







































































"LaRoche, Bud (DGIF)" To <tprogers@aep.com>

<Bud.LaRoche@dgit.virginia.
dovs e e@dgit.virginia cc "Smith, Scott (DGIF)" <Scott.Smith@dgif.virginia.gov>

02/11/2010 02:26 PM bec
Subject RE: Revised Leesville Auto-Cycle vs. Continuous Release
Study Plan for Review and Comment

Teresa,

Scott Smith and | have looked over the updated study draft and we concur with the changes in the study
as requested by the FERC. The only thing we were wondering about was regarding the FERC's
requirement in the license under "2. Downstream flow management (#29) (b) conducting the study for 3
years, with additional field work in years 2 and 3 to collect real-time, empirical data on bank erosion, water
‘quality, aquatic habitat, fish populations/communities, recreation (including angling), and public safety;" As
written, the study seems to address the concept of aquatic habitat under Task 4, but I'm not sure that the
task addresses FERC's request to determine how auto-cycle vs. continuous flow affects fish
population/communities and angling impacts. If they are thinking of "angling impacts" from a safety
standpoint then perhaps you have it covered in Task 3. If they are thinking of angling impacts in terms of
fishing success, etc. then | don't think the study addresses that. With regard to impacts on fish
populations/communities, the study really doesn't have any hands on fish population/community work built
into it, but perhaps FERC thinks that Task 4 will answer those questions. We don't believe that you would
be able to identify any fish population/community impacts (good or bad) in a three year time period. It may
take as many as 10 years to see an impact. As an example, we didn't see immediate population
improvements after the company went away from peaking back in the late 1980's, it took a number of
years before any changes could be seen at the population/community level and that was a much more
dramatic change on habitat, etc.

I guess what I'm saying is that you might want to make sure that the study addresses what the FERC has
requested before you get 3 years down the road and they ask you for the population data that the study
didn't generate.

If you have any questions, just give me a call.

Bud LaRoche

Region 2 Fisheries Manager

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
1132 Thomas Jefferson Road

Forest, VA 24551

434-525-7522 (office)

540-871-6502 (cell)

Bud.LaRoche@dgif virginia.gov

From: tprogers@aep.com [mailto:tprogers@aep.com]
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 2:16 PM
To: LaRoche, Bud (DGIF); Smith, Scott (DGIF); Winn, Brenda (DEQ); Kudlas, Scott (DEQ);



"LaRoche, Bud (DGIF)" To <tprogers@aep.com>
<Bud.LaRoche@dgif.virginia.
gov>
04/12/2010 02:52 PM bee

Subject RE: Benthic and Fish Assessment

cc <jmmagalski@aep.com>

Teresa,

Scott and | have reviewed your proposed Benthic and Fish Assessment sampling plan and the study in
and of itself is fine the way it is written. Having said that, it seems to me that you may not be addressing
what the FERC and DEQ wanted to know or at least what | thought they wanted you to determine. In the
last sentence you say that "This assessment will provide information to support the other tasks, inciuding
Task 4, to make an overall evaluation and assessment of changing Leesville to an hourly auto cycling
operation". The study objective is stated as "this study will be to determine the relative impact of providing
streamflows downstream of Leesville Dam through hourly auto cycling compared to continuous releases”.
The way the last sentence in the task is written, it looks like your just trying to determine how the hourly
auto cycling will impact the fish and benthic community with no regard to hourly auto cycling versus
continuous flow as is written into the study objective. As we have mentioned previously, there is no way to
document changes in fish communities in only a three year time period. Fish communities are highly
variable from year to year just naturally due to environmental conditions and the study would have to be at
least 10 years to possibly be able to detect any changes. One thing you could do in terms of the benthic
work is to take your samples in riffle areas at base flow and then again during the hourly pulse to see if
there is any change in the population. Here again though benthic populations can be even more variable
than fish populations and from what | know of benthic sampling, very high sample sizes are needed to
detect differences.

To meet the objectives of the study it seems to me that you are going to have to provide continuous
releases for portions of the study and there is no mention in the study plan of how this will be done.

- Unfortunately I'm afraid that they have given you an impossible task to achieve given the time frame for
the study and considering the equipment in place. If you think that just collecting some fish and benthic
community data for the three years will satisfy DEQ and the FERC then what you have proposed will work.
I'm just afraid that you may get to the end of the study and DEQ and the FERC may say you didn't look at
what they asked you to look at, how benthic and fish communities respond to hourly auto cycling versus a
continuous flow situation.

If none of this makes sense give me a call in the office. I'll be here until 5:00 PM but out tomorrow.

Bud

Bud LaRoche

Region 2 Fisheries Manager

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
1132 Thomas Jefferson Road

Forest, VA 24551

434-525-7522 (office)

540-871-6502 (cell)
Bud.LaRoche@dgif.virginia.gov



From: tprogers@aep.com [mailto:tprogers@aep.com]
Sent: Friday, March 19, 2010 4:28 PM

To: LaRoche, Bud (DGIF)

Cc: jmmagalski@aep.com

Subject: Fw: Benthic and Fish Assessment

Bud,

Attached is a proposed revision to the Leesville Downstream Study to assess fish and
macroinvertebrate responses downstream of Leesville Dam to hourly autocycling
operations. Could you please review and let me know your comments? | didn't want to
insert it until we got some feedback.

Thanks,
Teresa

----- Forwarded by Teresa P Rogers/RO1/AEPIN on 03/19/2010 04:12 PM -
Jonathan M Magalski/AEPIN
TO Teresa P Rogers/RO1/AEPIN@AEPIN
03/16/2010 03:05 PM cc
Subject Benthic and Fish Assessment



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

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

Douglas W. Domenech Mailing address: P.O. Box 1105, Richmond, Virginia 23218 David K. Paylor
Secretary of Natural Resources TDD (804) 698-4021 Director
www.deq.virginia.gov . (804)698-4020

1-800-592-5482
March 1, 2010

Mr. Frank M. Simms
Appalachian Power Company
Post Office Box 2021
Roanoke, Virginia 24022-2121

RE: VWP Individual Permit Number 08-0572
Smith Mountain Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 2210
Comments on Revised Leesville Development Discharge Study Plan, February 2010

Dear Mr. Simms:

The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has reviewed the proposed changes
forwarded to us on February 1, 2010 regarding the Draft Leesville Development Discharge Study
Plan, which was submitted to the State Water Control Board (board) and approved in July 2009.
We offer the following comments.

Please clarify Task 2 to include the approximate number of water level loggers that are proposed
in Goose Creek.

Task 5 is not clear with regards to which activities are proposed for the original 3.5-mile reach
(to Goose Creek) and which activities are proposed for the extended reach (to Altavista). Please
clarify Task 5 to ensure readers understand what activities are planned for each area. Please
include the approximate number of photo monitoring and bank pin monitoring stations in the
extended reach and the approximate location of these stations.

In Section 5.0 of the plan:
e Please include a specific month and day by which each annual report will be submitted
for review and comment (i.e., December 31%).
¢ DPlease revise the section to include submission of the final reports to DEQ.
e Please include provisions for State Water Control Board review and comment on the
study results after Study Year 2 and after the last study year (if different than Year 2) in
order to meet the requirements of the permit Special Condition Part 1.D.3.



Mr. Frank Simms
VWP Individual Permit No. 08-0572
Page 2 of 2

e In each annual report, please include a discussion that compares erosion monitoring
results in the original 3.5-mile reach versus those in the proposed extended reach.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact me at 804.698.4516 or
brenda.winn{ddeq.virginia.gov.

Sincerely,

Brenda Winn
VWP Water Withdrawal Project Manager

cc: Teresa Rogers, Appalachian Power Company
Scott Kudlas, DEQ Office of Surface and Groundwater Supply Planning



The Tri-County AEP Relicensing Committee
122 East Main Street, Suite 201
Bedford, Virginia 24523

Bedford County  Franklin County  Pitisylvania County  Campbell County

&

2 March 2010

Subject: Revised Leesville Auto-Cycle vs. Continuous Release Study Plan

Attachments: (A) W. Cully Hession, PE, PhD, of the Virginia Tech College of Agricultural and
Life Sciences letter to TCRC, dated 24 April 2008.
(B) Paul L. Angermeir, PhD, of the Virginia Tech College of Natural Resources, letter to
Virginia DEQ, dated 3 October 2008

Dear Ms. Rogers:
Thank you for coordinating the review of the subject plan with the TCRC.

The Draft Proposed Plan does not include the proper study methodology to assess the effect of non-
continuous releases (autocycling) on fish populations and fish communities in the Staunton River. A
sampling task needs to be added under purpose and objectives section 3. The Draft Study Plan proposes
to use In-stream Flow Incremental Methodology (IFIM) and Physical Habitat Simulation (PHABSIM) to
assess fishery communities and populations, which is inappropriate; rather a physical sampling program
is required.

W. Cully Hession, PE, PhD of the Virginia Tech College of Agricultural and Life Sciences, wrote in
April 2008 (see Attachment A) about this very issue: "Therefore, the SI curves may vary seasonally,
monthly, daily, or even hourly which introduces uncertainty in determining what fish iruly prefer (Mathur
et al., 1985). There is no conmsistent positive linear relationship between WUA and fish abundance, with
numerous studies showing poor or negative correlations (Irvine et al. 1987). In fact, some have suggested
that the odds of finding a positive relationship between WUA and fish abundance could be due to chance
alone (Scott and Shirvell, 1987). More recently, Vilizzi et al. (2004) tested SI curves and WUA under
experimental conditions and found that the shape of preference curves is highly dependent on the time of
data collection, and that curves from a single field sampling excursion are representative for that moment

in time only."

Paul Angermeier, PhD also commented specifically on this issue (see Attachment B): "In fact the main
IFIM metric (WUA) is practically irrelevant to evaluating flow regime alternatives and population
responses.”

TCRC requests a fishery sampling program be designed to compare fishery population (number) and
communities (diversity) in the reach of the river between Leesville and Goose Creek (which is impacted
by autocycling) and between Goose Creek and Alta Vista (which is not as impacted by the one hour
autocycle). We would hope to sample the river section in late spring (June) following walleye and striper


























































































