it appears well established and distributed in upper Wolf Creek, Tazewell
and Bland counties. Based on the abundance of relic shell material and the lack
of live individuals, this species may be extirpated from Walker Creek, Bland
County.

How the Tennessee heelspitter became established in the New River system is
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unknown. Possible explanations include stream capture, infected host fish move-
ment via subterranean strcams, and the inter-drainage transfer of infected host
fish by humans. The Tennessee heelsplitter is found in cool, headwater streams,
which may increase the likelihood of establishment in the headwaters of adja-
cent drainages. Both the upper Wolf Creek and Bluestone River systems contain
fish species, such as the snubnose darter (Etheostoma simoterum), whitetail shiner
(Cyprinella galactura) and banded sculpin (Cottus carolinae sp.) that are native
to the Tennessee River basin. Banded sculpin occupy the same habitat as the
heelsplitter and is a known host fish (Stegg, 1998). Geological evidence indi-
cates that Wolf Creek captured a tributary of Burkes Garden that once drained
into the North Fork Holston River (Ross & Carico, 1963). The “Old Bluestone
River” once flowed into the Clinch River, but now drains into the New River
(Ross, 1972). Although there is no documented evidence of stream capture on
Walker Creek, the divide from the North Fork Holston River is less than one
kilometer wide in a flat, karst valley. Further investigation is needed to deter-
mine whether stream capture may have occurred between these two drainages.

Threats to Mussels in the New River Drainage

Sedimentation and excessive nutrients were the most obvious impacts to streams
in our survey. These factors are considered the primary pollutants to lentic and
lotic ecosystems in the United States (Neves et al., 1997). According to the
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation’s Biennial Nonpoint Source
Pollution report (2000), nonpoint impairment sources within the New River drain-
age are from urban (185 km), agriculture (117 km), mineral extraction (13 km),
and other/unknown (40 km) sources. During field sampling, we observed heavy
silt in the stream bottoms of many tributaries draining agricultural valleys. The
most obvious source of siltation was unrestricted access by livestock to creeks
and rivers. Because juvenile mussels are associated with surface sediments,
they are highly susceptible to sever sedimentation and contaminants when com-
pared to adults (Yeager et al., 1994). Streams containing high levels of silt in-
clude Little River in Floyd County, upper Cripple Creek in Wythe County, upper
Wolf Creek in Tazewell and Bland counties, and Walker Creek in Giles and
Bland counties. The mainstem New River appears less impacted by sedimenta-
tion, except during high flows when the river becomes highly turbid.

Nutrient enrichment in the mainstem New River below Claytor Lake was evi-
dent by the presence of dense beds of Elodea and large mats of filamentous
algae that cover the river bottom during the summer. Possible nutrient sources
include fertilizer runoff from agricultural and residential plots, and discharge by
wastewater treatment plants. Monitoring data from the Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality indicates that levels of phosphorus and total nitrogen are
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generally fair to good, although some watersheds below Claytor Lake are rated
poor because of high nutrient loading (DCR, 2000).

Wastewater treatment plants that use chlorine for disinfection occur through-
out the New River drainage. Goudreau et al. (1993) reported that Villosa iris
glochidia responded to harmful levels of total residual chloride and ammonia
below a wastewater treatment plant by closing their valves, and thus inhibiting
reproduction. In addition to chlorine, bacteria and protozoans that proliferate
below wastewater discharges may attack the eggs in the gill marsupium of fe-
male mussels (Fuller, 1974). The negative effects of chlorine on aquatic biota
may prevent mussels from recolonizing suitable habitat of the New River drain-
age, even if reproducing populations occur upstream.

Biological interactions between exotic species and native fauna may also con-
tribute to the decline of mussels in the New River drainage. The Asjan clamis a
nonindigenous species that is abundant and widely distributed in the mainstem
and in most tributary streams. These highly prolific filter feeders may compete
with native bivalves for space and food (Sickel, 1986; Yeager et al., 2000). In-
terestingly, Asian clams were rare or absent in Kimberling Creek in Bland County,
Little River in Grayson County, and upper Wolf Creek in Bland and Tazewell
counties, sites that still have rare mussels. An abundance of Asian clams would
serve as a food source and an attraction to muskrats, which could predate on
native mollusks. Muskrats can intensively feed on small mussels and can affect
species abundance at a local level (Neves & Odum, 1989). Neves and Moyer
(1988) found significant muskrat predation on green floaters in a previous study
in the New River. Because of their small size, adult mussels of the elktoe, spike,
Tennessee heelsplitter, green floater, or juveniles of any species would be espe-
cially susceptible to muskrat predation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Because of the rarity of certain species in the New River and throughout Vir-
ginia, we strongly recommend listing the green floater and elktoe under the
Commonwealth’s endangered species law. Specifically, we support listing the
elktoe as endangered and the green floater as threatened. The presence of sev-
eral green floater populations in other Virginia watersheds precludes us from
recommending endangered status. The rarity of the pistolgrip may be an artifact
of the sampling methods that avoided deeper areas where the species may still
persist. Until such sampling can occur, we propose listing the pistolgrip as a
state species of special concern.

Because the New River is an expansive system that makes intensive sampling
difficult, future mussel surveys should be concentrated on the Little River in
Floyd County, Kimberling Creek in Bland County and upper Wolf Creek in Bland
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and Tazewell counties. To maximize sampling efficiency, efforts should be con-
centrated in river reaches that contain high mussel densities, species diversity, or
both. We recommend intensive sampling in the mainstem New River between
Reed and Cripple Creeks to reveal additional sites with the green floater and
elktoe. We also recommend concentrating survey efforts on the river section
between Glen Lyn and the West Virginia border, which may harbor the mucket.

Restoring riparian vegetation and restricting cattle access to these waters would
significantly improve water quality by reducing siltation and nutrient enrich-
ment. As with most aquatic restoration efforts, obtaining support of riparian
landowners is critical (Neves ef al., 1997). The headwaters of Wolf Creek, in-
cluding Burkes Garden, is one area that needs immediate attention, Waters drain-
ing Burkes Garden are a significant sediment source in the New River drainage.
We failed to observe any trees or buffer vegetation along the creeks in this area.
One of the best green floater populations in Virginia occurs in a section of Little
River, which is downstream of the town of Sparta, North Carolina. The North
Carolina Wildlife Resource Commission and the Division of Environmental
Management could provide additional protection to this green floater popula-
tion.

From 1980 to 2000, New River Valley has increased its human population
from 244,983 to 268,393, an 8.7% growth rate (U.S. Census, 2001). As the
population increases so will additional demands on the river for water with-
drawal and effluent discharge. In rivers and streams with significant mussel
resources, other less harmful alternatives such as ozonation and ultra-violet ra-
diation should be considered to disinfect discharges. Water quality monitoring
for heavy metals, pathogens, and organic enrichment will also be necessary to

document sources of impacts to mussels in the New River.
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APPENDIX A. Loeation of 134 sampling sites in the Ncw River drainage, Virginia.

Site Strcam Name Order UTM X UTMY
1 Reed Creek 3 514329 4087457
2 New River 4 523467 4088155
3 Reed Creck 3 509818 4087241
4 Reed Creek | 483161 4089035
5 Reed Creck | 474768 4092804
6 Reed Creek 3 504112 4090818
7 Cripple Creck 4 503999 4078719
8 Cripple Creek 3 487543 4074222
9 Cripple Creek 3 501706 4079148
10 New River @ Foster Falls 4 512800 4082373
11 New River at Big Reed Island Creck 4 522246 4087429
12 Little Reed Island Creek 2 521600 4086194
13 Big Reed Island Creek 3 522858 4085983
14 Little Reed Island Creek 2 519148 4082806
15 Big Recd Island Creek 1 538030 4061832
16 Little Reed Island Creek 2 521908 4064719
17 Big Reed Island Creek 2 531360 4071888
18 New River near Ivanhoe 4 505130 4078259
19 New River @ Ivanhoe 4 504384 4076908

20 New River near Ivanhoe 4 504564 4074376

21 New River @ Galax 4 501476 4058059

22 New River Below Galax 4 501427 4060249
23 New River off Rt. 274 4 497540 4058181

24 New River @ Rt. 94 4 501964 4055410
25 New River Below Byllseby Dam 4 505870 4071305
26 New River Below Fries Dam 4 501839 4062934

27 New River @ Rt. 606 4 503741 4067890

28 New River @ Big Walker Creck 4 528637 4129908

29 New River @ Parrot 4 534992 4117638

30 New River @ Rt. 52 4 510883 4080713

31 New River Below Rt. 81 4 537318 4104570

32 New River @ Rt. 730 4 534122 4126237

33 New River @ RAAP 4 539060 4115086

34 New River @ RAAP 4 538468 4116595

35 New River @ RAAP 4 539990 4117229

36 Crooked Creek 2 508602 4068976

37 Crooked Creek 1 518727 4052384

38 Crooked Creek 2 515568 4059793

39 Crooked Creek 2 516361 4058761

40 Chestnut Creek 2 504580 4065711

41 Chestnut Creek 2 507140 4055111

42 Chestnut Creek 2 509654 4048367

43 Fox Creek 2 464994 4058149

44 Fox Creek 2 472334 4050698

45 Fox Creek 1 460308 4061599

46 New River @ Ripplemead 4 528613 4131641

47 New River @ Rich Creck 4 515578 4136518
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APPENDIX A (continued).

Site Stream Name Order UTM X UtT™MY
48 New River @ Glen Lynn 4 511368 4136716
49 New River Above Rt. 52/221 4 495921 4051507
50 New River @ Rt. 629 4 491919 4047249
51 New River @ Rt. 715 4 493426 4051211
52 New River @ Rt. 274 4 493995 4055981
53 New River @ Rt. 700 4 487754 4047382
54 New River @ Rt. 601 4 478345 4049842
55 New River @ Rt. 708 4 481456 4048145
56 New River @ Rt. 217221 4 485621 4047523
57 New River @ Rt. 711, Saddle Creck 4 480001 4050919
58 New River Above Rt. 93 4 471876 4048806
59 New River @ Rt. 716 4 470709 4048166
60 New River @ Rt. 711, VDGIF Launch 4 477204 4049266
61 Little River 3 555665 4092485
62 Little River 3 538829 4099541
63 Walker Creek 3 527806 4129370
64 Walker Creek 3 525237 4120698
65 Walker Creck 3 514700 4116602
66 Walker Creek 2 502807 4109800
67 New River @ Rt. 680, 640 4 522410 4132770
68 Big Walker Creek 2 491890 4104715
69 Kimberling Creek 2 508778 4113144
70 Little Walker Creek 2 521889 4114939
71 Wolf Creck 3 516389 4131102
72 Wolf Creck 3 510908 4127645
73 Wolf Creek i 482765 4114625
74 Wolf Creek 3 500161 4123332
75 Little Walker Creek 2 507420 4104665
76 Clear Fork 2 474076 4114505
77 Reed Creek 3 491503 4086798
78 New River @ McCoy Falls 4 534226 4119448
79 New River @ Peppers Ferry Bridge 4 539640 4112810
80 Walker Creek i 490099 4103842
81 Kimberling Creek 2 505470 4112978
82 Wilderness Creek 1 501677 4114951
83 Nobusiness Creek 1 503779 4115410
84 Elk Creek 2 494779 4061090
85 Elk Creek 1 478897 4064073
86 Little River I 495616 4049369
87 Little River 1 498838 4046742
88 Wolf Creek i 479539 4112868
89 Hunting Camp Creek 1 486799 4111826
90 Little River 2 567349 4090448
91 Little River I 575443 4095722
92 Pine Creek 1 562932 4089795
93 Peak Creck I 508206 4098815
94 Sinking Creek I 555409 4134278



220 Pinder, Wilhelm and Jones

APPIENDIX A (continued).

Site  Strcam Name Order UTM X UTMY
95 Sinking Creek 1 539333 4128192
96 Little River 3 543366 4095569
97 Spring Creck @ Burkes Garden 1 469536 4107476
98 Bluestone River I 474992 4123314
99 Mud Fork 1 468438 4123538
100 Bluestone River 1 470727 4119620
101 Indian Creek 2 543265 4092543
102 West Fork Little River 3 557673 4090225
103 Peak Creek 1 515197 4098422
104  Tom's Creck 2 539814 4118449
105  Burk's Fork 1 534531 4071299
106  Laurel Fork 1 541891 4066170
107  Clear Fork 2 486185 4119948
108  Rich Creek 1 515706 4137911
109  Crab Creck 1 543013 4111669
110 New River @ Radford 4 538018 4110305
i1l Little River 3 551010 4096421
112 Cove Creek 2 500008 4092264
113 South Fork Reed Creck l 484798 4086351
114 Little Reed Island Creck 2 522550 4071228
115  Big Reed Island Creck 2 529223 4076854
116  Greasy Creek 1 532802 4081771
117 West Fork Little River 2 556609 4085348
118  New River @ Big Stony Creck 4 526415 4133882
119 Heiton Creek ! 453122 4048511
120  Big Wilson Creck 2 466530 4052149
i21  New River Below McCoy Falls 4 534613 4122445
122 Trib. of Cripple Creck | 473947 4076181
123 Cripple Creek 3 481957 4074139
124  New River @ Narrows 4 516800 4132284
125  Meadow Creck 2 543628 4102634
126  Back Creek 1 526542 4113314
127  Back Creek 2 534217 4117009
128  Wolf Creek | 475671 4110759
129 East River | 511839 4135157
[30  Sinking Creek I 544132 4128761
131 New River @ Reed Creek 4 515760 4086206
132 New River Below Eggleston 4 533054 4128758
133 Little Stony Creek 2 535493 4133769
134 Stony Creek 2 531056 4139385
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APPENDIX B. Number of live mussel species found at 134 sampling sites in the New River
drainage, Virginia. Species codes are indicated in Table 2.

Mussels/hr

Site EDIL CTUB LOVA LFAS LHOL TVER LSUB AMAR Totalfsite effort

1 — 23 — — — — - — 23 3.8
2 59 ! - — — = - 60 10
3 —_ — — — — — — — 0 0
4 0 0
5 - — — — — 0 0
0 — 0 0
7 - 0 0
Y — - 0 0
9 — — — 0 0
10 6 86 7 — — 11 — — 110 6.4
11 I 70 2 — — — 73 12.1
12 — - — - 0 0
13 = — 0 0
14 — 0 0
IS — — — — — 0 0
16 — —_ 0 0
17 0 0
18 4 3R i - — 43 57
19 3 3 0.7
20 6 15 2 2 — 25 6.2
21 26 2 28 4.7
22 3 3 1.5
23 9 1.8
24 = — — 0 0
25 I i 0.5
26 2 115 - = — — 17 26
27 15 - . — ~ 5 10
28 10 2 — - - 12 2
29 3 I 2 : — — 6 1.5
30 3 — — —_ —_ — 3 0.7
31 — — I — — — — — 1 03
32 3 50 — | — — — — 54 10.8
33 — i I — — — — — 2 0.3
34 —_— — — — — — — — 0 0
35 - 1 1 2 — — — 4 0.3
36 — — — - — — — —_ 0 0
37 0 0
38 — — — — — — - — 0 0
39 — 0 0
40 — — — — — — -— — 0 0
41 0 0
42 — 0 0
43 — - — — — — — — 0 0
44 — 0 0
45 — — — — — — — — 0 0
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APPENDIX B (continued).

Mussel:
Sitc EDIL CTUB LOVA LFAS LHOL TVER LSUB AMAR Totalsite effor

46 4 49 I 2 — — — — 56 9.3
47 2 60 — — — — — — 62 15.5
48 2 - — — — — 2 0.5
49 ] - — = — 7 — 8 1.8
50 78 — — - — 78 223
Sl 3 - — - — — — — 3 1.2
52 3 - - — — 3 1.5
53 8 - — — — — 8 2.7
54 | - — — i 0.33
55 50 —~ — — 50 20
56 = — — — 0 0
57 13 1 - — — i4 4.6
58 6 ~ — — 6 1.5
59 64 — — ~ 64 213
60 20 — — — 20 6.7
61 — — — — 0 0
62 — — - — — 0 0
63 — - — — 0 0
64 — — 4 — — 4 I
65 — — - — — 0 0
66 - — - —~ - — 0 0
67 — 3 — — — 3 0.5
68 — — - - — — 0 0
69 — = = — — — — 0 0
70 — — = — — — — 0 0
71 - — — — 0 0
72 - . — — ~ — 0 0
73 - i — — — 1 0.2
74 - — — — — 0 0
75 — — — — — 0 0
76 - — — — 0 0
77 7 — - — — — 7 0.8
78 22 6 — = — 28 0.9
79 0 0
80 0 0
81 26 34 9.7
82 0 0
83 0 0
84 — — - 0 0
85 - 0 0
86 - 0 0
87 9 9 1.6
88 o . 3 19 6
89 0 0
90 2 2 0.5
91 0 0
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APPENDIX B (continued).

Mussels/hr
Site [EDIL CTUB LOVA LFAS LHOL TVER LSUB AMAR Total/site effort

92 - — 0
93 — 0
94 — — 0
95 — —_ 0
96 i ) 0
97 14 — -— 4
98 2 ~ — — 2
99 ~— — 0
100 — — 0
101 0
102 — — — — 0
103 = — — —_ 0
104 == — — — 0
105 - —_ — — - 0

0

0

0

0

6

0

106 - — — —_ —_
107 — -— — -
108 — — - - —
109 — — -— — —
110 : —-
111 [ 4 — — - - —
112 — - — - - 0
13 — —_ — — — — — — 0
114 - — — — — — 0
115 - — — — - - 0
0
0
5
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(9]

|

N o o
;b\ooooooooooo;';ooooo

—

116 - = - - . =
117 ; - — e -
1% ; : - -
19 I — = - - 0
120 — — - - 0
121 4 - = - 4
122 . - — = - 0
123 : — - - _ - — 0
124 - - - = - = — 0
125 - - - — =5 - — 0
0
0
0
0
0
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Upper New River Fish List*

Clupeidae — Herring
Dorosoma cepedianum — Gizzard Shad
Alosa pseudoharengus — Alewife

Esocidae — Pikes
Esox masquinongy — Muskellunge

Cyprinidae — Minnows

Cyprinus carpio — Common Carp

Carassius auratus — Goldfish
Ctenopharyngodon idella — Grass Carp
Notemigonus crysoleucas — Golden Shiner
Chrosomus oreas — Mountain Redbelly Dace
Clinostomus funduloides — Rosyside Dace
Rhinichthys cataractae — Longnose Dace
Rhinichthys obtusus — Western Blacknose Dace
Campostoma anomalum — Central Stoneroller
Semotilus atromaculatus — Creek Chub
Exoglossum laurae — Tonguetied Minnow
Exoglossum maxillingua — Cutlip Minnow
Nocomis platyrhynchus — Bigmouth Chub
Nocomis leptocephalus — Bluehead Chub
Phenacobius teretulus — Kanawha Minnow
Cyprinella galactura — Whitetail Shiner
Cyprinella spiloptera — Spotfin Shiner
Luxilus coccogenis— Warpaint Shiner
Luxilus albeolus — White Shiner

Lythrurus ardens — Rosefin Shiner
Notropis micropteryx — Highland Shiner
Notropis rubricroceus — Saffron Shiner
Notropis chiliticus — Redlip Shiner

Notropis photogenis — Silver Shiner
Notropis telescopus — Telescope Shiner
Notropis hudsonius — Spottail Shiner
Notropis scabriceps — New River Shiner
Notropis volucellus — Mimic Shiner
Notropis procne — Swallowtail Shiner
Pimephales promelas — Fathead Minnow
Pimephales notatus — Bluntnose Minnow

Catostomidae — Suckers

Carpiodes cyprinus — Quillback Carpsucker
Hypentelium nigricans — Northern Hogsucker
Thoburnia rhothoeca — Torrent Sucker
Moxostoma cervinum — Blacktip Jumprock
Moxostoma erythrurum — Golden Redhorse

Moxostoma anisurum — Silver Redhorse
Moxostoma collapsum — Notchlip Redhorse
Catostomus commersoni — White Sucker

Ictaluridae — Catfishes

Ictalurus punctatus — Channel Catfish
Ameiurus natalis — Yellow Bullhead
Noturus insignis — Margined Madtom
Pylodictis olivaris — Flathead Catfish

Salmonidae — Trouts

Salvelinus fontinalis — Brook Trout
Salmo trutta — Brown Trout
Onchorynchus mykiss — Rainbow Trout

Poeciliidae — Livebearers
Gambusia holbrooki — Eastern Mosquitofish

Cottidae — Sculpin
Cottus bairdi — Mottled Sculpin
Cottus kanawhae — Kanawha Sculpin

Centrarchidae — Sunfish

Ambloplites rupestris — Rock Bass
Pomoxis nigromaculatus — Black Crappie
Pomoxis annularis — White Crappie
Micropterus dolomieu — Smallmouth Bass
Micropterus punctulatus — Spotted Bass
Micropterus salmoides — Largemouth Bass
Lepomis cyanellus — Green Sunfish
Lepomis auritus — Redbreast Sunfish
Lepomis megalotis — Longear Sunfish
Lepomis macrochirus — Bluegill

Lepomis gibbosus — Pumpkinseed
Lepomis microlophus — Redear Sunfish

Percidae — Perches

Sander vitreus vitreus — Walleye

Perca flavescens — Yellow Perch

Percina oxyrhynchus — Sharpnose Darter
Percina caprodes — Logperch

Percina gymnocephala — Appalachia Darter
Percina roanoka — Roanoke Darter
Etheostoma kanawhae — Kanawha Darter
Etheostoma blennioides — Greenside Darter
Etheostoma nigrum — Johnny Darter
Etheostoma flabellare — Fantail Darter

*Highlighted species indicate species confirmed collected in the river segment of interest (including tributaries), while those
included on the list but not highlighted have not been observed but are possible inhabitants based on proximity to known
populations.
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Data Sources

This list was produced by gathering data from the Virginia Fish and Wildlife Information Service
database (http://vafwis.org/fwis/) by searching for fish data within the upper New River
watershed, specifically in the NRCS unit comprising Chestnut Creek and the adjacent section of
the New River. Additional data was gathered from Freshwater Fishes of Virginia (Robert E.
Jenkins, Noel M. Burkhead, 1994), as well as fisheries survey data from the Virginia Department
of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF).

*Highlighted species indicate species confirmed collected in the river segment of interest (including tributaries), while those
included on the list but not highlighted have not been observed but are possible inhabitants based on proximity to known
populations.
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Subject: FW: Old AT section near Byllesby Dam
Attachments: NRSPresentation516.pdf; MAPTECH Historical Map - MaxMeadows30sw.jpg

From: Copeland, John (DGIF) [mailto:John.Copeland@dgif.virginia.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, November 1, 2017 5:14 AM

To: Kulpa, Sarah <Sarah.Kulpa@hdrinc.com>

Cc: Elizabeth B Parcell <ebparcell@aep.com>; Kittrell, Bill (DGIF) <Bill.Kittrell@dgif.virginia.gov>; Copeland, John (DGIF)
<John.Copeland@dgif.virginia.gov>; Watson, Brian (DGIF) <Brian.Watson@dgif.virginia.gov>; Pinder, Mike (DGIF)
<Mike.Pinder@dgif.virginia.gov>

Subject: FW: Old AT section near Byllesby Dam

Here is the information | mentioned in my other email this morning on potential recreational access at the Buck/Byllesby
Project from Jim McNeely, Appalachian Trail historian.

From: Jim McNeely [mailto:thepathsproject@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2017 4:24 PM

To: Copeland, John (DGIF)

Subject: Re: Old AT section near Byllesby Dam

Mr. Copeland:

The section of old AT we discussed is the old road paralleling the
railroad upstream of Byllesby. Because of the close proximity of the old
road to the railroad, it is difficult to map. The best map I now of to
show the entire road is a section of the 1930's era Max Meadows USGS 15'
Quad. I attach a jpg copy of the SW section of that quad that shows, upon
zooming, the old road. The part of the road from Byllesby to Brush Creek
is also shown on the 1965 Austinville USGS Quad, which served a the base
map for USGS revisions through the 1980's, at least. So you may find te
road on a recent USGS Auistinville Quad. And it may be displayed on some
modern digital map programs, since such programs often scoop up all kinds
of old roads in their data collection.

I have a pdf copy of the presentation I made, and that includes a pdf map
that shows the route. I attach it, although that map is too small a scale
to show any detail.

From Byllesby, the road runs to the right (west) of the RR to Brush Creek,
crossed the RR just before Brush Creek, then crossed Brush Creek on a
bridge (apparently beside the RR bridge on the river side). From Brush
Creek, the old road ran beside the RR on the river side, then crossed the
RR at Fries Junction and continued to a road intersection with a road that
is now an unimproved road out to VA 94 called "Old Fries Junction

Rd." Beyond that point, the road apparently originally continued upstream
beside the RR but was later abandoned in favor of a road that climbed out
of the valley.
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The only part of the road that is currently open is that part from
Byllesby to Brush Creek, which is about 2 miles in length. I walked it
recently, and it is traveled by four-wheel drive vehicles. The portion of
the road descending back to the RR at Brush Creek is no longer in use (the
vehicle traffic diverts toward Va. 602) and is overgrown, but appears used
for foot travel. You can see that old roadbed coming down to the RR on
the downstream side of the Brush Creek Bridge if you look left on the
hillside.

The road generally stays well away from the RR, but comes into contact at
two points at which a guardrail separates the road from the New River
Trail SP. The first is the site of Bowers Ferry, and the second the site
of the community of Grayson. The road has considerable annual growth in
each of those two areas, but is otherwise a very pleasant walk and kept
open by the infrequent vehicle traffic.

The road from Byllesby is open to travel and is not posted. It is
apparently on NF property for almost its entire length, with a short
initial section in the Byllesby area apparently on APCo property.

Its a very easy road to find, and its an easy walk up to Brush Creek with
a return by the New River Trail to Byllesby. To get on it at Byllesby,
you just follow the gravel road between the New River Trail and the APCo
substation and that leads into the unimproved old road. It gets a little
confusing toward the Brush Creek end as there are a couple of diverting
roads, with the vehicle road diverting uphill, to the right, but if you
just stay left at that point on a more faint road you'll find your way
down to the New River Trail at Brush Creek. It would actually be easier
to follow from the Brush Creek end.

The old roadbed upstream of Brush Creek to Fries Junction is overgrown
completely, but can still be made out in places on the river side of the
New River Trail. Above Fries Junction, the old roadbed is distinct on the
hillside above the New River Trail.

One problem I now recognize (having hiked that area a couple of times
recently) is that any change in that road that would stop vehicle traffic
would disrupt an extensive network of four-wheel drive roads that are now
in use in that corner of land bounded by the New River, Brush Creek and
VSR 602. 1In fact, the road may still be a state right-of-way, as I've
come to understand that there are numerous former secondary roads in
Virginia that are no longer maintained but are still available for

travel. The 0ld Fries Road is, as I understand it, in that category of
roads. So while the very infrequent, and likely seasonal, vehicle use
doesn't disturb hiking (in fact, that is what keeps the road open),
changing the road's status to no-vehicles-allowed would likely ruffle some
local feathers. So if you could designate it for angler access, note by
markers or otherwise it was the original AT, but still allow vehicles,
that might well work for a number of interests.

This road was a part of what used to be a continuous road from Ivanhoe to
Fries. It was apparent VSR 737 when in the state system. The road from



Byllesby to Buck, and perhaps a dead-end section off Va. 94 near Hilltown,
is all that is left of that former state road.

I hope this is helpful Let me know if I can provide additional
information. And if I can take you on a tour one day, Jjust say when ---
although I don't think you'll need a guide to find it.

Jim McNeely

P.O. Box 667
Peterstown, WV 24963
(304) 753-9904

From: Copeland, John (DGIF) <John.Copeland@dgif.virginia.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 7, 2017 10:33 AM

To: thepathsproject@hotmail.com

Cc: Copeland, John (DGIF)

Subject: Old AT section near Byllesby Dam

We spoke briefly at the New River Symposium in May about an old AT section near Byllesby Dam. You said
you have pdf maps you could share that show the location. I am interested in seeing those maps so I can look at
it on the ground to evaluate potential angler access to Byllesby Reservoir. We are entering the first stage of
consultation with Appalachian Power Company on the new federal operating license for Buck and Byllesby
dams, so [ am assembling information for that process. If you can send what you have available, [ would
appreciate it.

John R. Copeland, Fisheries Biologist, Blacksburg Office; VA Dept of Game and Inland Fisheries

https://www.linkedin.com/pub/john-copeland/2a/292/691

John Copeland | Professional Profile |
LinkedIn

www.linkedin.com

View John Copeland’s professional profile on LinkedIn. LinkedIn
is the world's largest business network, helping professionals
like John Copeland discover inside connections to
recommended job candidates, industry experts, and business
partners.
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The Old Appalachian Trail in the New River Valley
1931 - 1955

A Presentation to the 2017 New River Symposium by Jim McNeely

I. Introduction

This presentation is an overview and summary of the results of my studies and field
investigation of the former routes of the Appalachian Trail in southern Virginia. For the purposes
of this presentation to the 2017 New River Symposium, my primary focus will be on Old AT routes
in the New River Valley of southwestern Virginia during the period 193 1through 1955.

From its inception in the early 1930's until the mid-1950's, the Appalachian Trail route south
ofthe Roanoke/Salem area in Virginia followed a route along the Virginia Blue Ridge to Fisher Peak,
on the North Carolina line, then turned north through Galax and then followed alongside the New
River to Byllesby where it turned west along the Iron Mountains ridge toward Damascus, Virginia.
That AT route was relocated in 1955 to a more northerly route through the Jefferson National Forest.

My interest in the “Old AT” in Virginia extends back to 1962 when, as a 15-year-old on an
extended AT hike through the Southern Appalachian region, I learned of the existence of that former
AT route in Southern Virginia. From that initial introduction to the subject of a “lost Appalachian
Trail,” I’ve continued to “poke and prod” at Old AT research and field studies in Virginia (as well
as through the Southern Appalachians) as time and resources were available over the decades. In
2011, I finally put together the results of my Old AT studies in an article (unpublished, but circulated
on-line) that presented information about the Old AT in southern and central Virginia by reference
to the 1948 AT hike of Earl Shaffer and, to a lesser extent, the 1951 AT hike of Eugene Espy. In
2016 I published, on-line, a research article that included my 2011 article as well as extensive research
materials relating to Old AT routes in Virginia.

For an on-line site to host the research article, I chose the “Hiking” topic tab of the
“crazyguyonabike” website. That article can therefore currently be found at
www.crazyguyonabike.com in the “Hiking” Topic, under the “Articles” tab of that Topic, under the
title “ Earl Shaffer's 1948 Appalachian Trail Hike: Report And Research Resources” with the subtitle

“A report on the actual route of Earl Shaffer's 1948 AT Hike with supplemental research resource

materials.”



The direct on-line link to the research article is

http://hiking.topicwise.com/doc/Shaffer48 ATHikeReport

This presentation is an introduction to and overview/summary ofthe materials available in that
research article. Assuch, it willnot include extensive specific citations to sources. Anyone interested
in more information on the subject of the “Old AT” is encouraged to make reference to that research
article as well as other materials available on the history of the Appalachian Trail.

The 1955 relocation abandoned the former AT route from a point on Catawba Mt., west of
Salem, to the Va. 16 (formerly US 58) crossing of Iron Mt., between Sugar Grove and Troutdale,
a distance of more than 200 miles. Coupled with the abandonment of the 117 miles of AT route
between Rockfish Gap and Cloverdale in another relocation finalized in 1951, more than 300 miles
of the former AT route in Central and Southern Virginia was abandoned by relocations finalized in
the 1950's. An important distinction between the two relocations is that while the old AT route
through southern Virginia remained in place, maintained and documented by contemporary trail
guides during the process of development of the new AT route, the 1930's era Rockfish Gap -
Cloverdale AT route was officially abandoned with publication of the 1941 Guide, which did not
include trail data for that section ofthe AT. It was not until July 1951, after a non-continuous period
of about ten years, that the AT again became a continuous trail from Maine to Georgia with the
completion of the last link in the “new” AT in July 1951" and an official “silver nail” ceremony held
atop The Priest on November 1, 1951, to mark what was then hailed as the “second completion of
the entire Appalachian Trail.”

As a result of that very different treatment of the two AT sections pending relocation,
research as to the Old AT through Southern Virginia has the use of'trail data from the 1941 and 1950
Guides while research as to the Rockfish Gap - Cloverdale section has available only the 1930's era
Guides. It is, in fact, the availability of the 1950 Guide detailing the route of the AT through southern
Virginia by reference to modern-era road names and numbers and features identification that
substantially facilitates research into that AT route.

This presentation therefore describes the AT route through southern Virginia from Catawba

1

Eugene Espy was the first AT “thru-hiker” to hike the newly continuous AT as he
reached and traveled the completed final link (in the vicinity of The Priest) on July 16, 1951, just a
couple of weeks after its completion, on his northbound AT hike.

2



Mt. (northwest of Salem, Virginia) to the current crossing of Va. 16 on Iron Mt. (near Sugar Grove,
Virginia) that was abandoned in that 1955 AT relocation, with a particular focus on that former AT
route in the New River watershed.

There are three maps included with this presentation that display selected former routes of
the Appalachian Trail in southern Virginia. The “baseline” historic AT route for this presentation is
that described in the 4™ Edition of the “Guide To Paths in the Blue Ridge,” the AT Guide to the
region published by the Potomac Appalachian Trail Club (PATC). Earlier editions ofthat Guide were
published by the PATC in 1931 (Ist Edition), 1934 (2" Edition), 1938 (Supplement to the 2™
Edition), and 1941 (3™ Edition). The fact that the PATC published the Guides, rather than the
Appalachian Trail Conference (now Conservancy) (ATC) suggests that the AT in southern Virginia
was very much a project of that organization. It should also be noted that Trail Data for the AT
through southern Virginia in all those guides was prepared only in a North - South direction, which
meant that northbound AT hikers had to read the data in reverse.

Maps 2 and 3 display the 1950 Guide AT route in the New River watershed as well as one
older route — the “Norvale Crags” route (Map 3) between Fisher Peak and Galax from the ‘34 and
‘38 AT Guides. Map 1 is included to display both the original (from the 1931 Guide) and the 1950
AT routes through the Roanoke River watershed.

Appendix 1 to this Presentation is a Legend for the added features and symbols appearing on
those maps.

Appendix 2 to this Presentation includes copies of the three maps discussed above.

The route of the original (1931 Guide) AT through the Roanoke Valley displayed on Map 1
is one that has been identified through AT Guide, map and field research. Although at a scale of
1:200,000 Map 1 is at too small a scale to show details of the route, the study route used to develop
that route was one using 1:24,000 USGS topographical maps. The route as displayed is therefore
the product of detailed route study. However, because the description of the AT route in the 1931
Guide was brief and since many of the landscape features described have been substantially modified,
renamed, or have disappeared in the intervening decades, it was found to be sometimes difficult to
exactly identify the route in the modern landscape. Further complicating field research ofthe Old AT
route in that area is that most of the off-road ‘31 AT route was, and remains, on private property.

In addition, the mileage stated in the 1931 Guide were found to be difficult to match against known



modern features. The route displayed on Map 1 should therefore be generally considered only in the
approximate location of the ‘31 AT. It is displayed only for general historical interest and as a study
guide for anyone interested in doing further research to more exactly locate that historic AT route.

The other AT routes displayed on the maps were similarly developed on large-scale USGS
topographical maps and transferred to the medium-scale maps included with this Presentation.

The baseline 1950 AT route was documented as of 1949, and was presented in that Guide in
considerable detail. Fortunately, by the time of preparation of the 1950 Guide the modern-era
identification system of names and numbers had been adopted in Virginia. The detail of that Guide
as well as the use therein of modern references for identities of roads and other features makes the
1950 Guide an outstanding, and readily readable, guide to the AT route of that era in a modern
landscape.

While the 1950 AT route was often in the same general, or the same, location as earlier AT
routes, the route through southern Virginia did change, and sometimes substantially change, its
location over the nearly quarter-century the AT was in that area. Some of those changes will be
discussed later in this Presentation as to certain areas of particular interest. But locating the Old AT
from those earlier guides is often more of a challenge than with the 1950 Guide. The 1941 Guide
shared some ofthe same modern references as the 1950 Guide, but the earlier Guides (1931, 34, “38)
become increasingly obscure with increased age as to identifiable references. Part of that problem
is a result, however, of lack of access to the extensive private land sites for older AT routes to
conduct detailed field studies to locate old roads and trails referenced in the older AT Guides.

Other sources of information about the Old AT in southern Virginia may be found in the
reports of hikers who traveled that trail. The two books I am familiar with that include descriptions
of that section of the AT before it was abandoned are “Walking With Spring” by Earl V. Shaffer,
which describes his 1948 AT hike through the region, and “The Trail Of My Life” by Eugene Espy,
which describes his 1951 AT hike through the area. There well may be other books or articles that
describe that section of the AT of which I am not aware.

Other potential sources of information are any reports submitted to the Appalachian Trail
Conference by Shaffer, Espy or other AT hikers of the era. Also now available is the digitized field
notebook journal of Shaffer (his “Little Black Notebook™), a copy of which is available for download

in my research article, There may also still be in existence newspaper articles, personal letters, or



photographs in private hands that document the Old AT in southern Virginia. A search for such items
in that region would be a worthwhile subject for further research.

Before beginning our Old AT travelog , some general discussion of the nature of that Old AT
through Virginia might be useful.

While most AT sections have assigned maintenance clubs, the AT south of Sweet Annie
Hollow was, in 1950, noted in ATC literature as largely “unassigned” for maintenance purposes.*
“Unassigned” did not, however, mean “unmaintained,” To the contrary, the 1950 Guide makes
reference to a blaze remarking program in 1947 as well as the “cutting” of the off-road trail section
in the Fisher Peak area, all apparently conducted by PATC or ATC members in ad hoc organizational
efforts. Since much of the AT through that area was on maintained local roads, “maintenance”
would require nothing more than driving down the roads checking and renewing, as needed, AT
white paint blazes or diamond-shaped AT metal markers on trees, fence posts and utility poles.’ Any
off-road trail sections would be either maintained by the Blue Ridge Parkway (in Smart View and
Rocky Knob Recreation Areas) or easily accessible from nearby roads. So the 1949 AT, as
documented by the 1950 Guide, through southern Virginia would likely have been well-marked and
maintained after suffering neglect during the WW 1I years. It is likely, however, that little or no
maintenance was performed after 1949 outside the Dan River area.

The general relationship between the Blue Ridge Parkway and the Appalachian Trail in
Virginia is worthy of a brief note.

First off, the Old Appalachian Trail did not follow the Blue Ridge Parkway except for short
sections made necessary by topography or connecting to local road/trail networks. While the Old AT
route through southern Virginia frequently paralleled the Parkway and often crossed it, the motor
highway and the hiking route were not co-located except where for short sections where Parkway
construction had interrupted the continuity of local roads and made travel on the Parkway necessary

to link the disjointed sections of that local road.

2 With the exception of the personal maintenance activities of John R. Barnard of

the Dan River section, which we shall discuss later,

3

AT route.

Some of those AT markers can still be found attached to old trees along the Old



The Appalachian Trail pre-dated the Blue Ridge Parkway, and that the original route of the
AT along the crest of the Blue Ridge in Virginia was, in general, the same route chosen for the Blue
Ridge Parkway. But while it is a common belief that construction of the Parkway “obliterated” the
original AT route, that is not actually the case. In fact, Parkway construction techniques and policies
tended to leave the AT route relatively undisturbed.

While the early AT was primarily a ridgetop trail in mountainous areas, Parkway construction
techniques tended to make the Parkway a “sideridge” road, swinging around mountain ridges and
crossing through gaps. As a result, the existing AT route was directly impacted by Parkway
construction only in such Parkway “crossing gaps” in the ridge or in relatively infrequent instances
in which the Parkway was located along the ridgecrest. So while the ATC declared the original AT
route between Rockfish Gap and Cloverdale “obliterated” by Parkway construction, that was
primarily for the purpose of causing the federal government to build a new AT route to mitigate for
the original AT’s purported destruction by Parkway construction. That was the case north of
Roanoke, Virginia, where the “new” AT route finally completed in 1951 was constructed by the
federal government to replace the existing AT route purportedly “obliterated” by Parkway
construction.

In fact, substantial sections of historically pristine sections of 1930's era AT route still exist
along the Parkway corridor between Rockfish Gap and Cloverdale, and can still be followed using
the 1931, ‘34 and ‘38 Guides. In any area in which there has been no development or other ground
disturbance since AT route abandonment in the 1930's or 40's (such as in or near the Parkway
corridor), any old trail or roadbed formerly used by the AT likely still exists, undisturbed. In addition,
the expansion of both National Forest and NPS land ownership in that area over the intervening
decades since the 1930's has resulted in substantial portions of what was private land AT routes in
the 1930's now being on public land.

Parkway construction policies as to local roads also tended to have the effect of avoiding
impacts to the existing AT route in agricultural areas, including the Blue Ridge south of Roanoke.
In such areas, the old AT tended to follow either public secondary roads or privately maintained, but
open to public travel, “community roads.” In fact, a common routing for the early AT along the
Virginia Blue Ridge was the old “ridge road,” a pre-Parkway road generally located along the crest

of the Blue Ridge. Since the Parkway prohibits commercial traffic, its construction policies were



intended to preserve local roads, such as the old ridge road, in the Parkway corridor in order to
maintain non-Parkway access to private lands adjoining the Parkway. As a result of that policy, such
localroads were commonly avoided or relocated during Parkway construction and Parkway travelers,
particularly along the Virginia Blue Ridge, are commonly not aware that such local roads frequently
discretely parallel the Parkway. Since the AT route commonly followed such roads, Parkway
construction policies to preserve such local roads had the effect of generally avoided impact to the
AT route as it followed such roads.

Because of such policies, Parkway construction directly impacted less that a mile of the Old
AT route south of Roanoke. In fact, because of that minimal impact the federal government refused
to construct a “new”” AT south of Roanoke as it had agreed to do north of Roanoke. In my research
article, I develop a case to suggest that federal decision to not construct a new AT south of Roanoke
played an important role in the 1940's ATC decision to relocate that part of the AT into the Jefferson
National Forest where federal assistance was available for AT construction.

Another consequence of the presence of the Parkway on the Old AT route through southern
Virginia was the relative lack of modernization of many of the roads formerly followed by the AT.
Whether from land use restrictions, a low volume of vehicle use, or other governmental policy, the
local roads near the Parkway have not commonly be subject to the degree of widening and paving
seen on other local roads in the area. As a consequence, travel on the Old AT roads frequently has
a much more “1950-ish” feel than that experienced on other local roads. Since the 1950 AT Guide
remains generally strikingly accurate in following the Old AT route through the modern landscape?,
the less developed state of many of those roads adds much to the 1950 “feel” of following the 1950
AT in the modern era on foot, by bicycle, or by motor vehicle.

II. The Old AT in Southern Virginia

We will begin our travel through the New River Basin on the Old AT through southern

Virginia just north of the New River watershed, at Sweet Annie Hollow, at Milepost 138.6 on the

4 The primary impact on secondary roads over the decades has been the closure

and/or relocation of a number of secondary road intersections with the Parkway.

> While the AT Guides referred to the location as “Sweet Anne Hollow,” its locally
accepted name is apparently “Sweet Annie Hollow”.
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Blue Ridge Parkway. That is an appropriate start point because it was, in 1950, the southern limit
ofthe AT maintenance activities of the Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club (RATC). North ofthat point
is displayed, on Map 1, the route of both the 1931 AT along the Blue Ridge, east of Roanoke, and
the 1950 AT route connecting to the current ANST on Catawba Mt., est of Salem, Virginia.

Sweet Annie Hollow is also an appropriate place to begin a journey along the Old AT
because of the interesting history of its name. William G. Lord, long-time Parkway Ranger, related
in his Blue Ridge Parkway Guide (1969) that Annie, “a widow by fate ands a friendly sort by nature”
lived in that hollow during the American Revolution. Lord relates, at page 6, that soldiers were
“frequent visitors” and that Annie reportedly “entertained them ’in a most irreligious manner.’” Since
the neighbors took “a dim view” of her activities, Lord writes that Annie left the area but that «. . .
the troopers landmarked her homesite as “Sweet Annie’s Hollow.”

1. AT Section 4: Sweet Annie Hollow to VA 8 (Tuggle Gap)

Beginning, therefore, our travel south on the Old AT from Sweet Annie Hollow (AT MP 4-
1.72°), the 1950 AT followed roads parallel to the Parkway to an intersection with the Blue Ridge
Parkway just south of the Pine Spur Overlook (Parkway MP 144.8: AT MP 4-8.58), an AT distance
of6.86 miles. Earlier AT routes had continued along the ridge in what is now the Parkway corridor
from Sweet Annie Hollow, and the old trailway used by the early AT is still apparent (and apparently
in use) in that area. The AT was relocated to an all road route by 1950, perhaps because of a lack
of maintenance resources for off-road AT sections.

It is in the Old AT approach to Pine Spur that the 1950 AT Route could be said to enter the
New River watershed, with the headwaters of Little River draining the northerly and westerly slopes
of the Blue Ridge as the Old AT route left the Roanoke River watershed. .

What is now the Pine Spur Overlook on the Parkway was a noted viewpoint in the 1934 AT
Guide. By 1950, the relocated followed roads parallel to the Parkway from Sweet Annie Hollow to
the Parkway corridor just south of Pine Spur Overlook. At that point the AT followed a foot trail
than ran parallel to and within the Parkway corridor for about 1.5 miles (AT MP 4-10.0). That

location of the AT within the Parkway corridor (which was also seen south of Sweet Annie Hollow

6 AT Mile Point from Chapter VII, Southern Virginia, in the 1950 Guide,
referencing Section Number and MP, southbound.
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in pre-1950 Guides) suggested the potential future of the AT as a trail within an ever-widening
Parkway and National Trails Act corridor in that area if the AT had not been relocated as it was.

From MP 10.0, the AT followed secondary roads to the crossroads at Graysville (AT MP
10.21) where the 1950 AT guide noted the presence of an abandoned store (the building is still there)
and that lodging was available at this point. The 1950 AT then continued beyond Graysville, again
on secondary roads, to AT MP 4-11.72 where it followed a now-abandoned secondary road (then
VSR 651) to an intersection with current VSR 651 (Stuart Rd.) at MP 4- 12.01. It then followed
secondary roads to cross the Parkway at AT MP 4-12.79, with the presence of the former Kelley
School noted in the 1950 AT Guide as then being a store (the building is still there). Beyond that
crossing of the Parkway, the AT continued to follow secondary roads toward Thompson Store (AT
MP 4-16.05), a store noted in the 1931 AT Guide as being the . . . first store on the Trail since the
55.6 miles since leaving Vinton.” That store building still exists, apparently used for private storage.

Just north of Thompson’s Store, at AT MP 4-15.8, the 1950 AT Guide notes a .55 mile side
route to “Pumpkin Stem Knob,” with the view from that point noted as “Extraordinary view; should
not be missed.” That reference is one to that same named summit on the original, 1931 AT, with the
AT later moved to road locations most likely as a result of lack of maintenance resources.

South from Thompson’s Store, the 1950 AT continued on secondary roads to AT MP 4-
19.23 where it entered the Smart View Recreation Area of the Blue Ridge Parkway. Through Smart
View (from AT MP 4-19.23 to 4-21.13), the 1950 AT followed a trail through that recreation area
developed by the NPS in the early 1940's. That trail still exists as part of the Smart View trail system,
extending from the Smart View Overlook to VSR 793 (Runnet Bog Rd), with the linkage trail from
the existing Smart View loop trail to VSR 793 now abandoned and overgrown.

VSR 793 was followed into Cannaday Gap. South of Cannaday Gap on the 1950 AT, the
Trail followed secondary roads alongside or in the vicinity of the Blue Ridge Parkway, passing a store
at AT MP 4-22.32 (building still there and used as an artisan studio), then crossing the Parkway and
reaching County Line Church at MP 4-23.69. Moving east of and more remote from the Parkway,
the AT continued on secondary roads to cross the “Low Gap” near a double summit called “The
Haycocks” at MP 4-27.15 and reached the community of Haycock at MP 4-27.75. The 1950 AT
Guide includes data for a side trail from Haycock to the summit of Rakes Knob. That side trail
included part of the original 1931 AT route.



South of Haycock on the 1950 AT, the Trail followed secondary roads paralleling the
Parkway to Tuggle Gap (Va. 8) at MP 4-32.05 and the beginning of Section 5 ofthe 1950 AT Guide.
The 1950 Guide noted the presence of a “store and filling station” in Tuggle Gap where it noted *.
.. accommodations are available.”

2. AT Section 5: VA 8 (Tuggle Gap) to U.S. 58

South of Tuggle Gap on the 1950 AT, the Trail entered the Rocky Knob area. The original
1931 AT followed an apparently indistinct route more-or-less along the crest of the ridge to the
summit of Rocky Knob and beyond. The AT was shifted to a route following roads along the east
side of the ridge in the ‘34 and ‘38 Guides because of the difficulty in marking, and following, the
crestline trail. By the publication ofthe 1941 Guide, however, the NPS had developed a trail for the
AT through the Rocky Knob Recreation Area (and constructed a shelter on the summit of Rocky
Knob) that was followed in the ‘41 and ‘50 Guides.

Beginning with the 1934 Guide, all AT routes through the Rocky Knob area utilized VSR
716 (Tuggle Gap Rd) south of Tuggle Gap (with that road having since been relocated in the Tuggle
Gap area to intersect Va. 8 west of the Parkway). The ‘34 and ‘38 routes continued on VSR 716
around the Rocky Knob area and reached the ridge crest by a now-abandoned upper portion of VSR
723 (Patrick Rd SW). That abandoned road and former AT route is now part of the NPS Black
Ridge Trail. The ‘41 and ‘50 routes left VSR 716 at MP 5-1.67 to follow a farm road uphill and
reach the crest of a ridge in what is now the Rocky Knob Campground. It then continued to follow
a farm road up the ridge (now part of the NPS Rock Castle Gorge Loop Trail) to a Parkway
Overlook at MP 5-3.02 where it joined an NPS trail to the summit of Rocky Knob, where there was
a three-sided NPS lean-to, with no bunks or water. (AT MP 5-3.33). That shelter is still a feature
of the summit of Rocky Knob, and the old AT route east of the Parkway is now incorporated into
the Rocky Knob trail system.

Rocky Knob, at 3572' elevation, is one of the three prominent Blue Ridge peaks associated
with the Old AT route through southern Virginia. The other two are Buffalo Mountain ( 3971') and
Fisher Peak (3565"), both of which will be discussed later. The outstanding characteristic of Rocky
Knob, as well as other peaks of the Blue Ridge, is their towering height and resultant sight distances
over the Piedmont area to the east and south as well as impressive sight distances to other prominent

Blue Ride peaks up and down the Blue Ridge. It was the views from those peaks, along with the
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Dan River Gorge and Pinnacles of Dan (also to be discussed later) , that made the AT through
southern Virginia a remarkable, if not uniquely outstanding, feature of the early Appalachian Trail.
Beyond Rocky Knob, the 1950 AT continued to follow an NPS trail (now part of the NPS
Rock Castle Gorge Loop Trail) through the recreation area and beyond through fields, leaving the
Rocky Knob Recreation Area, to reach VSR 720 (Rock Castle Gorge Rd.) at AT MP 5-5.83.

In pre-Parkway times, VSR 720 was part of a continuous road extending across the ridge and
down to what is now VSR 716. In fact, that portion west of the Parkway appears to have been the
‘34 and ‘38 AT route. But Parkway constriction and abandonment of the portion of the road west
of the Parkway cut off and substantially isolated a winding section of VSR 720 that laid east of the
Parkway. As a result of that isolation and limited use, VSR 720 continues to be the same narrow,
unpaved road it was when it was the route for the AT from the 1931 Guide to the 1950 Guide, and
AT route abandonment. But while VSR 720 has been largely forgotten as part of the original AT
route, it is now well-known regionally as the access road to the “FloydFest” Festival site.

Headed south on the 1950 AT from Rocky Knob Recreation Area on VSR 720, the AT
wound it way along that secondary road, passing what is now the FloydFest entrance road at
approximately MP 5-6.07 and noting a store (no longer in existence) to the left at MP 5-6.17. It then
crossed and recrossed the Parkway and then followed a secondary road (since rebuilt to eliminate
a “hairpin” curve) to pass, at MP 5-9.22 what was noted as a . . . rock church on a hill.” That
church is the Slate Mountain Presbyterian Church, one of 6 rock churches along the Blue Ridge
constructed at the direction and by the inspiration of Presbyterian Minister Robert Childress during
the first half of the 20™ Century.

The 1950 AT then reached, at MP 5-9.27, what was noted as a “gasoline filling station and
crossroad at the headwaters of Rock Castle River.” That point, with filling station no longer present,
is now a parking area for access to the Rock Castle Gorge area of the Rocky Knob Recreation Area.

The 1950 AT Guide side trail to Buffalo Mt. left the AT at this point, and its route is
displayed on Map 2.. Data for that 6.5 mile trail was presented in the AT Guide in a separate “Side
Trails” section.

While Buffalo Mt. (often referred to as “The Buffalo:” because of the buffalo-like shape that
is visible from great distances along the Blue Ridge) was privately owned, but publicly accessible,

during the AT period, it came into public ownership in 1992 and is now protected as within the
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Buffalo Mountain Natural Area Preserve and recognized as one of the most significant natural areas
in Virginia. In addition to the rare plant and animal occurrences as well as significant natural
communities, the exposed high-elevation (3,971') summit offers extraordinarily wide-ranging views
in all directions. The description of Buffalo Mt. in the 1950 AT Guide(at page 14-361) reads:

This isolated peak (3,971 ft.) is one of the most conspicuous features of this section
of the Appalachian Trail. Rising abruptly from the Blue Ridge plateau, it affords a
widespread view. It is a landmark for many miles , the focal point around which the
main Trail route leads along the curving rim of the Blue Ridge.

Continuing on the Old AT south from the head of Rock Castle River, and entering the Dan
River watershed,” the 1950 AT followed secondary roads bearing east, following and paralleling the
crest of the Blue Ridge with the Parkway route distant to the west, to reach US 58 and the end of AT
Section 5 at 5-17.02. The 1950 Guide noted that accommodations were available at this point.

3. AT Sections 6 and 7: U.S. 58 to Groundhog Mt.

It was at U.S. 58, and extending for 11.67 miles south through the Dan River Gorge section
ofthe AT, that the Old AT entered the assigned maintenance area of John R. Barnard, one of the few
individuals listed in 1950 ATC literature as a “Trail Maintaining Organization.” Barnard’s section
of the 1950 AT followed what was then a primitive secondary road to the eastern rim of the Dan
River Gorge (AT MP 6-8.06), then plunged 0.6 miles down the steep side of that 1,000' deep gorge
on a well-blazed, but primitive, trail, forded the Dan River (MP 6-8.6), then climbed precipitously up
the 1,000" + face of the Pinnacles of Dan to reach its summit at MP 9.31 (2655") before finally
reaching the western rim and resuming travel on secondary roads at MP 6-9.91. Barnard, whose
home was 0.6 miles from the AT (at MP 10.98), offered lodging to AT hikers.

The Pinnacles of Dan section of the Old AT was in its time on the AT was known as perhaps
one of the most scenic, and the most difficult, section of the AT along the Blue Ridge — or, for that

matter, along the entire AT. The Pinnacles of Dan emerge in a spectacular fashion from the Dan

7 Although the Old AT strayed far out of the New River and into the Dan River
Watershed in AT Section 6, the geological history of the Dan River indicates that it “captured”
the the upper basin of Reed Island Creek from the New River (see “Physiographic Divisions and
Differential Uplift in the Piedmont and Blue Ridge,” Geological Survey Professional Paper 1265
(1982) by John T. Hack and published by the U. S. Department of the Interior). One might
therefore say that the Old AT continued in the “former” New River Watershed in its travel
through the Dan River area.
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River Gorge, and the AT was apparently a very difficult journey through that area. As noted in the
1950 AT Guide (at page 14-339), “The 1.8 m. from the east rim to the west rim of the Canyon is
perhaps, for the distance, the most difficult section of The Appalachian Trail.”

The Pinnacles of Dan section of the Old AT remains a topic of occasional discussion even in
the modern AT community. One common impression is that the original routing of the AT was the
Pinnacles of Dan route. In fact, that route was a 1939 relocation caused by the original AT route
being disrupted by construction of two hydroelectric dams in the Dan River Gorge. The original AT
route followed Cockram’s Ridge to the Dan River, crossed the river at the mouth of Round Meadow
Creek (at or near the current location of Townes Dam), and then traveled alongside the Dan River
before ascending to Low Gap, west of the summit of (and not ascending) The Pinnacles of Dan.

Another well-circulated report is that the route over the Pinnacles was chosen as a more-or-
less joke by trail markers working under the direction of ATC Chairman Myron Avery, and that
Avery nevertheless accepted the route for the AT. That story may have begun with Earl Shaffer,
who stated in “Walking With Spring,” at page 57, that “Charlie Thomas,” a longtime ATC member,
told him that he (Thomas” was scouting Trail in the Dan River area and was involved in “playing a
joke” on Avery by pretending to route the AT over the Pinnacles. Shaffer reported that Thomas told
hm that Avery climbed the Pinnacles, “was impressed with the view, and approved the route.”
Eugene Espy repeats Shaffer’s story in “The Trail Of My Life,” at page 91.

Although a good story, and perhaps true, it is more likely somewhat of an AT legend. As
noted above, any scouting for the original AT route would not have involved the Pinnacles (except
for development of the side trail to the peak from Low Gap, to the west). Since the Pinnacles were
accessible by a side trail from the original 1931 AT route, Avery would have already been familiar
with the peak and its view, so any suggestion he would have been first introduced to that peak in the
late 1930's by a “joke” trail would be incorrect.

What is much more likely is that when it became necessary to relocate the AT in the late
1930's, Avery relied on John H. Barnard, the local expert on the Dan River area and the AT
maintainer for the section, to select the “next best route” after the initial Cockram Ridge Route was
closed by Dan River dam construction. It is also likely, and a review of old AT Guides suggests, that
the AT routes in the Dan River area were not constructed as new trail but instead followed existing

foot trails used by local residents to access or cross the Dan River. And for all its difficulty, the
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Pinnacles route did offer a ridgecrest route on the western rim of the gorge that avoided the cliffs
encountered in any direct ascent/descent of the gorge wall, and that route allowed the existing
Pinnacles side trail to be incorporate into the new AT route. Moreover, the topographical problem
with suggesting the Pinnacles route was a “joke” is that in order to support that story one must
identify a more suitable, “non-joke,” route across the Dan River Gorge that would have been easier
---- and map study as well as my actual experience in exploring the Dan River Gorge area leads me
to the conclusion that with the original AT route unavailable, no better route across the Dan River
Gorge than the Pinnacles route was available to the AT in the late 1930's. So it is likely that Shaffer’s
oft-repeated story of the Pinnacles route being a “joke taken seriously” doesn’t fit the actual reality
of the late 30's relocation of the AT across the Pinnacles of Dan.

Beyond the Dan River Gorge section of the 1950 AT, and leaving John Barnard’s
maintenance section (and resuming the “Unassigned” category for maintenance), the 1950 AT
returned to the secondary road network and reached the end of Section 6 at a crossing of the Blue
Ridge Parkway at AT MP 6-11.67. Beyond that point the 1950 AT traveled secondary roads parallel
to the Parkway to the Groundhog Mt. Recreation Area, and the end of Section 7, at AT MP 7-5.87.
4. AT Section 8: Groundhog Mt. To Fancy Gap (U.S. 52)

The 1950 AT route from Groundhog Mt. To Fancy Gap (Section 8) reflects AT relocation
to gain distance from the Parkway. While the original AT route followed the old “Ridge Road” south
of Groundhog Mt., and while that old road still existed as a secondary road parallel to the Parkway
(bearing VSR 608), the AT route was relocated west onto secondary roads away from the Parkway
corridor from Groundhog Mt. to the vicinity of Ward’s Gap (MP 8-8.04). Regaining the old “Ridge
Road” (VSR 608), the 1950 AT reached US 52 and the end of AT Section 8 at Fancy Gap.

5. AT Sections 9, 10 and 11: Fancy Gap to Galax

It is not difficult to find the Old AT route south of Fancy Gap, since the old “Ridge Road”
followed by the 1950 AT is still numbered VSR 608 ---- and bears the name “Old Appalachian Trail.”
At MP 9-1.33, VSR 608 (which had ben somewhat relocated by Parkway and [-77 construction),
the Old AT route passes what was the privately owned “Devil Den” cave on a private farm in 1950
but is now the 250 acre Devil's Den Nature Preserve. Beyond that point, the Old AT route crosses
over [-77 (obviously not a 1950 feature) and crossed the Parkway at MP 9-3.01 to continue on VSR

608 (now absent its Old Appalachian Trail name) to the west of, and parallel with, the Parkway.
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Continuing on VSR 608, and with a 0.8 mile stretch on the Parkway as a result of Parkway disruption
ofthe continuity of VSR 608, the Old AT reached Pipers Gap at AT MP 9-6.96 (leaving the Parkway
as it approached Pipers Gap on a now abandoned section of VSR 608 that then intersected the
Parkway north of the Pipers Gap overpass on the Parkway).

South of Pipers Gap, the 1950 AT again crossed the Parkway, passed Mt. Carroll Church on
the left at MP 9-7.87, recrossed the Parkway and then reached the community of Max (MP 9-9.54),
where a post office at formerly served AT hikers. Beyond Max, the 1950 AT traveled a now
abandoned section of VSR 608 to reach current VSR 608 at its intersection with VSR 715 at MP 9-
10.4. This point was the end of AT Section 9 and the beginning of Section 10, the Fisher Peak
section of the 1950 AT.

The route ofthe 1950 AT through the Fisher Peak area was fairly straightforward. The route
followed VSR 715 (current name End of the Line Rd.) for 2.2 miles, then left secondary road travel
to follow a woods road to the summit of Rich Mt. (MP 10-3.17) and beyond to near the summit of
Horse Knob (MP 10-3.92) before reaching an intersection with a blue-blazed trail that turned left to
access the summit of Fisher Peak while the AT route turned right to descend the mountain (MP 10-
4.49). In 1950, the summit of Fisher Peak (3565') featured a fire tower (erected in 1948) and the
large rock slabs on the south side of the summit offering views to the south.

At Fisher Peak began the bold move to the north ofthe 1950 AT to transition from a westerly
direction of travel along the Blue Ridge to a westerly direction of travel along the Iron Mt. ridges.
The end of the Iron Mt. Ridges at the New River was Farmer Mt., about 17 air miles (and 25.55 AT
miles) to the north on the other side of the New River. So as the 1950 AT turned north at Fisher
Peak, its destination was Farmer Mt. in that northerly “offset” of the AT route.

From Fisher Peak, the 1950 AT followed what was then a relatively new fire-road (now
Fisher Peak Rd.) that had replaced the former woods road descending the mountain. Briefly entering
North Carolina in the course of the descent (Fisher Peak is on the NC/VA line), the 1950 AT route
passed at MP 10-5.18 the 1934/°38 AT Norvale Crags route that was abandoned in 1940. Beyond
that point, the 1950 AT continued to follow the fire road down the north side of Fisher Peak to reach
an intersection with the Blue Ridge Parkway, and the end of Section 10, at MP 10-7.34, with VSR
609 intersecting the Parkway directly across from the fire road intersection. That Old AT route

along the ridge leading to Fisher Peak (although not making a public lands connection with VSR 715)
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and descending north to the Parkway is now on the property of the Blue Ridge Music Center, which
is indicated by “BRMC” on Map 3.

Beyond that intersection with the Parkway the 1950 AT entered AT Section 11, following
VSR 609 (Peaks Mountain Rd.) north to join VSR 608 (Coal Creek Rd.) At MP 11-5.53 and then
following VSR 608 to an intersection with Va. 97 at MP 11-7.51 and then turning left on that
highway to reach Va. 89, and Galax, at MP 8.65. Beyond that point the 1950 AT followed Va. 89
(South, then North Main Street) into downtown Galax and to the end of Section 11 at the
intersection of N. Main Street and W. Center Street where the 1950 AT Guide noted the presence
of the Hotel Blumont and the Galax Post Office.

While the 1950 AT Route in the Fisher Peak area is not complex, the history of the AT in the
Fisher Peak area is one of complexity. From areview ofthe 1931 AT Guide description of that Trail,
it is apparent that the 1931 AT did not cross over Fisher Peak. That 1931 Guide details a 2.4 mile
side trail to that peak. Instead, the 1931 AT turned north at some point, toward Galax, after passing
through Pipers Gap, and followed Coal Creek toward Galax. It was apparently a convoluted route,
seemingly bound southwest toward Fisher Peak before reversing itself back to the northeast before
moving toward Galax. That route does not appear on Map 3 because of both the difficulty in
determining an accurate location from the 1931 description and the confusion in other routes that
would result from its inclusion on the map.

What is most interesting about the 1931 Guide is the mention therein (at page 100) that the
side trail to Fisher Peak was, in fact, intended to become a side trail to Grandfather Mountain and that
it was then complete as far as Norvale Crags (noted as being 5.9 miles beyond Fisher Peak), which
was a pre-Parkway private recreational development on the crest ofthe Blue Ridge just south of Low
Gap (north of present-day Va/NC 89). The ‘31 Guide noted that hikers using that side trail could
extend it into a longer route to Galax by use of Va, 117 (now Va. 89) from Norvale Crags to Galax.
This suggests that as of 1931, there was serious consideration of a Grandfather Mt. route.

There was no further mention of a Grandfather Mt. route in the AT Guides, but the 1934 AT
was rerouted to follow the 1931 Fisher Peak/Norvale Crags side trail, and to then turn north to Galax
on then VA 96 (now VA 89 in a substantially rerouted location) (see Map 3). That route continued
in the ‘38 Guide, but the Norvale Crags section was abandoned with the 1941 Guide and the AT
routed directly from Fisher Peak to Galax via VSR 609 and VSR 608. It was that route that the 1950
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AT followed and was the final AT route through that area. The Norvale Crags route, and the 1931
AT Guide mention of an intended side trail to Grandfather Mt., nevertheless present interesting
subjects for additional research.

6. AT Section 12: Galax to Dixons Ferry

From downtown Galax, the 1950 AT followed a series of city streets, then rural secondary
roads, 5.5 miles to the AT crossing of the New River at Dixons Ferry and the end of AT Section 12
as well as Chapter VII, “Southern Virginia,” of the 1950 AT Guide. By the 1950 AT Guide, that
ferry had ceased to operate, but the Guide listed a local resident who would take hikers across the
New River at the former ferry crossing.®
7. Wythe/Holston District, Jefferson National Forest, Section 1: Dixons Ferry to Byllesby

At Dixons Ferry, the 1950 AT entered Section 1 of Chapter VIII, “Wythe and Holston
District of the Jefferson National Forest,” of the 1950 AT Guide.

Beyond the New River crossing, the 1950 AT followed a farm lane to the tracks of the
Norfolk and Western Railroad , then turned right (downstream) along the left (west) bank of the New
River (MP 1-0.1). For the first mile or so the 1950 AT followed the railroad tracks, or a path beside
the tracks (the remains of a former road paralleling the railroad that had been washed out by flooding
in the 1940's and abandoned). The 1950 AT then followed a road parallel to the tracks, first to the
west side of the railroad, then crossing to the east side at Fries Junction (MP 1-3.45), which was then
a small railroad station. Continuing on that road, the 1950 AT crossed a bridge over Brush Creek
(MP 1-4.0), then crossed to the west side of the tracks and continued on that road (now above and
to the west of the railroad) to the community of Byllesby where the Guide reported the presence of

a train station and post office.’

8 In his book “The Trail of My Life,” Espy reported the New River hiker ferry
arrangement was available when he crossed the New River on his 1951 AT hike. Shaffer missed
the turn on the AT route to the ferry when he passed that point during his 1948 AT hike, followed
the railroad into Fries, and then traveled by automobile from Fries to Galax to rejoin the AT.

’ The community of Byllesby was located near the site of the Byllesby Hydroelectric

Dam on the New River, and provided housing for power company employees who operated and
maintained Byllesby Dam and Buck Dam, located downstream on the New River. It no longer
has any residents or services, but power company activity continues and it is a public access point
to the New River and for the New River Trail State Park.
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The former N & W railroad bed, with branches from Fries Junction into Fries and Galax, is
now a recreation rail-trail of the New River Trail State Park.

8. Wythe/Holston Section 2: Byllesby to US 21 (Dry Run Gap)

The 1950 AT left Byllesby by a secondary road that crossed the N & W tracks, then followed
the left bank of the New River, downstream. At MP 2-0.12, the AT turned left from that road, away
from the river, and followed a road (now gated and posted) that again crossed the railroad, passed
through what was then a number of summer cottages (none of which now exist), and then ascended
to the crest of the Farmer Mt. ridge (MP 2-1.05). At that point the 1950 AT completed its “northerly
offset” from the western end of the Blue Ridge route at Fisher Peak, and turned west toward
Damascus, Virginia, following a route along the ridges of the Iron Mountains'® through the Jefferson
National Forest.

From the crest of Farmers Mt., overlooking Byllesby, the dam, and the New River, the AT
followed the ridge of Farmer Mt. (MP 2-1.05) to VSR 602 (Byllesby Rd.) (MP 2-2.33). That trail
still exists on the crest of that ridge, although its intersection with VSR 602 has been disturbed by
subsequent road construction creating a steep embankment between the road and the old trail.

After turning right on VSR 602, the 1950 AT followed that road to VA 94, then VA 94 to
VSR 602 (Brush Creek Rd.), and followed VSR 602 to a right turn on a private drive (which was
the Old Brush Creek Rd.) at MP 2-7.47."" The 1950 AT then passed through a private farm to reach
a Forest Service trail (MP 2-7.93),"* which it followed over a ridge to Bournes Branch (MP 2-9.11).
From that point, the Trail followed a “ wood road” up Bournes Branch and ascended to the summit
of Jones Knob (3833"), where there was then a fire tower offering wide-ranging views (MP 2-11.5).

The 1950 AT route is an early predecessor of current Forest Service trails in that area, with the

10 The Iron Mountains is a ridge complex extending from the New River in Virginia

to the Doe River near Hampton, TN. While a single ridge in some areas bearing the name “Iron
Mountain,” in other areas it consists of multiple ridges bearing different names. That is the case
along the section of the Iron Mountains traveled by the 1950 AT between Farmer Mt. and VA 16,
with Farmer Mt. being the first of the [ron Mountains ridges traveled by the 1950 AT.

" Often confusing the tracing of Old AT routes is the relocation/reconstruction of

the old roads and trails followed by Old AT routes. That is the case with Brush Creek road, since
the former Brush Creek Road was the route for the 1930's AT routes.

12 Now part of the Mount Rodgers National Recreation Area.
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current trails frequently in different locations than the Old AT route.

Beyond Jones Knob, the 1950 AT continued to follow the crest of the [ron Mountains on a
Forest Service trail in a generally westerly direction and reached Dry Run Gap and US 52 at MP 2-
18.12. Like in the case of Byllesby Road, highway reconstruction had created a deep cut in the ridge
that disrupted the older AT route (first noted in the 1938 Guide) through that gap.

The route of the western portion of the 1950 AT between Jones Knob and Dry Run Gap is
now part of the Forest Service Iron Mountain Trail, with the eastern portion still in existence but now
inaccessible on private land. While the FS trail has been relocated just east of Dry Run Gap to avoid
the steep descent at the highway embankment, the Old AT route is still apparent and can be traveled.
9. Wythe/Holston Section 3: US 21 (Dry Run Gap) to Houndshell Gap

The history of the Old AT route west of Dry Run Gap is an all-too-common account of a
1930's Forest Service Trail being converted to, or replaced by, a fire road. The 1934 AT Guide
describes a Forest Service Trail along the crest of the ridge leading 3.95 miles to the summit of
Comers Rock (4035"), where there was a fire tower"? (MP 3-3.95). The 1938 Guide notes that the
former graded trail had been replaced by a road built by the CCC, with only a short section of trail
remaining to access the Comers Rock summit. The 1941 Guide notes the appearance of the Forest
Service Comers Rock Camp at MP 3-3.7, but also notes that the AT was by then on a fire road
through the entire area. That was essentially the situation described in the 1950 AT Guide, with the
AT following automobile roads for the first 6.5 miles of the section. That kind of conversion of
early=era trails followed by the Old AT to fire roads was a common result of CCC and Forest Service
construction activity.'* Following, therefore, both automobile and woods roads from Dry Run Gap,
the 1950 AT reached VSR 601 (Flat Ridge Rd.) just north of Houndshell Gap at MP 3-13.56.

10.  Wythe/Holston Section 4: Houndshell Gap to Va. 16

From Houndshell Gap, the 1950 AT followed woods roads and a steep trail section to reach

the crest of Straight Mt. (of the Iron Mountains range) at MP 4-1.27. From that point the 1950 AT

1 The 1950 AT guide indicated that the view from Comers Rock included the
summit of Buffalo Mt., some 41 air miles away.

1 More recent decades have seen, encouragingly, the development of a more

extensive Forest Service trail network, including in the Comers Rock/Iron Mt. area.
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traveled west along the extensively clear crest of that mountain and reached the highway across Iron
Mt. ( MP 4-6.35) that is now Va. 16. It was, according to the 1950 AT Guide, then U. S. 58. And,
just as in the case of Dry Run Gap, highway construction had created a deep cut in the crest of the
ridge that had disrupted the former AT route. The AT Guide noted the presence of a filling station
in the gap where “Lunches and canned goods” could be purchased.

This point was the southern end of the 1955 relocation, with the relocated AT reaching that
same gap by a road walk up the highway from Dickies Gap. The ANST has been subsequently
relocated and no longer passes through that gap.

III. Conclusion

What I have described in this Presentation is that “lost” Appalachian Trail through southern
Virginia, and particularly the New River watershed, that I heard about as a youth while on that 1962
AT hike on the then “new” Appalachian Trail through southwestern Virginia. This Presentation has
therefore been both an opportunity for me to travel, in some “virtual” fashion, the length of that Old
AT route while introducing Symposium participants to some general impression of its location,
history and features. If for no other reason than to give recognition to the quality of that Old AT
route and to the many dedicated individuals who labored to bring that Trail into existence and
maintain it for nearly a quarter-century as The Appalachian Trail, it is a Trail worthy of description.

I note that on the agenda of this Symposium my Presentation is included in the “Partnerships”
Session. Although that may well have been because it is hard to categorize a presentation about a
long-ago abandoned Appalachian Trail route when what seems more current, and perhaps more
relevant, topics demand our attention. But I suggest that inclusion in this “Partnerships” session is,
in fact, right on the mark as to my intent and goals for this Presentation.

In fact, I suggest that an introduction to and description of the Old AT through southern
Virginia is about development of a potentially useful partnership ---- a partnership of what the Old
AT was in southern Virginia from 1931 through 1955 and what that AT history and that Old AT
route as it exists in the modern era can contribute to the recreational, cultural and economic
development of the New River Valley of Southwestern Virginia today. For while the organizations
managing the Appalachian Trail could “abandon” that Appalachian Trail route, such an action could

not deprive the region of the existence of the Old AT route, its features and its history.
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That layer of Appalachian Trail history in southern Virginia from 1931 to 1955 rightfully
belongs to that region and its people. It therefore ought to be more researched, better understood,
and more extensively documented so as to be effectively incorporated into the recreational and
cultural life, and the economy, of the region.

Examples that come to mind as to how the Old AT might fit into current activities in the
region include designated bicycle routes on secondary roads that were once the Old AT route,
markers or maps identifying existing or new hiking trails or routes that were once part of the AT,
and development of new or enhancement of existing motor vehicle tour routes by features of Old AT
history. Communities along the current ANST certainly incorporate that Trail, with its strong cultural
identity in our society, in their community development activities. Southern Virginia could similarly
adopt and promote its own, and unique, history of the Old AT along the Virginia Blue Ridge to
support its community development goals.

I hope by this Presentation to facilitate and encourage both recognition of the importance of
Old AT history in the New River Valley and throughout southern Virginia, and consideration of
incorporation of that history and the Old AT route into the recreational and cultural life, and the
economy, of that region.

I would welcome any comments or questions, with communication by USPS or email
preferred, about this Presentation.

I appreciate the opportunity to make this Presentation to the 2017 New River Symposium.

Thank you.

Jim McNeely

P. O. Box 667

Peterstown, WV 24963

(304) 753-9904
thepathsproject@hotmail.com
May 16, 2017
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Appendix 1: Map Legend

The locations of various trails and other features of interest are indicated on the three

Presentation maps as follows:
1950 AT cececee
Featured other AT routes ee_oeo_ oo

Current Appalachian National Scenic Trail route (ANST) = — — — — — —

Other noted recreation trails

New River Trail State Park (NRT) oo o
Blue Ridge Parkway Block B
Selected currently existing point of interest o

Selected historic point of interest Circled H



Appendix 2: Maps 1-3
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Subject: FW: Byllesby/Buck PAD information call summary
Attachments: 20171024 Byllesby Buck PAD info_AEP VDGIF call summary.docx

From: Kulpa, Sarah

Sent: Monday, November 6, 2017 10:12 AM

To: 'Copeland, John (DGIF)' <John.Copeland@dgif.virginia.gov>; 'Kittrell, Bill (DGIF)' <Bill.Kittrell@dgif.virginia.gov>;
'Watson, Brian (DGIF)' <Brian.Watson@dgif.virginia.gov>

Cc: 'Elizabeth B Parcell' <ebparcell@aep.com>; MacVane, Kelly <Kelly.MacVane@hdrinc.com>; jmmagalski@aep.com
Subject: Byllesby/Buck PAD information call summary

Good morning,

We have drafted a summary of our call on Oct. 24", We plan to include this summary in the consultation appendix of this
PAD, in lieu of PAD questionnaire response from VDGIF. A copy of the summary is attached for your courtesy review;
please provide any edits or clarifications if needed.

Thank you again for your time and participation in this process, and thanks in advance for any additional information
VDGIF is able to send in support of the development of this PAD.

Have a good week,

Sarah Kulpa
D 704.248.3620 M 315.415.8703

ONEFRRED

hdrinc.com/follow-us


MSALAZAR
Text Box


20180425- 3030 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 04/25/2018

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426
April 25, 2018

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS

Project No. 2514-000 - Virginia
Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric Project
Appalachian Power Company

Chief Bill Harris Chief Richard Sneed

Catawba Indian Nation Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
996 Avenue of the Nations P.O. Box 455

Rock Hill, SC 29730 Cherokee, NC 28719

Deborah Dotson, President Chief Dean Branham

Delaware Nation Monacan Indian Nation

P.O. Box 825 P.O.Bo 1136

Anadarko, OK 73005 Madison Heights, VA 24572

Reference: Tribal Consultation for the Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric Project
No. 2514

To the Tribal Leaders Addressed:

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) invites your
participation in the relicensing process for the existing Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric
Project No. 2514 (Byllesby & Buck Project). The Commission’s relicensing process is
an opportunity for both the licensee and interested agencies, tribes, and other stakeholders
to consider the project’s existing operation and protection, mitigation, and enhancement
measures, and evaluate the need for any changes or additional measures to be
implemented over the term of any new license issued for the project. The 30.1-megawatt
Byllesby & Buck Project is located on the New River in Carroll County, Virginia. We
anticipate that Appalachian Power Company, the licensee for the project, will file a
notice of intent and a Pre-Application Document by February 28, 2019, and an
application for a new license must be filed by February 28, 2022.

It is very important that a Tribe whose interests could be affected by the Byllesby
& Buck Project participate early in the process so that tribal concerns are addressed. For
this reason, please inform us if you have an interest in participating in the relicensing
process for the project. In addition, please indicate if you would like to meet with
Commission staff to discuss the Commission’s licensing process, how your Tribe can
participate to the fullest extent possible, your interests and concerns in the affected area,
and how to establish procedures to ensure appropriate communication between
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Commission and Tribal staffs. The meeting can be limited to Commission and your
Tribal staff, or can be open to other Tribes or Appalachian Power Company.

If at all possible, we would appreciate your response by May 25, 2018. The
Commission strongly encourages electronic filing. Please file your response using the
Commission’s eFiling system at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling.asp.
Commenters can submit brief comments up to 6,000 characters, without prior
registration, using the eComment system at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-
filing/ecomment.asp. You must include your name and contact information at the end of
your comments. For assistance, please contact FERC Online Support at
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, (866) 208-3676 (toll free), or (202) 502-8659 (TTY). In
lieu of electronic filing, please send a paper copy to: Secretary, Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street N.E., Washington, D.C. 20426. The first page
of any filing should include docket number P-2514.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Allyson Conner at (202)
502-6082, or at allyson.conner@ferc.gov. Ms. Conner will contact you shortly to follow-
up on this letter.

Sincerely,

John B. Smith, Chief
Mid-Atlantic Branch
Division of Hydropower Licensing

CcC: Harold Peterson
Bureau of Indian Affairs — Eastern Region
545 Marriott Drive, Suite 700
Nashville, TN 37214


http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling.asp
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/ecomment.asp
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/ecomment.asp
mailto:FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426
April 25, 2018

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS

Project No. 2514-000 - Virginia
Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric Project
Appalachian Power Company

Chief Bill Harris Chief Richard Sneed

Catawba Indian Nation Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
996 Avenue of the Nations P.O. Box 455

Rock Hill, SC 29730 Cherokee, NC 28719

Deborah Dotson, President Chief Dean Branham

Delaware Nation Monacan Indian Nation

P.O. Box 825 P.O.Bo 1136

Anadarko, OK 73005 Madison Heights, VA 24572

Reference: Tribal Consultation for the Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric Project
No. 2514

To the Tribal Leaders Addressed:

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) invites your
participation in the relicensing process for the existing Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric
Project No. 2514 (Byllesby & Buck Project). The Commission’s relicensing process is
an opportunity for both the licensee and interested agencies, tribes, and other stakeholders
to consider the project’s existing operation and protection, mitigation, and enhancement
measures, and evaluate the need for any changes or additional measures to be
implemented over the term of any new license issued for the project. The 30.1-megawatt
Byllesby & Buck Project is located on the New River in Carroll County, Virginia. We
anticipate that Appalachian Power Company, the licensee for the project, will file a
notice of intent and a Pre-Application Document by February 28, 2019, and an
application for a new license must be filed by February 28, 2022.

It is very important that a Tribe whose interests could be affected by the Byllesby
& Buck Project participate early in the process so that tribal concerns are addressed. For
this reason, please inform us if you have an interest in participating in the relicensing
process for the project. In addition, please indicate if you would like to meet with
Commission staff to discuss the Commission’s licensing process, how your Tribe can
participate to the fullest extent possible, your interests and concerns in the affected area,
and how to establish procedures to ensure appropriate communication between
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Commission and Tribal staffs. The meeting can be limited to Commission and your
Tribal staff, or can be open to other Tribes or Appalachian Power Company.

If at all possible, we would appreciate your response by May 25, 2018. The
Commission strongly encourages electronic filing. Please file your response using the
Commission’s eFiling system at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling.asp.
Commenters can submit brief comments up to 6,000 characters, without prior
registration, using the eComment system at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-
filing/ecomment.asp. You must include your name and contact information at the end of
your comments. For assistance, please contact FERC Online Support at
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, (866) 208-3676 (toll free), or (202) 502-8659 (TTY). In
lieu of electronic filing, please send a paper copy to: Secretary, Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street N.E., Washington, D.C. 20426. The first page
of any filing should include docket number P-2514.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Allyson Conner at (202)
502-6082, or at allyson.conner@ferc.gov. Ms. Conner will contact you shortly to follow-
up on this letter.

Sincerely,

John B. Smith, Chief
Mid-Atlantic Branch
Division of Hydropower Licensing

CcC: Harold Peterson
Bureau of Indian Affairs — Eastern Region
545 Marriott Drive, Suite 700
Nashville, TN 37214


http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling.asp
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/ecomment.asp
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/ecomment.asp
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426
May 10, 2018

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS

Project No. 2514-000 — Virginia
Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric Project
Appalachian Power Company

Chief Bill John Baker Chief Joe Bunch
Cherokee Nation United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee
P.O. Box 948 Indians in Oklahoma
Tahlequah, OK 74465 P.O Box 746
Tahlequah, OK 74465

Reference: Tribal Consultation for the Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric Project
No. 2514

To the Tribal Leaders Addressed:

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) invites your
participation in the relicensing process for the existing Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric
Project No. 2514 (Byllesby & Buck Project). The Commission’s relicensing process is
an opportunity for both the licensee and interested agencies, tribes, and other stakeholders
to consider the project’s existing operation and protection, mitigation, and enhancement
measures, and evaluate the need for any changes or additional measures to be
implemented over the term of any new license issued for the project. The 30.1-megawatt
Byllesby & Buck Project is located on the New River in Carroll County, Virginia. We
anticipate that Appalachian Power Company, the licensee for the project, will file a
notice of intent and a Pre-Application Document by February 28, 2019, and an
application for a new license must be filed by February 28, 2022.

It is very important that a Tribe whose interests could be affected by the Byllesby
& Buck Project participate early in the process so that tribal concerns are addressed.! For
this reason, please inform us if you have an interest in participating in the relicensing
process for the project. In addition, please indicate if you would like to meet with
Commission staff to discuss the Commission’s licensing process, how your Tribe can
participate to the fullest extent possible, your interests and concerns in the affected area,

!n a letter dated April 25, 2018, the Catawba Indian Nation, Delaware Nation,
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, and the Monacan Indian Nation were invited to
participate in tribal consultation for this project.
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and how to establish procedures to ensure appropriate communication between
Commission and Tribal staffs. The meeting can be limited to Commission and your
Tribal staff, or can be open to other Tribes or Appalachian Power Company.

If at all possible, we would appreciate your response by June 9, 2018. The
Commission strongly encourages electronic filing. Please file your response using the
Commission’s eFiling system at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling.asp.
Commenters can submit brief comments up to 6,000 characters, without prior
registration, using the eComment system at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-
filing/ecomment.asp. You must include your name and contact information at the end of
your comments. For assistance, please contact FERC Online Support at
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, (866) 208-3676 (toll free), or (202) 502-8659 (TTY). In
lieu of electronic filing, please send a paper copy to: Secretary, Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street N.E., Washington, D.C. 20426. The first page
of any filing should include docket number P-2514.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Allyson Conner at (202)
502-6082, or at allyson.conner@ferc.gov. Ms. Conner will contact you shortly to follow-
up on this letter.

Sincerely.

pURCICN

John B. Smith, Chief
Mid-Atlantic Branch
Division of Hydropower Licensing

cc:  Harold Peterson
Bureau of Indian Affairs — Eastern Region
545 Marriott Drive, Suite 700
Nashville, TN 37214
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. August1,2018 B
-~ Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary : -
" Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ' L

- 888 First Street N.E. T
 Washington, D.C. 20426 e

. Re:  P-2514, Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric Project . - S T
B " Secretary Kimberly D. Bose: &

: “The Cherokee Nation (Nation) is in receipt of your correspondence about P-2514, Byllesby & - o
..~ . Buck Hydroelectric Project, and appreciates the opportunity to provide comment upon this -~ - - '
- project.

- The Byliesby & Buck Project lies within the Nation’s aboriginal homelands. Thus, please allow
- this letter to serve as the Nation's interest in acting as a consulting party to this proposed
. undertaking.

. Additionally, the Nation requests that the Federa! Energy Regulatory Commission conduct - e
. appropriate inquiries with other pertinent Tribal and Historic Preservation Offices regarding = - .
.- historic and prehistoric resources not included in the Nation’s databases or records.

~ - If you require additional information or have any questlons, please contact me at your convenience. _
Thaﬂkyouforyﬂmtﬂﬂeaﬂdamtlﬁntothlsmattel' J T T R

" ‘Wado, o

3 i B

" Elizabeth Toombs, Tribal Historic Preservation QOfficer :
- ChemkceNaﬁ(}nTﬂbalHismficptesewation()ﬂicc ..................................................................................
EERE . ehzabeth«-toombs@chcrokee LI o e .
R 018.453.5389

CC: Aliyson Conner
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TELEPHONE MEMO

To: Public Files

From:  Allyson Conner

Date:  September 20, 2018

Docket: P-2514-000

Project: Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric Project

Subject: Consultation with Tribes for the Byllesby & Buck Hydroelectric Project
No. 2514

On April 25, 2018, Allyson Conner, staff of the Division of Hydropower
Licensing with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission), issued a letter
initiating tribal consultation for the relicensing process of the existing Byllesby & Buck
Hydroelectric Project 2514-000.

On August 2, 2018, Ms. Conner spoke with Elizabeth Toombs, Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer, Cherokee Nation. Ms. Toombs indicated that she wants to be
notified of all communication with the State Historic Preservation Office regarding
cultural resources, she wants to receive any cultural reports that Appalachian Power
Company (licensee) knows about, and she would like to be added to the mailing list. Ms.
Toombs also indicated that the Delaware Tribe of Indians should be consulted regarding
this project.

On August 2, 2018, Ms. Conner received an email from Sheila Bird, United
Keetowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma, indicating that she would like to have
a tribal consultation phone conversation. On August 8 and September 9, 2018, Ms.
Conner emailed Ms. Bird to set up the meeting but has received no further response.

On August 3, 2018, Ms. Conner received an email from Karenne Wood,
Department of Cultural Preservation, Monacan Indian Nation, indicating that the tribe is
not opposed to the relicensing of the project nor does the tribe intend to initiate formal
consultation at this time.

On September 4, 2018, Ms. Conner received an email from Kimberly Penrod,
Director of Cultural Resources, Delaware Nation, indicating that the Nation concurs with
the proceeding and would like to be consulted on the project. Ms. Penrod stated that the
Nation would like to be kept up to date on the progress of the project and should be
contacted immediately if any discoveries arise.

OnJuly 17, August 1, and September 7, 2018, Ms. Conner called the Catawba
Indian Nation and the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians and left a voicemail each time.
No calls were returned.



From: Kulpa, Sarah

Sent: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 2:25 PM

To: ACHP - John Eddins; American Whitewater - Kevin Colburn; Appalachian Trail
Conservancy - Andrew Downs; Caroll County Administrator - Steve Truitt;
Cherokee Nation - Elizabeth Toombs; Fish and Wildlife Conservation - Caitlin
Carey; Fish and Wildlife Conservation - Donald J. Orth; Harold Peterson; New
River Conservancy - George Santucci; New River Conservancy - Laura Walters;
New River Outdoor Adventures - Tim Dixon; New River Trail State Park - Sam
Sweeney; Town of Fries - Scott McCoy; USFWS Chesapeake Bay Field Office -
Janet Norman; USGS - Mark Bennett; VADCR - Lynn Crump; VADCR - Robbie
Ruhr; VADEQ - Bettina Rayfield; VADEQ - Matthew Link; VADEQ - Scott
Kudlas; VADEQ - Tony Cario; Virginia Council on Indians - Benjamin
Hermerding; Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation - Rene
Hypes; Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries - John Copeland;
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries - William Kittrell

Cc: Jonathan M Magalski; Elizabeth B Parcell; MacVane, Kelly; Yayac, Maggie;
Quiggle, Robert

Subject: Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514) -- Filing of Notice of
Intent and Pre-Application Document

Attachments: Byllesby-Buck Project NOI_PAD Transmittal Letter 20190107.pdf

Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project Stakeholders:

Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian), a unit of American Electric Power (AEP), is the licensee,
owner and operator of the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514) (Project) located on the
upper New River in Carroll County, Virginia. The Project is operated under a license issued by the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). The existing FERC license for the Project expires on
February 29, 2024. On January 7, 2019, Appalachian filed the Pre-Application Document (PAD) and
Notice of Intent (NOI) to relicense the Project with FERC. The filing of the NOI and PAD mark the formal
start of the FERC relicensing process for the Project.

On behalf of Appalachian, we are notifying stakeholders of the availability of the NOI and PAD. For your
convenience, a copy of the cover letter filed with these documents is attached. Please note that, due to
file size restrictions, the NOI and PAD have not been included in this email. Appalachian encourages
stakeholders to view the filings online at FERC'’s eLibrary at

http://elibrary.FERC.gov/idmws/file list.asp?accession num=20190107-5203. Appalachian will also be
adding the NOI and PAD to the Project’s public relicensing website
(http://www.aephydro.com/HydroPlant/ByllesbyBuck) in the coming days.

Should you have any questions regarding these filings, please contact Liz Parcell with AEP at (540) 985-
2441 or ebparcell@aep.com.

Thank you,

Sarah Kulpa
Senior Regulatory Specialist

HDR

440 S. Church Street, Suite 900
Charlotte, NC 28202-2075

D 704.248.3620 M 315.415.8703
sarah.kulpa@hdrinc.com
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BOUNDLESS ENERGY

Via Electronic Filing

January 7, 2019

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20426

Subject: Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514)
Notice of Intent and Pre-Application Document

Dear Secretary Bose:

Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian or Applicant), a unit of American Electric Power
(AEP) is submitting to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) the
Notice of Intent (NOI) to file an application for a subsequent license and Pre-Application
Document (PAD) for the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514) (Project) located
on the upper New River in Carroll County, Virginia. The existing FERC license for the Project
expires on February 29, 2024,

The Applicant is distributing this letter to the stakeholders listed on the distribution list in
Appendix A of the PAD. For stakeholders listed in Appendix A who have provided an email
address, the Applicant is distributing this letter via e-mail; otherwise, the Applicant is distributing
this letter via U.S. mail. Stakeholders interested in the relicensing process may obtain a copy of
the NOI and PAD electronically through FERC’s eLibrary at
htips://elibrary.lerc.oov/idmws/search/ferceensearch.asp under docket number P-2514 or on the
Applicant’s website hitp://www.aephyvdro.com/HvdroPlant/ByllesbyBuck. If any stakeholder
would like to request a CD containing an electronic copy of the NOI and PAD, please contact the
undersigned at the information listed below. In addition, the Applicant is providing two courtesy
paper copies of the NOI and PAD to Commission Staff in the Office of Energy Projects and Office
of General Counsel - Energy Projects, as required by the Commission’s filing guidelines. The NOI
and PAD are available for review at the Applicant’s business office during regular business hours
located at 40 Franklin Road SW Roanoke, VA 24011.

Appendix D of the PAD includes a single-line electrical diagram of the Project and an existing
Exhibit F Project drawing, as required by the Commission’s PAD content requirements under 18
CFR § 5.6(d)(2)(iii)(D). The information contained in these drawings are deemed as Critical
Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII) under 18 CFR §388.113. thus Appendix D of the PAD
is not being distributed to the public. The Applicant is filing Appendix D under the Commission’s
eFiling guidelines for filing CEIL. Appendix I of the PAD includes cultural resources study reports
and therefore is being filed as Privileged (non-public) to protect the location of resources listed on
or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.



In accordance with 18 CFR §5.5(e) of the Commission’s regulations. the Applicant requests that
the Commission designate Appalachian as the Commission’s non-federal representative for
purposes of consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 16
U.S.C. § 470f and the NHPA implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800.

In addition, the Applicant requests that FERC designate Appalachian as the non-federal
representative for the Project for the purpose of consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and National Marine Fisheries Service, pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) and the joint agency ESA implementing regulations at 50 CFR Part 402.

We look forward to working with the Commission’s staff, resource agencies, Indian Tribes, local
governments, non-governmental organizations, members of the public, toward developing a
license application for this renewable energy facility. If there are any questions regarding this letter
or the NOI or PAD, please contact me at ebparcell@aep.com or via phone at (540) 985-2441.

Sincerely,

izabeth B. Parcell
Process Supervisor
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January 18, 2019 ORIGINAL
Kimberly Bose ™
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission e =
888 First Strect, N.E. S g
Washington, D.C. 20426 c ==

o 8O
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Re:  Project 2514-186, Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project A o

- 1

.
Dear Secretary Kimberly Bose: e W

L o

<

The Cherokee Nation (Nation) is in receipt of your correspondence about“Project 2514-186,
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project, and appreciates the opportunity to provide comment upon
this project. Please allow this letter to serve as the Nation’s interest in acting as a consulting party
to this proposed project.

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, 54 U.S.C. § 300101 et seq),
and its implementing regulations (36 CFR part 800), undertakings subject to the review process
are referred to in 54 U.S.C. § 306108, which clarifies that historic properties may have religious
and cultural significance to Indian tribes. Additionally, Section 106 of NHPA requires federal
agencies to consider the effects of their action on historic properties as does the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. §4321 and §§4331-35 and 40 CFR 1501.7(a) of
1969).

To facilitate Section 106 review, the Nation requests a copy of the related cultural resources survey
report. The Nation requires that cultural resources survey personnel and reports meet the Secretary
of Interior’s standards and guidelines. Additionally, the Nation requests a copy of the related
Cultural Resources Management Plan approved on July 18, 1996 and written consultation records
with the Virginia State Historic Preservation Office under such plan.

Additionally, the Nation requests that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission conduct
appropriate inquiries with other pertinent Tribal and Historic Preservation Offices regarding
historic and prehistoric resources not included in the Nation’s databases or records.

If you require additional information or have any questions, please contact me at your convenience.
Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Wado,
f( ) ‘ 2%[ Wh’,

Elizabeth Toombs, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Cherokee Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Office
elizabeth-toombs@cherokee.org

918.453.5389

CC: Elizabeth B. Parcell, Appalachian Power
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Molly Joseph Ward

Secretary of Natural Resources

Clyde E. Cristman

Director

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION

Rochelle Altholz
Deputy Director of
Administration and Finance

David C. Dowling

Deputy Director of

Soil and Water Conservation
and Dam Safety

Thomas L. Smith
Deputy Director of Operations

MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 11, 2019

TO: Sarah Kulpa, HDR

FROM: Roberta Rhur, Environmental Impact Review Coordinator

SUBJECT: DCR 19-002, Byllesby-Buck Dam relicensing

Division of Planning and Recreation Resources

The Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), Division of Planning and Recreation Resources
(PRR), develops the Virginia Outdoors Plan and coordinates a broad range of recreational and environmental
programs throughout Virginia. These include the Virginia Scenic Rivers program; Trails, Greenways, and
Blueways; Virginia State Park Master Planning and State Park Design and Construction.

The remaining DCR divisions have no comments regarding the scope of this project. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment.

This is, in part, a repeat of comments we made in September 2017. The Byllesby-Buck Dams impounds the
New River, which is an established water trail and is a potential scenic river. There are multiple water access
points along the project limits, all of which are DCR and DGIF sites and the dams are adjacent to segments of
New River Trail State Park. Given these factors, DCR recommends serious consideration for safe portage
around the dams for the boating/paddling community, this includes improving existing portage and looking
on both side of the river for better portage access. We also recommend improving parking in the project area
to accommodate river users. Please be sure that safety measures are in place to allow a safe boating
experience. We recommend coordination with the New River Tail State Park Manager, Sam Sweeney. He
can be reached at sam.sweeney@dcr.virginia.gov. Further we recommend a recreation plan be created or
updated by applicant, the Appalachian Power Company. If a recreation plan has been created, we request a

copy.

We recommend coordination with the Division of Natural Heritage regarding potential impacts to their
resources. You can find an on-line project review information at http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural-
heritage/infoservices.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Cc Sam Sweeney, DCR
Lynn Crump, DCR

600 East Main Street, 24" Floor | Richmond, Virginia 23219 | 804-786-6124

State Parks  Soil and Water Conservation * Outdoor Recreation Planning
Natural Heritage » Dam Safety and Floodplain Management * Land Conservation



The Delaware Nation

Cultural Resources /106 Department
31064 State Highway 281

Anadarko, OK 73005

Phone (405)247-2448 Fax (405) 247-8905

1 March 2019
To Whom It May Concern:

The Delaware Nation Cultural Preservation Department received correspondence regarding the following
referenced project(s).

Project: Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514) Notice of Intent and Pre-Application
Document

Our office is committed to protecting tribal heritage, culture and religion with particular concern for
archaeological sites potentially containing burials and associated funerary objects.

The Lenape people occupied the area indicated in your letter during prior to European contact until their
eventual removal to our present locations. According to our files, the location of the proposed project does not
endanger cultural, or religious sites of interest to the Delaware Nation. Please continue with the project as
planned keeping in mind during construction should an archaeological site or artifacts inadvertently be
uncovered, all construction and ground disturbing activities should immediately be halted until the appropriate
state agencies, as well as this office, are notified (within 24 hours), and a proper archaeological assessment can
be made.

Please note the Delaware Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, and the Stockbridge Munsee Band of Mohican
Indians are the only Federally Recognized Delaware/Lenape entities in the United States and consultation must
be made only with designated staff of these three tribes. We appreciate your cooperation in contacting the
Delaware Nation Cultural Preservation Office to conduct proper Section 106 consultation. Should you have any
questions, feel free to contact our offices at 405/247-2448.

Dana Kelly %
06 Asst.

Historic Preservation/1

Delaware Nation

31064 State Highway 281
Anadarko, OK 73005

Ph. 405-247-2448
dkelly@delawarenation.com
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426
March 6, 2019

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS

Project No. 2514-186 — Virginia
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project
Appalachian Power Company

Chester Brooks, Chief
Delaware Tribe of Indians
5100 Tuxedo Boulevard
Bartlesville, OK 74006

Reference: Tribal Consultation for the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project
No. 2514

To the Tribal Leader Addressed:

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) invites your
participation in the relicensing process for the existing Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric
Project No. 2514 (Byllesby-Buck Project). The Commission’s relicensing process is an
opportunity for both the licensee and interested agencies, tribes, and other stakeholders to
consider the project’s existing operation and protection, mitigation, and enhancement
measures, and evaluate the need for any changes or additional measures to be
implemented over the term of any new license issued for the project. The 30.1-megawatt
Byllesby-Buck Project is located on the New River in Carroll County, Virginia.
Appalachian Power Company, the licensee for the project, filed a notice of intent and a
Pre-Application Document on January 7, 2019, and an application for a new license must
be filed by February 28, 2022.

It is very important that a Tribe whose interests could be affected by the Byllesby-
Buck Project participate early in the process so that tribal concerns are addressed.! For
this reason, please inform us if you have an interest in participating in the relicensing
process for the project. In addition, please indicate if you would like to meet with
Commission staff to discuss the Commission’s licensing process, how your Tribe can

'n a letter dated April 25, 2018, the Catawba Indian Nation, Delaware Nation,
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, and the Monacan Indian Nation were invited to
participate in tribal consultation for this project. In a letter dated May 10, 2018, the
Cherokee Nation and the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma
were invited to participate in tribal consultation for this project.
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participate to the fullest extent possible, your interests and concerns in the affected area,
and how to establish procedures to ensure appropriate communication between
Commission and Tribal staffs. The meeting can be limited to Commission and your
Tribal staff, or can be open to other Tribes or Appalachian Power Company.

If at all possible, we would appreciate your response by April 5,2019. The
Commission strongly encourages electronic filing. Please file your response using the
Commission’s eFiling system at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling.asp.
Commenters can submit brief comments up to 6,000 characters, without prior
registration, using the eComment system at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-
filing/ecomment.asp. You must include your name and contact information at the end of
your comments. For assistance, please contact FERC Online Support at
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, (866) 208-3676 (toll free), or (202) 502-8659 (TTY). In
lieu of electronic filing, please send a paper copy to: Secretary, Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street N.E., Washington, D.C. 20426. The first page
of any filing should include docket number P-2514.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Allyson Conner at (202)
502-6082, or at allyson.conner@ferc.gov. Ms. Conner will contact you shortly to follow-
up on this letter.

Sincerely,

John B. Smith, Chief
Mid-Atlantic Branch
Division of Hydropower Licensing

cc:  Harold Peterson
Bureau of Indian Affairs — Eastern Region
545 Marriott Drive, Suite 700
Nashville, TN 37214


http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling.asp
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/ecomment.asp
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/ecomment.asp
mailto:FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Appalachian Power Company Project No. 2514-186

NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE LICENSE APPLICATION, FILING OF PRE-
APPLICATION DOCUMENT (PAD), COMMENCEMENT OF PRE-FILING
PROCESS, AND SCOPING; REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON THE PAD AND
SCOPING DOCUMENT, AND IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES AND
ASSOCIATED STUDY REQUESTS

(March 8, 2019)

a. Type of Filing: Notice of Intent to File License Application for a New
License and Commencing Pre-filing Process

b. Project No.: 2514-186

C. Dated Filed: January 7, 2019

d. Submitted By: Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian)
€. Name of Project: Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project

f. Location: On the New River near the City of Galax, Carroll County,
Virginia. The project does not occupy federal lands.

g. Filed Pursuant to: 18 CFR Part 5 of the Commission’s Regulations

h. Potential Applicant Contact: Elizabeth B. Parcell, Process Supervisor,
Appalachian Power Company, 40 Franklin Road SW, Roanoke, VA, (540) 985-
2441, ebparcell@aep.com.

1. FERC Contact: Brandi Sangunett at (202) 502-8393 or e-mail at
brandi.sangunett@ferc.gov.

J. Cooperating agencies: Federal, state, local, and tribal agencies with
jurisdiction and/or special expertise with respect to environmental issues that wish
to cooperate in the preparation of the environmental document should follow the
instructions for filing such requests described in item o below. Cooperating
agencies should note the Commission's policy that agencies that cooperate in the
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preparation of the environmental document cannot also intervene. See 94 FERC
161,076 (2001).

k. With this notice, we are initiating informal consultation with: (a) the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and/or NOAA Fisheries under section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act and the joint agency regulations thereunder at 50 CFR,
Part 402, and (b) the State Historic Preservation Officer, as required by section
106, National Historic Preservation Act, and the implementing regulations of the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation at 36 CFR 800.2.

1. With this notice, we are designating Appalachian as the Commission’s non-
federal representative for carrying out informal consultation, pursuant to section 7
of the Endangered Species Act and section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.

m. On January 7, 2019, Appalachian filed with the Commission a Pre-
Application Document (PAD; including a proposed process plan and schedule),
pursuant to 18 CFR 5.6 of the Commission’s regulations.

n. A copy of the PAD is available for review at the Commission in the Public
Reference Room or may be viewed on the Commission’s website
(http://www.ferc.gov), using the “eLibrary” link. Enter the docket number,
excluding the last three digits in the docket number field to access the document.
For assistance, contact FERC Online Support at FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov,
(866) 208-3676 (toll free), or (202) 502-8659 (TTY). A copy is also available for
inspection and reproduction at the address in paragraph h.

Register online at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/esubscription.asp to be notified
via e-mail of new filing and issuances related to this or other pending projects.
For assistance, contact FERC Online Support.

0. With this notice, we are soliciting comments on the PAD and
Commission’s staff Scoping Document 1 (SD1), as well as study requests. All
comments on the PAD and SD1, and study requests should be sent to the address
above in paragraph h. In addition, all comments on the PAD and SD1, study
requests, requests for cooperating agency status, and all communications to and
from Commission staff related to the merits of the potential application must be
filed with the Commission.

The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing. Please file all documents
using the Commission’s eFiling system at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-
filing/efiling.asp. Commenters can submit brief comments up to 6,000 characters,
without prior registration, using the eComment system at
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http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/ecomment.asp. You must include your name and
contact information at the end of your comments. For assistance, please contact
FERC Online Support at FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov. In lieu of electronic
filing, please send a paper copy to: Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 888 First Street, NE, Washington, DC 20426. The first page of any
filing should include docket number P-2514-186.

All filings with the Commission must bear the appropriate heading: “Comments
on Pre-Application Document,” “Study Requests,” “Comments on Scoping
Document 1,” “Request for Cooperating Agency Status,” or “Communications to
and from Commission Staff.” Any individual or entity interested in submitting
study requests, commenting on the PAD or SD1, and any agency requesting
cooperating status must do so by May 7, 2019.

p- Although our current intent is to prepare an environmental assessment
(EA), there is the possibility that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be
required. Nevertheless, this meeting will satisfy the NEPA scoping requirements,
irrespective of whether an EA or EIS is 1ssued by the Commission.

Scoping Meetings

Commission staff will hold two scoping meetings in the vicinity of the project at
the time and place noted below. The daytime meeting will focus on resource
agency, Indian tribes, and non-governmental organization concerns, while the
evening meeting is primarily for receiving input from the public. We invite all
interested individuals, organizations, and agencies to attend one or both of the
meetings, and to assist staff in identifying particular study needs, as well as the
scope of environmental issues to be addressed in the environmental document.
The times and location of these meetings are as follows:

Evening Scoping Meeting
Date and Time: Wednesday, April 10, 2019 at 7:00 p.m.
Location: Hampton Inn-Galax

205 Cranberry Road

Galax, VA 24333

Phone: (276) 238-4605
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Daytime Scoping Meeting
Date and Time: Thursday, April 11, 2019 at 9:00 a.m.
Location: Hampton Inn-Galax

205 Cranberry Road

Galax, VA 24333

Phone: (276) 238-4605

SD1, which outlines the subject areas to be addressed in the environmental
document, was mailed to the individuals and entities on the Commission’s mailing
list. Copies of SD1 will be available at the scoping meetings, or may be viewed
on the web at http://www.ferc.gov, using the “eLibrary” link. Follow the
directions for accessing information in paragraph n. Based on all oral and written
comments, a Scoping Document 2 (SD2) may be issued. SD2 may include a
revised process plan and schedule, as well as a list of issues, identified through the
scoping process.

Environmental Site Review

The applicant and Commission staff will conduct an environmental site review of
the project on Wednesday, April 10, 2019 at 10:00 a.m. All participants should
meet at Byllesby Dam located at the intersection of Byllesby Road and the New
River Trail near Ivanhoe, VA 24350; thereafter participants should be prepared to
drive or carpool to other locations within the project boundary. To attend the
environmental site review, please RSVP via email to Elizabeth B. Parcell at
ebparcell@aep.com. Persons not providing an RSVP by April 3, 2019, will not be
allowed on the environmental site review.

Meeting Objectives

At the scoping meetings, staff will: (1) initiate scoping of the issues; (2) review
and discuss existing conditions and resource management objectives; (3) review
and discuss existing information and identify preliminary information and study
needs; (4) review and discuss the process plan and schedule for pre-filing activity
that incorporates the time frames provided for in Part 5 of the Commission’s
regulations and, to the extent possible, maximizes coordination of federal, state,
and tribal permitting and certification processes; and (5) discuss the
appropriateness of any federal or state agency or Indian tribe acting as a
cooperating agency for development of an environmental document.

Meeting participants should come prepared to discuss their issues and/or concerns.
Please review the PAD in preparation for the scoping meetings. Directions on
how to obtain a copy of the PAD and SD1 are included in item n. of this
document.
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Meeting Procedures

The meetings will be recorded by a stenographer and will be placed in the public
record of the project.

Kimberly D. Bose,
Secretary.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20426
March 8, 2019

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS

Project No. P-2514-186 — Virginia
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project
Appalachian Power Company

Subject: Scoping Document 1 for the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project,
P-2514-186

To the Party Addressed:

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) is currently reviewing
the Pre-Application Document submitted by Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian)
for relicensing the Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514) (Byllesby-
Buck Project). The project consists of two developments, Byllesby and Buck, and is
located on the New River in Carroll County, Virginia.

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended,
Commission staff intends to prepare an environmental assessment (EA), which will be
used by the Commission to determine whether, and under what conditions, to issue a new
license for the project. To support and assist our environmental review, we are beginning
the public scoping process to ensure that all pertinent issues are identified and analyzed,
and that the EA is thorough and balanced.

We invite your participation in the scoping process, and are circulating the
attached Scoping Document 1 (SD1) to provide you with information on the Byllesby-
Buck Project. We also are soliciting your comments and suggestions on our preliminary
list of issues and alternatives to be addressed in the EA, and requesting that you identify
any studies that would help provide a framework for collecting pertinent information on
the resource areas under consideration necessary for the Commission to prepare the EA
for the project.

We will hold two scoping meetings for the Byllesby-Buck Project to receive input
on the scope of the EA. An evening meeting will be held at 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday,
April 10, 2019, at the Hampton Inn-Galax. A daytime meeting will be held at 9:00 a.m.
on Thursday, April 11, 2019 at the same location. We will also visit the project facilities
on Wednesday, April 10, 2019, starting at 10:00 a.m.
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We invite all interested agencies, Indian tribes, non-governmental organizations,
and individuals to attend one or all of these meetings. Further information on our
environmental site review and scoping meetings is available in the enclosed SD1.

SD1 is being distributed to both Appalachian’s distribution list and the
Commission’s official mailing list (see section 10.0 of the attached SD1). If you wish to
be added to or removed from the Commission’s official mailing list, please send your
request by email to ferconlinesupport@ferc.gov or by mail to: Secretary, Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A, Washington, DC 20426. All
written or emailed requests must specify your wish to be removed from or added to the
mailing list and must clearly identify the following on the first page: Byllesby-Buck
Hydroelectric Project No. 2514-186.

Please review the SD1 and, if you wish to provide comments, follow the
instructions in section 6.0, Request for Information and Studies. 1f you have any
questions about SD1, the scoping process, or how Commission staff will develop the EA
for this project, please contact Brandi Sangunett at (202) 502-8393 or
brandi.sangunet@ferc.gov. Additional information about the Commission’s licensing
process and the Byllesby-Buck Project may be obtained from our website
(www.ferc.gov) or Appalachian’s licensing website, www.aephydro.com. The deadline
for filing comments and study requests is May 7, 2019. The Commission strongly
encourages electronic filings.

Enclosure: Scoping Document 1
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SCOPING DOCUMENT 1
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project, No. 2514-186
1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission or FERC), under the
authority of the Federal Power Act (FPA),! may issue licenses for terms ranging from 30
to 50 years for the construction, operation, and maintenance of non-federal hydroelectric
projects. On January 7, 2019, Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian) filed a Pre-
Application Document (PAD) and Notice of Intent to seek a new license for the
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 2514 (Byllesby-Buck Project or
project).?

The Byllesby-Buck Project consists of two developments, Byllesby and Buck, and
is located on the New River in Carroll County, Virginia. The average annual generation
from 2012 to 2016 of the Byllesby Development was 36,906 megawatt-hours (MWh) and
of the Buck Development was 30,874 MWh.

A detailed description of the project is provided in section 3.0. The location of the
project is shown on figure 1. The Byllesby-Buck Project does not occupy federal lands.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,3 the Commission’s
regulations, and other applicable laws require that we independently evaluate the
environmental effects of relicensing the Byllesby-Buck Project as proposed, and also
consider reasonable alternatives to the licensee’s proposed action. At this time, we intend
to prepare an environmental assessment (EA) that describes and evaluates the probable
effects, including an assessment of the site-specific and cumulative effects, if any, of the
proposed action and alternatives. The EA preparation will be supported by a scoping
process to ensure identification and analysis of all pertinent issues. Although our current
intent is to prepare an EA, there is a possibility that an environmental impact statement
(EIS) will be required. The scoping process will satisfy the NEPA scoping requirements,
irrespective of whether the Commission issues an EA or an EIS.

116 U.S.C. § 791(a)-825(r) (2012).

2 The current license for the Byllesby-Buck Project was issued on March 28, 1994,
and expires on February 29, 2024.

3 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370(f) (2012).
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2.0 SCOPING

Scoping Document 1 (SD1) is intended to advise all participants as to the
proposed scope of the EA and to seek additional information pertinent to this analysis.
This document contains: (1) a description of the scoping process and schedule for the
development of the EA; (2) a description of the proposed action and alternatives; (3) a
preliminary identification of environmental issues and proposed studies; (4) a request for
comments and information; (5) a proposed EA outline; and (6) a preliminary list of
comprehensive plans that are applicable to the project.

2.1 PURPOSES OF SCOPING

Scoping is the process used to identify issues, concerns, and opportunities for
enhancement or mitigation associated with a proposed action. In general, scoping should
be conducted during the early planning stages of a project. The purposes of the scoping
process are as follows:

e invite participation of federal, state, and local resource agencies, Indian
tribes, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and the public to identify
significant environmental and socioeconomic issues related to the proposed
project;

e  determine the resource issues, depth of analysis, and significance of issues to
be addressed in the EA;

e identify how the project would or would not contribute to cumulative effects
in the project area;

e identify reasonable alternatives to the proposed action that should be
evaluated in the EA;

° solicit, from participants, available information on the resources at issue,
including existing information and study needs; and

e  determine the resource areas and potential issues that do not require detailed
analysis during review of the project.
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2.2 COMMENTS, SCOPING MEETINGS, AND ENVIRONMENTAL SITE
REVIEW

During preparation of the EA, there will be several opportunities for the resource
agencies, Indian tribes, NGOs, and the public to provide input. These opportunities

occur:
o during the public scoping process and study plan meetings, when we solicit
oral and written comments regarding the scope of issues and analysis for
the EA;
o in response to the Commission’s notice that the project is ready for

environmental analysis; and
° after issuance of the EA when we solicit written comments on the EA.

In addition to written comments solicited by this SD1, we will hold two public
scoping meetings and an environmental site review in the vicinity of the project. A
daytime meeting will focus on concerns of the resource agencies, NGOs, and Indian
tribes, and an evening meeting will focus on receiving input from the public. We invite
all interested agencies, Indian tribes, NGOs, and individuals to attend one or both of the
meetings to assist us in identifying the scope of environmental issues that should be
analyzed in the EA. All interested parties are also invited to participate in the
environmental site review. The times and locations of the meetings and environmental
site review are as follows:

Evening Scoping Meeting
Date and Time: Wednesday, April 10, 2019 at 7:00 p.m.
Location: Hampton Inn-Galax

205 Cranberry Road

Galax, VA 24333

Phone: (276) 238-4605

Daytime Scoping Meeting
Date and Time: Thursday, April 11, 2019 at 9:00 a.m.
Location: Hampton Inn-Galax

205 Cranberry Road

Galax, VA 24333

Phone: (276) 238-4605
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Environmental Site Review

Date and Time: Wednesday, April 10, 2019 at 10:00 a.m.

Location: Participants will meet at Byllesby Dam located at the intersection of
Byllesby Road and the New River Trail near Ivanhoe, VA 24350;
thereafter, participants should be prepared to drive or carpool to
other locations within the project boundary.

Please RSVP via email to Elizabeth B. Parcell at ebparcell@aep.com on or before
April 3, 2019 if you plan to attend the environmental site review. Persons not providing
an RSVP by April 3, 2019, will not be allowed on the environmental site review.
Individuals may not access the site without escort of the facility owner, Appalachian
Power Company. Also, persons attending the environmental site review must adhere to
the following requirements: (1) persons must be 18 years or older; (2) persons must have
a current, valid, government-issued or school photo identification (i.e., driver’s license,
etc.); (3) persons with open-toed shoes/sandals/flip flops/high heels, etc. will not be
allowed on the environmental site review; (4) no photography will be allowed inside the
powerhouses; (5) small bags containing personal items for the site visit (i.e., notebooks,
maps, water, etc.) will be allowed, but are subject to search; (6) no weapons are allowed
on-site; (7) no alcohol/drugs are allowed on-site (or persons exhibiting the effects
thereof); (8) hard hats and safety glasses (PPE) will be required while on-site, please
bring personal PPE if available, otherwise PPE will be provided; (9) no animals (except
for service animals) are allowed on the environmental site review; and (10) individuals
participating in the environmental site review will be required to sign a waiver of
liability.

The scoping meetings will be recorded by a court reporter, and all statements
(verbal and written) will become part of the Commission’s public record for the project.
Before each meeting, all individuals who attend, especially those who intend to make
statements, will be asked to sign in and clearly identify themselves for the record.
Interested parties who choose not to speak or who are unable to attend the scoping
meetings may provide written comments and information to the Commission as described
in section 6.0. These meetings are posted on the Commission’s calendar located on the
internet at www.ferc.gov/EventCalendar/EventsList.aspx, along with other related
information.

Meeting participants should come prepared to discuss their issues and/or concerns
as they pertain to the relicensing of the Byllesby-Buck Project. It is advised that
participants review the PAD in preparation for the scoping meetings. Copies of the PAD
are available for review at the Commission in the Public Reference Room or may be
viewed on the Commission’s website (www.ferc.gov), using the “eLibrary” link. Enter
the docket number, P-2514, to access the documents. For assistance, contact FERC

5
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Online Support at FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll free at 1-866-208-3676, or for
TTY, (202) 502-8659. A copy of the PAD also can be obtained from Appalachian’s
licensing website (http://www.aephydro.com) or be available for inspection and

reproduction at the following address: Appalachian Power Company, 40 Franklin Road
SW, Roanoke, Virginia, 24011.

Following the scoping meetings and comment period, all issues raised will be
reviewed and decisions made as to the level of analysis needed. If preliminary analysis
indicates that any issues presented in this scoping document have little potential for
causing significant effects, the issue(s) will be identified and the reasons for not
providing a more detailed analysis will be given in the EA.

If we receive no substantive comments on SD1, then we will not prepare a
Scoping Document 2 (SD2). Otherwise, we will issue SD2 to address any substantive
comments received. The SD2 will be issued for informational purposes only; no
response will be required. The EA will address recommendations and input received
during the scoping process.
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3.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with NEPA, the environmental analysis will consider the following
alternatives, at a minimum: (1) the no-action alternative, (2) the applicant's proposed
action, and (3) alternatives to the proposed action.

3.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the no-action alternative, the Byllesby-Buck Project would continue to
operate as required by the current project license (i.e., there would be no change to the
existing environment). No new environmental protection, mitigation, or enhancement
measures would be implemented. We use this alternative to establish baseline
environmental conditions for comparison with other alternatives.

3.1.1 Existing Project Facilities

The Byllesby Development consists of : (1) a 64-foot-high, 528-foot-long
concrete dam and main spillway section topped with four sections of 9-foot-high
flashboards, five sections of 9-foot-high inflatable Obermeyer crest gates, and six bays
of 10-foot-high Tainter gates; (2) an auxiliary spillway including six sections of 9-foot-
high flashboards; (3) a 239-acre impoundment with a gross storage capacity of 2,000
acre-feet; (4) a powerhouse containing four generating units with a total authorized
installed capacity of 21.6 megawatts (MW); and (5) appurtenant facilities.

The Buck Development consists of : (1) a 42-foot-high, 353-foot-long concrete
dam; (2) a 1,005-foot-long, 19-foot-high spillway section topped with 20 sections of 9-
foot-high flashboards, four sections of 9-foot-high inflatable Obermeyer crest gates, and
six bays of 10-foot-high Tainter gates; (3) a 66-acre impoundment with a gross storage
capacity of 661 acre-feet; (4) a powerhouse containing three generating units with a total
authorized installed capacity of 8.5 MW; and (5) appurtenant facilities

Each development is undergoing modification, as approved by an order
amending license issued by the Commission on May 18, 2017,4 to replace several
sections of existing wooden flashboards with inflatable Obermeyer crest gates. Once
installed and operational, the available Obermeyer crest gates will serve to smooth
project operation by reducing impoundment water level fluctuations and instances of
inadvertent flow to the bypassed reaches and reducing the frequency of maintenance
drawdowns associated with wooden flashboard failure and replacement.

4159 FERC § 62,187.
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3.1.2 Existing Project Operations

The Byllesby-Buck Project operates in a run-of-river mode under all flow
conditions. Because the Buck Development is only about 3 miles downstream from the
Byllesby Development, the operation of the two developments is closely coordinated.
Buck Development operation is dependent on flows through the Byllesby Development.
Under normal operating conditions, Appalachian operates the project to use available
flows for powerhouse generation, and maintains the elevation of the Byllesby
impoundment between 2,078.2 feet and 2,079.2 feet> and the Buck impoundment
between 2,002.4 feet and 2,003.4 feet. Under article 403 of the current license,
Appalachian is also required to release a minimum flow of 360 cubic feet per second
(cfs) or inflow to the project, whichever is less, downstream of the project powerhouses.

When inflow to either development exceeds the maximum hydraulic capacity of
the turbines (5,868 cfs for Byllesby and 3,540 cfs for Buck), the Tainter gates are opened
to pass the excess flow. Gate openings are planned and based on monitoring of the
upstream U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) gage at Galax (#03164000) and Byllesby and
Buck forebay elevations. If inflows exceed the capacity of the Tainter gates, the
inflatable Obermeyer crest gates are operated to pass additional flow, followed by manual
tripping of the wooden flashboards, if required. The wooden flashboards must be
subsequently re-installed during a period when the impoundment is drawn down to the
spillway crest elevation. During flood-stage flows, all generating units at the powerhouse
may need to be shut down due to the loss of operating head. The Byllesby auxiliary
spillway is operated after release of all available inflatable crest gate and wooden
flashboard sections, typically at flows in excess of 46,690 cfs.

Ramping rates are required under Article 406 of the current license for the
protection of fish resources downstream of the Buck spillway. The gradual reduction of
flow allows fish to progressively leave the bypassed reach, versus possible stranding at
sudden flow discontinuation. Following periods of spill from the Buck spillway when a
spillway gate has been opened 2 feet or more, Appalachian is required to discharge flows
through a 2-foot-wide gate opening for at least 3 hours. Appalachian is then required to
reduce the opening to 1 foot for at least an additional 3 hours, after which Appalachian
may close the gate.

Tainter gate operation and electricity generation at both Byllesby and Buck is
remotely controlled from Appalachian’s 24-hour control center located in Columbus,
Ohio. Operators are stationed at the control center 24 hours per day, 7 days per week.

5 All elevations refer to National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD 29).
8
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Plant personnel are present at the Byllesby-Buck Project during normal working hours (8
hours per day during weekday mornings and afternoons) to perform routine maintenance.

3.2 APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL

The proposed action is to continue the existing operation and maintenance of the
Byllesby-Buck Project. The current license for the project expires on February 29, 2024.

3.2.1 Proposed Project Facilities and Operation

Appalachian is presently evaluating the feasibility and benefits of operating the
developments with 1-foot-lower impoundment levels (i.e., still a 1-foot operating band,
but with 1-foot lower normal maximum and minimum impoundment elevations) during
the winter months (e.g., December through March). The purpose of the lower winter
impoundment level would be to reduce the risk of overtopping project structures (and the
resultant risks to the project, downstream areas, and personnel and public safety) due to
ice jams on the New River, such as those that occurred at the project in January 2010.
Should Appalachian propose this modification in its license application it is not expected
to significantly affect project generation. No other changes to project operation or
facilities are proposed at this time.

3.2.2 Proposed Environmental Measures

Appalachian proposes to continue the existing operation and maintenance of the
Byllesby-Buck Project which includes the protection, mitigation, and enhancement
(PM&E) measures required by the current license and subsequent amendments. These

measures are described below.

Geologic and Soil Resources

. There are no existing or proposed PM&E measures related to geology and
soils for the Byllesby-Buck Project. The potential need for PM&E
measures will be evaluated during the relicensing process.

Aquatic Resources

. Continue operating the project in a run-of-river mode, maintaining
elevation of the Byllesby impoundment between 2,078.2 feet and 2,079.2
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feet and the elevation of the Buck impoundment between 2,002.4 feet and
2,003.4 feet (Article 401).

. Continue providing a minimum flow of 360 cfs, or inflow to the project,
whichever is less, to the New River downstream of each powerhouse (Buck
and Byllesby) to protect aquatic resources (Article 403).

. Continue implementing the existing ramping rate® for the Buck bypassed
reach; whereby, following periods of spill when a spillway gate has been
opened 2 feet or more, water will continue to be released into the bypassed
reach through a 2-foot-gate opening for at least 3 hours, then the gate
opening will be reduced to 1 foot for 3 hours before closing the gate.

Terrestrial Resources

J Continue to follow a Commission-approved Wildlife Management Plan that
includes provisions to annually inspect undeveloped land within the project
boundary for evidence of increased human disturbance, consult with
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (Virginia DGIF) about
activities that affect these lands and notify Virginia DGIF of any
unanticipated impacts within these lands, and monitor bank erosion (Article
408).

Threatened and Endangered Species

o There are no existing or proposed PM&E measures related to threatened
and endangered species for the Byllesby-Buck Project. The potential need
for PM&E measures will be evaluated during the relicensing process.

Recreation and Land Use

. Continue to follow a Commission-approved recreation plan and continue to
provide project recreation access, monitor recreation use and demand,
consult with interested stakeholders on potential recreation enhancement
measures, and update the recreation plan as needed (Article 411).

670 FERC 9 62,130 (1995). Order Modifying and Approving Ramping Rate
Assessment Plan.
10
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Aesthetic Resources

. There are no existing or proposed PM&E measures related to aesthetic
resources for the Byllesby-Buck Project. The potential need for PM&E
measures will be evaluated during the relicensing process.

Cultural Resources

o Continue to follow a Commission-approved cultural resources management
plan (CRMP) and to update the CRMP with the filing of its final license
application. Appalachian does not anticipate any adverse effects to cultural
resources (Article 409).

3.3 DAM SAFETY

It is important to note that dam safety constraints may exist and should be taken
into consideration in the development of proposals and alternatives considered in the
pending proceeding. For example, proposed modifications such as the potential 1-foot-
lower impoundment levels during winter, could impact the integrity of the dam structure.
As the proposal and alternatives are developed, the applicant must evaluate the effects
and ensure that the project would meet the Commission’s dam safety criteria found in
Part 12 of the Commission’s regulations and the Engineering Guidelines
(http://www.ferc.gov/industries/hydropower/safety/guidelines/eng-guide.asp).

3.4 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

Commission staff will consider and assess all alternative recommendations for
operational or facility modifications, as well as PM&E measures identified by the
Commission, the agencies, Indian tribes, NGOs, and the public.

3.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED
STUDY

At present, we propose to eliminate the following alternatives from detailed study
in the EA.

3.5.1 Federal Government Takeover

In accordance with § 16.14 of the Commission’s regulations, a federal department
or agency may file a recommendation that the United States exercise its right to take over
a hydroelectric power project with a license that is subject to sections 14 and 15 of the

11
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FPA.” We do not consider federal takeover to be a reasonable alternative. Federal
takeover of the project would require congressional approval. While that fact alone
would not preclude further consideration of this alternative, there is currently no evidence
showing that federal takeover should be recommended to Congress. No party has
suggested that federal takeover would be appropriate, and no federal agency has
expressed interest in operating the project.

3.5.2 Non-power License

A non-power license is a temporary license the Commission would terminate
whenever it determines that another governmental agency is authorized and willing to
assume regulatory authority and supervision over the lands and facilities covered by the
non-power license. At this time, no governmental agency has suggested a willingness or
ability to take over the project. No party has sought a non-power license, and we have no
basis for concluding that the Byllesby-Buck Project should no longer be used to produce
power. Thus, we do not consider a non-power license a reasonable alternative to
relicensing the project.

3.5.3 Project Decommissioning

Decommissioning of the project could be accomplished with or without dam
removal. Either alternative would require denying the relicense application and surrender
or termination of the existing license with appropriate conditions. There would be
significant costs involved with decommissioning the project and/or removing any project
facilities. The project provides a viable, safe, and clean renewable source of power to the
region. With decommissioning, the project would no longer be authorized to generate
power.

No party has suggested project decommissioning would be appropriate in this
case, and we have no basis for recommending it. Thus, we do not consider project
decommissioning a reasonable alternative to relicensing the project with appropriate
environmental measures.

716 U.S.C. §§ 791(a)-825(1).
12
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4.0 SCOPE OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS AND SITE-SPECIFIC RESOURCE
ISSUES

4.1 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

According to the Council on Environmental Quality's regulations for
implementing NEPA (40 C.F.R. 1508.7), a cumulative effect is the effect on the
environment that results from the incremental effect of the action when added to other
past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency
(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative effects can
result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time, including hydropower and other land and water development activities.

4.1.1 Resources that could be Cumulatively Affected

Based on information in the PAD for the Byllesby-Buck Project, and preliminary
staff analysis, we have not identified any resources that could be cumulatively affected by
the proposed continued operation and maintenance of the Byllesby-Buck Project in
combination with other hydroelectric projects and other activities in the New River
Basin.

4.2 RESOURCE ISSUES

In this section, we present a preliminary list of environmental issues to be
addressed in the EA. We identified these issues, which are listed by resource area, by
reviewing the PAD and the Commission’s record for the Byllesby-Buck Project. This list
1s not intended to be exhaustive or final, but contains the issues raised to date. After the
scoping process is complete, we will review the list and determine the appropriate level
of analysis needed to address each issue in the EA.

4.2.1 Geologic and Soils Resources
o Effects of continued project operation and maintenance on shoreline

erosion in the impoundments at each development (Buck and Byllesby).

4.2.2 Aquatic Resources

. Effects of continued project operation and maintenance on water
quality, including dissolved oxygen (DO) and water temperature,

13
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4.2.3

4.2.4

upstream and downstream of each development, including the Buck
bypassed reach.

Adequacy of the existing 360-cfs minimum flow for aquatic
resources, including resident fish species, downstream of each
development (Buck and Byllesby).

Whether there is a need for a minimum flow (beyond leakage) in the
Buck bypassed reach.

Effects of continued project maintenance (periodic impoundment
drawdowns to replace flashboards and periodic dredging to remove
sediments from the impoundments) on aquatic resources,
particularly freshwater mussels and fish spawning habitat in the
impoundments of each development.

Effects of continued project operation on aquatic resources,
including entrainment and impingement mortality of resident
fishes, such as walleye, smallmouth bass, and spotted bass at
each development.

Effects of continued project operation and maintenance on species of
special concern such as the Eastern hellbender.

Adequacy of the existing ramping rate to prevent fish stranding in the
Buck bypassed reach.

Terrestrial Resources

Effects of continued project operation, including impoundment
fluctuations, on riparian and wetland habitat and associated wildlife.

Effects of continued project operation and maintenance on upland wildlife
habitat and associated wildlife such as bald eagles.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Effects of continued project operation and maintenance on the federally
listed Indiana bat, northern long-eared bat, and Virginia spiraea.

14
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4.2.5 Recreation, Land Use, and Aesthetic Resources

. Effects of continued project operation and maintenance on recreation, land
use, and aesthetics within the project area.

o Adequacy of existing recreational facilities and public access to the project
to meet current and future recreational demand.

4.2.6 Cultural Resources
o Effects of project operation and maintenance on historic properties and
archeological resources that are included in, eligible for listing in, or
potentially eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.
o Effects of project operation and maintenance on any previously unidentified
historic or archeological resources or traditional cultural properties that may
be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historical Places.

4.2.7 Developmental Resources

J Economics of the project and the effects of any recommended
environmental measures on the project’s economics.

15
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5.0 PROPOSED STUDIES

Depending upon the findings of studies completed by Appalachian and the
recommendations of the consulted entities, Appalachian will consider, and may propose
certain other measures to enhance environmental resources affected by the project as part
of the proposed action. Appalachian’s initial study proposals are identified by resource
area in table 1. Detailed information on Appalachian’s initial study proposals can be
found in the PAD. Further studies may need to be added to this list based on comments
provided to the Commission and Appalachian from interested participants, including

Indian tribes.

Table 1. Appalachian’s initial study proposals. (Source: Appalachian)

Resource Area and Study Name

Proposed Study

Geology and Soils

Shoreline Stability Assessment

To provide updated information about
existing project conditions, as well as to
evaluate the need for any additional
erosion control measures at specific areas
of concern, Appalachian proposes to
conduct a Shoreline Stability Assessment
for both the Byllesby and Buck
developments. Appalachian anticipates
that this assessment will consist of a
survey of the project impoundments to
locate any sites of erosion or shoreline
instability. Appalachian proposes to
inventory, map, and photograph any such
areas, using a scoring or ranking system
(e.g., Bank Erosion Hazard Index) to try
to identify areas that have the potential to
erode at unnaturally high rates and to
prioritize any areas where remedial action
may be needed.

Aquatic Resources

Water Quality Study

Appalachian proposes to conduct a single
season water quality study by
continuously monitoring (at 15-minute
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Resource Area and Study Name

Proposed Study

intervals) water temperature, DO, and
water levels from June through October at
three locations: (1) upstream of the
Byllesby impoundment, (2) downstream
of the Byllesby powerhouse, and (3)
downstream of the Buck powerhouse. In
addition, once per month from June
through October, depth profiles of water
temperature, DO, pH, and specific
conductance will be collected at three
locations within each impoundment (Buck
and Byllesby). This survey would be used
to gather baseline water quality data to
determine consistency with applicable
water quality standards and designated
uses.

Bypass Reach Aquatic Habitat and Flow
Assessment

Appalachian proposes to perform a
desktop aquatic habitat assessment of each
project bypassed reach, utilizing high
resolution aerial imagery and/or Light
Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) data to:
(1) delineate the reach into pool, riffle,
run, and shoal habitats; (2) characterize
dominant substrate types; and (3) identify
instream habitat types (e.g., littoral zones,
hard structure, woody debris, vegetative
cover). Appalachian proposes to
supplement the desktop habitat assessment
described above, with limited field
reconnaissance to confirm site conditions.

In addition, Appalachian would collect
water level logger and discharge
measurements during controlled test gate
openings at the spillway to develop a
stage-discharge rating curve for a select
location.

17
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Resource Area and Study Name

Proposed Study

Inflatable Obermeyer Crest Gate
Operational Effectiveness Evaluation

Appalachian proposes to conduct a study
to confirm that operation of the project
dams with the inflatable Obermeyer crest
gates has the desired effects of minimizing
impoundment fluctuations and instances
of inadvertent spill to the bypassed
reaches (especially at the Buck
Development). Appalachian proposes to
conduct this evaluation utilizing an
operations model that has been developed
for the project. Using this model,
Appalachian will be able to simulate
project operation with the Obermeyer
crest gates installed, including instances of
spills to the bypassed reach(es),
impoundment level changes, and
powerhouse generation for a hypothetical
period of time. The level loggers to be
installed in the bypassed reach(es) as part
of the Bypass Reach Aquatic Habitat and
Flow Assessment described above will
serve to collect data about water level
changes due to spillway operations. These
data can be used to validate the operations
model.

Recreation Resources

Recreational Needs Assessment

Appalachian proposes to conduct a
recreational assessment of the project to
assess existing recreational opportunities
and potential improvements to facilities.
Appalachian will incorporate existing
monitoring information into the study
report and recommendations.
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6.0 REQUEST FOR INFORMATION AND STUDIES

We are asking federal, state, and local resource agencies, Indian tribes, NGOs, and
the public to forward to the Commission any information that will assist us in conducting
an accurate and thorough analysis of the project-specific and cumulative effects
associated with relicensing the Byllesby-Buck Project. The types of information
requested include, but are not limited to:

o information, quantitative data, or professional opinions that may help
define the geographic and temporal scope of the analysis (both site-specific
and cumulative effects), and that helps identify significant environmental
1Ssues;

° identification of, and information from, any other EA, EIS, or similar
environmental study (previous, on-going, or planned) relevant to the
proposed relicensing of the Byllesby-Buck Project;

o existing information and any data that would help to describe the past and
present actions and effects of the project and other developmental activities
on environmental and socioeconomic resources;

o information that would help characterize the existing environmental
conditions and habitats;

o the identification of any federal, state, or local resource plans, and any
future project proposals in the affected resource area (e.g., proposals to
construct or operate water treatment facilities, recreation areas, water
diversions, timber harvest activities, or fish management programs, along
with any implementation schedules);

o documentation that the proposed project would or would not contribute to
cumulative adverse or beneficial effects on any resources. Documentation
can include, but need not be limited to, how the project would interact with
other projects in the area and other developmental activities; study results;
resource management policies; and reports from federal and state agencies,
local agencies, Indian tribes, NGOs, and the public;

o documentation showing why any resources should be excluded from further
study or consideration; and
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o study requests by federal and state agencies, local agencies, Indian tribes,
NGOs, and the public that would help provide a framework for collecting
pertinent information on the resource areas under consideration necessary
for the Commission to prepare the EA/EIS for the project.

All requests for studies filed with the Commission must meet the criteria found in
Appendix A, Study Plan Criteria.

The requested information, comments, and study requests should be submitted to
the Commission no later than May 7, 2019. All filings must clearly identify the
following on the first page: Byllesby-Buck Project (P-2514-186). Scoping comments
may be filed electronically via the Internet. See 18 C.F.R. 385.2001(a)(1)(iii) and the
instructions on the Commission’s website http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling.asp.
Commenters can submit brief comments up to 6,000 characters, without prior
registration, using the eComment system at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-
filing/ecomment.asp. You must include your name and contact information at the end of
your comments. For assistance, please contact FERC Online Support at
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll free at 1-866-208-3676, or for TTY,

(202) 502-8659. Although the Commission strongly encourages electronic filing,
documents may also be paper-filed. To paper-file, please send a paper copy to:
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street, NE,
Washington, D.C. 20426.

Register online at http://www.ferc.gov/esubscription.asp to be notified via email of
new filings and issuances related to this or other pending projects. For assistance, please
contact FERC Online Support at ferconlinesupport@ferc.gov.

Any questions concerning the scoping meetings, site visits, or how to file written
comments with the Commission should be directed to Brandi Sangunett at (202) 502-
8393 or brandi.sangunett@ferc.gov. Additional information about the Commission’s
licensing process and the Byllesby-Buck Project may be obtained from the Commission’s
website, www.ferc.gov.
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7.0 EA PREPARATION SCHEDULE

At this time, we anticipate the need to prepare an EA. The EA will be sent to all
persons and entities on the Commission’s service and mailing lists for the Byllesby-Buck
Project. The EA will include our recommendations for operating procedures, as well as
PM&E measures that should be part of any license issued by the Commission. All
recipients will then have 30 days to review the EA and file written comments with the
Commission. All comments on the EA filed with the Commission will be considered in
preparation of any license order. A schedule for the EA preparation will be provided
after a license application is filed.

The major milestones, with pre-filing target dates are as follows:

Major Milestone Target Date
Scoping Meetings April 2019
License Application Filed February 2022

Ready for Environmental Analysis Notice Issued
Deadline for Filing Comments, Recommendations, and
Agency Terms and Conditions/Prescriptions

Single EA Issued

Comments on EA Due

Deadline for Filing Modified Agency Recommendations
Order Issued

A copy of Appalachian’s process plan, which has a complete list of relicensing

milestones for the Byllesby-Buck Project, including those for developing the license
application, is attached as Appendix B to this SDI1.
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8.0 PROPOSED EA OUTLINE
The preliminary outline for the Byllesby-Buck Project EA is as follows:

TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF FIGURES

LIST OF TABLES

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Application
1.2 Purpose of Action and Need for Power
1.3 Statutory and Regulatory Requirements
1.3.1 Federal Power Act
1.3.1.1 Section 18 Fishway Prescriptions
1.3.1.2 Section 10(j) Recommendations
1.3.2 Clean Water Act
1.3.3 Endangered Species Act
1.3.4 Coastal Zone Management Act
1.3.5 National Historic Preservation Act
Other statutes as applicable
1.4 Public Review and Comment
1.4.1 Scoping
1.4.2 Interventions
1.4.3 Comments on the Application
2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
2.1 No-action Alternative
2.1.1 Existing Project Facilities
2.1.2 Project Safety
2.1.3 Existing Project Operation
2.1.4 Existing Environmental Measures
2.2 Applicant’s Proposal
2.2.1 Proposed Project Facilities
2.2.2 Proposed Project Operation
2.2.3 Proposed Environmental Measures
2.2.4 Modifications to Applicant’s Proposal—Mandatory Conditions
2.3 Staff Alternative
2.4 Staff Alternative with Mandatory Conditions
2.5 Other Alternatives (as appropriate)
2.6 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study
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2.6.1 Federal Government Takeover of the Project
2.6.2 Issuing a Nonpower License
2.6.3 Retiring the Project
3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
3.1 General Description of the River Basin
3.2 Scope of Cumulative Effects Analysis
3.3 Proposed Action and Action Alternatives
3.3.1 Geologic and Soil Resources
3.3.2 Aquatic Resources
3.3.3 Terrestrial Resources
3.3.4 Threatened and Endangered Species
3.3.5 Recreation, Land Use, and Aesthetic Resources
3.3.6 Cultural Resources
3.4 No-action Alternative
4.0 DEVELOPMENTAL ANALYSIS
4.1 Power and Economic Benefits of the Project
4.2 Comparison of Alternatives
4.3 Cost of Environmental Measures
5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 Comprehensive Development and Recommended Alternative
5.2 Unavoidable Adverse Effects
5.3 Recommendations of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
5.4 Consistency with Comprehensive Plans
6.0 FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (OR OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACT)
7.0 LITERATURE CITED
8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

APPENDICES
A—Draft License Conditions Recommended by Staff
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9.0 COMPREHENSIVE PLANS

Section 10(a)(2) of the FPA, 16 U.S.C. section 803(a)(2)(A), requires the
Commission to consider the extent to which a project is consistent with federal and state
comprehensive plans for improving, developing, or conserving a waterway or waterways
affected by a project. The staff has preliminarily identified and reviewed the plans listed
below that may be relevant to the Byllesby-Buck Project. Agencies are requested to
review this list and inform the Commission staff of any changes. If there are other
comprehensive plans that should be considered for this list that are not on file with the
Commission, or if there are more recent versions of the plans already listed, they can be
filed for consideration with the Commission according to 18 CFR 2.19 of the
Commission’s regulations. Please follow the instructions for filing a plan at
http://www.ferc.gov/industries/hydropower/gen-info/licensing/complan.pdf.

The following is a list of comprehensive plans currently on file with the Commission
that may be relevant to the Byllesby-Buck Project.

National Park Service. The Nationwide Rivers Inventory. Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C. 1993.

Ohio River Basin Commission. 1977. Kanawha River Basin comprehensive coordinated
joint plan. Cincinnati, Ohio. July 1977.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Canadian Wildlife Service. 1986. North American
waterfowl management plan. Department of the Interior. Environment Canada.
May 1986.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. n.d. Fisheries USA: the recreational fisheries policy of
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Washington, D.C.

U.S. Forest Service. 1978. Mount Rogers National Recreation Area final management
plan. Department of Agriculture. Roanoke, Virginia.

U.S. Forest Service. 2004. Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the
Jefferson National Forest. Management Bulletin R§-MB 115A. Department of

Agriculture. Roanoke, Virginia.

U.S. Forest Service. 1993. George Washington National Forest revised land and resource
management plan. Department of Agriculture, Harrisonburg, Virginia.
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Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation. The 2007 Virginia outdoors plan
(SCORP). Richmond, Virginia.

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality. 2015. Commonwealth of Virginia State
Water Resources Plan. Richmond, Virginia. October 2015.

Virginia State Water Control Board. 1986. Minimum instream flow study — final report.
Annadale, Virginia. February 1986.
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10.0 MAILING LIST

The list below is the Commission’s official mailing list for the Byllesby-Buck
Project (FERC No. 2514). If you want to receive future mailings for the Byllesby-Buck
Project and are not included in the list below, please send your request by email to
efiling@ferc.gov or by mail to: Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,

888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A, Washington, DC 20426. All written and emailed
requests to be added to the mailing list must clearly identify the following on the first
page: Byllesby-Buck Project N0.2514-186. You may use the same method if requesting

removal from the mailing list below.

Register online at http://www.ferc.gov/esubscribenow.htm to be notified via email

of new filings and issuances related to this or other pending projects. For assistance,
please contact FERC Online Support at FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll free at
1-866-208-3676, or for TTY, (202) 502-8659.

Official Mailing List for the Byllesby-Buck Project

Appalachian Power Company
Kenneth E. McDonough, Esq
Assistant General Counsel

1 Riverside Plaza

Columbus, OH 43081

Appalachian Power Company
Frank Michael Simms

Hydro Support Manager

40 Franklin Road

Roanoke, VA 24013

Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

John T Eddins

401 F Street N.W., Suite 308
Washington, DC 20001-2637

American Canal Society, Inc.
William E. Trout, III, Director
3806 S. Amherst Hwy
Madison Heights, VA 24572
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American Whitewater

Kevin Richard Colburn
National Stewardship Director
1035 Van Buren Street
Missoula, MT 59802

Coastal Canoeists

Charles Ware, Conservation Chair
PO Box 566

Richmond, VA 23218-0566

Appalachian Power Company
David Mark Shirley

Energy Production Supervisor
1 Riverside Plaza, 24rd Floor

Columbus, OH 43215

Winston & Strawn LLP

John A Whittaker

1700 K St. N.W.

Washington, DC 20006-3817
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Appalachian Power Company
Thomas St. Pierre

Associate General Counsel

1 Riverside Plaza, 29th Floor
Columbus, OH 43215

Appalachian Power Company
David M Shirley

PO Box 2021

Roanoke, VA 24022-2121

American Electric Power Service
Corporation

Douglas Rosenberger

Plant Manager Hydro

40 Franklin Road SW

Roanoke, VA 24011

Appalachian Power Company
Legal Department

PO Box 16631

Columbus, OH 43216-6631

Dickenson County Board of Supervisor
Mark Vanover, County Administrator
PO Box 1098

Clintwood, VA 24228-1098

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Regional Office

3003 Chamblee Tucker Rd

Atlanta, GA 30341

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Region 1

David W. Sutherland, Sr
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401
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Flannagan Water Authority
William Stokes, Executive Director
52 Flannagan Dam Road

Haysi, VA 24256

Town of Fries
PO Box 452
Fries, VA 24330-0452

County of Grayson
PO Box 217
Independence, VA 24348-0217

Town of Hillsville
PO Box 545
Hillsville, VA 24343-0545

Historic Landmarks Commission
2801 Kensington Ave
Richmond, VA 23221-2470

Jonnie B. Deel Memorial Library
Shelia Phipps, Librarian

PO Box 650

Clintwood, VA 24228-0650

Mt. Rogers Planning District Commission
1021 Terrace Dr
Marion, VA 24354-4137

NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service
Office of Program Planning & Integration
NEPA Coordinator

1315 East-West Highway

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Northern Virginia Region Parks Authority
5400 Ox Rd
Fairfax Station, VA 22039-1022
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Town of Pulaski
PO Box 660
Pulaski, VA 24301-0660

Region 2000 Regional Commission
Executive Director

828 Main St, F1 18

Lynchburg, VA 24504

Town of Clintwood

Donald Baker

PO Box 456

Clintwood, VA 24228-0456

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
District Office

803 Front St

Norfolk, VA 23510-1011

US Army Corps of Engineers
Louisville District

PO Box 59

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Divisional Office

Regulatory Branch

550 Main St; Rm 10524
Cincinnati, OH 45202-3222

U.S.Army Corps of Engineers
550 Main Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202

U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs
Office of the Solicitor

1849 C Street, NW, MS 6557
Washington, DC 20240

28

U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs
Director, Trust Services

1849 C St NW, MS-4637
Washington, DC 20240-0001

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Land & Renewable Resources
FERC Contact

1849 C StNW

Washington, DC 20240

U.S. Department of Interior

Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance

Director

1849 C Street, N.W., MS 2430
Washington, DC 20240

U.S. Department of Interior
U.S. Bureau Reclamation
Michael C. Connor Esq

1849 C Street NW
Washington, DC 20240-0001

U.S. Department of Interior
Anthony R. Conte

300 Westgate Center Dr
Hadley, MA 01035-9587

U.S. Department of Interior
James Epstein

300 Westgate Center Dr
Hadley, MA 01035-9587

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 111
1650 Arch St
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Heinz Mueller

Region IV

61 Forsyth St SW

Atlanta, GA 30303-8931

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Regional Director

300 Westgate Center Dr
Northeast Regional Office
Hadley, MA 01035-9587

U.S. National Park Service
FERC Contact

1924 Building

100 Alabama St SW
Atlanta, GA 30303-8701

U.S. National Park Service
Kevin Mendik, ESQ

NPS Hydro Prgm Coord
15 State Street, 10th floor
Boston, MA 02109

U.S. Senate

Honorable Mark Warner

475 Russell Senate Office Bldg
Washington, DC 20510

U.S. Senate

Honorable Tim Kaine

231 Russell Senate Office Bldg
Washington, DC 20510

USDA Forest Service
Ron Bush

1700 Park Ave SW
Norton, VA 24273-1618
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USDA Forest Service
David Purser

NEPA Coordinator
1720 Peachtree St NW
Atlanta, GA 30309

Virginia Dept of Conservation and
Recreation

Division of Planning and Recreation
600 E. Main St., 24th Floor
Richmond, VA 23219

Virginia Dept of Conservation and
Recreation

Robbie Rhur, Enviro. Program Planner
600 East Main Street, Floor 17
Richmond, VA 23219-2094

Virginia Dept of Environmental Quality
Bettina Sullivan, Manager

PO Box 1105

Richmond, VA 23218

Virginia Dept of Environmental Quality
Director

PO Box 1105

Richmond, VA 23218-1105

Virginia Dept of Environmental Quality
Southwest Regional Office

Jeftrey Hurst, Regional Director

355-A Deadmore St

Abingdon, VA 24210

Virginia Dept of Agriculture and
Consumer Services

PO Box 1163

Richmond, VA 23218-1163
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Virginia Department of Health
Director

PO Box 2448

Richmond, VA 23218-2448

Virginia Department of Historical
Resources

2801 Kensington Ave

Richmond, VA 23221-2470

Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals,
and Energy

Director, Div. of Energy

1100 Bank St, 11th Flr

Richmond, VA 23219

Virginia Division of Mined Land
Reclamation

Randy Casey, Division Director
PO Box 900

Big Stone Gap, VA 24219-0900

Virginia Marine Resources Commission
Ben McGinnis

2600 Washington Ave F1 3

Newport News, VA 23607

30

Virginia Office of Attorney General
Attorney General

900 E Main St

Richmond, VA 23219-3513

Virginia Soil and Water Conservation
Commission

Director

600 E. Main St., 24th Floor
Richmond, VA 23219

Virginia State Corporation Commission
Sherry H Bridewell, Senior Counsel
1300 East Main St, 10 Fl

Richmond, VA 23219

Virginia Wildlife Federation
Neal D Emerald, Vice President
21851 Locomotive Ter Ste 303
Sterling, VA 20166-6836

County of Wythe

275 S 4th Street

108 Country Ln Office Building
Wytheville, VA 24382-4900

Town of Wytheville
PO Box 533
Wytheville, VA 24382-0533
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APPENDIX A
STUDY PLAN CRITERIA
18 CFR Section 5.9(b)

Any information or study request must contain the following:

1. Describe the goals and objectives of each study proposal and the information to be
obtained;
2. If applicable, explain the relevant resource management goals of the agencies or

Indian tribes with jurisdiction over the resource to be studied;

3. If the requester is not a resource agency, explain any relevant public interest
considerations in regard to the proposed study;

4. Describe existing information concerning the subject of the study proposal, and
the need for additional information;

5. Explain any nexus between project operations and effects (direct, indirect, and/or
cumulative) on the resource to be studied, and how the study results would inform the
development of license requirements;

6. Explain how any proposed study methodology (including any preferred data
collection and analysis techniques, or objectively quantified information, and a schedule
including appropriate filed season(s) and the duration) is consistent with generally
accepted practice in the scientific community or, as appropriate, considers relevant tribal
values and knowledge; and

7. Describe considerations of level of effort and cost, as applicable, and why
proposed alternative studies would not be sufficient to meet the stated information needs.
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APPENDIX B
BYLLESBY-BUCK PROJECT PROCESS PLAN AND SCHEDULE

Shaded milestones are unnecessary if there are no study disputes. If the due date
falls on a weekend or holiday, the due date is the following business day. Early filings or
issuances will not result in changes to these deadlines.

Responsible - . FERC
Party Pre-Filing Milestone Date Regulation
Appalachian | Issue Public Notice for NOI/PAD 1/7/2019 5.3(d)(2)
Appalachian | File NOI/PAD 1/7/2019 5.5,5.6
FERC Tribal Meetings 2/6/2019 5.7
Issue Notice of Commencement of
FERC Proceeding and Scoping Document 1 3/8/2019 >8
Scoping Meetings and Project Site 4/10/2019,
FERC Visit 4112019 | 28O
All File Comments on PAD/Scoping 5/7/2019 59

Stakeholders | Document 1 and Study Requests

Issue Scoping Document 2

FERC . 6/21/2019 5.10
(if necessary)

Appalachian | File Proposed Study Plan 6/21/2019 5.11(a)

All .

Stakeholders Proposed Study Plan Meeting 7/21/2019 5.11(e)

All File Comments on Proposed Study

Stakeholders | Plan 911972019 312

Appalachian | File Revised Study Plan 10/19/2019 5.13(a)

All File Comments on Revised Study

Stakeholders | Plan 17372019 >-13(b)

FERC Issue Director's Study Plan 11/18/2019 5.13(c)
Determination

Mandatory

Conditioning | File Any Study Disputes 12/8/2019 5.14(a)

Agencies

Dispute Select Third Dispute Resolution

Panel Panel Member L2 >-14(d)

B-1
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Responsible - . FERC
Party Pre-Filing Milestone Date Regulation

II?;ISSIHG Convene Dispute Resolution Panel 12/28/2019 5.14(d)(3)
Appalachian | File Comments on Study Disputes 1/2/2020 5.14(1)
Dispute Dispute Resolution Panel Technical 1/7/2020 5.14()
Panel Conference
Dispute Is‘sue. Dispute Resolution Panel 1/27/2020 5.14(k)
Panel Findings
FERC Issue D?recjtor s Study Dispute 2/16/2020 5.14(1)

Determination

: . Spring - Fall

Appalachian | First Study Season 2020 5.15(a)
Appalachian | File Initial Study Report 11/17/2020 5.15(c)(1)
All . :
Stakeholders Initial Study Report Meeting 12/2/2020 5.15(c)(2)
Appalachian File Initial Study Report Meeting 12/17/2020 5.15(c)(3)

Summary
All File Disagreements/Requests to
Stakeholders | Amend Study Plan Al HAAEE)
All File Responses to
Stakeholders | Disagreements/Amendment Requests 2SI HlAEe)

Issue Director's Determination on
R Disagreements/Amendments gy 3-15(¢)(6)
Appalachian | Second Study Season Spn; gz-lFall 5.15(a)

: File Preliminary Licensing Proposal

Appalachian (or Draft License Application) 10/1/2021 5.16(a)-(c)
All File Comments on Preliminary

Licensing Proposal (or Draft License 12/30/2021 5.16(e)
Stakeholders S

Application)
Appalachian | File Updated Study Report 11/17/2021 5.15(%)
All :
Stakeholders Updated Study Report Meeting 12/2/2021 5.15()

B-2
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Responsible - . FERC
Party Pre-Filing Milestone Date Regulation
Appalachian File Updated Study Report Meeting 12/172001 5.15(f)
Summary
Appalachian | File Final License Application 2/28/2022 5.17
All File Disagreements/Requests to
Stakeholders | Amend Study Plan L2t A
: Issue Public Notice of Final License
Appalachian Application Filing 3/14/2022 5.17(d)(2)
All File Responses to
Stakeholders | Disagreements/Amendment Requests 2/15/2022 >15(0)
FERC Issue Director's Determination on 3/17/2022 5.15(9)

Disagreements/Amendments

B-3
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219

Matthew J. Strickler Mailing address: P.O. Box 1105, Richmond, Virginia 23218 David K. Paylor
Secretary of Natural Resources www.deg.virginia.gov Director

804) 698-4000
March 14, 2019 §-80())-592-5482

Secretary Kimberly Bose

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE:  Scoping Document 1 — Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project, P-2514-186, New River in Carroll
County, Virginia

Dear Secretary Bose:
This letter is in response to the scoping request for the above-referenced project.

As you may know, the Department of Environmental Quality, through its Office of
Environmental Impact Review (DEQ-OEIR), is responsible for coordinating Virginia’s review of federal
environmental documents prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
responding to appropriate federal officials on behalf of the Commonwealth.

DOCUMENT SUBMISSIONS

In order to ensure an effective coordinated review of the NEPA document, notification of the
NEPA document and federal consistency documentation should be sent directly to OEIR. We request that
you submit one electronic to eir@deqg.virginia.gov (25 MB maximum) or make the documents available
for download at a website, file transfer protocol (ftp) site or the VITA LFT file share system (Requires an
"invitation" for access. An invitation request should be sent to eir@deq.virginia.gov.).

The NEPA document should include U.S. Geological Survey topographic. We strongly encourage you to
issue shape files with the NEPA document. In addition, project details should be adequately described for
the benefit of the reviewers.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW UNDER THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT:
PROJECT SCOPING AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

As you may know, NEPA (PL 91-190, 1969) and its implementing regulations (Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations, Parts 1500-1508) requires a draft and final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for federal activities or undertakings that are federally licensed or federally funded which will or may give
rise to significant impacts upon the human environment. An EIS carries more stringent public
participation requirements than an Environmental Assessment (EA) and provides more time and detail for
comments and public decision-making. The possibility that an EIS may be required for the proposed


mailto:eir@deq.virginia.gov
mailto:eir@deq.virginia.gov
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project should not be overlooked in your planning for this project. Accordingly, we refer to “NEPA
document” in the remainder of this letter.

While this Office does not participate in scoping efforts beyond the advice given herein, other
agencies are free to provide scoping comments concerning the preparation of the NEPA document.
Accordingly, we are providing notice of your scoping request to several state agencies and those localities
and Planning District Commissions, including but not limited to:

Department of Environmental Quality:
o DEQ Regional Office
Air Division
Office of Wetlands and Stream Protection
Office of Local Government Programs
Division of Land Protection and Revitalization
o Office of Stormwater Management
Department of Conservation and Recreation
Department of Health
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
Virginia Marine Resources Commission
Department of Historic Resources
Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy
Department of Forestry
Department of Transportation

O
(@)
O
O

DATA BASE ASSISTANCE
Below is a list of databases that may assist you in the preparation of a NEPA document:

e DEQ Online Database: Virginia Environmental Geographic Information Systems

Information on Permitted Solid Waste Management Facilities, Impaired Waters, Petroleum
Releases, Registered Petroleum Facilities, Permitted Discharge (Virginia Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Permits) Facilities, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Sites,
Water Monitoring Stations, National Wetlands Inventory:

o www.deq.virginia.gov/ConnectWithDEQ/VEGIS.aspx

e DEQ Virginia Coastal Geospatial and Educational Mapping System (GEMS)

Virginia’s coastal resource data and maps; coastal laws and policies; facts on coastal resource
values; and direct links to collaborating agencies responsible for current data:
o http://128.172.160.131/gems2/

¢ MARCO Mid-Atlantic Ocean Data Portal

The Mid-Atlantic Ocean Data Portal is a publicly available online toolkit and resource center that
consolidates available data and enables users to visualize and analyze ocean resources and human
use information such as fishing grounds, recreational areas, shipping lanes, habitat areas, and
energy sites, among others.


http://www.deq.virginia.gov/ConnectWithDEQ/VEGIS.aspx
http://128.172.160.131/gems2/
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http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/visualize/#x=-
73.24&y=38.93&z=7&logo=true&controls=true&basemap=0cean&tab=data&legends=false&la

yers=true

¢ DHR Data Sharing System

Survey records in the DHR inventory:
o www.dhr.virginia.gov/archives/data_sharing_sys.htm

o DCR Natural Heritage Search

Produces lists of resources that occur in specific counties, watersheds or physiographic regions:
o www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural_heritage/dbsearchtool.shtml

e DGIF Fish and Wildlife Information Service

Information about Virginia's Wildlife resources:
o http://vafwis.org/fwis/

e Total Maximum Daily Loads Approved Reports
o https://www.deg.virginia.gov/programs/water/watergualityinformationtmdls/tmdl/tmdide
velopment/approvedtmdIreports.aspx

e Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) Database: Superfund Information
Systems

Information on hazardous waste sites, potentially hazardous waste sites and remedial activities
across the nation, including sites that are on the National Priorities List (NPL) or being
considered for the NPL.:

o www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/cursites/index.htm

e EPA RCRAInfo Search

Information on hazardous waste facilities:
o www.epa.gov/enviro/facts/rcrainfo/search.html

e EPA Envirofacts Database

EPA Environmental Information, including EPA-Regulated Facilities and Toxics Release
Inventory Reports:
o www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html

e EPA NEPAssist Database

Facilitates the environmental review process and project planning:
http://nepaassisttool.epa.gov/nepaassist/entry.aspx



http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/visualize/#x=-73.24&y=38.93&z=7&logo=true&controls=true&basemap=Ocean&tab=data&legends=false&layers=true
http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/visualize/#x=-73.24&y=38.93&z=7&logo=true&controls=true&basemap=Ocean&tab=data&legends=false&layers=true
http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/visualize/#x=-73.24&y=38.93&z=7&logo=true&controls=true&basemap=Ocean&tab=data&legends=false&layers=true
http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/archives/data_sharing_sys.htm
http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural_heritage/dbsearchtool.shtml
http://vafwis.org/fwis/
https://www.deq.virginia.gov/programs/water/waterqualityinformationtmdls/tmdl/tmdldevelopment/approvedtmdlreports.aspx
https://www.deq.virginia.gov/programs/water/waterqualityinformationtmdls/tmdl/tmdldevelopment/approvedtmdlreports.aspx
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/cursites/index.htm
http://www.epa.gov/enviro/facts/rcrainfo/search.html
http://www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html
http://nepaassisttool.epa.gov/nepaassist/entry.aspx
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If you have questions about the environmental review process, please feel free to contact me
(telephone (804) 698-4204 or e-mail bettina.rayfield@deq.virginia.gov).

I hope this information is helpful to you.

Sincerely,

Bettina Rayfield, Program Manager
Environmental Impact Review and
Long-Range Priorities



Blacksburg, Virginia 24061

COLLEGE OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 310 West Campus Drive
FISH & WILDLIFE CONSERVATION Cheatham Hall, Room 101

P: (540) 231-5919 F: (540) 231-
7580
Don_Orth@vt.edu

March 15, 2019

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, DC 20426

Comments and Study Requests for Byllesby-Buck Dam Hydroproject Pre-
Application Document (FERC NO. 2514).

Dear Ms. Bose:

The following is a brief numbered summary of comments on the Pre-
Application Document for FERC No. 2514, Byllesby-Buck Dam project.

1.

The effects of the Byllesby-Buck hydro project extend beyond the
project boundary due to sediment storage, backwater effects, and
barrier effects.

. Little dredging has been done in the impoundments in recent times,

which limits the project life and ecological and recreational values of
the impounded section. Major concern about impoundments as source
of continued PCB contamination and impairment was not addressed.

. Water spilled over dams during higher flows is often heavily laden with

fine sediments due to the shallow nature of the impoundment and lack
of shoreline vegetation management.

. The bypassed reaches receive no minimum instream flow and there

are no gages available to measure the duration of bypass effects.

. The bypassed reaches are sediment-starved and deficient in sand,

gravel, and cobbles, essential components of habitats to support local
fauna. There is no mention of existence of the foundational plant, the
hornleaf riverweed Podostemum ceratophyllum in the PAD.

. The unique biological resources in this reach are not adequately

considered in the PAD. In particular these include the pygmy snaketail
dragonfly (Ophiogomphus howei), Allegheny river cruiser (Macromia
alleghanensis), spine-crowned clubtail (Gomphus abbreviatus), and
green-faced clubtail (Gomphus viridifrons).



7. The project dam blocks the passage and, therefore, natural recovery
of the river spawning Walleye Sander vitreus in the upper New River.

8. Cool water endemic fishes influenced by the Byllesby-Buck
hydroelectric project are largely ignored in this document.

9. Appalachian Power Co. does not proposed to conduct aquatic surveys
for odonates, crayfishes, or eastern hellbender within the Project
boundary (PAD 6-5).

10. The project diminishes habitat for freshwater mussels due to a
complete lack of sand and gravel immediately downstream of the
dams and the heavy sedimentation in the impoundment. Yet, these
impacts and proposed mitigation efforts were not mentioned in the
PAD.

11. The impounded reaches buried much of the suitable gravel
substrate that would provide habitat for insects, crayfish, mussels,
hellbender, fish and spawning by numerous fish, including the native
strain of Walleye.

12. The PAD does not recognize effects of project operations on the
impoverishment of the local community and economy.

13. Rehabilitation of a fishable walleye population in this reach of the
New River would have substantial economic benefits to the
impoverished local economy and is a high priority of the Department of
Game and Inland Fisheries.

14. PAD recommends studies to address Geology and Soils, Water
Resources, Fish and Wildlife, Wildlife and Botanical Resources,
Wetlands and riparian habitat, recreational land use, aesthetic
resources, and cultural and tribal resources and Socioeconomic
Resources (Section 6). Specifically, the PAD recommends a series of
vaguely described studies that do not seem to recognize FERC's “clear
mandate to balance both power interests and environmental
considerations.” In particular, the following study needs are requested
and defined later in this letter:

a. PCB contamination and pollution minimization plan
b. Water Willow propagation, rehabilitation, and water level plan

c. Define the target biological community in the two bypass
reaches and determine minimum instream flow.

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY
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d. Enhancement plan for sport fish in project area

e. Survey of rare dragonflies or multi taxa survey. Haag et al.
2013

f. Feasibility of fish passage or enhanced Walleye stocking

g. Recreational value lost due to Project.

Detailed Comments

1. The effects of the Byllesby-Buck hydro project extend beyond the
project boundary due to sediment storage, backwater effects, and
barrier effects. Figure 4.20-1 (PAD p 4-2, and Exhibit G drawings in
Appendix C) ignores much of the river between Buck Dam and Lake
and Byllesby Dam. In fact, the river ecosystem in this section of river
is highly modified due to the fluctuating flow created by operations of
the two hydroelectric dams. The omitted segment of the New River
includes Buck Falls and island habitats that are no longer accessible to
upstream migrating suckers and walleyes. This section of the New
River should be included in the area affected by project operations in
all future efforts to develop study plans, determine what the project
impacts are, and how to mitigate them through protection, mitigation,
and enhancement measures.

2. Little dredging has been done in the two impoundments in recent
times, which limits the project life and ecological and recreational
values of the impounded section. "Significant maintenance dredging
was performed at the Project in 1997 (p 5-9).” Furthermore, there is
major concern from the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
about these and other New River impoundments as sources of
continued PCB contamination. This nexus between the project
operations and river impairment was not addressed in the PAD. In
fact, nowhere in the PAD are PCBs even mentioned. This is a serious
oversight on the part of the applicant. New River is impaired due to
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) contamination; however, this was not
included in section “5.3.7.1 Impaired Waters.” Although banned since
the 1970’s PCBs persist in the environment and cause endocrine
disruption and are suspected carcinogens. PCBs are hydrophobic and
associate with soil and sediments which continue to contribute to PCB
resuspension and desorption. The Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality draft TMDL for PCBs states that “To address

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY
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contaminated bed sediments where localized hot spots exist (e.g.,
depositional area behind a dam), mechanical or vacuum dredging
could be explored as an option to permanently remove PCBs from the
system.” (Department of Biological Systems Engineering, Virginia
Tech 2018. p. 106). Therefore, the nexus between Project operations
and effects (direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) on the resource
(fishing for subsistence) and human health has clearly been shown by
a stakeholder agency. Dredging and flushing sediments were among
the effective mitigation measures to prevent reservoir sedimentation in
a review of hydropower projects (Trussart et al. 2002).

. Water spilled over dams during higher flows is often heavily laden with
fine sediments due to the shallow nature of the impoundments and
lack of any shoreline vegetation and erosion management plan. This is
a direct influence of project operations and the impacts on aquatic
flora and fauna should be mitigated in future project licensing
conditions. The PAD states that "most of the sediment load that
enters the Byllesby and Buck developments is expected to pass
through the Project and be deposited downstream.” (p. 5-9). In most
other reaches of the New River, the American Water Willow Justicia
americana (hereafter water willow) traps and consolidates sediments
as it builds limited floodplain habitats and reduces erosion of stream
banks. These shoreline zones are important shallow habitats for many
fish and invertebrates (Fritz and Feminella 2003; Lobb and Orth 1991).
Furthermore, the water willow beds provide for carbon sequestration.
The elimination has increased the carbon footprint of the Project.
Water willow flowers also attract pollinators and the plant is host for
caterpillars, such as Hydrangea Sphinx moth (Darapsa versicolor).

The project has operated for its duration with no restrictions on water
level fluctuation. Consequently, the Project impoundments lack
aquatic macrophytes and stable, vegetated shorelines. Water willow is
resistant to these disturbances and has been planted in other
reservoirs for erosion control. Native aquatic macrophyte
establishment can benefit fish and a variety of other aquatic organisms
by providing refugia from predation and abundant food resources.
Stems and leaves provide increased surface areas for colonization by
epiphytic bacteria and algae. The decomposition of macrophytes
stimulates instream productivity by numerous filtering organisms.
Water willow mortality increases during long periods of inundation,

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY
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which can lead to eventual elimination with repeated water level
fluctuations (Strakosh et al 2005). Shorelines with abundant water
willow cover had higher abundance of young fishes (Strakosh 2006;
Stahr and Shoup 2015; Stahr and Kaemingk 2017). Consequently,
water willow re-establishment and a water level fluctuation plan are
needed as there is a clear nexus between Project operations and
effects (direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) on the biota in the Project
impoundments.

. The two by-passed reaches receive no minimum instream flow and
there are no estimates in the PAD of the duration of bypass
dewatering. These river reaches have been dewatered for much of the
year for each of the past 107 years, resulting in an impoverished biotic
community and minimum fish and wildlife benefits. The bypass
reaches are in a section of the New River that is a very wide, shallow
channel of resistant bedrock ledges. As such, they are unique
geomorphic and biological resources. The applicant has written off
these bypass reaches based on lack of concern expressed in previous
licensing, which is not acceptable logic. Nowhere in the PAD could I
find mention of a minimum instream flow study. Precedent exists for
minimum flows in long-dewatered reaches of the New River. This is a
requirement of 401 certification by the Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality. The Hawks Nest Dam in West Virginia was
completed in 1933; it created a 250-acre lake and a dewatered
downstream reach, “the dries.” The dries is 5.5 miles reach of New
River that is bypassed to provide water to the powerhouse. Part of the
FERC relicensing agreement of 2018 requires put-in and take-out
facilities, a portage trail, changing rooms and other amenities to
accommodate paddlers and anglers taking advantage of recreational
releases from Hawks Nest Dam. License conditions require seasonally
variable minimum instream flow in the formerly dewatered bypass.
Furthermore, new requirements include nine annual pulsed releases of
2,200 to 2,500 cfs from the dam to accommodate whitewater rafting
and kayaking. The releases will be made on to-be-announced weekend
days, starting with two dates in late March, with the rest occurring
sometime from late June through early August. (Colburn 2018:
Steelhammer 2019). Itis in keeping with the FERC mandate to
balance power production with environmental protection that the
applicant with local stakeholders define a target biotic community to
be rehabilitated in the bypass reaches of the Project. Flow
management is an effective mitigation in hydropower projects
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(Trussart et al. 2002) and a bypass minimum instream flow should be
established as part of the new license conditions.

. The Project has left the bypassed reaches sediment-starved and
deficient in sand, gravel, and cobble size particles, essential
components to support the local flora and fauna. There is no mention
of the unique channel geomorphology and loss of foundational plant,
the hornleaf riverweed Podostemum ceratophyllum, within the project
area. The New River basin was not covered by ice during the last
glaciations, but would have experienced periglacial conditions during
glacial maxima. This geologic history resulted in unique river
morphology and unique endemic fauna, many of which reside in the
reach near the Byllesby-Buck hydroelectric project. The channel
profile of the New River in Virginia is punctuated with distinct
segments with high slope and many river segments are dominated by
resistant bedrock that results in a narrow deeper channel while other
river segments are dominated by resistant sandstones formations that
run perpendicular to water flow (Spotila et al. 2015). In these
sections the New River erodes via plucking and abrasion creating in
many reaches a very wide shallow incision plain. Channels are wider
where bedrock is highly jointed and proficient plucking transforms the
channel into an incision plain, which widens via quarrying at the
margins.

The unshaded bedrock channel morphology of the New River supports
distinctive riverine flora. Three common and widespread plants serve
as foundational species, those that play a strong role in structuring the
community. These include the Hornleaf Riverweed Podostemum
ceratophyllum (hereafter riverweed), American Water Willow Justicia
americana (hereafter water willow), and American Water Celery
Vallisneria americana (hereafter water celery). In the two Project
bypass reaches, which are dominated by bedrock, the Hornleaf
Riverweed Podostemum ceratophyllum would typically attach to
bedrock in these fast, shallow rapids. Most of the macrophyte
production in New River is riverweed (Hill and Webster 1983, 1984).
Because of its abundance, the productivity of riverweed dominated
both the primary productivity and the particulate organic matter input
via decay to the New River. However, the species is declining across
much of its range and stressors include flow alteration, sedimentation,
and altered water quality (Connelly et al. 1999; Wood and Freeman
2017; Davis et al. 2018). Coarse sediment abrades riverweed during
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storm flows, but the stems and roots may regenerate in four days
(Philbrick et al. 2015) and high turbidity limits plant growth.
Riverweed is a foundational plant in rivers of the region and supports
exceptionally high levels of macroinvertebrate production (Nelson and
Scott 1962; Voshell et al. 1992; Grubaugh and Wallace 1995).
Removal of riverweed reduced macroinvertebrate biomass by over
90% (Hutchens et al. 2004) and reduced benthic fish abundance
(Argentina et al 2010). Biomass of riverweed was related to variation
in duration of low flow events (Pahl 2009) and effects of hydrological
alteration is likely expansive.

The riverweed is abundant in the New River and supports high
productivity of macroinvertebrates and crayfishes and many crayfish
are also harvested locally as bait (Roell and Orth 1992). The high
productivity of crayfish and macroinvertebrates directly influences
higher trophic levels, including sport fishes such as Rock Bass,
Smallmouth Bass, and Flathead Catfish (Roell and Orth 1993, 1998;
Orth 1995). Consequently, the altered conditions due to the
operations of the Byllesby-Buck hydroelectric plants have eliminated
the energy base and productivity for higher trophic levels and sport
fishes of the New River.

Smallmouth Bass and Walleye are dominant preferred game fish in the
New River upstream from Claytor Lake, but not within the project
area. There is a close interaction between Byllesby-Buck
hydroelectric plant operations and loss of habitat for foundational
vegetation, crayfish, and a diverse macroinvertebrate fauna that
should be mitigated in future license conditions. Across the US, it is
estimated that 25% of sediment typically transported in streams is
captured in impoundments (Renwick et al. 2005). In the Project
impoundments, sediment does not create habitat - rather it smothers
habitats. Fish species richness was positively related to river
fragment length (McManamay et al. 2015) and many native fish
species were absent in surveys of the nearby Fries dam impoundment
(Carey et al. 2018). The dominant fish in the Byllesby and Buck pools
was made up of Common Carp; the fish biomass was 32.4% common
carp; Appalachian Power Company 1991, p 14). Therefore, there is
strong evidence for the nexus between Project operations and effects
(direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) on biotic productivity in the
dewatered bypass reached. Little work has been done on methods
for rehabilitation of lost riverweed beds; however, root fragments
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readily attach to substrates and could be propagated for introduction
to the New River (Philbrick et al. 2015). Habitat rehabilitation is an
effective mitigation in hydropower projects (Trussart et al. 2002).

. The unique biological resources in the Project boundaries are not
adequately considered in the PAD. In particular these include the
pygmy snaketail dragonfly (Ophiogomphus howei), Allegheny river
cruiser (Macromia alleghanensis), spine-crowned clubtail (Gomphus
abbreviatus), and green-faced clubtail (Gomphus viridifrons). Carey et
al. (2017) recently identified all four species on Virginia’s State Wildlife
Action Plan (VDGIF 2015) in New River surveys near Fries, Virginia.
The pygmy snaketail dragonfly nymph was described from the New
River near Galax (Kennedy and White 1979). Dragonflies are
predators in their aquatic nymph and adult phases; they are also prey
for bass, rock bass, and sunfishes. Dragonflies are sensitive to
sediment, water quality, climatic factors, making this group a potential
useful indicator (Bush et al. 2013). Dragonflies have been referred to
as climate canaries for river management. Adults are highly mobile
and can relocate to more favorable regions. Four rare dragonflies of
the new River are listed in Virginia’s wildlife action plan; yet no studies
are planned for these rare dragonflies. Here there appears to be a
clear nexus between Project operations and effects (direct, indirect,
and/or cumulative) on the dragonfly assemblage of the New River.
Doing specific inventories and acquiring better knowledge of the fauna,
flora, and specific habitats is one of the most effective steps to avoid
loss of biological diversity (Trussart et al. 20002).

. A unique river-spawning strain of Walleye Sander vitreus is blocked
from upstream migration by Buck and Byllesby Dams. Walleye is
increasing in popularity among anglers in Virginia and elsewhere
(Quinn 1992) and stocking is an important management tool. The
New River Walleye demands special management upstream from
Claytor Lake (Palmer et al. 2007; Copeland 2017) and provides the
brood stock for statewide stocking.

The assumption of the New River walleye management plan is that the
unique walleye strain is a river-spawning Walleye and may have
adaptive traits that permit it to survive better in the New River. For
example, this unique genetic strain of Walleye has eggs with 65%
larger volume, an adaptive trait for living in less productive waters
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(Hopkins et al. in review). The yolk is the main source of energy and
nutrients for the developing embryo and newly hatched larva and
larger eggs would be correlated with larger fry (Kamler et al. 2005).
This egg size may have little influence on hatchery production;
however, it may play a larger role in the reproductive success of the
Walleye spawning and rearing in New River.

However, management questions remain as first-year survival of
stocked fingerlings is highly variable in other populations and
presumable in the New River as well (Johnson et al. 1996; Jennings et
al. 2005). The fisheries management target (15-25 walleye per hour
electrofishing) is rarely achieved (Copeland 2017). Unanswered
questions include the following: How much suitable habitat is there?
What is an appropriate stocking rate? Can we restore a river-resident
river spawning Walleye population above Buck and Byllesby dams (Ney
et al. 1993). What is limiting natural reproduction? What predators
contribute most to post-stocking mortality? What would Walleye
population levels be in the absence of the Byllesby-Buck Project?

Today, sustained efforts to select and stock only New River strain
Walleye have restored genetic integrity, but the population still
requires annual stocking. Elsewhere, Fayram et al. (2005)
recommended a stocking rate for walleye fingerlings of 75 fish/ha even
though prevailing stocking rate was 125 fish/ha. Yet stocking rates for
New River Walleye have never approached 10/ha due largely to limited
size of the brood stock, which is likely limited by Byllesby-Buck
hydroelectric project location and operations. Characterization of
habitat quality and quantity for demersal stage fingerling walleye has
not been done and effects of fluctuating flows below Buck Dam
remains unresolved.

Studies on factors that limit recruitment in river spawning walleye
suggest that temperature and flow may drive recruitment success
(Mion et al. 1998; Gillenwater et al. 2006; Rutherford et al. 2016). In
the Maumee River, as river discharge increased, the amount of
suspended sediments increased, likely directly increasing larval
mortality (Mion et al. 1998).

The unknown is the effect of altered habitat and warmer temperature
conditions in the New River due to operation of Byllesby-Buck
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hydroelectric plant represents a clear nexus with Project operations.
Freeman et al. (2001) discovered that summer-spawning fish species
numerically dominated the fish assemblage at the flow-regulated site
in the Tallapoosa River. With warming river temperature, coupled with
non-native centrarchids, the New River may provide unsuitable
habitats for fingerling stages of the walleye (Bozek et al. 2011). The
New River has an abundance of centrarchids, many of which are large
enough to be predators on fingerling walleye. Furthermore, the
cover provided by instream vegetation (i.e., riverweed Podostemum
and water celery Valesneria), two foundational species may be reduced
in the New River due to high turbidity and water level fluctuations
(Kimber et al. 1995; Wood and Freeman 2017).

Here there appears to be a clear nexus between Project operations and
effects (direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) on the aquatic community
in general and foundation plants and the unique Walleye population, in
particular. Fish population enhancement and habitat rehabilitation are
effective mitigation strategies in hydropower projects (Trussart et al.
2002).

. A number of coolwater endemic fishes are likely influenced by the
Byllesby-Buck hydroelectric project, although no pre-project data
exists on these fishes. The New River was a refugium for flora and
fauna during the last glacial period. Today it supports a relatively high
number of endemic fishes due to (1) the presence of natural barriers
and (2) the immobility of a species. Glaciers did not reach Virginia
though the climatic and barrier effect was a strong influence in the
New River fish fauna. During the Pleistocene, the climate cooled and
for fish in the New River, it was “no way out and no way in.” because
of a large ice dam. New River animals had to stay, adapt, or die. The
mainstem falls, cascades, rapids prevented upstream dispersal after
the Pleistocene glaciation. Therefore many native New River fishes as
cool-adapted. This New River above Claytor Lake supports 46 native
fishes, 8 of which are endemic species. Multi-species surveys have
suggested habitat limitations may exist for Walleye immediately post
stocking (Carey et al. 2018). The 8 endemic fishes are coolwater
specialists, preferring temperatures about 19 C or 66 F (Shingleton et
al. 1981). Byllesby and Buck impoundments warm surface waters
and limit potential of the New River to provide habitat for these
coolwater endemic fishes (Figure 5.3-1). The Appalachia Darter is not
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common at the few locations where they do exist. They occur most
frequently in the Blue Ridge province and mainstem New River, where
five dams block their movements through the mainstem (Frimpong et
al. 2014).

Candy Darter is an endangered species (FR 2018) that inhabits swift,
shallow areas with little fine sediment and complex substrate (Dunn
and Angermeier 2016). Candy darters were extirpated from at least
seven streams in southern extent of range (Dunn and Angermeier
2018) and is threated with hybridization with the introduced Variegate
Darter (Gibson et al. 2018). The project may influence population of
Candy Darter in the Cripple Creek drainage (Wythe County).

There appears to be a clear nexus between Project operations and
effects (direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) on the Walleye and the
coolwater fish assemblage of the New River. Creation of spawning and
rearing habitats and diversification of aquatic habitats were among the
successful measures of mitigation that emerged in a review of
hydropower projects (Trussart et al. 2002).

. Appalachian does not proposed to conduct aquatic surveys for
odonates, crayfishes, or eastern hellbender within the Project
boundary (PAD 6-5). These types of surveys are more efficiently
conducted via multi-taxa study designs and there is no compelling
reason in the PAD not to do aquatic surveys. New River supports a
unique fauna of coolwater specialists, including the New River crayfish
(Cambarus chasmodactylus, Russ et al. 2016) and new species are
still being identified (Loughman et al 20170 In a recent range-wide
conservation status assessment of the New River crayfish, Russ et al.
(2016) concluded that although the species is stable at this time, its
geographical range is restricced—making them more vulnerable to
threats. The New River crayfish is currently under federal review for
listing under the Endangered Species Act (76 FR 59835). Furthermore,
this assessment noted that data on New River crayfish distributions in
Virginia were limited and recommended additional surveys in the state
to fill these gaps in knowledge. Virile crayfish (Orconectes virilis syn.
Faxonius virilis) were introduced in the New River in Virginia (Pinder
and Garriock 1998) in the late 1990s and surveys are needed to
document current distributions. Based on the absence of suitable
crayfish habitat (i.e., gravel and cobble substrates) in the Byllesby and
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Buck bypass reaches, Appalachian does not expect crayfish to be
present in these Reaches (PAD p. 5-39). This stated rationale
suggests the need for mitigation and habitat rehabilitation and
repatriation of the species lost from the project area. The endemic
fishes of the New River are unique and their limited distribution means
many anthropogenic activities may have a disproportionate influence
on species viability. The construction of dams on the mainstem and its
tributaries fragmented populations and reduced coolwater habitats. In
addition to hydropower dams, emerging threats to the restoration of
walleye include introduction of nonnative species and climate change
(Angermeier and Pinder 2015; Buckwalter et al. 2017), the same
threats to indigenous fauna and flora in the upper New River and the
upper Clinch River.

And eastern hellbender is a species of special concern in Virginia and
under review by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The PAD also has
no mention of the Eastern Hellbender Cryptobranchus alleganiensis.
The Eastern Hellbender is are large, fully aquatic salamanders that
occur in parts of the eastern United States; in Virginia it is a species of
state concern. This species is near threatened (Hammerson and
Phillips 2004) and occurs in the New River (Jachowski and Hopkins
2014). They require cool, rocky, swift-flowing streams and rivers with
high levels of dissolved oxygen. Eastern Hellbender presence was
documented in the New River in the vicinity of Fries, Virginia (Carey et
al. 2018). Recent sampling by Catherine Jachowski (Virginia Tech
Fish and Wildlife Conservation, personal communication) confirms their
existence in the New River at two locations in vicinity of Independence,
Virginia. Juvenile and adult Eastern Hellbenders eat crayfish.

Eastern Hellbenders appear to move little throughout the year and
remain close to shelter rocks (Burgmeier et al. 2011). In the Blue
River of southern Indiana, Burgmeier et al. (2011) found that 79.5%
of Eastern Hellbender locations were found on a gravel substrate
(Figure below). In a recent study of the population genetics, Unger et
al. (2013) found that greatest partitioning of genetic variation of
Eastern Hellbender was within streams (~94-98) though they
recognized genetic differences between Ohio and Tennessee drainages
and differentiation in populations at the edges of the range. The Unger
et al. study, however, did not sample Eastern Hellbenders from the
New River drainage. Due to multiple dams that limit gene flow in the
upper New River, isolated demes of hellbenders may be susceptible to
the Allee effect. Crayfish, Hellbenders, gravel substrates, and
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population fragmentation are certainly at the nexus of biological
resources and power production in this hydropower case and the
absence of attention in the PAD is disturbing.
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10. The project diminishes habitat for freshwater mussels due to a
complete lack of sand and gravel immediately downstream of the
dams and the heavy sedimentation in the impoundment. Yet, these
impacts and proposed mitigation efforts were not mentioned in the
PAD. A marked loss of mussels was evident in contemporary surveys
(Jirka and Neves 1990; Pinder et al. 2002) compared with surveys
done by Arnold Ortmann one hundred years ago. Five mussel species
have historical records above Claytor Lake. This includes two state
threatened mussels, green floater (Lasmigona subviridis, under federal
review) and pistolgrip (Tritogonia verrucosa). Others include the rare
elktoe (Alasmidonta marginata), spike (Elliptio dilitata), pocketbook
(Lampsilis ovata), and purple wartyback (Cyclonaias tuberculata;
Pinder et al. 2002; Carey et al. 2018). These freshwater mussels
depend on a host fish to complete the larval phase of its life history.
Fish are essential to permit colonization of mussels after dieoffs (Hove
et al. 2011). Creation of aquatic habitats were among the successful
measures of mitigation that emerged in a review of hydropower
projects (Trussart et al. 2002) and introduction and monitoring of rare
mussels should be discussed as mitigation efforts.

11. The impounded reaches buried much of the suitable gravel
substrate that would provide habitat for insects, crayfish, mussels,
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hellbender, fish and spawning by numerous fish, including the native
strain of Walleye. Furthermore, the depositional filling has substantially
reduced depth and surface area, caused backwater isolation and
habitat fragmentation. Eroding shorelines continue to add to sediment
loads and fluctuating water levels due to project operations limits to
colonization of foundational plants, such as the water willow. In
general, fishing quality declines with functional age of impoundments
(Miranda and Krogman 2015) and neither Buck nor Byllesby
impoundments have had a comprehensive fish or fishing or aquatic
macrophyte surveys conducted since the Appalachian Power Company
(1991) to compare conditions with upstream and downstream
reference conditions. Water celery (Vallisneria americana) provides
oxygen and supports distinct invertebrate communities and waterfowl
feeding grounds (Strayer, et al. 2003; Spoonberg et al. 2005). Both
water celery and riverweed are eaten by introduced Grass Carp
(Weberg et al. 2015). Even conditions described in the 1991 report
suggest the need for rehabilitation of the impoundment habitat to
counteract the effects of sedimentation and reservoir aging and avoid
the lakes becoming dominated by Common Carp (Weber and Brown
2009; Pegg et al. 2015). Other sections of the New River support
healthy and abundant populations of carnivorous fishes that are
targeted by various sport anglers; these include Muskellunge, Flathead
Catfish, Channel Catfish, Smallmouth Bass, Walleye (Orth and
Newcomb 2002; Brendan et al. 2004; Copeland et al. 2006; Palmer et
al. 2006, 2007; Dickinson et al. 2015; 2018; Doss et al. 2019).
Michigan stream anglers respond to differences in fish abundance
between sites and the probability of visiting a site increases with
targeted biomass (Melstrom et al. 2015). The nexus of project
operations has diminished to sport fishing potential in the Project
impoundments and warrants a plan for rehabilitation.

12. The PAD does not recognize effects of project operations on the
impoverishment of the local - regional economy and ecosystem
services provided by the New River (Breslow et al. 2017). The PAD
provides no evaluation of ecosystem services provided by the river
with or without project operations. Nor does it contain any potential
studies. Consequently, it appears that it expects FERC to balance by
assuming "an implicit value of zero" being placed on ecosystem
services. There is no explanation on how inevitable trade-offs between
competing environmental, economic, and recreational ends be made
and no studies to define these ends. Yet, Loomis (2000) maintained
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that nonmarket valuation studies should play a significant role in such
dam relicensing decisions. The information provided on price analysis
of the project is not balanced with comparable studies that adopt
conventional demand analysis of alternative or expanded recreational
opportunities (Stephenson 2000; Stephenson and Shabman 2001).
This is @ major omission in the PAD and proposed studies.

Stephenson (2000) outlined a rational decision framework that could
be adopted as an approach for scoping studies. This approach
recognizes that licensing hydropower is stakeholder-driven and relies
on building consensus among various stakeholders of different
expertise, technical language, and values. “A rational analytic
approach would create systems of structured analysis and a
corresponding set of decision rules that would guide decisions about
dam operations. The rational analytic approach begins with a limited
number of decision participants that follow a formal decision logic.
These participants conceptually identify objectives, formulate
alternatives to meet those objectives, evaluate the consequences of
each alternative, develop procedures to weigh the many different
consequences and then choose an alternative based on some a priori
decision criteria. Formal rules and procedures would be devised that
would identify the rules of analysis that would evaluate, weigh, and
choose between competing alternatives. These rules would provide the
basis for an "objective" analysis and identify the "best" answers to the
above questions.” (Stephenson 2000). This type of stakeholder
driven approach will satisfy the fundamental principles of the
integrated license process, in particular “Early issue identification and
resolution of studies needed to fill information gaps, avoiding studies
post-filing.” There are several measures for sharing development
benefits of hydropower. These include but are not limited to the
following: (1) Developing equity-sharing partnership solutions with
local and regional institutions, and (2) Creating a jointly managed
environmental mitigation and enhancement fund (Trussart et al.
2002).

13. Rehabilitation of a fishable walleye population in this reach of the
New River would have substantial economic benefits to the
impoverished local economy and is a high priority of the Department of
Game and Inland Fisheries. The Byllesby-Buck project prevents
spawning migration to the upper New River and increases the cost of
the marker-assisted selection of brood stock because fingerlings have
to be stocked above project boundary. Furthermore, the Project
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creates habitat for invasive species that may negatively affect Walleye.
Invasive species of concern in the New River include Hydrilla, Asiatic
clams, and recent introduction of Quillback Carpioides cyprinus and
Notchlip Redhorse Moxostoma collapsum - impacts as yet unknown
(Easton et al. 1993; Weberg et al. 2015; Hilling et al. 2018;
Buckwalter et al. 2018). Developing plans for invasive species
management requires broad impact from stakeholders (Fouts et al
2017), yet there is no mention of this in the PAD. These unintended
introductions are unsustainable - these have costs but no benefits.
Finally, there was no mention of analysis of the feasibility of fish
passage in the PAD. Mitigation of the Project effects should consider
alternative mitigation or compensation measures such as fish passage
for Walleye or enhanced stocking programs. The highly modified
project reach has dramatically reduced biomass of sport fish targeted
by local anglers. As mentioned earlier, Michigan stream anglers
respond to differences in fish abundance between sites and,
specifically, the probability of visiting a site increases with targeted
biomass (Melstrom et al. 2015). The losses of recreational fishing
benefits from the Project was not mentioned in the PAD but are likely
to be substantial. Von Haefen (2003) estimates that recreational
fishing in the lower Susquehanna River is worth about $30 per trip.

14. PAD recommends studies to address Geology and Soils, Water
Resources, Fish and Wildlife, Wildlife and Botanical Resources,
Wetlands and riparian habitat, recreational land use, aesthetic
resources, and cultural and tribal resources and Socioeconomic
Resources (Section 6). With the passage of the Electric Consumers
Protection Act of 1986 (ECPA), FERC's consideration of environmental
impacts with the requirement that equal consideration be given to the
protection and enhancement of, and mitigation of damage to, wildlife,
environmental quality, and recreational opportunity (Blum and Nadol
2001; Tarlock 2012). Specifically, these study plans, as written, do
not appear to recognize FERC’s “clear mandate to balance both power
interests and environmental considerations.” (Kosnik 2010) and no
time frames for completion are indicated. As Tarlock (2012, p. 1765)
wrote “species conservation and ecosystem restoration must be
subject to continuing, rigorous assessment using adaptive
management.... The central idea is that management decisions must be
constantly monitored, evaluated, and modified or reversed when new
information so counsels.”
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I thereby request a number of potential studies be conducted by the
applicant so that power production can be balanced with protection of
riverine biota and recreation. These study proposals include measurements
that are likely important for understanding the potential environmental
effects of the Byllesby-Buck project. These environmental metrics are
included in the extensive list environmental metrics uncovered during a
hydropower literature review conducted across several sectors (Parish et al.
2019). As outlined in the NOI and PAD, the study request are described
below with all requisite information.

Study Requests
PCB contamination and pollution minimization plan

i. Describe the goals and objectives of each study proposal and the
information to be obtained;
a. Determine the PCB load that exists in the total sediment
deposited in the two project impoundments and develop a plan
for removal and safe disposition.

ii. If applicable, explain the relevant resource management goals of the
agencies or Indian Tribes with jurisdiction over the resource to be studied;

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality. PCB TMDL coordinator is
Mark Richards at Mark.Richards@deq.virginia.gov or 804-698-4392.

iv. If the requester is not a resource agency, explain any relevant public
interest considerations in regard to the proposed study;

New River is an impaired water body and health advisories exist for fish
caught from the New River.

V. Describe existing information concerning the subject of the study
proposal and the need for additional information;

The New River PCB TMDL has been conducted and is available online at
https://www.deqg.virginia.gov/Programs/Water/WaterQualityInformationTMD
Ls/TMDL/PCBTMDLs/NewRiverTMDLPCB.aspx

Vi. Explain any nexus between Project operations and effects (direct,
indirect, and/or cumulative) on the resource to be studied and how the study
results would inform the development of license requirement.

The project has been storing sediment which limits the project life and
ecological and recreational values of the impounded section. which limits the
project life and ecological and recreational values of the impounded section.
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“Significant maintenance dredging was performed at the Project in 1997 (p
5-9).” However, there is no mention of the impoundments as source for in
the TMDL PCB load model. The draft TMDL report stated that “"PCBs in
streambed sediments are contributing to the system through the dynamic
relationship between the sediment and water processes. This occurs through
sediment resuspension and/or partitioning from sediment through
desorption. To address contaminated bed sediments where localized hot
spots exist (e.g., depositional area behind a dam), mechanical or vacuum
dredging could be explored as an option to permanently remove PCBs from
the system.” (Department of Biological Systems Engineering, Virginia Tech
2018).

vii.  Explain how any proposed study methodology (including any preferred
data collection and analysis techniques, or objectively quantified information,
and a schedule including appropriate field season(s) and the duration) is
consistent with generally accepted practice in the scientific community or, as
appropriate, considers relevant tribal values and knowledge; and

A model has been developed and calibrated to hydrology, sediment, and PCB
levels in the upper New River. Many uncharacterized sources and
streambed sediments represent a load in the PCB load model and the
Byllesby-Buck project would PCB source is a boundary condition in the
model. The study would estimate PCB load in sediments behind both
Byllesby and Buck reservoirs using methods similar to those used in
Department of Biological Systems Engineering, Virginia Tech (2018) .

viii. Describe considerations of the level of effort and cost, as applicable,
and why any proposed alternative studies would not be sufficient to meet
the stated information needs.

There are no alternative studies proposed in the PAD that deal with the
question of PCB loads in Project impoundments.

Water Willow propagation, rehabilitation, and water level plan

i Describe the goals and objectives of each study proposal and the
information to be obtained;

Determine shoreline habitats within the Project boundary that would be
suitable for propagation and planting of American water willow for bank
stabilization and nursery habitat for shoreline fish and other aquatic life.
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ii. If applicable, explain the relevant resource management goals of the
agencies or Indian Tribes with jurisdiction over the resource to be studied;

Enhance fish and wildlife productivity and biological diversity by stabilizing
eroding banks and reducing sediment additions to the New River.

iv. If the requester is not a resource agency, explain any relevant public
interest considerations in regard to the proposed study;

Enhanced habitat for wildlife viewing and fishing and increased water clarity
in the New River.

V. Describe existing information concerning the subject of the study
proposal and the need for additional information;

The PAD provides aerial photos but did not include vegetation map that
indicated current location of American water willow in the project area.
However, American water willow is a foundational plant that is common in
many segments of the New River and provides habitat for many aquatic
invertebrates and juvenile fishes (Lobb and Orth 1991). Water willow is
resistant to these many disturbances and is now being extensively planted in
reservoirs for shoreline stabilization.

Vi. Explain any nexus between Project operations and effects (direct,
indirect, and/or cumulative) on the resource to be studied and how the study
results would inform the development of license requirement

Water level fluctuations and long periods of inundation will cause mortality of
the American water willow. With proper water level management extensive
beds of water willow will grow and reduce shoreline erosion. Many agencies
and lake management firms are propagating and planting water willow to
reduce shoreline erosion (Collingsworth et al. 2009).

vii.  Explain how any proposed study methodology (including any preferred
data collection and analysis techniques, or objectively quantified information,
and a schedule including appropriate field season(s) and the duration) is
consistent with generally accepted practice in the scientific community or, as
appropriate, considers relevant tribal values and knowledge; and

A survey with LIDAR or drones during June through August can provide a
map of current distribution of the water willow. Water willow can be
transplanted to areas where shoreline erosion treatments are needed.

viii. Describe considerations of the level of effort and cost, as applicable,
and why any proposed alternative studies would not be sufficient to meet
the stated information needs.
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There were no alternative studies proposed. The methods described are
readily applicable for reasonable costs.

Target biological community in the two bypass reaches and
rehabilitation of the foundational plant, riverweed.

i Describe the goals and objectives of each study proposal and the
information to be obtained;

Define the metrics for a restorable biological community in the bypass reach
below Byllesby Dam and Buck Dam.

Develop minimum instream flow requirements for bypass reaches.

Propagate and replant the bypass reaches with the foundational plant,
Hornleaf riverweed Podostemum ceratophyllum.

Monitor compliance with minimum instream flow and biological metrics for
bypass reach.

ii. If applicable, explain the relevant resource management goals of the
agencies or Indian Tribes with jurisdiction over the resource to be studied;

Ecosystem productivity to support aquatic biodiversity and the downstream
sport fish production.

iv. If the requester is not a resource agency, explain any relevant public
interest considerations in regard to the proposed study;

Healthy aquatic ecosystems for easily accessible riverine fishing.

V. Describe existing information concerning the subject of the study
proposal and the need for additional information;

The bypass reaches are dewatered much of the year and provide little
biological productivity to the river. No information was provided in the PAD
to assess the biological resources in these bypass reaches.

Vi. Explain any nexus between Project operations and effects (direct,
indirect, and/or cumulative) on the resource to be studied and how the study
results would inform the development of license requirement

The Project has operated since 1912 with no minimum instream flow
requirement. Therefore, the aquatic community expected in this bedrock-
dominated river section has been totally lost and needs to be rehabilitated.
Conditions on the new license should include minimum instream flow to
support the metrics for a restorable biological community in the bypass
reaches.

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY

An equal opportunity, afirmative action institution

20



vii.  Explain how any proposed study methodology (including any preferred
data collection and analysis techniques, or objectively quantified information,
and a schedule including appropriate field season(s) and the duration) is
consistent with generally accepted practice in the scientific community or, as
appropriate, considers relevant tribal values and knowledge; and

Species distribution models provide an approach to develop fine scale maps
to predict the spatial distribution of aquatic species in the New River.
Frimpong et al. (2014) and Huang et al. (2016) applied these methods to
select fishes of the New River with good success. The models predict the
probability of occurrence by rivers segment, which can be displayed via
maps. See example map for the Appalachia Darter (below)

The methods and data can be applied for Hornleaf riverweed, crayfish, and
many other New River fishes and mussels. With treatments such as gravel
addition, the bypass reach may be colonized by spawning chubs and other
nest associates (McManamay et al. 2010; Peoples et al. 2013).

viii. Describe considerations of the level of effort and cost, as applicable,
and why any proposed alternative studies would not be sufficient to meet
the stated information needs.

No alternative studies were proposed to address the question in the PAD.
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Probability of occurrence of the Appalachia Darter Percina gymnocephala
(Frimpong et al. 2014).
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Enhancement plan for biodiversity and sport fishing in project area

i Describe the goals and objectives of each study proposal and the
information to be obtained;

Adaptive management of the sport fish in the project area and monitor
effects of the flow regime and other management interventions.

ii. If applicable, explain the relevant resource management goals of the
agencies or Indian Tribes with jurisdiction over the resource to be studied;

Increase abundance of harvestable size Walleye.

Increase natural reproduction of Walleye below Buck Dam and above
Byllesby reservoir.

Enhance biodiversity of unique flora and fauna of the New River.

Increase fishing access and fishing quality in Byllesby and Buck
impoundments.

iv. If the requester is not a resource agency, explain any relevant public
interest considerations in regard to the proposed study;

Enhance biological diversity, sport fish production, and fishing satisfaction.

V. Describe existing information concerning the subject of the study
proposal and the need for additional information;

There are numerous species of concern in the upper New River. Many were
once abundant and at critically low levels of abundance. These include three
foundational aquatic plants, four species of rare dragonflies, five species of
freshwater mussels, an unknown number of crayfish species, Eastern
Hellbender (federal and state species of concern), indeterminate humber of
endemic fishes, and unique New River Walleye. The extent of project
impacts on this assemblage has never been studied. Furthermore, it is
desired that natural reproduction of Walleye eventually replaces the need for
an expensive program of annual stocking by the VDGIF.

Vi. Explain any nexus between Project operations and effects (direct,
indirect, and/or cumulative) on the resource to be studied and how the study
results would inform the development of license requirement

There is a close interaction between Byllesby-Buck hydroelectric plant
operations and loss of habitat for foundational vegetation, crayfish, and a
diverse macroinvertebrate fauna that should be mitigated in future license
conditions.
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vii.  Explain how any proposed study methodology (including any preferred
data collection and analysis techniques, or objectively quantified information,
and a schedule including appropriate field season(s) and the duration) is
consistent with generally accepted practice in the scientific community or, as
appropriate, considers relevant tribal values and knowledge; and

The complex project conditions warrant continuing, rigorous assessment
using adaptive management so that management decisions are constantly
monitored, evaluated, and modified or reversed when new information
indicates. Therefore, this study request requires formation of a small,
dedicated adaptive management team to lead studies during the ILP and
continue some level of monitoring after a new license is provided.

viii. Describe considerations of the level of effort and cost, as applicable,
and why any proposed alternative studies would not be sufficient to meet
the stated information needs.

Survey of rare dragonflies and multi taxa survey.

i Describe the goals and objectives of each study proposal and the
information to be obtained;

Compare the occurrence and abundance of species of crayfish, dragonflies,
and small fishes in Project boundary with upstream and downstream
reference locations.

ii. If applicable, explain the relevant resource management goals of the
agencies or Indian Tribes with jurisdiction over the resource to be studied;

Biodiversity conservation is a goal of the Virginia Department of
Conservation and Restoration and the Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries. Dragonflies are sensitive to sediment, water quality, climatic
factors, making this group a potential useful indicator of local conditions
(Bush et al. 2013).

iv. If the requester is not a resource agency, explain any relevant public
interest considerations in regard to the proposed study;

Rare crayfish, dragonflies, and fishes have never been inventoried in the
Project area to define project impacts. These unique New River fauna,
many endemic, provide many ecosystems services in regulating abundance
of aquatic insects and processing dead organic matter.
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V. Describe existing information concerning the subject of the study
proposal and the need for additional information;

The pygmy snaketail dragonfly (Ophiogomphus howei), Allegheny river
cruiser (Macromia alleghanensis), spine-crowned clubtail (Gomphus
abbreviatus), and green-faced clubtail (Gomphus viridifrons) are rare
dragonflies mentioned in Virginia’s State Wildlife Action Plan (VDGIF 2015).
Carey et al. (2017) recently identified all four species from New River
surveys near Fries, Virginia. Crayfish, hellbenders, and some fishes can be
surveyed simultaneously for a cost-effective comparison of multi taxa.

Vi. Explain any nexus between Project operations and effects (direct,
indirect, and/or cumulative) on the resource to be studied and how the study
results would inform the development of license requirement

The project altered habitat for these river-dwelling aquatic organisms via
sediment deposition, substrate changes, and flow alteration. There are no
previous comparisons of the Project with reference conditions.

vii.  Explain how any proposed study methodology (including any preferred
data collection and analysis techniques, or objectively quantified information,
and a schedule including appropriate field season(s) and the duration) is
consistent with generally accepted practice in the scientific community or, as
appropriate, considers relevant tribal values and knowledge; and

Species occurrence of dragonflies can be inferred during adult, nymph, and
exuviae surveys. Exuviae occupancy probabilities suggested several reliable
indicators of species residency, such as (1) finding adults on >4 surveys, (2)
finding tenerals on =2 surveys, and (3) counting >20 adults on =1 surveys
(Bried et al. 2015). Haag et al. 2013 and Williams et al. 2014 described
field methods commonly used for collecting macroinvertebrates and crayfish.

viii. Describe considerations of the level of effort and cost, as applicable,
and why any proposed alternative studies would not be sufficient to meet
the stated information needs.

Recreational value and access development mitigation

i Describe the goals and objectives of each study proposal and the
information to be obtained;

Determine barriers to access of the New River by recreationists.
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Develop plan to improve access.

ii. If applicable, explain the relevant resource management goals of the
agencies or Indian Tribes with jurisdiction over the resource to be studied;

The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries expects an increase
in fishing participation with improvement in access in the upper New River.
The Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation manages the New
River Trail which can connect to access improvements through the Project
Boundary. The U.S. Forest Service owns land that adjoins the Project area
and can manage to improve access and campsites.

iv. If the requester is not a resource agency, explain any relevant public
interest considerations in regard to the proposed study;

Outdoor recreation is the fastest growing industry in southwest Virginia and
can support improvements in the local economy. Access to the river is a
principal barrier to participation in water-based recreation in this section of
the New River.

V. Describe existing information concerning the subject of the study
proposal and the need for additional information;

This information is provided in section 6 of the PAD. "“Appalachian plans to
conduct a recreational assessment of the Project to assess existing
recreational opportunities and potential improvements to facilities. The scope
of this study would be limited to within the FERC-approved Project boundary.
Recent data regarding usage and capacity of the existing recreation facilities
is available through monitoring conducted by Appalachian during the term of
the existing license. The most recent monitoring was completed in 2014
(2015 report, see Section 5.8.2). As such, Appalachian does not propose to
conduct additional recreational use monitoring for this relicensing, but will
incorporate existing monitoring information into the study report and
recommendations. "

Vi. Explain any nexus between Project operations and effects (direct,
indirect, and/or cumulative) on the resource to be studied and how the study
results would inform the development of license requirement.

The Project is currently a major barrier to a float-based water tourism
industry due to lack of portage around the Project.

vii.  Explain how any proposed study methodology (including any preferred
data collection and analysis techniques, or objectively quantified information,
and a schedule including appropriate field season(s) and the duration) is
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consistent with generally accepted practice in the scientific community or, as
appropriate, considers relevant tribal values and knowledge; and

Meetings with stakeholder agencies, VDGIF and VDCR and local outfitters,
appear to be appropriate first steps to create an improved access plan.

viii. Describe considerations of the level of effort and cost, as applicable,
and why any proposed alternative studies would not be sufficient to meet
the stated information needs.

Level of effort and cost is appropriate as it reflects the plans proposed in
section 6 of the PAD.

Thanks for the opportunity to review and comment on the Project PAD.

Sincerely,

Donald J. Orth, PhD
Thomas H. Jones Professor
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
Eastern Regional Office
545 Marriott Drive, Suite 700
Nashville, TN 37214
IN REPLY REFER TO:
Branch of Natural Resources -
APRO273
P~ A A : .:IL1'
o ::—"-'J ’. R , 4
Ga ‘&E‘J!ig;}'.ﬁ"‘?g« o
Ms. Kimberly Bose
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission s
888 First Street NE 3

L

Washington, DC 20426
Subject: Comments for Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC P-2514)
Dear Ms. Bose:

This letter constitutes the updated Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) comments regarding the
Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project P-2514). Carroll County, Virginia is an
area of historic interest to the Monacan Indian Nation, which has recently received federal
recognition. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission has a responsibility to conduct
complete tribal consultation before approving a project per 36 CFR Part 800.2(c)(2)(ii). The
Nation’s mailing address is:

Monacan Indian Nation
P.O. Box 960
Ambherst, VA 24521

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Harold Peterson, Natural
Resources Officer, at 615-564-6838.

Sincerely,

Sy

Bruce W. Maytubby, Sr.
%g_ Regional Director ACTING
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Arlene T warren, Richmond, VA.

Project Name: NEW SCOPING Byllesby-Buck Hydroelectric Project,
Project #: P-2514-186

UPC #: N/A

Location: Carroll Co.

VDH — Office of Drinking Water has reviewed the above project. Below are
our comments as they relate to proximity to public drinking water sources
(groundwater wells, springs and surface water intakes). Potential iImpacts
to public water distribution systems or sanitary sewage collection
systems must be verified by the local utility.

There are no public groundwater wells within a 1-mile radius of the
project site.

The following surface water intakes are located within a 5 mile radius of
the project site:

PWS ID Number System Name Facility Name

1077240 FRIES_ TOWN OF EAGLE BOTTOM CREEK

1197435 NEW RIVER REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY INTAKE - NEW RIVER

The project is within the watershed of the following public surface water
sources (facilities where the project falls within 5 miles of the intake
and is within the intake’s watershed are formatted in bold):

PWS ID Number System Name Facility Name

1197435 NEW RIVER REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY INTAKE - NEW RIVER

1750100 RADFORD, CITY OF INTAKE ON NEW RIVER

1121057 NRV REGIONAL WATER AUTH NEW RIVER (RAW WATER) PUMP
STATION

1155641 PULASKI COUNTY PSA CLAYTOR LAKE

1121643 RADFORD ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT NEW RIVER

Best Management Practices should be employed, including Erosion &
Sedimentation Controls and Spill Prevention Controls & Countermeasures on
the project site.

Materials should be managed while on site and during transport to prevent
impacts to nearby surface water.

The Virginia Department of Health — Office of Drinking Water appreciates
the opportunity to provide comments. IT you have any questions, please
let me know.



From: Elizabeth B Parcell <ebparcell@aep.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2019 2:06 PM

To: Copeland, John

Cc: Kittrell, Bill (DGIF); Allyson Conner; MacVane, Kelly; Kulpa, Sarah;
Yayac, Maggie; Jonathan M Magalski

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Byllesby Buck Recreation Management Plan and
Report

Attachments: EERC Order BYBU Rec Plan 07 03 95.pdf; EERC Order BYBU Rec Plan |
11 12 10.pdf; P-2514 Byllesby Buck Recreation Report.pdf

Hi Jon and thank you for your email.

Attached please find the Order Approving Revised Recreation Plan issued July 3, 1995 as well as the
Order Modifying Recreation Plan issued November 12, 2010. Also attached is the last Form 80 filed with
the Commission on March 19, 2015. In that Form 80 report, you’ll note that it incorrectly states that the
Byllesby Boat Ramp is maintained by VDCR. Guess we didn’t catch that at the time.

| have been unable to locate an electronic copy of the Recreation Plan that was filed with FERC on
August 31, 1994 and | am currently working out of the office but | will gladly resume my search efforts
when | return to the Roanoke office. Please note that the plan would not have been updated per se, but
the orders attached to it.

Liz
e ELIZABETH B PARCELL | PROCESS SUPV
POWER EBPARCELL@AEP.COM | D:540.985.2441
40 FRANKLIN ROAD SW, ROANOKE, VA 24011

SOUNDILISS INIRGT

From: Copeland, John <john.copeland@dgif.virginia.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, May 1, 2019 8:45 AM

To: Elizabeth B Parcell <ebparcell@aep.com>

Cc: Kittrell, Bill (DGIF) <Bill.Kittrell@dgif.virginia.gov>; John Copeland <john.copeland@dgif.virginia.gov>;
Allyson Conner <Allyson.Conner@ferc.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Byllesby Buck Recreation Management Plan and Report

This is an EXTERNAL email. STOP. THINK before you CLICK links or OPEN
attachments. If suspicious please click the 'Report to Incidents' button in Outlook or
forward to incidents@aep.com from a mobile device.

I mentioned these items in the FERC meeting on April 11.



I'd like to obtain a copy of each one as soon as possible.

1. Section 4-25 of the PAD mentions Article 411 referencing a Recreation Plan that was approved by FERC on July 3,
1995 and amended by FERC order on November 12, 2010. I'd like a copy of the latest plan revision.

2. Section 5.8.2 of the PAD mentions a Recreation Report filed on March 19, 2015. I'd like to obtain a copy of this
report.

Thanks for your help.

John R. Copeland

Fisheries Biologist 111

P 540.961.8304

M 540.871.6064

Virginia Department of Game & Inland Fisheries

A 2206 South Main Street, Suite C, Blacksburg, VA 24060

www.dgif.virginia.gov
CONSERVE. CONNECT. PROTECT.
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UNITED SBTATES OF AMERICA
PEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISS8ION
Appalachian Power Company Project No. 2514-008

Virginia —_—

ORDER APPROVING REVISBED RECREATION PLAN
JuL 03 199%

On August 31, 1994, Appalachian Power Company, licensee for
the Byllesby/Buck Project, FERC No. 2514, filed a revised
recreatlion plan pursuant to Article 411 of the project license.
Supplemental jnformation was filed by the licensee on October 24,
1994 and May 15, 1995.

Background

Pursuant to Article 411, the licensee was required to file,
by September 1, 1994, a revised recreation plan which included
pages E-48 to E-51, and figures E-18 and E-19a, of the
application filed on December 16, 1991, and the public safety
measures described in the material filed on May 24, 1993. Pages
E-48 to E-51 of the application for license state the licensee
proposes to construct an "environmental wetlands boardwalk"
adjacent to the Byllesby development and upgrade canoe portages
at the Byllesby and Buck developments. The public safety
information filed on May 24, 1993, states the public safety
measures at the project include sirens, alarms, strobe lights
and, if necessary, verbal warnings from plant personnel, to alert
recreationists of changes in flow. The licensee also states
there are boat barriers and warning signs at each development,
along with locked gates at the entrances to the spillway bridges.

1

puring licensing the virginia Department of Conservation and
Recreation (VDCR) expressed a need for information kiosks at the
project to better describe the warning sirens and safe usage of
project lands and waters to area visitors. Thus, Article 411
requires the licensee to include in the revised recreation plan
details for the installation of four informational kiosks at the
project. Further, to address other concerns jdentified during
licensing, the revised plan was to also include: (1) drawings
showing how users would access the boardwalk from the New River
Trail and proposed parking area, (2) descriptions of how
disturbances to the Byllesby caretaker’s cottage would be
minimized, (3) drawings showing the location and wording of
directional signs or buoys, and (4) an agreement with the Forest
Service (FS) for a take-out facility on the west shore of Buck

pool.gs,otﬁaggs/d

! 66 FERC § 62,188 (1994).
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Proposed Plan

The August 31 filing includes the appropriate Exhibit E
pages and public safety measures from previous filings, as well
as the additional information and documentation of consultation
required by Article 411. The supplemental information filed on
October 24 consists of a revised Exhibit E drawing which shows
the facilities around the Byllesby take-out site, as well as how
users will access the take-out from the New River State Park
Trail (NRSPT) and the parking area. The information filed on
May 15 responds to the Commission’s February 14, 1995 letter
requesting additional information about the proposals made in the
August 31 filing and also includes documentation of consultation
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).

As stated in the Exhibit E pages, the licensee proposes to
upgrade the canoe portage area at the Byllesby development.
originally, the licensee proposed to incorporate the take-out
portion of the portage into an environmental wetlands boardwalk.
This area was to also serve as a canoe take-out and hand-carried
boat launch site. Since the license application was filed, the
licensee, the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
(VDGIF), and VDCR have taken another look at the boardwalk
proposal and chosen to forego such construction. After further
investigation the licensee, in conjunction with the Virginia
agencies, decided to construct a concrete boat ramp on the east
shoreline of Byllesby pool, approximately one mile upstreanm of
the Byllesby dam. This facility is considered more appropriate
for launching boats into the deeper sections of Byllesby pool
(the primary intent of the launch near the take-out area) and, by
not constructing the boardwalk, the licensee will avoid impacting

wetland areas in the vicinity of the take-out near Byllesby dam.

Pursuant to the August 31 filing, the licensee proposes to
construct the Byllesby take-out approximately 700 feet upstream
of the Byllesby impoundment structures, on the west shore of
Byllesby pool. The take-out will be accessed by an existing
channel that will be marked with signs designating the distance
to and location of the portage. The May 15 filing adds that the
take-out structure will be a wooden platform approximately 12
feet long by 6 feet wide, with the surface approximately one foot
above the Byllesby pool elevation. The take-out area will be
accessible by a 6-foot-wide gravel pathway leading from the
platform to a 1l0-car parking area. The parking area will be
accessible from State Routes 602 and 737. The portage and
portage path will be marked by five directional signs.

The put-in area for the Byllesby portage will be
approximately 800 feet downstream of the project powerhouse, also
on the west bank of the pool. canoeists will access the put-in
by following the edge of State Route 737 to a gently sloping
embankment leading back to the river. Because the former
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Byllesby caretaker’s cottage is located near the pathway and is
eligible for inclusion in the National Historic Register, the
)icensee was required to consider measures for minimizing
disturbances to this structure. The licensee’s August 31 filing
states disturbances to the cottage will be minimized by securing
wood over all doors and windows. Further, the licensee adds that
disturbances to the cottage will be regularly monitored by the
recreational monitoring requirements of Article 412. If
additional security measures are considered necessary in the
future, they will be addressed by Article 412 filings.?

The facilities proposed for the Buck development include a
canoe portage, with take-out and put-in facilities, and an
additional take-out area on the west shore of Buck pool. The
take-out for the portage will be located approximately 700 feet
upstream of the Buck powerhouse on the west bank of the intake
channel. The portage and portage path will be identified with
four directional signs. The put-in will be located approximately
600 feet downstream of the Buck powerhouse, also on the west bank
of the river. Because of improvements done to the take-out and
put-in by the licensee in 1992, no additional construction is
considered necessary at this site. signs identifying the
location of the portage will be installed along the intake
channel and the portage route.

Given there are no take-out facilities for canoeists who do
not wish to portage around the Buck development, and because the
Forest Service (FS) proposed to provide such a facility on
project lands, an agreement between the licensee and the FS for
an additional take-out facility upstream of the Buck dam was
required by Article 411. If an agreement with the FS could not
be reached, the licensee was required to develop preliminary
plans to provide the facility. The August 31 filing states
representatives from a number of resource agencies, including the
FS, conducted a site visit on July 8, 1994, in search of an
appropriate take-out location that would be accessible by

2 Article 412 of the project license requires the
licensee to begin recreation monitoring studies in 1996 and
repeat the studies once every six years during the term of the
license, to coincide with Form 80 requirements. Each six-year
report is to address a number of monitoring issues, one of which
is, "[A]n evaluation of the need for additional recreation
facilities or safety measures, and if appropriate, proposed
amendments to the project’s recreation and public safety plans
that would accommodate such need." In addition, Article 409 of
the license requires the licensee to develop and implement a
cultural resources management plan to avoid and mitigate any
impacts to the historical integrity of project features.
Measures to protect the Byllesby caretaker’s cottage are also to
be addressed in this plan.
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motorized vehicles. At that time an appropriate site could not
be identified and the licensee proposed in the August 31 filing
to provide a status report on the issue within six months of
receiving approval of the revised plan. Pursuant to the
commission’s request dated February 14, 1995, the licensee was
asked to submit any additional information that may have been
developed on the take-out proposal. The May 15 filing states
another meeting was held with the resource agencies on April 3,
1995 and, once again, an appropriate take-out site could not be
jdentified. The licensee again proposes to file a status report
within six months of receiving approval of the revised plan.

In response to VDCR’s request for informational kiosks at
the project, the licensee proposes to install three kiosks at the
facilities proposed in the revised plan, with a fourth kiosk
proposed for the additional Buck pool take-out. The kiosk
locations identified in the August 31 filing include a location
near the Byllesby take-out on the NRSPT, near the west abutment
of the Buck spillway, and along the NRSPT near the upper reaches
of Byllesby pool. The Xiosks are intended to be maintained by
VDCR, with the information on the kiosks to be provided by the
licensee, in accordance with Part 8 of the Commission’s
regulations.

In addition to developing portages at both developments and
an additional take-out area at the Buck development, the
August 31 filing proposes to develop a bank fishing/viewing area
and a boat launch site on the Byllesby impoundment. The bank
fishing/viewing area will be located approximately 3/4-mile
upstream of the Byllesby impoundment structures on the west shore
of Byllesby pool. The site is to be developed on a staging area
created during stability work at the Byllesby structures and is
to provide nearly 60 linear feet of shoreline access to the New
River. The site will be accessed from the NRSPT, which is
restricted to pedestrian, horse, and non-motorized vehicle
traffic. Visitors with vehicles will be able to park at the
parking area near the Byllesby take-out. As discussed
previously, the Byllesby pboat launch site will be located on the
east shore of the pool approximately one mile upstream of the
dam. This facility will be accessible from State Route 736 and
will include a single-lane boat ramp and parking for
approximately 12 vehicles (7 with trailers, 5 without). A
parking space for persons with disabilities will be provided,
along with a concrete gsidewalk to the ramp.

With regard to developing management and maintenance
guidelines for the facilities discussed in the revised recreation
plan, the August 31 filing states the licensee has entered into a
"Memorandum of Understanding™ (MOU) with VDCR and VDGIF. This
MOU establishes which agency will be responsible for constructing
and/or maintaining each facility in the revised plan, as well as

Y

other recreation facilities along the river. The MOU establishes
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that the licensee will be responsible for constructing and
maintaining the canoe portages at each development, except for
the Byllesby take-out which will be constructed by VDGIF, but
maintained by the licensee. The Byllesby boat launch site will
be leased to VDGIF, who will also construct and maintain the
facility. The bank fishing/viewing area, an existing facility,
will be maintained by VDCR. The filed material states all
project-related facilities could be constructed in 1995.

Cconsultation and Comments

pursuant to the August 31 filing, the licensee requested
comments on the revised recreation plan from the American
whitewater Affiliation, Coastal canoeists, Inc., Float Fishermen
of Virginia, virginia Council on the Environment, FS, VDCR, and
VDGIF. Only VDCR and VDGIF filed responses, with neither agency
objecting to the revised plan.

The May 15 filing includes comments from the SHPO. The
proximity of the Byllesby portage path to the former Byllesby
caretaker’s cottage was considered close enough to have possible
impacts on the structure. Therefore, the licensee was requested
in the Commission’s February 14, 1995 letter to obtain SHPO
consultation on the proposal to board-up the caretaker’s cottage.
This information was requested prior to the filing of the
cultural resource management plan required by Article 409, as the
plan is not due to be filed with the Commission until March 1,
1996. By letter dated May 3, 1995, the Virginia Department of
Historic Resources (i.e. SHPO) concurred with the licensee’s
proposal to secure the building’s door and windows with boards.
SHEPO further included sample specifications for boarding unused
pbuildings. The May 15 filing states the licensee’s securing
methods will conform to these specifications.

Discussion

Although the licensee proposes to forego constructing the
wetlands boardwalk near the Byllesby portage, Commission staff
does not consider this an action which will negatively impact the
recreational use of the project. The licensee has taken
appropriate measures to provide boat launching access at another
location on Byllesby pcol and has provided a shorter portage
around the Byllesby dam by eliminating the boardwalk. Further,
the wetland area that exists between the marked channel and the
river’s edge, on which the boardwalk was to be located, will
still be within view of the take-out platform. The licensee is
reminded, however, that access paths from the NRSPT to the take-
out area are to be provided as shown on Drawing E-19b, filed on
October 24, 1994. With these access paths, the modifications to
the Byllesby take-out will accommodate the needs of recreators at
this site.
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Wwith regard to the licensee’s inability to identify an
additional take-out area on Buck pcol, the licensee’s request to
file a status report within six months of the date of this order
is considered appropriate. The licensee’s May 15 filing states
current site limitations (steep rocky shoreline, wetlands,
adjoining facilities) make it impractical to construct a take-out
facility on Buck pool. Further, at the April 3 site meeting to
identify a take-out location, the FS, who originally proposed the
take-out, expressed concerns about establishing the facility on
the Buck pool. The FS is concerned about additional,
uncontrolled user traffic that may occur in the New River
Recreation Area. Because the FS and VDCR did not file formal
comments on the Buck take-out site prior to the licensee’s May 15
filing with the Commission, the licensee proposed the status
report. The Commission should require that a status report on
the Buck take-out be filed within six months of the date of this
order and, if at that time, a site has not been identified, the
licensee should request that the recreation plan be amended to
delete the requirement for the take-out.

Commission staff further acknowledges the licensee’s efforts
for providing quality recreational experiences at the Byllesby
and Buck developments. The licensee has joined with VDCR and
VDGIF to form "The Partners in River Access Program,"” and has
entered into a MOU with these agencies to better establish
maintenance and management guidelines for a variety of facilities
along the New River. This agreement has been entered into at the
will of the licensee outside the terms and conditions of the
project’s license with the Commission. Therefore, the MOU will
be excluded from the material approved by this order. The
licensee is reminded, however, that they are ultimately
responsible for ensuring that the facilities approved in the
revised recreation plan are constructed and maintained in a
manner which protects and enhances the recreational, scenic, and
other environmental values of the project.

Excluding the MOU, the filed material adequately meets the
requirements of Article 411 of the Byllesby/Buck Project license.
The licensee has adequately addressed the needs of persons with
disabilities and the facilities proposed in the revised
recreation plan should provide ample opportunity for project
visitors to access the New River and the Byllesby and Buck pools.
To allow an appropriate amount of time to coordinate construction
with involved agencies, the licensee should be given until
December 31, 1996 to complete construction of the approved
facilities. Therefore, the revised recreation plan should be
approved as discussed.

The Director orxders:

(A) The revised recreation plan, excluding the Memorandum
of Understanding, filed on August 31, 1994 and supplemented by on
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October 24, 1994 and May 15, 1995, should be approved and made
part of the license. The approved recreation facilities should
be constructed by December 31, 1996.

(B) Within six months of the date of issuance of this
order, the licensee shall file a status report on the development
of an additional take-out area on Buck pool. This report should
identify the location of the take-ocut, the type of facilities to
be provided, a construction schedule, and documentation of
consultation with the U.S. Forest Service, Virginia Department of
Game and Inland Fisheries, Virginia Department of Conservation
and Recreation, and the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO). If a site for an additional take-out facility on Buck
pool cannot be identified within six months of the date of
issuance of this order, the licensee should file a request to
amend the recreation plan for the project, to delete the
requirement for the additional take-out. An amendment request
should stipulate the reasons for deleting the requirement,
describe the measures taken to identify an appropriate location,
and document consultation with the above agencies on the proposed
amendment, with the exception of SHPO.

(c) Within 90 days of completing construction, the licensee
shall file as-built drawings of the facilities approved by this
order. The drawings should be of an appropriate scale to show
the facilities/amenities at each site and should include an
overall site plan which shows the location of the areas in
relation to one another. Further, the overall site plan should
clearly identify which facilities are approved components of the
recreation plan and which are facilities provided by other
agencies.

(D) This order constitutes final agency action. Requests

for rehearing by the Commission may be filed within 30 days of
the date of issuance of this order, pursuant to 18 CFR § 385.713.

0. /Vz_/u :

6;7/;. Mark Robinson
Director, Division of Project
Compliance and Administration
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

American Electric Power Service Corporation Project No. 2514-129

ORDER MODIFYING RECREATION PLAN
(Issued November 12, 2010)

1.  On September 17, 2010, American Electric Power Service Corporation, licensee for
the Byllesby and Buck Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2514), filed arequest to modify
its recreation plan to change the location of the canoe portage take-out upstream of the
Byllesby development. The Order Approving Revised Recreation Plan was issued on
July 3,1995.) The project islocated on the New River in Carroll County, Virginia

2.  The Bylleshy canoe portage take-out has become increasingly difficult for the
public to access due to decreasing water depths. The licensee proposes to permanently
rel ocate the canoe portage take-out to a site just upstream of the boat barrier and
downstream of the existing take-out for the Byllesby devel opment.

3. The proposed take-out would be located approximately 200 feet downstream of the
existing portage channel entrance. From the relocated take-out site, there would be a
crushed stone pathway approximately 200 feet in length at the north end of the wetland
areathat will connect to an existing stone access way. Canoeists could then follow the
existing portage path around the Byllesby powerhouse. The gate at the entrance to the
existing stone access way would be modified to allow canoeists to exit but would not
allow vehicle traffic to enter the site. Signage will be provided to direct canoeists to the
rel ocated take-out and portage pathway. It is anticipated that the work would be
completed by the start of the next recreational boating season in April 2011.

4.  Thelicensee has consulted with the U.S. Forest Service (FS) and the Virginia
Department of Conservation and Recreation (VDCR) regarding the relocation of the
canoe portage take-out. Included in the filing are copies of comments from the FS dated
August 27, 2010, and comments from VDCR dated August 27, 2010 and September 7,
2010. Neither agency objects to the relocation or design of the canoe portage take-out
location.

L 72 FERC 62,003 (1995)
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5. Since lower water levels and sedimentation at the current location of the Byllesby
canoe portage take-out have made it difficult and unsafe for recreational use, it isin the
public interest to relocate the canoe portage take-out. The licensee's request should be
approved. Upon completion of the facilities, the licensee should file drawings showing
the location and layout of the facilities, as-built, in relation to the project boundary. Also,
in order to accurately include permanent recreation facilities in the Commission’s
geographic database for the project, the licensee should file site-specific information on
the location of project recreation facilities.

The Director orders:

(A) The proposed amendment to the recreation plan for the relocation of the canoe
portage take-out at the Byllesby development for the Byllesby and Buck Project No.
2514, filed on September 17, 2010, by American Electric Power Service Corporation is
approved and the recreation plan is amended accordingly.

(B) Thelicensee shall file with the Commission, for approval, within 60 days of
completing the canoe portage take-out relocation approved in ordering paragraph (A)
above, as-built-drawings showing these changes in relation to the project boundary.

(C) Within 45 days of the date of this order, American Electric Power Service
Corporation shall file location point data representative of new canoe portage take-out
location approved in thisorder. The location point must be positionally accurate to
comply, at aminimum, with National Map Accuracy Standards for maps at a 1:24,000
scale. Thelocation point must include latitude/longitude, in decimal degrees, based on
the horizontal reference datum of the North American Datum of 1983 (NAD 83).

(D) Thisorder constitutes final agency action. Any party may file arequest for
rehearing of this order within 30 days from the date of its issuance, as provided in section
313(a) of the FPA, 16 U.S.C. § 8251 (2006), and the Commission’ s regulations at 18
C.F.R. 8 385.713 (2010). Thefiling of arequest for rehearing does not operate as a stay
of the effective date of this order, or of any other date specified in thisorder. The
licensee’ s failure to file arequest for rehearing shall constitute acceptance of this order.

Robert J. Fletcher

Chief, Land Resources Branch
Division of Hydropower
Administration and Compliance
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FERC ForM 80 RECREATION REPORT
BYLLESBY/BUCK PROJECT
(FERC No 2514)

APPALACHIAN POWER COMPANY

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND

Appalachian Power Company (Appalachian) operates the Byllesby/Buck Project, which is
licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) as Project No. 2514. The
Project consists of two developments located on the New River in Carroll County, Virginia: the
21.6 MW Byllesby Development and the 8.5 MW Buck Development.

1.2 PURPOSE AND CONTENT OF THE STUDY

Section 8.11 of FERC regulations require that licensees prepare a License Hydropower
Development Recreation Report (Form 80) for each hydroelectric development every six years.
The purpose of completing the Form 80 is to provide sufficient information for FERC regarding
recreational facilities located at the Project, which aid in determining whether existing recreation

facilities at the Project are adequate to accommodate public demand.

This report provides a summary of the recreation use estimated to occur at the Project. This

report is organized in the following manner:

e Section 2.0 provides an overview of the recreation facilities at each Development.
e Section 3.0 presents the study methodology.

e Section 4.0 provides the results of FERC Form 80 study effort including information
on the project related recreation sites, existing recreation use levels and site
capacities, and the adequacy of the licensee's recreation facilities at the project
sites to meet recreation demand.
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20 STUDY AREA

2.1 BYLLESBY DEVELOPMENT

The Byllesby Development is located upstream of the Buck Development near Ivanhoe,
Virginia, in Carroll County. The Byllesby Dam impounds 239 acres of the New River. Public
recreation facilities at the Development include the Byllesby Canoe Portage, located just
upstream of the Dam; the New River Canoe Launch, located just downstream of the Dam and
which serves as the put-in for the canoe portage trail; and the Byllesby VDCR Boat Launch,
located on the impoundment (Figure 2-1). The New River Trail State Park, a multi-use hiking,
biking and equestrian trail, can be accessed from the Byllesby Canoe Portage site.

2.2 Buck DEVELOPMENT

The Buck Development is located downstream of the Byllesby Development also near Ivanhoe
Virginia, in Carroll County. The Buck Dam impounds a short reach (66 acres) of the New River
between the Buck and Byllesby Dams. Public recreation facilities at the Buck Development
include: the Buck Canoe Portage, which is accessible only from the water; the New River Trail
Picnic Area, which is accessible only from the water or via a portion of the New River Trail; and
the Buck Dam Picnic New River Trail State Park (Figure 2-1).
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FIGURE 2-1 BYLLESBY/BUCK PROJECT RECREATION FACILITIES

Buck Canoe
Portage

/

Buck Dam
Picnic Area /

F 4

\ \ New River Trail
New River Pienic Area
Canoe Launch \

Byllesby Cano /

Portage
\ ByllesbysVDCR

Boat Launch

.8 Mil
1.8 0 1.8 Miles This map s a user generated static output from an Internet mapping site and

is for reference only. Data layers that appear on this map may or may not be
G hic F Program - IMGIS. NPS.GOV accurate, current, or otherwise reliable
THIS MAP |S NOT TO BE USED FOR NAVIGATION

MARCH 2015 2-2 Kleinschmidt



3.0 METHODOLOGY

Kleinschmidt utilized existing data and collected primary data in 2014 through the use of traffic
counters deployed at all project recreation sites.

3.1 DATA COLLECTION

3.1.1 LITERATURE REVIEW AND DATA SEARCH

To inform the final Form 80s and required Recreation Report, Kleinschmidt collected and

reviewed existing recreation data, including:

e Project boundary maps and access area maps;
e Appalachian staff interviews;

e 2003 and 2009 Form 80 documentation for each development (i.e., Form 80 and
supplemental Recreation Reports);

e US Census population data;
e Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (VDCR) website; and

e Recreation use data collected in support of project relicensing efforts.

3.1.2 RECREATION SITE INVENTORY

A recreation site inventory was conducted at the Buck Dam Picnic Area, Byllesby VDCR Boat
Launch, Byllesby Canoe Portage, New River Canoe Launch, and the New River Trail Picnic
Area on March 24, 2014. The inventory collected general capacity information at each of the
recreation sites along with photo-documentation of the sites. Inventory Results can be found in
Section 4.1. Because it is accessible only from the water, an inventory of the Buck Canoe

Portage was not conducted by Kleinschmidt staff in the spring of 2014.

3.1.3 TRAFFIC COUNTER METHODOLOGY

Traffic counters were placed at strategic locations at the Byllesby VDCR Boat Launch, the
Byllesby Canoe Portage, the New River Canoe Launch, and the Buck Dam Picnic Area to
accurately capture entrances and exits (as appropriate) by vehicles. The counters remained in
place from late March through October 30, 2014.
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Traffic counts were not deployed at the Buck Canoe Portage, which is owned and operated by
Appalachian, or the New River Trail Picnic Area, which is owned and operated by the VDCR,
because both recreation sites are unavailable by vehicle. The Buck Canoe Portage is accessible
by water; while the New River Trail Picnic Area is accessible by the New River Trail.
Recreation use at the Buck Canoe Portage was estimated using data from the 1997 Recreational
Use Monitoring Study (Appalachian, 1997). Use of the New River Trail Picnic Area is
anticipated to be captured by traffic counter deployed at likely origination points (project-related
public access sites that serve as trailheads for the New River Trail. The Byllesby Canoe Portage

was closed for the season due to dredging at the Byllesby Dam.

The counters were programmed to collect data continuously and set to record the total of vehicle
entering or exiting the site at 1-hour intervals. Data from the traffic counter was downloaded
approximately every two weeks on non-holiday weekends initially in order to prevent data loss
and to ensure accurate performance and that aberrant data was not being recorded. Once it was
confirmed that the traffic counters were functioning accurately, data collection was undertaken at
least monthly on non-holiday weekends (Table 3-1). The traffic counters recorded both entrances
and exits, and total traffic was estimated by dividing the counts by two (except at the New River
Canoe Launch at the Byllesby Development, where two traffic counters were placed at the
separate entrances and exits, and the data were added together before dividing by two). To
ensure coverage during the majority of daylight hours and to account for pre-dawn and post-dusk
angling use, the daytime sampling period for traffic counter data collection was defined as being
between the hours of 5:00 am and 9:00 pm. The nighttime sampling period was defined as being
between the hours of 9:01 pm and 4:59 am. The daily vehicle counts were summed across each

daytime or nighttime period.

During the monthly traffic counter data collection, a trained recreation clerk supplemented the
traffic counter data by collecting spot counts in the parking lot(s) to address the capacity portion
of FERC Form 80. Clerks also indicate on the Daily Summary Report, the total number of

observed individuals and activities in which visitors were engaged during this surveillance.
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TABLE 3-1 BYLLESBY/BUCK TRAFFIC COUNTER DATA COLLECTION/SPOT COUNT
SCHEDULE

DATES TIME SITE DIRECTION

Saturday, April 05, 2014 7:13 AM | Buck Canoe Portage Clockwise

Sunday, April 20, 2014 10:55 AM | Byllesby VDCR Boat Launch | Counter

Saturday, June 14, 2014 3:14 PM | Byllesby VDCR Boat Launch | Clockwise

Saturday, August 09, 2014 9:29 AM | Buck Dam Picnic Area Clockwise
Saturday, August 24, 2014 7:00 AM | Byllesby Canoe Portage Counter
Sunday, September 14, 2014 7:49 AM | New River Trail Picnic Area Counter
Sunday, October 5, 2014 11:45 AM | New River Canoe Launch Counter

3.2 DATA ANALYSIS

The Form 80 is divided into two sections, referred to as Schedules 1 and 2, respectively.
Schedule 1 includes basic Project and overall public use information, including an estimate of
total annual recreation days* and peak weekend average? and specified in terms of daytime and
nighttime use. Schedule 2 requests an inventory of recreation resources for the Project, and an
estimate of the percent capacity at which sites are currently used. Appalachian’s use estimates for

project-related, developed recreation sites at the Project is presented below.

3.2.1 ScCHEDULE 1 USE ESTIMATES
3.2.1.1 TRrRAFFIC COUNTER USE ESTIMATES

The recreation days for the peak summer recreation season were calculated using the 2014
vehicle traffic counter data. The daily totals of vehicle entrances between 5:00 am and 9:00 pm
were summed by month and day type. The nighttime totals of vehicle entrances between 9:01 pm
and 4:59 am also were summed by month and day type. These counts were then multiplied by
the average number of people in each vehicle, derived from the spot count data, to estimate
daytime and nighttime recreation days. Traffic counters record entrances and exits, including
multiple visits by the same individual within a 24-hour period; therefore, converting vehicles to

people as a representation of recreation days is appropriate.

! FERC defines recreation day as each visit by a person to a development (as defined above) for recreational
purposes during any portion of a 24-hour period.

¢ FERC defines peak weekend use as weekend when recreational use is at its peak for the season (July 4 weekend
and other holiday weekends). On these weekends, recreational use may exceed the capacity of the area to handle
such use.
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Equipment tampering resulted in incomplete data at the Byllesby VDCR Boat Launch.
Specifically, the hose was removed to the side of the road on approximately April 20 and was
reattached across the road on May 15. Spot count data or the data from a similar month in the
same season was used to supplement use estimates at these sites for months with incomplete or

poor quality traffic counter data.

3.2.2 ScHEDULE 2 FACILITY CAPACITY ESTIMATES

Parking capacity was used as a proxy for facility capacity, the percent of the capacity at which
the site is used. The facility use capacity estimates were calculated by comparing the average
observed number of vehicles at the development recreation sites on sampled non-peak weekend
days with the optimal parking spaces for each recreation site. For sites with paved parking,
optimal parking was determined by the total delineated spaced. For sites with gravel parking,

optimal parking was determined based on vehicle dimensions and turn-around space.
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4.0 RESULTS

4.1 RECREATION INVENTORY

The Byllesby/Buck Project supports six project-related public recreation facilities, two of which
are owned and operated by Appalachian and the remaining sites are owned and operated by
VDCR. The Reusens Project supports one project-related public recreation facility, which is
owned and operated by Amherst County, Virginia.

411 BYLLESBY/BUCK PROJECT
41.1.1 BYLLESBY DEVELOPMENT
4.1.1.2 BYLLESBY VDCR BOAT LAUNCH

The Byllesby VDCR Boat Launch is located on the eastern side of the Byllesby Development
impoundment in the Town of Galax, Virginia. This boat launch consists of a single lane boat
concrete boat launch and a gravel parking area with space for 5 regular vehicles and 7 vehicles
with trailers. Signage prohibits camping and swimming at the site.

PHoOTO 4-1 BYLESBY VDCR BOAT LAUNCH SIGNAGE
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PHOTO 4-2 BYLLESBY VDCR BOAT LAUNCH PARKING AREA

PHOTO4-3 BYLLESBY VDCR BOAT LAUNCH
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PHOoTO 4-4  VIEW OF THE NEW RIVER TRAIL FROM THE BYLLESBY VDCR BOAT LAUNCH

41.1.3 BYLLESBY CANOE PORTAGE

The Byllesby Canoe Portage is owned and operated by Appalachian. The site consists of a hand-
carry canoe take out and an information trailhead kiosk for the New River Trail State Park. The
portage trail runs for 1,500 feet along the Buck Dam Road to the canoe put-in at the New River
Canoe Launch. The site provides a gravel parking area measuring approximately 2,850 square
feet with a single unpaved ADA parking space. Signage indicates that the site is open to the
public and owned by Appalachian; the bass size and creel limit for the New River; and directs
users to the portage trail put-in. The Byllesby Canoe Portage was temporary closed during the
2014 season because the reservoir was drawn down for dredging. The drawdown began on
March 17, 2014 and was completed on December 19, 2014.
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:H: APPALACHIAN
POWER
A vt of Amancon Electne Power:
PUBLIC NOTICE

Appalachian Power Company will begin
dredging the Byllesby reservoir
March 17, 2014. Construction is

expected to end by
November 21, 2014. During this
dredging/construction period, the
Byllesby canoe portage will be closed.
The nearest river access point is the
Byllesby Reservoir Landing, located
at the end of Route 736, (Rock Hill Road).
For more information, please contact
Appalachian Power Company at
540-985-2441. This notice is being
provided in accordance with the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Permit NAO-2013-01023 (VMRC # 13-V1663).

PHOTO4-8  SIGNAGE NOTIFYING USERS ABOUT BYLLESBY CANOE PORTAGE CLO