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June 10, 2015

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
8888 First Sheet, NE, Room 1A
Washinglon, DC 20426

RE: Mountain Valley Pipeline LLC
Docket No. PF15-8-000

Dear Secretary Bose:

We mspecNully ask that the following important informalon from the Craig County Board of Supervisors (CCBoS) reganling the MVP
Pipeline be added to the ofgcial record. Although the CCBoS hes previously submitted comments regarding the MVP Pipeline, the
following documents ere fonvarded as three separate addiTional informebon submitlals for the docket hearing record.

The first document is a list and supporgng details of 19 criTical issues which the CCBoS believes must be addressed in the MVP
Envhonmental Impact Balement. This document represenls a thoughtful, collaborative review by local smkeholdem of the anticipated
impacts of such a project in our County.

The second document pnwides an historical record of the 1990s elforts of America Elecbical Power (AEP) to construct a 765 kV
elecbtcal transmission line through Craig County for review. The CCBoS believes that several commeiris provided by the Virginia Slate
Corporagon Commission (SCC) hearing otgcer and the Interim Order dearly demonstrate that during this process, the negative impede
to the community were Iderelied.

The third document is a request that the FERC enter into a Memorandum of UndersMnding (MOU) which would afhrd the CCBoS to be
more involved in the regulatory review of this proposed pipeline, and specrically Alternate Route 110, 110R, and 110J.

If you have any quesrions regarding this maSer, please contact me by phone at (540) 8646010 or via smail at clav.craiocoibtds.net .

C.q~
County ministrator

Craig County Board of Supervisors
Jim Comwell, County Attorney
The Honorable Mark Warner
The Honorable Timothy Kaine
The Honombkr Morgan Griflith
The Honorable Terry McAulilfe
The Honorable Stephen D. Newman
The Honorable Gregory D. Habeeb

Attachments
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P.O. Box 308

New Castle, Virginia 24127
540-864-5010 Phone

540-864-5590 Fax

June 10, 2015

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
8888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Mountain Valley Pipeline LLC
Docket No. PF15-3-000

Dear Secretary Bose:

Please find endosed the Craig County Board of Supervisor's (CCBoS) nineteen issue papers that
provide our comments regarding the proposed MVP Pipeline project as it relates to the Alternate
Routes 110, 110R, and 110J through Craig County.

The CCBoS appointed a citizen committee to assist the CCBoS in its review of the potential impacts
of this MVP project to our County. The citizen committee was charged with evaluating the potential
environmental efliscts, reasonable alternatives, and measures to avoid or mitigate environmental
impacbI here in Craig.

Based on the Citizen Committee's recommendations found herein and the resulting conflict with the
County's Comprehensive Plan (Copy Attached); the CCBoS wishes to recommend no alternative
routes. It believes that the impact of the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline to Craig County is so
substantial and negative, that a reasonable person would recommend no routes or a No Build
Recommendation. MVP must document in the EIS how the Pipeline project would mitigate conflicts
with the County's Comprehensive Plan.

As directed in the Notice of Intent (NOI) dated April 17, 2015, the comments have been dralted
providing the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) with specific comments and concerns.
For your information and record, Craig County has not been listed in the Notice of Intent published in

the Federal Register as an affected County.
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
June 10, 2015
Page 2

Finally, if you have any questions regarding the nineteen issues presented in this document, please
contact me at the County Administrators office by phone at (540) 864-5010 or by email at
clay.craigco@tds.net.

Sincerely,

2 l~~~~
County Administrator

cc: Craig County Board of Supervisors
Jim Comwell, County Attorney
The Honorable Mark Warner
The Honorable Timothy Kaine
The Honorable Morgan GrifRh
The Honorable Terry McAuliffe
The Honorable Stephen D. Newman
The Honorable Gregory D. Habeeb

Attachments
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Craig County BoS 19 Issues List to FERC. Grouping and Order

ENVIRONMENTAL - Ten issues - 1 to 10

1, Past AEP Power Line Proposed Route - attachment: Forest Service 2002 ROD

2, Rare, Threatened, Endangered And Special Species And Habitats

3, Cultural Attachments

4, Environmental Justice
S, Sedimentation and Erosion Control

6, Water Quality/Supply

7. Environmental and Economic Impacts Forest Fragmentation

8, Jefferson National Forest Plan Amendment to Black Bear Habitat

9. The MVP Pipeline Would Comprise the Jefferson National Forest

Brush Mountain Wilderness Areas

10. Nonnative Invasive Plant Species

SAFETY - Four Issues 11—14
11.John Creeks Flood Controls Dams

12. County Emergency Fire & Rescue Services

13. County roads and highways

14. Blast Zone

ECONOMIC - Five Issues 15 —19
16. Impacts to the County's View sheds

16. Real Estate Valuations And Real Estate Tax Revenues

17. Economic Impact on Ecotourism

18. Economic Impact JVIriculture, Agribusiness and Agri-tourism

19. Project Bond to Provide Financial Assurance to Mitigate Future And Ongoing Liabilities
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Craig County's nineteen (19) issue papers forwarding comment to FERC for the
proposed MVP Pipeline. The nineteen issues are grouped into three categories:
environmental, safety, and economic.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:

ISSUE 1: 1990s Actions by the Virginia State Corporation Commission for
proposed electrical transmission line through Craig County.

1.1 Background:

In 1991,American Electric Power's subsidiary APCO proposed to construct a 765 kV

electricity transmission line through Craig County and the Jefferson National Forest, a
proposal that was ultimately denied. Please note that the FERC is also receiving a
separate significant transmittal regarding the details of the SCC records and
significance of the SCC opinions submitted by the County's Attorney. Here we highlight
several salient issues for reference:

~ The alternatives proposed for the power line included routes that closely follow
the Alternate 110 routes in MVPs pipeline proposal.

~ After years of analysis, the Virginia State Corporation Commission concluded
that the Craig County routes proposed for 765 kV power line construction was
not suitable because the impacts would be too severe; as a result, the line was
not built through Craig County.

~ In December 2002 the US Forest Service, in cooperation with the National Park
Service and the US Army Corps of Engineers, affirmed this view in a formal
Record of Decision. (Copy of Record of Decision Attached)

The construction of a gas pipeline would cause far greater impacts than a power line, as
identified throughout this document. We have already expressed our vital concerns
about impacts to water quality and supplies in Craig County (Issue 3). Soil erosion and
stream sedimentation (Issue 5) is merely a risk with the construction of a power line, but
it is a certainty in the construction of a gas pipeline.

The analysis conducted for the power line siting decision was robust and is still valid

today. The Alternate 110 routes for the MVP pipeline are not suitable for a power line or
a gas pipeline corridor, and Alternate 110 must be eliminated from consideration.

1.2 Specific Evaluation Requests

1. The EIS must document why a route that was previously thoroughly studied and
rejected as a utility corridor must now be considered viable.

2. The EIS needs to provide a full and complete comparison of that decision and
how the significant effects affirmed then would be mitigated this time.
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ISSUE 2: Rare, Threatened, Endangered And Special Species And Habitats

2.1 Background

The proposed Alternate Routes 110, 110R and 110J will negatively impact multiple rare,
threatened, and endangered species. Of particular concern is the James spinymussel
(Pleurobema collina). The potential effect on the James spinymussel is so severe that it

could jeopardize the continued existence of the species.
~ Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species: The pipeline will pass through

potential habitat for multiple rare, threatened and endangered species in and
near Craig County, including James spinymussel, Orange Finned Madtom,
Atlantic Pigtoe, Roanoke Log perch, Bald Eagle, several species of bats and
plants, rare cave organisms and at least one undescribed species. Many of
these species would be severely affected by sedimentation or habitat destruction.

~ Native Brook Trout: Many of the watersheds that contain endangered species
waters are also of concern as known habitat for native brook trout. In addition,
Alternate 110J runs alongside Trout Creek for several miles and crosses Pickle
Branch; both are native brook trout streams.

~ Wetland Species: The wetlands proposed to be crossed on Sinking Creek
contain diverse amphibian assemblages and a recently discovered and as-yet
scientifically undescribed species of crayfish.

Landowners in Craig County take special pride in the diversity of wildlife and plants that
occur here and value the natural communities. Many landowners have entered into
voluntary conservation programs to preserve the special habitats that occur here. The
Proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline routes through Craig County could not only
jeopardize the concerted efforts of numerous county residents, but also directly harm
multiple species. All proposed Craig County routes will

~ cross all five known locations for the endangered James spinymussel in the
Upper James River watershed, including the South Fork of Potts Creek, Little
Oregon Creek, Dicks Creek, Johns Creek, and Craig Creek;

~ cross severe slopes in the drainages listed above and thus pose a significant risk
of sedimentation along the pipeline for years to come;

~ fill caves and thus destroy habitat and alter groundwater flow patterns;
~ compact surfaces, increasing runoff to streams outside of the corridor;
~ severely disturb stream bottoms where many of the endangered species live, and

potentially introduce sediment through the stream bottom if directional drilling is
utilized.

The ineffectiveness of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for pipelines on steep
slopes and the resulting problems for endangered mussels is clearly evident in the case
of the East Tennessee Gas Pipeline in Tazewell and Smyth Counties, Virginia. In 2006,
during construction of a 20-inch gas pipeline, FERC, USFWS, the Virginia Department
of Conservation and Recreation, and East Tennessee Gas took extreme care to ensure
that state-of the-art erosion control measures were in place. In addition, the USGS
conducted hourly turbidity monitoring during construction to provide nearly real-time
feedback on construction activities. In spite of this extensive and expensive attention to
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detail, slopes failed in two independent events resulting in a kill of hundreds of
individuals and multiple species of endangered mussels in Indian Creek and N. F.
Holston River. The worst sediment problems originated high in the watershed where
small streams transported sediment to the larger streams.
Two other cases further demonstrate the imminent threat: 1) the Transco pipeline
shows severe erosion scars due to negligent maintenance, and 2) the recently built

Columbia gas pipeline in Giles County Virginia has experienced severe erosion
problems during construction in spite of adherence to BMPs.

2.2 Specific Evaluation Requests

1. The EIS must address Endangered Species concerns by documenting all rare,
threatened, and Endangered species presently and historically occurring along
the path and assess the potential threats the pipeline poses to each species and
the pipelines effects on recovery.

2. The EIS must also identify and consider the potential effects on key species of
special importance to Craig County citizens and recreational visitors, such as
trout.

3. The EIS must address the issue of how to best cross the many streams and
tributaries along the route, including the pros and cons of the various methods of
crossing streams.

4. Construction of the pipeline will open trenches near all of the primary habitats for
the James spinymussel in the upper James River basin, leaving all of the primary
populations and refugia vulnerable to a catastrophic erosion event at the same
time. Clearly, leaving this situation up to fate is unacceptable. The EIS must
document that the proposed mitigation techniques have been proven to be
effective.

5. Given that Craig County, like most rural areas, depends economically on its
natural resources, the EIS must document the economic value of the unique flora
and fauna of the county. FERC must require a study of the ecological services of
the resources potentially destroyed by this project.

ISSUE 3: Cultural Attachment

3.1 Background

The 1996 DEIS for a proposed 765 kV line through Craig County included an analysis of
the impacts of the proposed line on Cultural Attachment, which was deemed a
significant issue in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The

line was ultimately routed around Craig County. With the proposed pipeline, the

following issues remain relevant:
~ The U.S. Forest Service deemed Cultural Attachment in Craig County important

enough to study for the 1996 power line EIS.
~ The 1996 study found Cultural Attachment and sense of place to be strong in

many of the areas studied and those areas are the same as the pipeline is

currently proposed to cross.
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~ The 1996 study determined that the power line would significantly affect the
connection of the people to the land and, equally important, the effects of the
power line on cultural attachment could not be mitigated.

~ Since 1996, our residents'ultural attachment to the landscape has become
even more significant. With 54% of the county's land owned by the Forest
Service and no industrial development within the county, our communities still

thrive on land-based livelihoods and lifestyles. The county's economic
development plans are based on open space and the opportunities supported by
our landscape and the surrounding National Forest lands.

3.2 Specific Evaluation Requests

1. If MVP persists in analyzing the Alternate 110 routes, Craig County
citizens'ultural

Attachment to the landscape must be analyzed as a significant issue.
2. The EIS must provide full and complete analysis of the effects of the pipeline on

Cultural Attachment as well as of alternatives that would mitigate these effects.
3. Because previous studies and decisions have been made based at least in part

on Cultural Attachment, the EIS must address these previous decisions.

ISSUE 4: Environmental Justice

4.1 Background

According to the EPA Environmental Justice website
(www.epa.aov/environmentaliustice/):

Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all

people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws,

regulations, and policies. EPA has this goal for all communities and persons
across this Nation. It will be achieved when everyone enjoys the same degree of
protection from environmental and health hazards and equal access to the
decision-making process to have a healthy environment in which to live, learn,

and work.

What is meant by fair treatment and meaningful involvement?

Fair treatment means that no group of people should bear a disproportionate
share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from industrial,

governmental and commercial operations or policies.
Meaningful Involvement means that:
1. People have an opportunity to participate in decisions about activities that may
affect their environment and/or health;

2. The public's contribution can influence the regulatory agency's decision;
3. Their concerns will be considered in the decision making process; and
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4. The decision makers seek out and facilitate the involvement of those

potentially affected.
EPA's goal is to provide an environment where all people enjoy the same degree

of protection from environmental and health hazards and equal access to the

decision-making process to maintain a healthy environment in which to live,

learn, and work.
EPA's environmental justice mandate extends to all of the Agency's work,

including setting standards, permitting facilities, awarding grants, issuing licenses

and regulations and reviewing proposed actions by the federal agencies. EPA

works with all stakeholders to constructively and collaboratively address
environmental and public health issues and concerns. The Office of
Environmental Justice (OEJ) coordinates the Agency's efforts to integrate

environmental justice into all policies, programs, and activities. OEJ's mission is

to facilitate Agency efforts to protect environment and public health in minority,

low-income, tribal and other vulnerable communities by integrating environmental

justice in all programs, policies, and activities.

4.2 Current Reality
Factors relevant to the EPA's statement on environmental justice relative to the

proposed pipeline routes through Craig County are as follows:

~ Craig County is a unique county nestled in the Western Virginia Highlands.
Residents of other Counties will also believe that their County is unique and
therefore deserves special attention, but for Craig this is especially true due to
the geography and terrain found in the County.

~ Due to its bountiful natural resources and relative isolation from urban areas, the
County's economic base depends almost entirely on been farming and tourism.

These activities have in turn affected the county's demographics, with the
population steadily aging:

~ The County's November 2013 Comprehensive Plan noted the percentage
of population between the ages of 0 and 19 decreased by 5.8 percent
from 2000 to 2010 while the number of citizens age 65 and over increased

by 28.2 percent.
~ The Comprehensive Plan also noted that the median age of Craig County

has been increasing over the past few decades, with a decreasing youth

population: in 1980 the median age was 33.1 years, but by 2010 it was
44.8 years.

~ According to the most recent U.S. Census data
(census.gov/quickfacts/table), in terms of percentage of population age 65
or older, Craig County, at 17.1%, is well above both the national (13%)
and state (12.1%)averages.

~ The median household income (2009-2013) for the county is $47,806, well

below the national average of $53,046 and the Virginia state average of
$63,907. (census.gov/quickfacts/table), and the county's 2013 per capita
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income was only $21,498, in contrast to $28,155 nationally and $33,493
statewide.

~ The county's poverty rate, as 12.9'/o, is notably above the state's 11.7'/o
(census.gov/quickfacts/table).

In short, Craig County's rural population is heavily skewed towards older and low-
income individuals.

4.3 Specific Evaluation Requests

1. FERC must instruct MVP to implement the process by which it would reach out to
the minority, low-income, tribal and other vulnerable communities along the
proposed Pipeline in Craig County in a meaningful manner that identifies both
potential impacts on these individuals and plans to mitigate or eliminate such
impacts.

Craig County has multiple vulnerable categories of citizens (elderly, low-income, rural),
many of whom lack the political capacity to meaningfully participate in a discussion
regarding the pro and cons of the proposed pipeline. Thus FERC must direct MVP to
make extensive public outreach efforts during the work completing the scoping issues.

ISSUE 5: Sedimentation and Erosion Control

5.1 Background

The addition of sediment to streams and rivers will compromise water quality in ways
that would have disastrous effects on the aquatic life of streams, the drinking water
supplies, and the economy of Craig County:

~ The exceptionally clear mountain streams of Craig County have become a refuge
of many aquatic animals that are sensitive to sediment accumulation including
both stocked and native trout and the James Spinymussel, a Federally listed
Endangered Species.

~ All citizens of Craig County get their drinking water from springs and shallow
wells associated with the karst land features.

~ Steep mountainous terrain, clear mountain streams, lush forests, beautiful
working farms, and diverse fauna define Craig County. The tax base of the
county depends on our ability to retain younger generations and attract new
residents and visitors who are drawn to these elements of the county's natural
beauty.

5.2 Specific Evaluation Requests

1. Pipelines constructed in the mountains of Virginia have a history of causing
sedimentation problems with catastrophic effects. The EIS must address why
mitigation techniques failed and caused sediment discharges to state waters, and
what MVP must do differently to protect our resources.

2. All of the watersheds crossed by the various Alternate 110 Routes in Craig
County have aquatic life concerns that could be adversely affected by the
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construction of the pipeline. The EIS must address the pros and cons of all

possible pipeline construction techniques for crossing streams and assess the
potential negative effects of all methods.

3. The proposed pipeline crosses some of the most valuable land in the county, and
that value is in part associated with the presence of trout and the natural
environment of the area. The EIS must assess the potential effect of sediment
on trout waters and the importance of trout to the local economy as they pertain
to county tax revenues. For example, if trout were eliminated from Johns Creek
due to sediment introduced by the pipeline, how would that affect future home
building (which had only recently begun to recover from the 2007 housing crash)
and property values in the Black Diamond Community? Similar studies must be
performed for The Trout Creek and Craig Creek watersheds.

4. Where the pipeline nears Sinking Creek, it would cross extensive wetlands.
What proven mitigation techniques will be used for crossing of these wetlands,
and how will groundwater flow patterns maintained?

5. MVP has stated that they will follow appropriate BMPs; however, it is difficult to
determine which established Best Management Practices (BMPs) apply to the
construction of pipelines. Many BMPs, including state and local Craig County
BMPs, specifically exempt pipeline construction. The EIS must include a review
of appropriate BMPs and list the specific BMPs to be followed.

6. Other pipelines constructed in endangered species waters in Virginia utilized
real-time stream monitoring by third parties. We recommend similar third party
monitoring during construction, and toward this end the EIS must address
information from previous projects and identify needs and expectations for such
monitoring.

7. The pipeline will encounter numerous voids (caves) during construction that are
important pathways for water movement to springs and wells. How will these
voids be dealt with during construction? The EIS must address the potential
impacts for land owners if these voids are filled as well as methods to mitigate all

impacts on residents'ater supplies, and must recommend an administrative
method for restoration if water quality or quantity is affected.

8. Other pipelines in Virginia have not been maintained to control erosion. The EIS
must address long-term maintenance of the pipeline to control erosion and
protect the aquatic life, water supplies, and economic interests of Craig County.

ISSUE 6: Water Quality and Supply

6.1 Background

Craig County residents obtain their domestic and agricultural water supplies from

springs and wells in the County. The only public water supply is for the residents of the
town of New Castle, and even that supply is from wells. Historically, severe
disturbances to the land surface have caused problems in water supplies.

~ The area of Craig County where the pipeline is proposed to pass is dominated by
a truly karst geology, with sinkholes, sinking streams and springs common.

~ Fractures, cracks, channels, and sinkholes readily form throughout the region's
karst limestone base, creating a deeply interconnected and fragile water supply.
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Surface features and local history indicates this is especially true in the area the
pipeline is proposed to cross.
There are local examples of drilling and excavation and other surface activities
increasing sediment and other contaminates in water supplies. All households in

Craig County get their water supplies from shallow wells or springs, which are
more sensitive to surface disturbance.
Water supplies are a strong part of the cultural attachment the citizens of Craig
County feel to the land where they live. Most people know not only where their
water comes from, but the history and details about their water supply.

As proposed the pipeline will

strip the survey corridor of the water-filtering, natural cover of the ground, which
is particularly important in karst regions where water is transported directly to the
aquifer;
excavate a 10-foot-deep trench through the rock and soil, an activity that has a
history of altering groundwater flows;
place a 42-inch metal pipe in the ground, install water breaks, and compact the
surrounding ground, all of which will unavoidably alter near-surface water
movement, infiltration, water quality and water flow patterns;
fill voids (caves), changing centuries old groundwater flow patterns to wells and
springs.

The domestic water supplies for thousands of people in Craig County alone could be
negatively impacted by construction of the MVP pipeline through the county.

6.2 Specific Evaluation Requests

The EIS must include mapping, descriptions, and water quality testing of all water
supplies within a mile of the proposed corridor.
The EIS must include an assessment of the potential effects of the pipeline on
wells, springs and stream water supplies in the area. This assessment must
include extensive studies of groundwater flow patterns and an assessment of the
potential of altering groundwater flow patterns before damage is done.
Case studies of pipeline effects on water supplies in local karst areas must be
included for comparison.
The EIS must include proven techniques for protection of wells and ground water
quality.
The EIS must address specific responsibilities and liabilities of MVP for
restoration of water supplies as well as administrative procedures for landowners
to use in the event of a water supply problem.
Given the strong cultural attachment to the land, the EIS must assess how
destruction of existing water supplies would affect the sense of place for the
residents.
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ISSUE 7: Potential Economic Impacts of Forest Fragmentation

7.1 Background

The wild and undeveloped nature of Craig County is a highly valued asset, as noted
under Issues 1, 6, 10, and 14 in particular as well as broadly throughout this document:

~ Tourism and recreation provide a major economic base for Craig County, which
hosts no other industries and very few employers.

~ The high percentage of National Forest lands creates a 'pristine'eel to the
County, with scenic views unbroken by evidence of human development and
large contiguous tracts of interior forest that host biodiversity unseen in the more-
developed neighboring counties.

~ Because our county's major waterways are protected by forested watersheds,
their ultraclean waters host headwater species like trout, and endangered
species that have disappeared from other more-impacted areas (e.g., the James
spinymussel).

~ The county's proximity to two major educational institutions (Virginia Tech and
the University of Virginia's Mountain Lake Biological Station) make it a 'natural
laboratory'hat gives students unique opportunities for learning and research.
Both institutions have ongoing research projects to explore the bountiful

biodiversity of Craig County.

Fragmentation of forest tracts in Craig County is one of the ecological (and thus
economic) threats presented by the Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP). A broad pipeline
corridor on which the forest is never allowed the regenerate will fragment some of the
last pieces of interior forest habitat remaining in this area, resulting in a broad range of
detrimental outcomes:

~ A pipeline corridor crossing our mountain ridges will be visible from many miles
of private lands, and destroy scenic viewsheds that currently increase those
property values. Ridge crossings will be visible from many areas of the National
Forest and the Appalachian Trail, and from the Scenic Byways and the Birding
and Wildlife Trail, thus destroying the rare viewsheds that currently bring tourists
to Craig County.

~ A pipeline corridor that slashes through unbroken forest will impact interior
forest plants and wildlife that are a critical component of the nature of Craig
County.

~ Isolated, rocky ridgetops that currently host unique plant and animal
communities (such as mosses and timber rattlesnakes) will be destroyed.

~ Isolated denning areas that are used by female black bears to give birth to and
nurture their cubs will no longer be isolated from human disturbance, and bear
populations that support a very large and conservation-minded bear-hunting
community may decline.

~ Uncommon neo-tropical migrant birds that rely on undisturbed interior forest for
nesting areas (for example, wood thrushes; scarlet tanagers; several hawks and
owls; several woodpeckers; and numerous warblers and vireos) will decline, as
will related bird watching opportunities that bring tourists to our County.
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~ A pipeline will create extensive new 'edge habitat'hat will damage the
ecological integrity of not just the 75-125'ipeline corridor, will stretch for as
much 300-400'nto the forest on each side of the pipeline. What were once
interior forest trees and other plants will be exposed to sun and wind to which
they are not adapted, and they will be destroyed and replaced by more-common
sun-tolerant plants (including a long list of ecologically and economically
damaging nonnative invasive plant species such as multiflora rose, autumn
olive, tree-of-heaven, and tall fescue).

~ Uncommon forest wildflowers will decline, as will associated tourism.
~ Fragmenting these forests will damage and reduce the value of ecosystem

services of the existing forest (contributions to water storage, water purification,
air purification, erosion prevention, etc.), and these services have real economic
value that must be effectively replaced or mitigated.

7.2 Specific Evaluation Requests

FERC must include the following crucial analyses in the EIS related to the proposed
MVP corridor(s):

1. A thorough environmental assessment of the impacts of fragmenting interior-
forest habitat that currently exists in Craig County, including but not limited to
evaluation of impacts to plant and animal biodiversity, soil integrity and
conservation, forest cover and associated watershed protection, and to other
ecosystem services.

2. An economic assessment of the importance of wildland-related tourism in Craig
County and the surrounding area.

3. An economic assessment of the role of scenic viewsheds in tourism and private
property value in Craig county and surrounding areas.

4. A thorough economic assessment of the potential effects of this project on land
values in Craig County, performed by an independent body, including an
evaluation of potential and 'missed'uyers who are influenced by the mere
existence of the project proposal.

5. An economic assessment of the value of ecosystem services presently provided
by the forest in Craig County and the damage to those service that the project
would cause.

6. Detailed development of a fair and equitable financial mitigation plan to
compensate landowners and the public in Craig County for ALL values that
would be degraded by the project.

While these may not be typical scoping requests for an EIS, the geographic area that
MVP proposes to cross is not typical. Our citizens'ense of place and well-being,
associated property values, wildland-associated tourism, and our County's very
existence and economy are inextricably linked to the health of the land and its
character. If the MVP proposes to take many of these values and associated property
rights from our citizens, then they must also provide a full and accurate accounting of
the real costs of this project as well as a valid plan for fair and justifiable environmental
and financial mitigation if this project indeed is approved. Any difficulty in meeting these
requests simply illustrates the scope and depth of the potential damage this project

10
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could do to our citizens and the environment that we have worked hard to protect and
nurture.

ISSUE 8: Jefferson National Forest Plan Amendment to Black Bear Habitat

8.1 Background

~ Proposed MVP pipeline Routes 110, 110J and 110R would pass through U.S.
Forest Service lands designated as Black Bear Habitat and Old Growth Forest.
Both are currently designated as inappropriate for utility corridors.

~ Before construction would be allowed the Forest Plan for the JNF would need to
be amended to allow construction in these areas.

~ Since the implementation of the Forest Service Plan black bear populations have
increased and black bear hunting has also increased. As a result, bear hunting

has become an important recreational activity in Craig County.

8.2 Specific Evaluation Requests

1. The EIS must assess the effectiveness of the current Forest Service Plan and
management activities on black bear populations.

2. The EIS must identify how changing the Forest Service plan would effect black
bear populations, including

a. Habitat fragmentation
b. Creation of a corridor that would allow easier access to remote areas

3. The EIS must address the economic importance of black bear hunting in Craig
County

4. The EIS must address the reasons the original Forest Plan specifically stated
utility corridors were inappropriate for these lands and identify changes that
would invalidate this decision.

Issue 9: The MVP Pipeline Would Compromise the Jefferson National Forest
Brush Mountain Wilderness Areas

9.1 Background:

The proposed MVP pipeline route 110Rwould pass through U.S. Forest Service land

between the Brush Mountain East and Brush Mountain Wilderness Areas. The two

Wilderness Areas are separated by a narrow utility corridor with an existing power line

already in place, but the power line disturbs little of the corridor. These Wilderness
Areas are only a few years old, and the exact boundaries of the Wilderness Areas and
the existing right-of-way have not even been completely surveyed or marked. The
existing power line stretches from ridgetop to ridgetop, passing over undisturbed forest
below that is indistinguishable from the adjacent Wilderness Areas. In an ecological
sense, the two Wilderness areas are essentially one.
Excavation of a pipeline through the existing power line right-of-way would have major
impacts on the adjacent Wilderness Areas. A pipeline would sever most of the existing
ecological connections between the Wilderness Areas. It would create an impenetrable
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barrier for many animals, especially small animals and those vulnerable to dry
conditions and aerial predation. Clearing the forest and disturbing the ground through
this narrow corridor would create an ideal habitat for the establishment of nonnative
invasive plants species, which would then easily invade the adjacent Wilderness Areas.
Interior-forest species in both Wilderness Areas would decline, and the ecological
integrity of the Wilderness Areas will be compromised.
Potential electromagnetic interactions between the existing transmission towers and the
proposed pipeline could cause the corridor to have to be widened. Much of the
proposed pipeline croute is extremely steep side slopes. These slopes will present
serious issues with both pipeline constructability and effective mitigation of erosion and
sedimentation that would otherwise affect both the Wilderness Areas and private lands.
Constructability issues may require the existing corridor to be widened even further,
which will exacerbate the fragmentation of the Wilderness Areas even more. The
construction survey and EIS must assess constructability within the existing corridor,
and the impacts that such construction would have on the adjacent Wilderness Areas.

9.2 Specific Evaluation Requests:

1. Map the specific Wilderness Area boundaries.
2. Assess whether mountaintop ridgelines between the Wilderness Areas, and

associated view sheds from the Wilderness Areas and other important locations,
will be impacted by pipeline construction and maintenance.

3. Assess slope constraints and the construction techniques required to build the
route to determine if it is feasible to build within the current constraints of
Wilderness boundaries and the existing power line.

4. Assess how sedimentation and compaction of the soil within the pipeline corridor

could potentially affect the Wilderness Areas.
5. Assess the ecological impacts of fragmenting the two existing Wilderness Areas.
6. Survey lands adjacent to the existing power line corridor for invasive plants

species, and develop an Early Detection and Rapid Response (EDRR) plan to
effectively prevent these species from invading the protected Wilderness Areas.

7. Assess the potential impacts of normal corridor maintenance activities, and the
EDDR plan, on the integrity of the Wilderness Areas.

ISSUE 10: Nonnative Invasive Plant Species

10.1 Background

Nonnative invasive species cause more than $100 billion in damage annually to human
and natural ecosystems in the USA. Invasive plant species do severe damage to
forestry and agricultural production; natural habitats and plant and animal populations;
and critical ecosystem services for human populations, including water purification and
storage, air purification, and soil protection and stabilization. Impacts of invasive
species in Virginia alone exceed $1 billion each year.
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Nonnative invasive plants are a particular problem for land managers. No other
problem except general loss of natural habitats has a larger impact on native plant and
animal species in Virginia, and the proposed pipeline has strong potential to introduce
new problems and exacerbate existing ones:

~ Utility and road rights-of-way (ROW) are notorious for increasing and
accelerating the spread of nonnative invasive plants, in part because ROW
management (generally mowing and/or chemical herbicide spraying) tends to
favor many invasives over native species.

~ Spread of invasive plants is particularly stimulated by construction and
maintenance of buried pipelines. Such activities not only eliminate the existing
native surface vegetation, but excavation disturbs the soil and stimulates
dormant seed banks that can continue to germinate for many years (particularly
when pipeline-corridor maintenance continually disturbs the corridor).

~ Edge-habitat wildlife, particularly deer and birds, which frequent corridors such as
that created by a pipeline, quickly spread seeds of invasive plants on the
disturbed soil. The linear nature of ROWs creates a significant amount of
suitable edge habitat that bisects all of the previously existing habitats.

~ Natural and agricultural landscapes adjacent to ROWs are quickly penetrated
and degraded by invasive plants that are spreading throughout the ROW. The
list of nonnative invasive plant species that already cause problems in Virginia is
extensive. Species noted as being particularly invasive and troublesome for
Virginia land mangers include autumn olive, multiflora rose, tall fescue, and tree-
of-heaven.

As a result of these potential threats, Craig County citizens would suffer negative
economic impacts in many ways from the spread of nonnative invasive plant species
throughout the County along a pipeline corridor:

~ The Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP) would slash through more than 26 miles of
previously unbroken interior forest; steep, erodible forested mountain slopes;
erodible remote mountain ridge tops; unique boulder field habitats; ephemeral
and perennial streams and wetlands; conservation easements; critical watershed
protection areas; private and public wildlife habitat restoration areas; pollinator
conservation areas; threatened and endangered species habitats; private farms
and grazing lands; organic farming operations; residential housing developments;
historical farms and graveyards, and County roadsides, all of which would be
damaged by invasive plants.

~ Invasive plant species that will spread along the pipeline corridor will

subsequently invade all of the private and public lands, and cause significant
economic damages:

~ Agricultural production will be reduced unless private landowners
undertake expensive invasive-species control programs, and such control
will then be necessary in perpetuity.

~ Private lands on which landowners cannot effectively control invasives will

be heavily invaded, and property values are known to decline in such
cases.
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~ County roadsides will become part of a rapid-travel corridor in conjunction
with the pipeline right-of-way for both invasive plant species and some
wildlife species that will effectively transport them. The County will be
forced to increase funding for roadside maintenance.

~ Collateral damage from herbicide use in the ROW would damage
conservation projects, orchards, pastures, grass-fed beef operations, bee
apiaries, timber, and private landscapes and gardens. Registered organic
farming operations will lose certification.

At the same time, invasive plant species pose numerous health risks:
~ Invasive plants have been shown to increase local deer populations, along with

deer-hosted tick species and the serious human diseases that they transmit.
~ The pipeline ROW will create a deer-travel corridor linked directly to county

roads, and deer-vehicle increases and related injuries and damage will increase.
~ MVP has previously stated that they will avoid using herbicides in the ROW, but

herbicides have been shown to be the only effective control to date some
invasive plants species. Glyphosate herbicides are suspected of being linked to
cancer in humans and are under study in some countries for usage restrictions.
Herbicides have also been shown to enter groundwater systems, from which they
have then been detected in both human blood samples and human breast milk;

nothing is known about the health effects of these exposures.

10. 2 Specific Evaluation Requests

The FERC has a history of requiring very limited invasive plant monitoring and control
programs for past pipeline projects, often requiring contractor action for only the first few
years of a project. Invasive plant species that can be spread by a pipeline ROW have
the potential to cause very significant and long-term damage to both the economy of
Craig County and the health of its citizens. We ask that the FERC intensively evaluate
the potential for these damages, require effective programs to prevent the damages,
and require full mitigation and compensation if damages do occur, as follows:

1. The alternative route that threads through the existing power line corridor
between the Brush Mountain and the Brush Mountain East Wilderness Areas
must be completely disallowed to prevent unavoidable and prohibited
degradation of the Wilderness Areas by invasive plant species.

2. Before any construction commences, MVP must be required to survey the
pipeline corridor and the adjacent lands for a distance of at least 1 mile to
ascertain the presence of invasive plant species that are likely to become or
increase as land-management problems.

3. MVP must be required to create a detailed Invasive Species Management Plan
(ISMP) that covers management of invasive plant species for the entire expected
lifespan of the pipeline:

a. The plan must be detailed in scope and scientifically supported with

appropriate references to the refereed scientific literature.
b. The plan must include EDRR (Early Detection and Rapid Response)

strategies for acceptably reducing the risk of the spread of invasive plants

20150612-0018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/12/2015



as well as detail rapid-response actions to be employed when invasive
plants species are detected to be spreading.

c. The plan must include sections that detail contractor education programs
related to effective identification of invasive species and critical actions to
prevent their spread, as well as detailed appropriate guidelines for the
cleaning of equipment coming into the pipeline corridor;

d. The ISMP and EDDR must investigate and evaluate non-herbicidal control
options, and develop strategies for their use in a control program that can
be demonstrated to have a high likelihood of success.

e. The plan must include appropriate mitigation to be employed when
invasive plant species create public or private land-management problems
as a result of the pipeline presence. If such problems occur, MVP must be
required to offer assistance to private landowners, county government, or
other entities impacted by these problems.

4. To prevent collateral damage to public and private lands, agricultural operations,
and public health, MVP must be forbidden to use herbicides in the pipeline
colrldol'.

5. MVP must be required to post an appropriate financial bond with Craig County,
sufficient to cover liability for the life of the pipeline to cover county expenses for
invasive plant control on county road rights-of-way and other county lands, and
for the county to assist affected landowners with invasive plant control on private
lands that have been impacted by invasive plants spread by the MVP project.
This bond must also be sufficient to mitigate all damages likely to be caused by
herbicide use, if MVP breaks their pledge to not use chemical herbicides in the
pipeline corridor.

SAFETY ISSUES:

ISSUE 11:Johns Creek Watershed Project, Floodwater Retarding Dams Number
1,2,3and4.

11.1Background:

Four dams were built 1965 under the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act at

the behest of the Natural Bridge Soil Conservation District, with assistance of the Soil

Conservation Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, as describe in the following

table:
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Johns Creek Watershed Project
Floodwater Retarding Dams Numbers 1, 2, 3 and 4

Craig and Giles Counities, Virginia

Dam Number

2 3

Drainage Area (Acres) 11,550 3,600 1,178 3,600

Flood Storage (Acres)

To Emergency Spillway Crest 2,676 780 172 705

Water Surface Area (Feet)
To Norm a I Poo I Level 28 11 39 12

Height of Dam (Feet) 57 48 39 53

Volume Fill (Cubic Yards) 382,245 101,161 50,222 152,000

Virginia DCR provides the following inventory numbers for the four dams.
Dam Number Inventory Number

04502

04501

04503

04504

The four dams are now maintained by the Mountain Castles Soil & Water Conservation
District, Craig —Botetourt Counties (MCS&WCD).
At the September 4, 2014 Craig County Board of Supervisors (CCBoS) meeting,
representatives from Virginia DCR and MCS&WCD met to brief CCBoS on the status of
the four dams. The MCS&WCD had submitted applications for Watershed Dam

Rehabilitation Assistance in 2005 and 2014.
The four dams were originally designated as Significant Hazard. In 2014 they were
reclassified as High Hazard due to downstream development. Virginia has provided a
conditional O&M certificate because the four dams do not meet current state criteria.
Dam rehabilitation funding for planning is being sought in the FY 2017 Federal Budget.
The study will provide the data necessary to extend the service life of the four dams and
to meet applicable safety and performance standards. The study will identify several
options that may include how to prolong planned life, how to replace deteriorating
components, repairs for catastrophic events, steps to upgrade the four dams to meet
state dam safety laws, and/or recommendations on decommission or removal as the
best rehabilitation action. The project schedule is as follows:

~ Secure federal funding for planning study to begin in October 2016.
~ Begin proposed improvements design April 2018.
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~ Proposed Construction date of April 2019.

11.2Current Status

One of the most feasible options for the dam rehabilitation study is to recommend
retaining the existing dams and making improvements to prolong the life of the dams
and to insure compliance with current dam safety laws to result in reducing the hazard
rating of the four dams.
One of the MVP alternate routes would construct a pipeline very near the existing

emergency spillway for Dam ¹2(Inventory Number 04501). Any increase in

sedimentation in this area will reduce the floodwater-holding capacity of the reservoirs

and endanger properties and lives downstream.

At the same time, the routing of the Pipeline near Dam ¹2would prohibit any future

widening of the existing spillway to prolong dam life and achieve compliance. Future

improvements to the spillway with the presence of the Pipeline near the emergency

spillway would increase total project cost approximately $3 million to $9 million dollars.

To permit the Pipeline to be routed close to any of the four dams will increase the total

cost to the project and federal, state and local match.

11.3Specific Evaluation Requests

1. FERC must direct MVP to review the close proximity of the Pipeline route(s) to

the existing four Johns Creek Watershed Retarding dams and address the

Pipeline's impact on the existing operation and maintenance of the dams. The

study must also include an analysis of any construction in the area of the dams

and the potential impact.

2. FERC must direct MVP to also review the impact of Pipeline route(s) on future

proposed rehabilitation and/or improvements to the dams. FERC is asked to
direct MVP to contact and interact with the various federal and state agencies
that will conduct the planning study in the coming years. MVP must provide
FERC with proven mitigation efforts to address future impacts to any
recommended improvements that may be impacted by the construction of the
proposed Pipeline.

3. FERC must direct MVP to review the nearly 20,000-acre drainage area and the

impact of sediment and erosion issues associated with locating the Pipeline

within the entire drainage area. The construction of the Pipeline and its ongoing

operations would likely result in increased sediment runoff and thus negatively

impact the four dams, and this potential impact must be addressed. Sediment

build up at the base of the dams and within the ponds floors will result in

increased operating costs to remove the buildup, and delays in removing

sediment from the ponds will reduce the watershed protection efforts of the

dams.
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ISSUE 12 County Emergency Fire & Rescue Services

12.1 Background:

Craig County Emergency Fire 8 Rescue Services already struggle to meet existing
demand for services; the pipeline can only increase the frequency and extent of
incidents requiring response and create new hazards for our citizens. To address these
issues would far exceed the County's financial resources. Key factors include the
following:

~ The County lacks the equipment, personnel, and training required to respond to a
pipeline fire incident. Response would have to come from external resources,
delaying containment and greatly increasing damages. We could lose a third of
our county to such a fire before it could be contained relying on outside
resources.

~ Given the physical isolation resulting from the linear steep ridge and valley
topography along much of the proposed pipeline route, a pipeline fire incident
almost anywhere in Craig County has the potential to block access of our
emergency response vehicles to county residents even beyond those directly
and immediately affected by such a fire. Response times would increase in such
a scenario due to the need to either rely on mutual aid from neighboring
jurisdictions or use alternate routes. The effect would be to magnify the impact of
any pipeline fire incident on emergency services.

~ Craig County is served by only two primary roads. Our limited road system
becomes an issue for emergency response during pipeline construction in that
construction activities can cut off some areas from access by designated
emergency response crews. Alternative routes are either difficult (e.g. forest
service, gravel, or dirt roads) or non-existent and seeking assistance from
neighboring jurisdictions for mutual aid could unacceptably increase response
emergency times to hours.

~ Location of the pipeline anywhere close to designated wilderness areas greatly
increases the manpower required to contain a pipeline fire due to the tight
restrictions placed on firefighting activity by federal law. In a 2011 fire in a
wilderness area in Craig County, it was necessary to bring in state prison
inmates for manual fire suppression activities and to bulldoze 3 miles of firebreak
on private property since law prohibited this within the wilderness. Concerns and
damages from this are a significant issue for this county.

~ Pipeline construction-related activities will increase the demand for emergency
services on a county that cannot readily meet its current needs.

12.2 Specific Evaluation Requests

1. The EIS must explain how extensive damages to life and property from to a
pipeline fire incident will be mitigated given the lack of equipment, personnel and
training to respond.

2. It must explain how access for emergency vehicles will be maintained throughout
all phases of construction activity.
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3. The EIS must model the response to and results from a pipeline fire scenario on
the edge of the Brush Mountain Wilderness Area. The analysis must take into

account the delay in response by outside resources and limitations of the
response caused by the isolating effects of the terrain. It must estimate the
losses to life and property in such a scenario under dry, windy, low-humidity

conditions.
4. The same model must be developed for a pipeline fire scenario in the area where

the pipeline crosses Virginia route 42.

ISSUE 13:County roads and highways

13.1Background:

Craig County has a land area of 336 square miles. Several major ridges, running in a
northeast-southeast direction reach altitudes of 3,000 to 3,900 feet. The highest peaks
are Arnold's Knob at 3,939 feet and Peters Mountain at 3,886. The County claims
many fertile valleys, the largest of which is along Sinking Creek. Also within the County
are several large streams; Barbours Creek, Craig Creek, John's Creek, Meadow Creek,
Potts Creek and Sinking Creek. The county's natural terrain has resulted in limited road
and highway system which serves the entire county.

~ All roads and highways through Craig County are owned and maintained by the
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT). VDOT will be responsible for the
use of the County's roads and highways.

~ VDOT will require MVP to comply with all applicable road and highway conditions
of use and operations of vehicles.

~ The highway network is summarized as follows.
~ Route 311 is the main north-south transportation route and connects the

County to the Roanoke Valley and Interstate 81.
~ Virginia Route 42 is the main westward route leading to the town of

Newport in Giles County.
~ Route 621 connects Route 311 to U.S. Route 460 in Montgomery County.
~ Virginia Route 18 in the northern part of the County connects to the town

of Paint Bank to Interstate 64 in the City of Covington and Alleghany
County.

~ Secondary Routes 615 and 606 serve as the main connections to Route
220 in Botetourt County. (County Comprehensive Plan, 2013, page 47)

~ Routes 110, 110J and 110R primarily will impact Route 311, Route 42 and Route
621. These are three crucial highway routes that provide access for most of the
County. All roads are two lanes.

~ Because of the limited number of roads evacuation is difficult even in small

emergencies and many citizens could be cut off from the county services.

13.2Specific Evaluation Requests

1. FERC must direct MVP to include in its EIS the projected impact of its
construction and ongoing operations to Craig County's roads and highways.
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2. FERC must direct MVP to include in the EIS the potential impact of any Pipeline
road crossing and/or close proximity to the roads, highways, bridges and
culverts.

3. MVP must include in the EIS an impact analysis of any accident which may arise
during construction or operation of the Pipeline. Special attention must be paid
to the Blast Zone and its close proximity to any of the County's roads, highways,
bridges and culverts.

ISSUE 14: Blast Zone

14.1 Background:

MVP's proposed natural gas lines positions many property owners within the proposed
right of way, and the general public has identified serious concerns about potential
explosions.

~ According to a briefing paper from the Pipeline Safety Trust (PST), while natural
gas pipelines have fewer significant onshore incidents such as major spills than
pipelines carrying hazardous liquids such as crude oil and jet fuel, they have
more serious incidents —events that result in death or hospitalization —than
other pipelines. As PST Executive Director Carl Weimer explains, "They'e got
less [accidents], but when they blow, they really blow. They have huge potential
for wide-ranging explosions."

~ Depending on the specifics of the pipeline (e.g. size, pressure), the blast zone for
such explosions can be a quarter mile wide or more.

~ Recent natural gas pipelines explosions attest to this severity:
~ As recently as February 2015 in the U.S., a natural gas pipeline blast

caused multiple fires and leveled homes in Kentucky.
~ In Manitoba, Canada, a TransCanada natural gas pipeline exploded in

January, catching fire and shutting off gas supplies for thousands of
residents in freezing winter weather.

~ In 2010, a gas pipeline exolosion in San Francisco killed eight people and
ignited a fire that destroyed 35 homes.

~ Explosions typically happen when a pipeline ruptures due to stress from
corrosion or when struck by someone digging nearby. Sometimes the pressure of
the gas coming out of the ruptured pipeline can cause rocks to fly up around the
pipeline, which can cause a spark if the rocks strike the pipeline. Natural gas
pipelines can, of course, rupture without exploding, but higher pressure increases
the risk of explosion and increases the radius around the pipeline that can be
harmed in case of an explosion.

14.2 Specific Evaluation Requests

1. FERC and MVP must work together to identify the precise Blast Zone for the
proposed MVP Pipeline routes 110, 110J and 110R. Maps must be produced
which can be provided to the property owners and the public for review and
comment.
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2. The potential impacts from an accidental explosion within the defined Blast Zone
must be determine and reported for public review and comment.

3. MVP must be required to address how it would mitigate potential risks and
provide an emergency operations plan to address future accidents. The plan
must include how MVP will conduct ongoing preventative maintenance to reduce
the likelihood of future accidents.

4. Best and worst case accident scenarios must be developed and shared with the
general public for comments.

ECONOMIC ISSUES

ISSUE 15: Impacts to View Sheds

15.1 Background

As described in detail under Issues 1 and 10 in particular, Craig County is blessed with

a beautiful physical environment with sensitive environmental and fragile watershed
land areas. As a rural county with little commercial and industrial development, Craig
County has identified National Forest Service (NFS) lands as an important economic
asset in the county's current Comprehensive Plan and Tourism Development Plan.
The Craig County Tourism Development Plan updated has been submitted for approval.
One key component for future tourism efforts described in Issues 17 and 18 is the
commitment to promote, protect and enhance visitors'xperiences of the mountains,
valleys, streams and natural assets that are the primary draw for visitors. View sheds
are a critical component of these experiences.

~ View sheds within the county depend heavily on effective management by the
USFS. NFS lands comprise approximately 54% of the county. As the single
largest owner of the surrounding forests, the NFS must ensures that the public
held lands are properly managed such that any proposed improvement on NFS
lands does not conflict with the NFS'oal to protect for public lands from

damaging impacts.
~ One of the view sheds most threatened by the proposed Pipeline routes involves

Dragon's Tooth. The Forest Services'wn website notes that The Dragon's
Tooth is an aptly named rock monolith of Tuscarora quartzite straddling Craig
and Roanoke Counties just west of Catawba, VA. It stands out on its own at the
top of Cove Mountain. Dragon's Tooth is an internationally known destination
point where hikers and other tourists enjoy the natural beauty of the region. The
proposed project's alternative construction corridors are too close to Dragon's
Tooth. An intrusion of a utility corridor near Dragon's Tooth would negatively
impact its view shed and detract from the visitor's experience at Dragon's Tooth.

~ In addition to Dragon's Tooth as a specific site, the Appalachian Trail (A.T.) more
broadly is another important natural asset that brings many visitors to Craig
County for walk-thru and day hikes. The construction of any natural gas pipeline
in the areas of the A.T. are likely to damage view sheds all along the trail in Craig
County and thus negatively impact the County's ability to attract tourists.

~ The 2013 Craig County Comprehensive Plan noted the need to encourage low

impact infrastructure facilities to accommodate dispersed recreation and tourism

21

20150612-0018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/12/2015



activities at appropriate sites within the county. Damage to view sheds inherent in

the MVP construction plan significantly threatens these goals.

15.2 Specific Evaluation Requests

1. FERC and MVP must insure that the EIS includes a complete viewshed study
throughout Craig County along routes 110, 110J and 110R.

2. The view shed study to be conducted must provide map renderings that clearly
illustrate to scale and dimension the resulting impact of constructing 110, 110J
and 110R through Craig.

3. View shed effects must include both removing vegetation and notching the
mountain tops during construction.

ISSUE 16: Real Estate Valuations And Real Estate Tax Revenues

16.1 Background:

The largest single local revenue source to fund the County's $12,716,540 budget is real
estate tax. These revenues account for approximately 81% of total local revenues.

~ The County's current real estate tax rate is 56 cents per $100 assessed
valuation.

~ Property owners frequently seek a reduction to their property tax assessment if

they no longer have free and unfettered use of their land. If MVP purchases
pipeline right of way, property owners will seek a reduction in their property tax
assessment. Such reductions across the 40-50 miles of proposed pipeline
through the county will result in a significant loss of real estate tax dollars for
Craig County.

~ For budget projection purposes, every penny on the tax rate equates to
approximately $45,000. This rate is significantly below the taxes generated per
penny for other adjoining counties where every penny equates to more than
$700,000. Thus increasing the tax rate to mitigate losses from decreased
property values would pose an increased financial burden on many low-income
residents (see data presented in Issue 5), while providing limited increases in

overall county revenues.
~ Real estate professionals in the County report concerns expressed by potential

purchasers who say they will not buy if the pipeline is approved to be routed
through the County.

16.2 Specific Evaluation Request

1. FERC must direct MVP to conduct a financial analysis of the potential impacts of
the construction of the proposed Pipeline through Craig County. MVP has
provided statements of economic impact, but the requested analysis must
include the actual data calculations for positive impacts to revenues and the
potential negative impacts to the County's real estate property assessments.
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ISSUE 17: Economic Impact on Ecotourism

17.1 Background

In its 2013 Comprehensive Plan, the Craig County Board of Supervisors determined
that ecotourism offered "significant economic development potential for the County."

~ Environmentally-sound tourism is a priority area for near-term and long-term

economic growth for the county.
~ It fits directly into the current ecological and cultural strengths of the County and

provides a tangible path for sustainable future economic enhancement:
~ More than 50% of the land base in the County is National Forest,

including three Wilderness Areas that offer unique backcountry
experiences.

~ The county hosts many miles of the Appalachian Trail, including one of
the most-visited and iconic broad-scale landscape views on at the
Dragon's Tooth overlook.

~ The county hosts thousands of visitors for activities that range from bear
hunting and trout fishing, to bird watching, hiking, photography, and
horseback riding.

~ Roads in the county include Virginia Scenic Byways and a segment of the
Virginia Birding and Wildlife Trail.

~ Marketing efforts are already underway that highlight Craig's ecotourism
potential

~ The county is currently building brand-awareness as a regional ecotourism
destination.

The MVP project threatens to damage the County's current and future ecotourism
efforts in multiple ways, including threats to local flora and fauna (Issue 2), threats to
water quality (Issue 6), damage to cultural attachment (Issue 3), and strains on county
services (Issue 12).

17.2 Specific Evaluation Requests:

FERC must direct the MVP to address the following assessments in the EIS
1. Adverse impacts of the MVP project on future ecotourism job creation in the

County.
2. Adverse impacts of the MVP project on future creation of secondary

(corollary)/supporting jobs tied to eco-tourists visiting the County.
3. Loss of jobs in current business ventures that cater to eco-tourists, hunters,

fishermen, hikers, and related visitors.
4. Loss of jobs in currently existing businesses that provide secondary/supporting

service to eco-tourists, hunters, fishermen, hikers, and related visitors.
5. Negative impacts on net worth of current businesses that cater to eco-tourists.
6. Negative impacts on Craig County's market position as the "Gateway to Virginia's

Western Highlands", Virginia Tourism Commission's designation of Craig that
reflects its integral position as part of the newly designated "Virginia Mountains
District."
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7. Loss of potential tax revenue generated through ecotourism (both primary and
secondary/supporting retail businesses).

8. Negative impacts on quality of life to those who visit Craig based on a damaged
reputation as an environmentally-sound tourist destination.

9. Adverse environmental impact on hunting ecosystem.
10.Adverse environmental impact on fishing streams.
11.Impact of revenue-loss generated by reduced sales of hunting licenses.
12.Impact of lost revenue owing to reduced sales of fishing licenses.
13. Impact on other outdoor activities like biking, hiking, horseback riding, bird

watching etc.

ISSUE 18: Economic Impact Agriculture, Agribusiness and Agri-tourism

18.1 Background

Craig County recognizes the importance of agriculture and agribusiness to the county's
current and future economic development, and Craig's long-term plans emphasize the
importance of expanding the positive financial impact of agriculture and agribusiness
within the County.

~ In its 2013 Comprehensive Plan, the Craig County Board of Supervisors
reported that 41% of existing land in the County is used for agricultural
purposes.

~ The Plan also stated that the "rural aesthetic character of the County's
agricultural land is a very important resource that must be conserved and
maintained for future generations."

The MVP project threatens to damage the County's current and future agricultural
economy.

18.2Specific Evaluation Requests:

We ask the FERC to evaluate the negative effects that the MVP project will have on the
economic impact of agriculture and agribusiness for Craig County. In particular, FERC
must direct MVP to evaluate the following:

1. Adverse impacts of the MVP project on future agribusiness job creation in the
County.

2. Loss of jobs in current business ventures that cater to farmers.
3. Loss of jobs in existing agribusiness ventures that provides secondary/supporting

service to Agri-tourists.
4. Negative impacts on net worth of current farming enterprises.
5. The County's loss of potential tax revenue generated through real-estate taxes

as a result of devaluation of agricultural land.
6. The County's loss of potential tax revenue generated through agricultural

production.
7. The County's loss of potential tax revenue generated through businesses that

support agricultural production.
8. The loss of spending power by farmers in the County.
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9. The number of farmers that may leave the profession due to the MVP pipeline.
10.Details plans to keep the right-of-way on public and private property cleared and

maintained, and the impact of maintenance process on agricultural enterprises.
11.Loss of future revenue to landowners in relation to greatest future development

of private property (e.g., re-sale, subdivisions, organic farming).
12.Loss of revenue and market position for enterprises that feature Agri-tourism

themed events and programs.
13. Costs of having MVP provide a bond to fund costs of damages to private and

public property for entire life of pipeline project (including future removal of retired
pipeline).

ISSUE 19:Project Bond To Provide Financial Assurance To Mitigate Future And
Ongoing Liabilities

19.1 Background

As demonstrated by Issues 1-18 in this document, the construction and operation of a
42-inch high pressure gas line through Craig County will introduce many issues that are
likely to place the public, the environment, the county's economic health, and other
improvements at risk.

19.2Specific Evaluation Requests

1. FERC must require a permanent financial bond to be held by Craig County,
adequate to cover all potential future costs and damages, including FEMA
reimbursements, and eventual removal of the pipeline. This bond is especially
important given that the owner of the proposed Pipeline is a limited liability

company. Future claims and other costs associated with decommissioning the
pipeline if ever needed must be addressed by providing this financial bond.
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Record of Decision

AEP 765 kV Transmission Line

American Electric Power Transmission Line Construction

Jacksons Ferry, Virginia to Oceana, West Virginia

USDA Forest Service
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests

Wythe, Pulaski, Bland, Tazewell Counties, Virginia
Wyoming, McDowell Counties, West Virginia

Background

Appalachian Power Company (APCo), doing business as American Electric Power (AEP),
submitted a Special Use Permit Application on March 5, 1991 to the United States Department

of Agriculture, Forest Service (Forest Service), George Washington and Jefferson National

Forests (GWErJNF). The application requested authorization to construct, operate and maintain

a 765,000 volt (765 kV) alternating current electric transmission line across approximately 11

miles of federal land within the Jefferson National Forest (JNF) administered by the Forest

Service in the States of West Virginia (WV) and Virginia (VA). In addition, AEP proposed a

crossing of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail (Appalachian Trail or AT), which is

administered by the Forest Service and the National Park Service (NPS), and the New River (at
Bluestone Lake) and R.D. Bailey Flowage Easement land located at the Guyandotte River that

are administered by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (COE). The transmission line

corridor proposed by AEP in 1991 had an overall length of 115 miles and extended from their

Wyoming Station in Oceans, WV to the Cloverdale Station in Cloverdale, VA.

Before this proposed transmission line could be constructed, AEP needed to receive certificates

of public convenience and necessity from the Public Service Commission (PSC) in West

Virginia and the State Corporation Commission (SCC) in Virginia. These two state commissions

are responsible for determining if there is a need to reinforce the transmission network, to

determine if the proposed 765 kV transmission line is the best means to meet the need, and to

approve the location of the line on non-federal lands. AEP submitted applications for the above

referenced Wyoming to Cloverdale Corridor to the SCC in 1991 and to the PSC in 1992.

In response to the filing of the Special Use Permit application in 1991, the federal agencies

issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) in 1996. In this DEIS the agencies

analyzed 14 alternatives in detail. These alternatives included the Wyoming to Cloverdale

Corridor, a No Action alternative, and 12 alternative corridors (all of which connected Wyoming

and Cloverdale). The Forest Service identified the No Action alternative as its preferred

alternative in the DEIS.

In 1997 AEP submitted revised applications to the West Virginia PSC and Virginia SCC that

covered a new route that was substantially different than that submitted to the State Commissions

in the 1991 and 1992 applications (the Virginia portion of the new route was similar to DEIS

Alternative 11 in relation to crossing the National Forest). Thc new route in West Virginia was

Record of Decision ROD- I

20150612-0018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/12/2015



approved by the PSC in 1998 (and updated and approved with a new terminus in Virginia and

two minor route adjustments in March 2002). In 1998 the Virginia SCC Hearing Examiner
directed AEP to study an additional route in Virginia. In 2001 the SCC approved a route in

Virginia that connects with the route previously approved in West Virginia and ties into AEP's
existing transmission system at Jacksons Ferry, VA.

The revised route approved by the West Virginia PSC and Virginia SCC has an overall length of
approximately 90 miles from Oceans, WV (Wyoming Station) to Wythe County, VA (Jacksons
Ferry Station). It crosses the West Virginia counties of McDowell and Wyoming and the
Virginia counties of Tazewell, Bland, Wythe and Pulaski. The route first crosses onto the
National Forest at the crest of Rich Mountain, northwest of Bastian, VA. From the crest of Rich
Mountain, it proceeds east across Interstate 77 and up to Hogback Ridge. From there, the
corridor travels south to near Bland, Virginia where it turns east crossing the Walker Creek
Valley and then onto the crest of Walker Mountain. The corridor then turns south across Long
Spur and Little Walker Creek up to the crest of Little Walker Mountain. The Corridor travels
southeast along Cove Mountain and Peak Creek and then to the crest of Brushy Ridge near the
Wythe and Pulaski County line. The Corridor travels along the County line and then turns south

towards Connor Valley and leaves the National Forest.

On August 6, 2001 AEP filed a supplemental Special Use Permit application with the Forest
Service that reflects the change in the location of the proposed transmission linc. The new route
crosses approximately 11 miles of federal land administered by the Forest Service in the State of
Virginia. This crossing of the National Forest includes a crossing of the Appalachian Trail on
lands administered by the Forest Service. In addition, AEP proposes a crossing of the New River
(near Jacksons Ferry, VA) and R.D. Bailey Flowage Easement land located at the Guyandotte
River that are administered by the COE.

The substantial change in the Proposed Action triggered the preparation of a Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) by the federal agencies. In the SDEIS the agencies
analyzed 6 alternatives in detail including the Proposed Action, the No Action Alternative and
four route modifications. The Forest Service identified the Proposed Action as its preferred
alternative in the SDEIS.

A Final EIS (FEIS) has now been completed.

Background —Purpose and IVeed

The purpose of the federal action is to respond to AEP's permit applications for authorization to
cross federal lands.

As noted in the Virginia SCC's May 31, 2001 Order approving the Virginia portion of the proposed
transmission line, AEP has a statutory obligation to provide reliable electricity to customers in its
service temtory. Based on studies of their transmission network, AEP concluded that the
network could not adequately provide reliable electric power to its customers and that
construction of the 765 kV transmission line would address this transmission need. In approving
AEP's State applications, the West Virginia PSC and Virginia SCC have both determined that
there is an underlying need to reinforce AEP's transmission system in southern West Virginia
and southwestern Virginia. Both Commissions also concluded that the construction of the
proposed 765 kV transmission linc is the best alternative to meet this need. The Commissions
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have further approved the location of the transmission line across non-federal lands in each state.

Appendix A of the FEIS presents a summary of the PSC and SCC findings regarding the need

for the AEP project.

Federal authorization is needed to allow the conveyance of electricity, via a 765 kV transmission

line, across federal jurisdictions to address AEP's intention to reinforce its extra high voltage
transmission system and to meet the need and location of the route identified by the State
Commissions. The environmental impact statement (EIS) documents the analysis of the

Proposed Action and 5 alternatives.

Decision and Reasons for the Decision

Decision

Based upon my review of all alternatives discussed in the DEIS and FEIS, I have decided to
implement Alternative 1, Proposed Action. AEP is hereby authorized to construct, operate and

maintain a 765 kV transmission line across approximately 11 miles of the JNF. A special use
permit will be issued to AEP for this use. Alternative I is fully described in Chapters I and 2 of
the FEIS. It includes the following activities:

1. Surveying, selective clearing of vegetation within 175 feet of the 200 foot wide Right-Of-

Way (ROW), clearing of suucture sites, constructing about 9.7 miles of access roads,

installing towers, developing wire handling areas, and installing conductors and overhead

ground wires.

2. Maintaining the proposed transmission system and the ROW. Low-growing plant species
would be left to grow in the ROW. Approved herbicides would be selectively applied in

non-karst areas to control vegetative growth in the ROW.

3. The Jefferson Forest Plan is amended to waive application of VQO standards for this project
in Management Areas 1, la, 7 and 8. The Plan is also amended to change the adopted
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum setting from semi-primitive non-motorized to roaded

natural in portions of the Brushy Mountain and Long Spur roadless areas, as specified in the

EIS, Chapter 4.14 (Recreation). Thc standard requiring that all utility lines will be buried

where they cross the AT management area is also waived.

4. All mitigation measures described in Chapter 2.2.3 of the FEIS are part of this decision.
Some key mitigation measures are:

a) The Bluefield-Wythe 69 kV transmission line will be removed from its current location

on National Forest lands on Rich Mountain. AEP has committed to working with the

JNF to explore reasonable and practicable alternatives to the existing line location at such

future time that the South Bluefield - Wythe 69 kV transmission line reaches the end of
its useful life. While the Forest Service can wait up to 15 years for the removal to occur,
assurance must be made that by the end of 15 years the existing line will be moved to

collocate with the 765 kV towers on the National Forest, be moved to a site off of the

National Forest, or be abandoned in this section.
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b) Sediment production from access to the tower near the top of Rich Mountain must be

minimized to reduce potential impacts to sensitive downstream aquatic species. Access
roads will not be constructed to this tower unless they come from the north-facing side of
the mountain.

c) Access roads that might be used longer than the initial consnuction period for towers in

the Wolf Creek and Peak Creek drainages will be graveled. Access roads in these

watersheds that will not be used after construction is completed will be either graveled or
other methods will be used to minimize potential sedimentation. The Forest Service will

specify these methods.

d) The Forest Service will develop an access management plan to assure that access roads

are properly closed and that roads that will not become part of the Forest road system

remain closed to any illegal vehicular use for the life of thc project. AEP and the Forest
Service will have responsibility to monitor and implement this plan.

e) The off-site mitigation proposed by AEP to mitigate the impacts to the AT will be

implemented. This includes the removal of the specified sections of existing

transmission line and donation to the Forest Service of the 100-acre tract of land

containing the AT on Peters Mountain.

f) Within 5 miles of the Bane Cave hibernaculum entrance, restrict tree removal to between

November 15 and April I, while bats are in hibernation, to eliminate a direct take of
individuals.

g) Outside a 5-mile perimeter of Bane Cave, use a combination of seasonal avoidance of
tree removal or mist netting.

All monitoring measures described in Chapter 2.2.4 of the FEIS are a part of this decision.

Rationale for Decision

I have decided to authorize this project for the following reasons:

Alternative I will allow AEP to meet the need identitied by the two state commissions to

reinforce AEP's transmission system in southern West Virginia and southwestern Virginia.

In relation to the 4 other action alternatives, this alternative has less iinpact on visual

resources. The Crockctts Cove alternative has virtually no difference in effects on the

National Forest and Alternative I improves views from Crocketts Cove. The Rich Mountain,

Hogback Ridge, and Gunton Park alternatives do reduce the miles of line on the National

Forest (reductions of 0.5, 0.3 and 0.4 miles, respectively). If all of these modifications were

chosen, the total miles of line on National Forest would be 1.2 miles shorter than with

Alternative 1. However, impacts on views of and from the National Forest and on views

from private lands in Bastian and Gunton Park would be substantially increased if these

alternatives were chosen. The Rich Mountain alternative would also result in more of the

line located in karst terrain on private lands. The Hogback Ridge Alternative increases

potential impacts on water quality in Hunting Camp Creek. The additional acreage of
National Forest that is utilized in Alternative 1 is not particularly sensitive to the impacts
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from the line, so the benefits to the visual resources outweigh the additional acreage of
National Forest dedicated to the transmission line.

The No Action Alternative would result in no adverse environmental effects on the National

Forest. The visual impacts on the Forest from any of the action alternatives would be

substantial. The impacts are so substantial that the Forest Plan must be amended to allow the

impacts that will be outside the limits of our current visual objectives. Authorizing a special

use of the National Forest that will have substantial impacts to the visual resources of the

Forest is a very difficult decision. However, the West Virginia PSC and the Virginia SCC
have both determined that this transmission line is needed to reinforce AEP's transmission

system in southern West Virginia and southwestern Virginia. While it is feasible to construct

a line without crossing the National Forest, the impacts on non-federal lands would also be

substantial, affect more residences and affect more land. I have determined that allowing the

line to be constructed on the National Forest will reduce the overall impacts of trying to

avoid the Forest. Given this demonstrated need and the lack of suitable alternatives on

private lands, I have decided to authorize this project.

Rationale in Relation to Alternatives in Draft EIS

While the alternatives considered in detail in the 1996 Draft EIS were not carried forward into

the Final EIS, I believe it is important to discuss them in relation to my final decision. They

provide a wide range of means to respond to the significant issues and they put my 1996 DEIS
identification of No Action as preferred into perspective in relation to my final decision. In the

1996 Draft EIS I identified the No Action Alternative as the preferred alternative due to the

impacts summarized in the following statements:

~ Alternatives I and 2 would cross the New River along a generally undisturbed stretch and

Alternatives 3 through 6 would cross the New River at the location of an existing 345kV
transmission line. Both crossings of the New River were evaluated by the National Park
Service and found to be inconsistent with the intent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as it

relates to the Study Status of the River.

~ Alternatives I through 6 would cross the National Forest in areas where there are few

existing linear disturbances. The construction of a transmission linc and its associated access
roads would substantially reduce the value of these areas for the remote recreation setting

they afford and the wildlife habitat they provide.

Alternatives I through 6 would cross several areas where Cultural Attachment, or the way

people relate to their surroundings and interact with each other within the community, was

pronounced. Alternatives I through 6 would affect the Peters Mountain Area, where the

effects of a transmission line were rated high. Additionally, the Waiteville and Sinking

Creek Areas would be moderately impacted by Alternatives I through 4. Alternatives 9 and

10 would have high impacts on cultural attachment in the Walker Valley area.

~ Alternatives 7 through 12 would affect the Upper Craig Creek Watershed. This watershed is

considered sensitive due to erosive soils, steep gradients and the presence of the James spiny

mussel, a federally listed endangered species.
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~ Alternatives 1-12 would have severe and long-lasting effects on the visual resources on

federal lands and surrounding communities due to the height of the towers, the width of the

cleared right of way, its location in relation to visually sensitive areas, and the expected
duration of impact. While the impacts on many resources could be mitigated through the

application of additional measures, visual resources could only be mitigated to a certain

level. The towers and conductors would be scen and be visually dominant from some highly

sensitive vantage points for the life of the transmission line. Some of the key areas of impact
include the Appalachian Trail, the Allegheny Trail, the Sinking Creek and Newport Potential

Rural Historic Districts, Carvin Cove Reservoir, Audie Murphy Monument, the Hanging
Rock Observatory, McCoy Falls on the New River, Route 460, and the Pandapas Pond
Recreation Area.

~ While the analysis indicated that it is feasible to construct a transmission line that avoids the

National Forest (Alternative 13), the analysis also indicated that the adverse impacts of this

alternative could be substantial. Since I have no authority over the location of the

transmission line on non-federal lands, I could not recommend this alternative.

Since the release of the Drati EIS, both state commissions have determined that the line is
needed. Another important change since 1996 is that both state commissions approved a

location of the transmission line that addresses many of the concerns that I identified in the Draft

EIS.

The West Virginia PSC approved a route that avoided all National Forest lands in West Virginia,

thus avoiding the impacts related to Peters Mountain (cultural attachment, visuals along Peters

Mountain and remote habitat) and the New River in the Wild & Scenic River Study Area.

The Virginia SCC hired a consultant to help examine additional alternative routes. The new

route approved by the SCC is completely different than the routes studied in 1996. The total

length of the line is 90 miles rather than 115 miles. The effects on Semi-Primitive Non-

Motorized recreation opportunity areas and roadless areas are minimal. A small portion of bear

habitat is affected, but it is in an area near an existing 138 kV transmission line. It does not have

the same potential for impacts to any aquatic endangered species. It is located in an area with

existing linear disturbances; transmission lines (69 kV on Rich Mountain and 138 kU on Big
Walker Mountain), Interstate-77 and the East Tennessee gas line are all located in the immediate

area. Two cultural attachment areas are affected, but the effects are moderate rather than high.

Thc visual impacts remain high and long lasting. However, the impacts do not occur at as many

high use areas and many of the impacts occur in areas already affected by other uses.

Because the States determined that the line is needed and the location that they approved

addressed many of the concerns that I had with the original route and alternatives, I decided that

it is appropriate to authorize this use even though the impacts to visual resources would still be

high and long lasting.

Rationale in Relation to Other Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study

In addition to the 4 action alternatives considered in detail in the Final EIS and the 13 action

alternatives in the Draft EIS, it is also important to discuss how the proposed action relates to the

other alternatives not considered in detail.
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The States have fully addressed many alternatives related to the need for the transmission line

and the type of line to be constructed. These are discussed in the States'roceedings and are

summarized in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. Since this is within the States'urview, I have deferred to

their expertise on the need and the best means to meet the need.

When a special use permit application is received, Forest Service policy and the Jefferson
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan direction require the Forest Service to
evaluate if the need for the use can reasonably be met on non-National Forest lands. Routes that

totally avoided the National Forest were examined and found to have much greater impacts.
These routes are substantially longer than the selected alternative and the other alternatives

considered in detail. From 15 to 33 miles of additional line would be needed to avoid locating

the line on the National Forest. Additional length generally correlates closely to increased

impacts on the soil and water resources. Some of the alternatives cross more miles of karst

terrain where groundwater protection is a concern. More perennial streams are crossed in all of
the options and two of the options cross the New River three times rather than once. The number

of residences affected by the line is also substantially affected. The number increases from 20 in

the selected alternative to 58 to 83 in the other options. Visual, cultural, social, economic and

wildlife resources as well as land uses in the non-National Forest options are all affected to
greater or similar levels as those in the selected alternative. All of the options reviewed indicate
that if the line were to be built to avoid all National Forest System lands, the total impacts would

be substantially increased. While it is feasible to construct a line without crossing the National

Forest, passing an increased burden of impacts on to non-National Forest lands simply to avoid

locating the use on National Forest System lands is not reasonable in this case. Therefore, it is

reasonable to authorize this use on the National Forest.

Other Alternatives Considered in Detail in Final EIS

In addition to the selected alternative, I considered 5 other alternatives, which are discussed
below. Alternative 6, No Action was the environmentally preferred alternativ. A more detailed

comparison of these alternatives can be found in the FEIS in Chapter 2.0.

Alternative 2
Alternative 2 is the same as that described for the Proposed Action except for a modification of
about a two-mile corridor segment at the crossing of Rich Mountain. In this alternative the

transmission line is located adjacent to the ROW for the existing Bluefield-Wythe 69 kV line as

it crosses Rich Mountain. This corridor segment was originally included in AEP's application to
the SCC. The corridor was changed based on the recommendation of the Virginia SCC Hearing
Examiner to decrease the visibility of the line from 1-77. This alternative responds to the land

use issue of LRMP direction to utilize existing utility corridors where possible.

Alternative 3
Alternative 3 is the same as that described for the Proposed Action except for a modification of a
three-mile corridor segment near Hogback Ridge between Interstate 77 and Bland, VA. This

corridor segment was considered as an alternative and was reviewed by the SCC. The Virginia

SCC Hearing Examiner rejected this alternative for the following reasons: it crosses partial

retention and retention designated areas; it has a far greater visual impact to I-77, the town of
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Bastian and the AT; and the Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club stated that it would require more
mitigation than the Proposed Action. This alternative corridor stays on the west side of Hogback
Ridge rather than on the east side as in the Proposed Action. This alternative addresses both
Visual and Recreation issues of the LRMP. It reduces the length of the transmission line on the
JNF, increases the distance of the line from the Kimberling Creek Wilderncss Area, and has
different impacts on the visual resources along Interstate 77.

Alternative 4
Alternative 4 is the same as that described for the Proposed Action except for a modification of a
short (one-quarter mile) corridor segment at the head of Crockett Cove. The alternative corridor
segment lies just southwest of the Proposed Action, further onto private lands. This portion of
the corridor alignment was originally included in AEP's application to the SCC. The corridor
was changed based on the recommendation of the Virginia SCC Hearing Examiner to decrease
the visibility of the line to the residents of Crockett Cove. Depending upon the actual tower
locations, this alternative could reduce the length of the line on the JNF, thereby reducing the
impacts on federal lands and responding to numerous issues regarding federal lands.

Alternative 5
Alternative 5 is the same as that described for the Proposed Action except for a modification of a
two-mile corridor segment at the southern edge of the JNF near Gunton Park. This portion of the
corridor alignment was originally included in AEP's application to the SCC. The corridor was
changed based on the recommendation of the Virginia SCC Hearing Examiner to decrease the
visibility of the line to the residents of the Gunton Park area. This Corridor reduces the length of
the transmission line on the JNF and responds to numerous resource issues on federal lands.

Alternative 6
Consideration of a No Action Alternative is required under NEPA regulations. Under the No
Action Alternative, the federal agencies (i.e., Forest Service, NPS, and COE) would not
authorize AEP to construct its proposed 765 kV transmission line across federal lands under their
jurisdiction. If the Forest Service denied the permit for the proposed 765 kV transmission line to
cross the JNF, it is possible for AEP to construct a line in another location that would not cross
National Forest lands. However, if the COE denied AEP's permit, the line could not be
constructed. Under the No Action Alternative, AEP would not be able to transfer electrical
power via a 765 kV line between its Wyoming Station in West Virginia and its Jacksons Ferry
Station in Virginia as proposed. AEP would likely need to find an alternate way to meet its
objectives. To evaluate the effects of this alternative, it was assumed that the No Action
Alternative meant that the 765 kV transmission line would not be built. The potential impacts
associated with the project (as identified in the EIS) would not occur. This includes both the
potential negative and positive effects.

Public Involvement

As described in the background, the need for this action arose in 1991. A proposal to authorize
the crossing of Federal lands with a 765 kV transmission line was listed in the Notice of Intent in
the Federal Register on November 21, 1991 (56 FR 58677-58679). The proposal was provided
to the public and other agencies for comment during scoping which was extended in an updated
NOI to May 22, 1992. Additional revisions were made to the NOI and additional opportunities
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to provide comments to the agencies were offered before publication of the Draft EIS in 1996.
In addition, as part of the public involvement process, the agency held several rounds of public

meetings in the affected area.

In August of 2001 the Notice of Intent was revised to announce the preparation of the

Supplemental DEIS and requested comments on the revised proposal. Three public meetings

were held in August 2001 to update the public on the project and the federal process for
decision-making. Three additional public meetings were held after release of the Supplemental

DEIS. A summary of the scoping and public involvement process is in Appendix C of the EIS.

Using the comments from the public and other agencies, the interdisciplinary team identified

several issues regarding the effects of the proposed action. EIS Chapter 1.7 contains further

details on the significant issues. Main issues of concern included potential impacts of
construction, operation and maintenance of the transmission line on: Geology, soils and

minerals; Water resources; Cultural resources; Human health and safety (particularly Irom

herbicides and electromagnetic fields); Air quality and noise; Recreation (particularly trails and

trail users and remote recreation experiences); Social and economic resources; Land use and land

use plans (including cultural attachment); Visual/aesthetics; and Plant and animal resources

(particularly endangered species such as the Indiana bat).

To address these concerns, the Forest Service created the alternatives described above.

Public Involvement —Response to Comments

FEIS Appendix N contains the response to comments received on the 1996 DEIS and 2002
SDEIS. I have reviewed these comments in reaching my decision. I would like to address two

of the comments here.

First, many comments on the SDEIS requested that I contact the Virginia SCC to determine if
new potential developments such as a new generation plant by Duke Energy near Jacksons Ferry
would eliminate the need for the transmission line. In an October 3, 2002 letter, the staff of the

SCC stated that they believe that the Commission's May 31, 2001 Order granting authority to

construct transmission facilities adequately addressed whether new generating facilities could

displace the need for the line. The Order summarized and adopted the SCC Staff s position that

reliance on the competitive market to locate and construct generation so as to eliminate the need

for the proposed transmission line could pose unacceptable reliability risks to the Company's
customers. In addition, it may be unrealistic to assume that a significant amount of generation
could be built in southwestern Virginia because of air permitting requirements and water supply

problems. The proposed construction of the Duke Energy North America Wythe LLC energy

project notwithstanding, the Staff's position as summarized in the Order is unchanged. The

Commission considered and rejected in its May 31, 2001 Order a motion by petitioners

requesting that the record be reopened to consider the effect of projected non-AEP owned

generation as an alternative or part of an alternative to the proposed transmission line. In

rejecting the motion, the Order states:

We deny the Petitioners 'otion... the concept ofincluding non-Company generation as an

alternative or part of an alternative was considered. As discussed earlier, the construction
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ofnew generating resources in southwest Virginia does not, in and ofitself eliminate the

need for a 765 kV transmission line. The risks associated with the correct placement and
sizing ofunits, and the risk that the Company may not be able to obtain the rights it would

need, are simply too great.

The second comment is in regard to the issue of increasing air pollution impacts on the Forest as

an indirect result of increasing transmission capacity that could, in turn, increase electrical
generation at coal-fired generating stations that would increase air pollutant emissions. In the

DEIS we determined that this was not a significant issue. Due to the comments that we received
during scoping for the SDEIS, we reexamined our determination. After careful review we

reaffirmed our conclusion that this is not a significant issue in making our decision on whether or
not to allow the crossing of the National Forest with a transmission line. The rationale for this

conclusion is detailed in Appendix D of the FEIS.

Findings Required by Other Laws and Regulations

National Forest Management Act

The Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP), as amended, has been reviewed to
determine whether the decision being made is consistent with the present management area

direction, the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), and other laws and regulations. This

action is not consistent with the current Forest Plan. However, with the following changes to
amend the Plan, this project will be consistent with the amended Plan.

The construction of the transmission line would be inconsistent with the standards and guidelines

contained in the approved LRMP for visual quality objectives, Recreation Opportunity

Spectrum, and constraints on crossing the AT with overhead utility lines. First, the corridor
would not meet the long-term visual quality objective for the visual resource of the affected
Management Areas. The direction for Management Area I and Management Area IA
specifically states that the AT area mapped as foreground will have a VQO of retention (LRMP
page IV-109). Alternative I would not meet the visual quality objective of "retention" which is

assigned to the Trail (LRMP page IV-109). It would also not meet thc VQO's of retention,

partial retention, and often modification, where the corridor passes through these areas

inventoried in Management Areas 7 and 8. Secondly, the corridor passes through sections of the
Forest in Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized recreation settings and a transmission line is not
consistent with this recreation setting in Management Areas 7 and 8 (LRMP pages IV-162 and

IV-180). Lastly, the transmission line would pass over the AT rather than under the AT thus

being inconsistent with a standard for Management Area 1 that all utility lines will be buried

where they cross the AT (LRMP page IV-113). An analysis of the consistency of the alternative

with LRMP standards is provided in Table 4.10-6 in the EIS.

The Forest Plan is amended to allow this new use. This amendment is site specific to this project.
The amendment waives application of VQO standards for this project in Management Areas I,
la, 7 and 8. The Plan is also amended to change the adopted Recreation Opportunity Spectrum
setting from semi-primitive non-motorized to roaded natural in portions of the Brushy Mountain
and Long Spur roadless areas, as specified in the EIS, Chapter 4.14 (Recreation). The standard
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requiring that all utility lines will be buried where they cross the AT management area is also
waived.

The regulations that describe the Forest Plan amendment process identify two types of
amendments: those that result in a significant change in the plan and those that result in a change

that is not significant for the purposes of the planning process. The Forest Service Handbook

(FSH 1909.12, Section 5.32; WO Amendment 1909.12-92-1,Effective 8/3/92) identifies four
factors to consider in determining if a proposed change is significant.

1. Timing: The changes are to take place immediately and last as long as the transmission line is

in place. The Jefferson National Forest Plan is currently in revision. It is likely that the corridor
will become part of the utility corridor prescription in the revised plan.

2. Location and Size: These changes in the Forest Plan are site specific and confined to the

transmission line corridor that would occupy about 291 acres of the National Forest. This

represents less than 0.1 percent of the approximately 723,300 acres within the Jefferson National

Forest.

3. Goals, Objectives, and Outputs: This amendment does not significantly alter long-term

relationships between the levels of multiple-use goods and services originally projected in the

Forest Plan, particularly when only 291 acres ofNational Forest System lands are affected.

4. Management Prescription: These changes in the standards and guidelines are only for this

particular project. It does not affect any future decisions on the Forest. This change does alter
the desired future condition in that it does not meet desired visual conditions. However, this is

confined to the area along the corridor and does not affect the overall desired future of the

Management Areas or the Forest. It does not affect the resources or anticipated goods and

services to be produced on the Forest.

Based on these factors I have concluded that this is not a significant amendment to the Forest
Plan.

Roadless Rule
This action is consistent with the rule. While the rule prohibits road construction and timber

harvest within inventoried roadless areas, it does not prohibit the construction of transmission

lines. No roads will be constructed within inventoried roadless areas as part of this action. No
timber will be harvested from within inventoried roadless areas as part of this action.

Roads Policy
A site-specific roads analysis has been prepared for this project. I have reviewed this roads
analysis and this decision has been informed by it.

Endangered Species Act
This project is in full compliance with the Endangered Species Act. A Biological Assessment

was prepared and submitted to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service as part of Section 7 consultation.
The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service has concurred with our determinations of effect in the

Biological Assessment. All mitigation measures included as part of the Biological Assessment
have been included in the mitigation required for this action.
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Section 106 of National Historic Preservation Act
A programmatic agreement has been completed between the Forest Service, AEP and the

Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer. This Programmatic Agreement outlines the steps to
be taken by each party to identify, evaluate and treat historic properties in the context of the
proposed project. On non-federal lands, this agreement outlines activities equivalent to those
required under Section 106.

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION AND APPEAL RIGHTS

This decision is subject to administrative appeal pursuant to Forest Service regulations at 36 CFR
Part 215.7. Any written notice of appeal of this decision must be postmarked or received within
45 days after the date this notice is published in the Roanoke Times. The Notice of Appeal
should be sent to USDA Forest Service, Southern Region, ATTN: Appeals Deciding Officer,
1720 Peachtree Road, N.W., Suite 811N, Atlanta, GA 30309-9102.

If no appeal is received, implementation of this decision may occur on, but not before, 5 business
days from the close of the appeal filing period. If an appeal is received, implementation may not
occur for 15 days following the date of appeal disposition.

Contact Person

For additional information concerning this decision or the Forest Service appeal process, contact
Ken Landgraf, Project Coordinator, George Washington & Jefferson National Forests, 5162
Valleypointe Parkway, Roanoke, VA 24019, (540-265-5170).

WILLIAM E.DAMON, JR.
Forest Supervisor
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests

I 3o ~z
DATE

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities
on the basis of race, color, national origin, gender, religion. age, disability, political beliefs, sexual
orientation, or marital or family status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with
disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large
print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).
To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W,
Whitten Building, 14th and Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call (202)
720-5964 (voice and TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
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Purpose of the Plan

The scope and purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is summarized in the Code of Virginia, Title
15.2, Subtitle II, Chapter 22, Article 3, Section 15.2-2223:

In the preparation of a comprehensive plan, the commission shall make careful
and comprehensive surveys and studies of the existing conditions and trends of
growth, and of the probable future requirements of its territory and inhabitants.
The comprehensive plan shall be made with the purpose of guiding and
accomplishing a coordinated, adjusted and harmonious development of the
territory which will, in accordance with present and probable future needs and
resources, best promote the health, safety, morals, order, convenience,
prosperity and general welfare of the inhabitants, including the elderly and
persons with disabilities.

The Code of Virginia mandates that every incorporated jurisdiction in the Commonwealth adopt
a comprehensive plan. Furthermore, the Code mandates that each jurisdiction review/reassess
their Plan every five years. This mandate supports the need for an on-going process of plan
reassessment —the plan should never be viewed as a "static" document. Over the years, the
Virginia General Assembly has approved additional topics that must be addressed in the
Comprehensive Plan including affordable housing, open space, and a detailed transportation
element.

The Comprehensive Plan is intended to serve as a general guide for local officials in their
decisions concerning land development, expansion (or development) of community facilities,
and the establishment of community-related services. Since one major purpose of the Plan is to
guide land use decisions, the Plan should be general in nature and should emphasize the long-
range needs of the County. As such, the Plan can be utilized to examine trends in order to meet
existing needs and respond to new opportunities. The Comprehensive Plan is meant to
encourage coordinated and harmonious land use in the County and should be used in

conjunction with the County's Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances as a guide for future
development.

In December 1979 the Craig County Board of Supervisors adopted the County's first
Comprehensive Plan entitled Land Use Plan, Craig County, Virginia. During the process of
reviewing the 1979 document, the County Planning Commission proposed to expand the scope
of the update to include a more detailed look at housing, economic development, recreation and
human services. In 1989 a revised Comprehensive Plan was adopted by the County. In March
1998, Craig County adopted a number of amendments and revisions concerning the goals and
objectives for commercial activity, education, facilities improvements economic development,
transportation, housing and recreation. During the time period 2000 — 2002, the Planning
Commission again undertook the task of revising the Comprehensive Plan with public hearings
held in April and May of 2002. The previous Comprehensive Plan was formally adopted by the
Craig County Board of Supervisors on August 20, 2002. In 2010 an update of the plan began. A
draft of the updated Plan was completed in January 2013.
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Chapter 1

History

Craig County is blessed with a beautiful physical environment that has fostered a rich and
intriguing history of colorful characters, events, and places. Craig County was formed in 1851
from Botetourt, Roanoke, Giles and Monroe Counties. There were several additional
annexations from Alleghany, Giles, Monroe, and Montgomery Counties after Craig County's

formation. The County was named for Robert Craig, delegate from Roanoke County to the
General Assembly, who was instrumental in the County's formation. Exploration of the area had
begun about 1751 and by 1774 there were several permanent settlements. New Castle was
established as the County seat when Craig County was formed and is the only incorporated
town in the County. Arrival of the C&O Railroad's Craig Valley Branch in the 1890s brought on

expansion plans for the County. The 1830s brought the Cumberland Turnpike which served as
a major transportation corridor for southwestern Virginia.

Laid out in 1818 and formally established in 1819 New Castle was originally within the
boundaries of Botetourt County. In 1849, more than 200 citizens in and around New Castle
petitioned the Virginia General Assembly to form a new County with New Castle as its seat. The
1830s marked the arrival of the Cumberland Gap turnpike which served as a major
transportation channel. New Castle continued to serve as a center for Craig County commerce
and small-scale artisan manufacturing. The Craig County Court responded quickly to news of
Civil War in the spring of 1861. The court passed special levies to raise troops for the
confederacy and to provide support to the soldiers families. Although Federal troops moved
through Craig County in 1863 and 1864, New Castle recovered quickly from the war and was
incorporated in 1873.

Historic and Cultural Landmarks

The following sites have been listed on the Virginia Landmarks Register and the National

Register of Historic Places.

Craig Healing Springs - Craig Healing Springs is significant as a collection of nearly thirty well-

preserved early Twentieth Century resort buildings. Developed as a resort between 1909 and
1920 by the Craig Healing Springs Company, the resort flourished with the advent of automobile
travel in the years between the two world wars, but declined with changes in vacation and travel

patterns of the 1950s. The Christian Church in Virginia purchased the property and has adapted
the site for use as a conference center, carefully maintaining the original grounds and buildings

as well as many of the furnishings.

Huffman House - The Huffman House site, also known as Huffman Farm, features six
contributing buildings: an early nineteenth-century barn, a 1835 farmhouse, a corn crib, a wash
house, a garage, and an early twentieth-century store. Located along Route 42, the complex
developed over time and has had many commercial and travel related uses in addition to its

primary purpose as a family farm. The main house now functions as a bed and breakfast.

New Castle Historic District - The New Castle Historic District encompasses nearly 70 acres of
the downtown commercial center and adjacent residential areas. The original district, nominated
in 1973, was expanded in 1993. The historic district formed around the Craig County
Courthouse and the tavern which is now the core of the Central Hotel. From the 1890s through
the 1920s the Bank Square subdivision lots along main street were sold and developed as
commercial property. The typical New Castle building is two-story frame store with false front
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parapet and large first floor display windows. Building types represented in the district include a
courthouse, a sheriffs office/jail, a hotel, boarding houses, single-family dwellings, a church,
stores, service stations, domestic and agricultural outbuildings, artisan workshops, offices and a
bowling alley. Architectural classifications within the district include variations of the Greek
Revival, Italiante, Beaux Arts, Eastlake, Queen Anne, and Classical Revival Styles. The period
of significance for the district ranges from 1818, the date of the original town plat, to 1940, the
construction date for the most recently contributing buildings in the commercial and residential
areas.

Local Natural, Scenic and Historical Areas

Craig County is rich in historic buildings and cultural areas, unique scenic areas, and
recreational spots. Historic buildings, rural historic districts, and historic cultural landscapes
should be taken into account during planning for the County's future. Potential preservation sites
are listed below.

Craig County features many historic churches. New Bethel Christian Church, 1912 is located on
Route 42 along with five other lovely old churches. Hebron Church, located on Route 606, the
oldest standing church in Craig County was built in the 1840's. There are 14 churches in Craig
County built before 1900.

Table 1

Natural, Scenic and Historical Areas

1. The Stacks
3. Fenwick Mines
5. Sweet Springs Turnpike
7. Barbours Creek
9. Bailey Tavern
11.Paint Bank
13. Paint Bank Mill

15. Potts Mountain
17. Town Hill

19. Carper's Cave
21. Craig Healing Springs
23. Buttermilk Falls
25. New River - James River Divide
27. Salem Methodist Church
29. Craigs Creek
31. Route 42
33. Hall Road
35. Appalachian Trail
37. Waitville Road
39. Valley Roller Mill

41. Sinking Creek

2. Pines Campground
4. Hebron Church
6. Scott Tavern
8. Botanical Area
10. Virginia Mineral Springs
12. Potts Creek
14. Shires Cave
16. Circle Gorge
18. New Castle Historic District
20. Civil War Grave
22. Johns Creek
24. Sinking Creek Church
26. Meadow Creek
28. Murder Hole
30. Arnolds Knob
32. Bellview Farm
34. Webb's Mills

36. Miller's Cove
38. Blue Healing Springs
40. Watershed Dams
42. Mississippi Steamboat House
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Chapter 2
Natural Environment

The following information on Craig County's natural environment was obtained from numerous
sources including: the Virginia Division of Mineral Resources, the Department of Environmental

Quality, Virginia Department of Forestry, U.S. Forest Service and the USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Service.

Topography

Craig County has a land area of 336 square miles. It lies in the south central portion of the Great
Valley of Virginia and borders the State of West Virginia and the Virginia counties of Alleghany,

Botetourt, Giles, Montgomery and Roanoke. Several major ridges, running in a northeast-
southeast direction reach altitudes of 3,000 to 3,900 feet. The highest peaks are Arnold's Knob

at 3,939 feet and Peters Mountain at 3,886 feet. The County claims many fertile valleys, the
largest of which is along Sinking Creek. Also within the County are several large streams:
Barbours Creek, Craig Creek, John's Creek, Meadow Creek, Potts Creek and Sinking Creek.

Geology

Introduction

The Sinking Creek Valley is a unique geologic feature, one of two raised valleys in this geologic
province. The other perched valley is Burke's Garden in Tazewell County, Virginia. There is a
sign at the Great Eastern Continental Divide where the watershed divide crosses Route 42,
Cumberland Gap Rd., just west of New Castle. The Sinking Creek flows from the Great Eastern
Continental Divide on Sinking Creek Mountain in Craig County to the New River in Giles
County. The high point on Sinking Creek Mountain marks the divide for three major creeks:
Craig Creek, Sinking Creek and Meadow Creek. While Craig Creek and Meadow Creek flow to
the James River and into the Chesapeake Bay and Atlantic Ocean, only the Sinking Creek flows

to the New River and on to the Gulf of Mexico. Johns Creek, Potts Creek, and Barbours Creek
also all flow to the James River. Sandstones armor and cap the mountain ridges.

Importance

The location and orientation of Craig County's watersheds means that a lot of people's water
resources begin in Craig County. The county should think "downstream" when making decisions
about water protection. The county's water, which is filtered by trees and soils and channeled
through our geology, is used by those that live downstream. Craig County also has natural

wetlands due to the local geology. The entire Sinking Creek Valley is Karst, which makes it

especially fragile and its water vulnerable to pollution. Caves, sinkholes and springs occur
throughout the Valley.

Geological background

"The Saltville Fault is one of the major structures of the Valley and Ridge Belt as a whole, with

its northeastern termination of the fault near the nose of Sinking Creek anticline near New

Castle, Craig County, Virginia." The Sinking Creek Valley is a southwesterly dipping anticline,

eroded to the Cambrian formations. The fault runs all the way down the Sinking Creek Valley

through Saltville, Virginia and extends to Alabama. Generally, the Saltville Fault juxtaposes the
Cambrian Honaker Dolomite in the hanging wall against Devonian and Mississippian units of the
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Greendale Syncline in the footwall block. The Earthquake of 23 August 2012, centered in Louisa
County, Virginia, was felt at the same time in New Castle as in Happy Hollow in the Sinking
Creek Valley. The underlying geology carried the seismic wave to many of us.

Southeast of the Sinking Creek Mountain ridge, on the Craig Creek side of the mountain, are
ancient, giant, rock block slides of shale. These lie mainly in the George Washington Jefferson
National Forest. The geomorphology of the slides and the resultant flora and soils formations
has been a topic for scientists of all degrees. This is protected land and is not to be disturbed
nor the plants, animals, rocks or soils of any species to be taken. The same message of care
applies to the entire County. Each of its natural resources is exactly what makes Craig County
so healthy, beautiful, delicate, and clean, and makes it an effective filter. We have distinct
ecosystems, each with its own biotic (soils, flora and fauna) and abiotic (rock) characteristics.
This is what makes Craig County so beautiful.

Past Uses

In the past, Oriskany iron ore was produced by underground and surface mining in northeastern
Craig County. The iron ore was used primarily in local iron ore furnaces. Mining operations for
iron ore ceased about 1925. Manganese deposits occur at several locations and have been
mined in the vicinity of Simmonsville, New Castle, Paint Bank and on Sinking Creek Mountain
southwest of New Castle. Limestone and dolomite have been quarried near New Castle,
Simmonsville and Huffman for road stone and other uses. Samples of clay and shale from
selected localities in the County have been tested and found to be potentially suitable for brick,
tile, drain tile, pottery and lightweight aggregate. Sandstone in the County offers a potential
source of construction and industrial stone. The Castle Sand Plant northeast of New Castle is
an active sand mining operation.

References

The information of Craig County's natural environment and natural resources was obtained from
numerous sources including: the Virginia Division of Mineral Resources, the Department of
Environmental Quality, Virginia Department of Forestry, U.S. Forest Service and the USDA
Natural Resources Conservation Service and private Citizens of Craig County.

Geology of the Saltville and Pulaski Fault Blocks, Southwest Virginia, F. Webb, Jr., L.A.
Raymond and W.W. Whitlock, 2008. 38th Annual Virginia Geological Field Conference

Soils

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service completed the
Soil Survey for Craig County, Virginia in 2011. The soil survey is not designed for use as a
primary regulatory tool in permitting or citing decisions, but may be used as a reference source.
Readers should refer to the Soil Survey for Craig County for soil classification, soil
characteristics and maps. Site specific soils need further, on-site evaluation (called ground-
truthing).

The soils in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that is related to the geology, organisms
and natural vegetation, relief, climate and time. Soils of New Castle and surrounding areas on
mountains and mountain foot slopes formed in residuum weathered from shale or sandstone or
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in colluvial material weathered from shale or sandstone. Soils on mountain foot slopes formed in

colluvium, alluvium on high terraces, or residuum weathered from limestone can be found in

Sinking Creek Valley.

The geology of an area influences the soils. Craig County is entirely in the Valley and Ridge
Province and does not extend to the Blue Ridge Mountains (which include metamorphic rocks).
Our geology is all sedimentary (no igneous nor metamorphic geology). For Craig County, the
mountains ridges are generally capped with sandstone and the lowlands are generally shale
geology. The soils formed in transported material (colluvium) from the ridge tops have higher
sand contents and the soils formed in limestone have more clay. The soils formed in shale have
a higher silt content and may be shallower than the soils formed in colluvium of either sandstone
or limestone, but not always. Soils are naturally variable. Climate characteristics effect soils and
are used in the taxonomy of soils. Craig County has a mesic soil temperature range (470 to
590F) and udic soil moisture regime, where in most years, the soils are not dry as long as 90
cumulative days. Craig County has five of the twelve Soil Orders: Mollisols, Inceptisols,
Entosols, Alfisols and Ultisols.

Planners, farmers and others using soil survey information can evaluate the effect of specific
land uses on productivity and on the environment in all or part of the survey area. The survey
can help planners to maintain, protect, preserve or create a land use pattern in harmony with

the natural, non-renewable soil available.

Two topics of concern in planning for the future of Craig County are the availability of land for
continued agricultural production and suitable areas for residential development utilizing septic
system drainffelds.

In an effort to identify the extent and location of important farmlands, the Natural Resources
Conservation Service, in cooperation with other interested Federal, State, and local government
organizations, has inventoried land that can be used for the production of the Nation's food

supply.

Map 1 illustrates the units in the survey area that are considered prime farmland.

~ Prime Fanniand, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, is land that has the
best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed,
forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and is available for these uses. It could be cultivated
land, pastureland, forestland, or other land, but it is not urban or built-up land or water
areas.

~ Farmland of Statewide Importance is land other than Prime Farmland which has a good
combination of physical and chemical characteristics for the production of crops.

Much of the area within Craig County is considered Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
importance. These areas should be considered, and avoided, when planning future residential,
commercial or industrial development in Craig County. The availability of farmland plays an

important role in maintaining the economy and rural character of the county.

Map 2 shows the degree and kind of soil limitations that affect septic tank absorption fields,

sewage lagoons, sanitary landfills, and daily cover for landfill. Rating class terms indicate the
extent to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect these uses. Availability

of land suitable for septic fields impacts residential development.
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~ Nof limited indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for the specified
use. Good performance and very low maintenance can be expected.

~ Somewhat limited indicates that the soil has features that are moderately favorable for
the specified use. The limitations can be overcome or minimized by special planning,
design, or installation. Fair performance and moderate maintenance can be expected.

~ Very limited indicates that the soil has one or more features that are unfavorable for the
specified use. The limitations generally cannot be overcome without major soil
reclamation, special design, or expensive installation procedures.

Note that most of the area in Craig County excluding the U.S. Forest Service property is
classified as Very Limited or Somewhat Limited. These soil characteristics will have to be taken
into consideration when planning for future development in the county.

Soil References

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service completed the
Soil Survey for Craig County, Virginia in 2011. Currently, the Soil Survey for Craig County,
Virginia is only available on the Internet and may be cited as a source of soils data. The Web
Soil Survey citation is: Soil Survey Staff, Natural Resources Conservation Service, United
States Department of Agriculture. Web Soil Survey. Available online at:
http: //websoilsurvey.nrcs.gov/.

Damplands, Intermittently Wet Lands and Wetlands of the Valley and Ridge Province, Nan Gray
and the Virginia Association of Professional Soil Scientists, 2002. Soil Science Field Excursion
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Climate

The temperate climate of the region brings relatively cool summers and mild winters to the area.
The winds through the region generally blow from the west/northwest at an average of 8-10
miles per hour. Yearly rainfall ranges in New Castle from 35" to 50" of rain/liquid precipitation

and Happy Hollow of Sinking Creek Valley receives between 35" to 63" of liquid precipitation.
Rainfall can come in high intensity short duration rains that amount to five inches in New Castle.
However, many summers can be extremely hot and dry, causing drought to occur. When the
rain returns in the fall (often as a result of a tropical depression or storm in the vicinity) flooding

may occur in low-lying areas of the County because of poor soil permeability.

Temperatures in Craig County remain fairly mild year-round, with an average annual maximum

temperature ranging in the low to mid 60s and the average minimum temperature ranging in the
low to mid 40s.

Groundwater

Care should be taken when planning for development in the County in order to protect
groundwater supplies. According to 1990 Census data (the most recent available), only 21
percent of the County's housing units are served by a public or private central water system.
The remainder relies on groundwater or some other source of drinking water. Most wells in

Craig County's mountainous areas are less than 300 feet deep and generally yield five to twenty

gallons per minute. In the Potts Mountain area dry holes have been drilled as deep as 250 feet.
Wells in the valleys are generally less than 200 feet deep and yield less than 40 gallons per
minute.

One of the deepest and most productive wells in the County penetrates shale and limestone at
the Paint Bank Fish Hatchery. This well is 400 feet deep and was test pumped for 24 hours at
323 gallons per minute with only 89 feet of drawdown. All but five gallons per minute were
obtained from calcareous shale at depths of between 300 and 400 feet. Artesian wells located
near Route 311 have also been located and found to produce 1200-1300 gallons per minute.

Craig County has a State Observation Well (SOW 232) maintained by Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) and sited on Happy Hollow Road in Sinking Creek Valley. This

well monitors the water table elevation. Current observations are available online at
http: //groundwaterwatch.usgs.gov. The landowners of Silver Lining Farm have a 100 year
agreement with the DEQ that the agency may use the well. The well is located in Karst terrain

and the current water table level is 40 feet below the surface of the ground (on 10 June 2013).

Alluvium in broad valleys may reach sufficient thickness to yield moderate supplies of water. A

few perennial streams are present in the County and yield varying amounts of water. Several
springs occur south of New Castle on the southeastern side of Sinking Creek Mountain.

The limestone and dolomite formations offer the best possibilities for future groundwater
development in Craig County. However, the erratic nature of occurrence in this type of rock and
the lack of well data makes reliable estimates of potential per unit area difficult. Adequate water

supplies may be obtained from sandstone and shale if these types are sufficiently fractured to
provide storage and movement of groundwater.
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Wells in limestone may yield hard water and iron is frequently excessive. Sulfur occurs in some
wells, particularly east and northeast of New Castle. Alum has been reported in water from the
Craig Healing Springs area.

Sinking Creek Valley is in Karst, water soluble rock, in limestone. The caves and sinkholes drain
surface water and take in underground. Some of the groundwater reemerges to daylight as cool,
fresh, mountain spring water. The water in Karst is vulnerable to pollution and animals getting
into it when it is on the surface. In Karst, surface water becomes ground water and then
becomes surface water, again. This provides a Significant Nexus or justification for regulation
for protecting the waters and wetlands of Craig County.

Surface Water

Craig County lies within the James River Basin and the New River Basin. The Great Eastern
Continental Divide sheds surface and ground waters at the highpoint of Sinking Creek
Mountain, splitting water between Sinking Creek, Craig Creek and Meadow Creek. Sinking
Creek (and its tributaries) of Sinking Creek Valley drain to the New River. Meadow Creek, Craig
Creek, Johns Creek, Barbours Creek and Potts Creek (and their tributaries) drain to the James
River.

The quality of surface waters in the county is good but relatively hard. Large volumes are
available during periods of normal flow, however, storage is necessary to provide continuous
supplies during drought periods. Stream flow gauging stations have been maintained on Johns
Creek at New Castle since 1926 and at Parr in Botetourt County since 1925. Records of
temperature, water quality data, flow during duration and high- and low-flow sequence data are
available for these gauging stations.

Craig County administers Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance designed to minimize the
effects of erosion on creeks and streams from construction, timber harvesting operations, and
other projects.

Flood Hazards

Craig County has adopted a Floodplain Management Ordinance (1996) as part of its Zoning
Ordinance. The Town of New Castle has adopted a Floodplain Management Ordinance that
requires new residential buildings to be elevated to or above the base flood elevation. Additional
requirements prevent the obstruction of the floodway. A new Stormwater Management
Ordinance, as required by recently adopted state regulations, is under development in 2013.

The County and Town of New Castle participate in, and are in good standing with, the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) by enforcing floodplain management regulations that meet
federal requirements. This program allows property owners to purchase flood insurance from
NFIP. There were 57 NFIP policies in force in the County in 2012.

There are four dams in Craig County. The Mountain Castles Soil and Water Conservation
District has responsibility for the operation and maintenance of these dams. The dams are
located on Johns Creek, Little Oregon Creek, Mudlick Branch, and Dicks Creek. The dams were
constructed during the period of 1966 to 1968 for the purpose of flood control in the Johns
Creek watershed.
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The County participates in a flood warning system developed by the National Weather Service
called Integrated Flood Observing and Warning System (IFLOWS). Through the use of radio-

transmitted information, this system provides advanced flood forecasting to the Craig County

Emergency Operation Center. There is one IFLOW station located in the County.

A lack of countywide flood plain information studies for Craig County hampers flood prevention

planning efforts at this time. The county should work with the Corps of Engineers, Virginia

Department of Emergency Management, and FEMA to develop complete Flood Insurance
Studies for the major watersheds of Johns Creek, Craig Creek, Potts Creek, Sinking Creek and
Barbours Creek. Existing flood hazard planning information is shown on Map 3.
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Forests

The forestland of Craig County has always played an important role in the lives of the County's

residents. The oak-hickory forests provide recreation, clean water source, wildlife habitat, and
raw material for the wood products industries.

Craig County contains 154,170 acres of forest land which covers 78 percent of the total land

area. Most of the forestland, 118,550 acres, is owned by the U.S. Forest Service (see Map 9
Existing Land Use, p. 61).

The harvest or stumpage value in Craig County contributed on average, $150,000 annually to
private forest landowners from 2000 to 2007.

Table 2
Craig County Private Forest Harvest

Year Pine Value Hardwood Value
2000 $19,160 $73,865
2001 $18,391 $48,276
2002 $10,926 $92,647
2003 $10,062 $53,873
2004 $23,515 $152,441
2005 $148,176 $250,213
2006 $46,459 $114,574
2007 $27,438 $170,535

Source. Virginia Departmenl of Forestry, 2011.

Value
Total Value

$93,025
$66,667

$103,573
$63,935

$175,956
$398,389
$161,033
$197,973

While forestland provides many benefits to the county, federally owned land has an impact on

the local government's tax collections and budget. Generally, federal lands may not be taxed by

state or local governments unless the governments are authorized to do so by Congress.
Because local governments are primarily financed by property and sales taxes, this inability to
tax the property values or products derived from the federal lands affects the local tax base,
sometimes significantly. Instead of authorizing taxation, Congress chose to create various

payment programs designed to compensate for lost tax revenue. The most wide-ranging

payment program is called "Payments in Lieu of Taxes" or PILT. It is administered by the
Department of the Interior and affects most acreage under federal ownership including that of
the U.S. Forest Service.

The Payments in Lieu of Taxes Act of 1976 was passed at a time when U.S. policy was shifting

from one of disposal of federal lands to one of retention. The policy meant that the retained
lands would no longer be expected to enter the local tax base at some later date. Because of
that shift, Congress agreed with recommendations of a federal commission that if these federal
lands were never to become part of the local tax base, then some compensation should be
offered to local governments to make up for the presence of non-taxable land within their

jurisdictions.

In some counties the PILT payment greatly exceeds the amount that the county would receive if

the land were taxed at fair market value, while in others it is much, much less. Given such
problems, and the complexity of federal land management policies, any change in the PILT law
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has been difficult, particularly when Congress has a stated goal of reducing spending. The
Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 provided for mandatory spending of the full
authorized PILT level for five years, FY2008-FY2012, however future allocations to the program
were uncertain at the time this comprehensive plan was developed.

The formula used to compute the payments is contained in the PILT Act and is based on
population, receipt sharing payments, and the amount of Federal land within an affected county.
PILT payments are in addition to other Federal revenues (such as oil and gas leasing, livestock
grazing, and timber harvesting) that the Federal Government transfers to the states. Table 3
illustrates the PILT paid to Craig County and the variability of the payment from year to year.

Year
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

Source: U.S

Table 3
Payment in Lieu of Taxes

Payment Acreage
$76,761 117,361

$100,361 117,203
$113,145 117,203
$117,367 117,203
$122,404 117,203
$125,259 117,240
$123,722 117,243
$120,017 117,283
$123,235 NA

$205,766 117,295
$65,393 117,295
$93,534 117,295

$110,743 117,295
Department of the Interior, 2012,

Every National Forest has a Resource Management Plan that describes how the U.S. Forest
Service will manage the national forest for the next 10 to 15 years. It explains what Forest
Service managers plan to do and what public benefits are anticipated. Long-term planning of
this kind is required by the National Forest Management Act of 1976. The Forest Plan provides
broad guidance; it does not make decisions about particular sites, stands, roads, trails, etc.
Those decisions are made in individual site-specific Project Plans in compliance with the goals,
guidelines, and standards of the established Management Plan. The Jefferson National Forest
Plan that covers Craig County was revised in 2004.

Officials of Craig County and its residents should work with the U.S. Forest Service to address
uses in the national forest including recreation, timbering, and tourism.

Although the potential of increased forest production in the future is good, there has been rather
strong opposition from some County residents about extensive timbering in the National Forest.
The main concern of residents appears to be that increased timbering will force the Federal
government to cut many new roads into the forest, possibly affecting the hunting and aesthetic
qualities of the land.
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The National Forest also serves as a draw for tourists to the county. Residents and visitors

utilize U.S. Forest Service land for camping, horseback riding, fishing, hiking, hunting, and other

forms of recreation. The county should continue to work with the USFS to maintain these uses.
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Population Trends

Chapter 3
Demographics

Craig County's population has fluctuated over the past century with the greatest change
occurring during the period of 1910-30 and 1940-60. From 1910to 1930 there was a 24 percent
decrease in population while during the decades of 1940-60 there was an 11 percent decrease.
The County population has continued to increase since 1960, growing from 3,356 to 5,190 in a
fifty year period. The tables below present the numerical and percentage changes in population.

Table 4
Population Change, 1900 - 2010

Year Population Change
1900 4,293
1910 4,711 13.0
1920 4,100 -9.7
1930 3,562 -13.1
1940 3,769 5.8
1950 3,452 -8.4
1960 3,356 -2.8
1970 3,524 5.0
1980 3,948 12.0
1990 4,372 10.7
2000 5,091 16.4
2010 5,190 1.9

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1900-2010

Population Projections

Population projections through the year 2030 indicate that Craig County will continue to grow.
The following table presents population projections from 2010 to 2030. Note that the actual
Census count in Table 5 exceeded the projected population in 2010. The Virginia Employment
Commission (VEC) will adjust its population projections to take into account new data from the
2010 Census.

Table 5
Population Projections

Year Population Change
2010 5,159
2020 5,238 1.5
2030 5,311 1.4

Source: Population Projections, Virginia Employment
Commission, 2010.
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Migration and Natural Increase

This table provides geographical mobility for persons relative to their residence at the time they
were surveyed. The characteristics crossed by geographical mobility reflect the current survey

year of 2010. According to information provided by the Census Bureau, 196 persons moved to
Craig County in 2010. In addition, 229 residents of Craig County moved from one home to
another within the county in 2010.

Table 6
Migration in the Past Year, 2010

Category
Total:

Householder lived in owner-occupied housing units

Householder lived in renter-occupied housing units

Same house 1 year ago:
Householder lived in owner-occupied housing units

Householder lived in renter-occupied housing units

Moved within same county:
Householder lived in owner-occupied housing units

Householder lived in renter-occupied housing units

Moved from different county within same state:
Householder lived in owner-occupied housing units

Householder lived in renter-occupied housing units

Moved from different state:
Householder lived in owner-occupied housing units

Householder lived in renter-occupied housing units

Moved from abroad:
Householder lived in owner-occupied housing units

Householder lived in renter-occupied housing units
Source: Geographic Mobility 2006-2010, American Community

Persons
5,008
4,334

674
4,583
4,044

539
229
133
96

133
128

5
63
29
34

0
0
0

Survey, 2012.
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Natural increase is a measure of the population change based on the number of births and
deaths that have occurred in a locality over a period of time. Natural increase in Craig County
from 1999 to 2009 was 5 persons.

Table 7
Natural Population Increase, 1999-2009

Natural
Year Births Deaths Increase
1999 54 38 16
2000 58 40 18
2001 61 41 20
2002 49 63 -14
2003 55 51 4
2004 43 52 -11
2005 46 52 -6
2006 48 49 -1
2007 40 48 -8
2008 38 44 -6
2009 50 57 -7

Source: I/irginia Vital Statistics Annual Reports, Virginia
Department of Health, 1999-2009.
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Age Distribution

The age composition of the of the County remained relatively stable from 2000 to 2010. The
percentage of population between the ages of 0 and 19 decreased by 5.8 percent from 1,301 to
1,226. The number of older citizens, age 65 and over, increased during that same period by
28.2 percent. The workforce population between the ages of 20 and 64 remained constant.

It should be noted that the median age in Craig County has been increasing over the last few
decades, with a decreasing youth population. The median age statistics illustrate this point. In

1980 the median age was 33.1 years, while in 2010 the figure was 44.8.

Table 8
Population Distribution by Age

Age 2000 2010
Group Number Percent Number

Under 5 292 5.7 259
5-9 328 6.4 317

10- 14 375 7.4 325
15- 19 306 6.0 325
20 - 24 229 4.5 226
25- 34 633 12.4 485
35-44 877 17.2 672
45- 54 777 15.3 888
55- 59 322 6.3 412
60-64 261 5.1 395
65-74 392 7.7 535

75 & Over 299 5.9 351
Total 5,091 100.0 5,190

Sourcei U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Population, 2000 and 2010

Percent
5.0
6.1
6.3
6.3
4.4
9.3
12.9
17.1
7.9
7.6
10.3
6.8

100.0

Household Characteristics

While the County's population increased by 1.9%from 2000 to 2010, the number of households
increased by 6.0 percent. Although there are more households, the average household size has
decreased by 3.3 percent. This decline has taken place over the last few decades with a 33%
decrease in the average household size from 3.5 persons in 1960 to 2.37 persons in 2010.

Table 9
Household Characteristics

Category 2000 2010
Total Households 2,060 2,183
Average Household Size 2.45 2.37

Source: U.S. Census, Census of Population, 2000 and 2010.

Change
6.0%
-3.3%
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Income

Although the median household income in Craig County increased by almost 31% from 2000 to
2010, this amount was still equal to only 81% of the state median family income in 2010. Family
median income was also only 78% of the state median family income. Per capita income in the
County was approximately 76.5% of the state median per capita income.

Table 10
Median Income Change

Category 2000 2010 Change
Household $37,314 $48,845 30.9%
Family $41,750 $53,579 28.3%
Per Capita $17,322 $22,642 30.7%

Soume: Census of Population, U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and American
Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau 2010.

Table 11
Median Income Comparison

Category Craig County Virginia
Household $48,845 $60,316
Family $53,579 $72,193
Per Capita $22,642 $31,606

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau 2010.

Per Capita Personal Income

In 2009, Craig County had a per capita personal income (PCPI) of $30,296. This was 68.7% of
the state figure, $44,057. In 2000, the PCPI of Craig County was $21,955. The annual growth
rate of PCPI over the past 10 years was 3.8 percent. The average annual growth rate for the
state was 3.9 percent.

Table 12
Per Capita Personal Income Trend

Year Craig County Virginia
2000 $21,955 $31,640
2001 $23,325 $33,278
2002 $24,097 $33,753
2003 $25,041 $35,001
2004 $25,688 $36,902
2005 $27,637 $38,966
2006 $28,955 $41,362
2007 $28,948 $43,437
2008 $30,448 $44,676
2009 $30,296 $44,057

Source: U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis,
2010
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Poverty Statistics

Craig County experienced a decrease in the percentage of persons below the poverty level

between 2000 and 2010. However the percentage of persons age 65 and over, families, and

female householder families below the poverty level all increased.

Table 13
Poverty Statistics, Craig County

Category 2000 2010
Persons 10.3% 9.5%
Persons Age 65 and Over 10.5% 12.6%
Families 6.6% 9.3%
Female Householder Families 12.0% 13 7%

Source: Census of Population, U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and
American Community Survey, U S. Census Bureau 2010.
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Chapter 4
Housing

Housing Units

There was a small increase in the number of housing units in Craig County for the period 2000
to 2010. The number of vacant housing units increased by almost 27 percent during the same
period. Vacant housing units include cottages and cabins used on a seasonal basis.

2010
2,809
2,183

626
38

5
30
9

364

Table 14
Housing Units

Housing Occupancy 2000
Total housing units 2,554

Occupied housing units 2,060
Vacant housing units 494

For rent NA

Rented, not occupied NA

For sale only NA

Sold, not occupied NA

For seasonal, recreational, 329
or occasional use
All other vacant units NA 180

Homeowner vacancy rate 1.6'/o 1.7'/o

Rental vacancy rate 6 1'/o 7.9'/o

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Housing, 2000 and 2010.

Occupied Units

The percentage of owner-occupied housing remained steady from 2000 to 2010. The number of
owner-occupied units has increased by 73 units from 2000 to 2010. The number of renter
occupied units increased by 50 units during the 10 year period.

Table 15
Occupied Units by Type

2000
Category Number Percent
Owner-Occupied 1,672 I 81.2
Renter-Occupied 388 I 18.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Housing, 2000 and 2010.

2010
Number Percent

1,745 I 79 9
438 I 20 1
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Housing Type

Single-family units have remained the dominant type of housing in Craig County. The number of

mobile homes has decreased by 20.1 percent.

Table 16
Housing Unit by Type

2000 2010
Type Number Percent Number Percent
Single-Family 1829 72 2 2 016 781
Multi-Family 105 4.1 89 3.4
Mobile homes 599 23.7 477 18.5

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Housing, 2000 and American
Community Survey, 2010.

General Housing Characteristics

The median house value increased by almost 73 percent from 2000 to 2010. The median rent

increased 35.4 percent. The amount of housing stock 30 or more years old increased to more

than 56 percent.

The census figures which best reflect the condition of housing units in the County are percent of
occupied units with more than 1.01 persons per room and percent of occupied units lacking

complete plumbing for exclusive use. The percent of overcrowded units decreased and the
percent of units lacking complete plumbing decreased from 2000 to 2010.

Table 17
Housing Characteristics

2000
$85,400

$404
ears or Older 52.5

2010
$147,500

$547
56.2

0.0

Characteristic
Median Value
Median Contract Rent
Percent of Housing 30 Y

Percent of Occupied Units with More
than 1.01 Persons I Room (overcrowded) 2.8
Percent of Occupied Units Lacking
Complete Plumbing for Exclusive Use 6.5

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Housing, 2000 and Amencan
Community Survey, 2010.

Craig County Comprehensive Plan August 12, 2013 24

20150612-0018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/12/2015



Table 18
Housing Units by Year Structure Built, 2010

Time Period Number Percent
Built 2005 or later 42 1.6
Built 2000 to 2004 86 3.3
Built 1990 to 1999 561 21.7
Built 1980 to 1989 441 17.1
Built 1970 to 1979 415 16.1
Built 1960 to 1969 189 7.3
Built 1950 to 1959 289 11.2
Built 1940 to 1949 152 5.9
Built 1939 or earlier 407 15.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2010.

Residential Building Permits

Based on data provided by the Center for Public Service, the number building permits
authorized has averaged approximately 33 units per year since 2000. There has been a decline
in the number of building permits since 2007.

The information excludes permits issued for mobile homes, garages and other out-buildings,
additions and renovations, and commercial construction. The Census Bureau used to collect
data on commercial construction, demolitions, and mobile homes. They have discontinued
these surveys and these data are no longer available.

Table 19
Residential Building Permits, 2000-2010

Year Units
2000 42
2001 31
2002 38
2003 36
2004 30
2005 48
2006 NA

2007 42
2008 23
2009 17
2010 19

Source: Cooper Center for Public Service, 2010.
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Affordable Housing

The Code of Virginia, Sec. 15.2-2223, under the scope and purpose of the comprehensive plan,
states that "The plan shall include: the designation of areas and implementation of measures for
the construction, rehabilitation and maintenance of affordable housing, which is sufficient to
meet the current and future needs of residents of all levels of income in the locality while

considering the current and future needs of the planning district within which the locality is

situated." Housing affordability should be monitored by local governments to ensure that all

citizens are capable of meeting this basic need.

Summarv of Affordable Housina Needs

The Census Bureau's Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy database definition of
housing problems includes the following criteria "any occupied units lacking a complete kitchen,

lacking complete plumbing, having more than 1.01 persons per room, or costing more than 30
percent of the occupant households (monthly) income."

Table 20
Craig County Housing Deficiencies

2000
Kitchen 1.0%
Plumbing 1.8%

.01 Persons Per Room 2.8%

2010
0.6
1.1
0.0

Criteria
Units Lacking Complete
Units Lacking Complete
Units With More Than 1

Renters Paying More Than 30% of the Occupant
Households Income 19.1% 25.3%
Owners Paying More Than 30% of the Occupant
Households Income 17.7% 35.2%

Source: Virginia Housing Atlas 2000, Virginia Center for Housing Research and American
Community Survey, U S. Census Bureau, 2010.

In 2010 the Craig County median rent was 59 percent of the statewide median rent.

Approximately 5.2% of renters in Craig County were paying less than $300 per month. Fewer
than 39% of renters were paying above $750 per month compared to 66.4% of renters
statewide.

Table 21
Gross Rent, 2010

Category Craig County
Median $547
Below $300 5.2%
$750 or More 38.4%
No Cash Rent 29.4%

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau, 2010.

Virginia

$931
5.4%

66.4%
6.6%
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Craig County median owner costs with a mortgage were 54 percent of the statewide median
while median owner costs without a mortgage were 73.6 percent of the state median. The lower
monthly mortgages may be attributed to lower house values, yet similar costs for utilities,
maintenance and taxes. The percentage of owners with a mortgage in Craig County was lower
than the percentage for the state. This is possibly due to lower median house value and a long
term ownership trend in the County creating an opportunity for owners to pay off a mortgage.

Table 22
Median Owner Costs, 2010

Craig County
Median Costs with a Mortqaqe $897
Median Costs without a Mortgage $276
Owners with a Mortgage 51.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2010

Virginia

$1,668
$375

72.9%

A standard measure of affordability for both owner and renter is the percentage of income being
appiied toward housing costs. This cost includes rent or mortgage, utilities, maintenance and
taxes. An acceptable rate is 30 percent of the household's income.

In 2010, 245 (26.3%) home owners with a mortgage in Craig County were applying more than
thirty percent or more of their income toward housing costs and 73 (19.5%) renters were
applying 30 percent or more of their income toward housing costs.

Resources and Strateaies

Local housing programs can help residents access safe affordable housing by addressing the
needs of specific clients, improving existing housing and assisting in financing. In addition,
programs for the elderly and handicapped, energy efficiency and weatherization, water and
sewer system programs and local regulations such as the building code and zoning, all play a
role in providing affordable housing.

Additional housing resources are available from the following agencies for financial and
technical assistance: Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development's Division of
Community Development, Virginia Housing Development Authority, USDA Rural Development,
and Southeast Rural Community Assistance Project.
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Chapter 5
Recreation and Tourism

Craig County offers a rich historical heritage, a small-town country atmosphere, and rolling

mountain vistas. With over 150,000 acres of National Forest land, recreational opportunities
include hunting, birding, fishing, primitive camping, horse-back riding, and world-class hiking.

Outdoor Recreation Resources are illustrated on Map 4.

Craig County Tourism Commission

The Craig County Tourism Commission currently has ten members appointed by the Craig
County Board of Supervisors. The mission statement of the commission is: To maximize
economic development by promoting tourism, and to enhance quality of life, while retaining the
culture and natural beauty of the area.

Regional Tourism Marketing

Craig County is an active member in the following regional tourism organizations: Roanoke
Valley Convention & Visitors Bureau, Fish Virginia First, Virginia's Western Highlands and the
Artisans Center of Virginia. The County is working with Virginia's Western Highlands on multiple
brochures and a web site to market the areas opportunities for hiking, birding, wildf lowers, and
driving tours.

Virginia's Western Highlands Artisan Trail

In 2012 the Artisans Center of Virginia, in partnership with the Virginia's Western Highlands
Tourism Council, announced the initiation of the development of the Artisan Trail Network
program in the region of the Virginia's Western Highlands (Alleghany Highlands, Bath County,
Craig County and Highland County, VA). Virginia's Western Highlands Artisan Trail will link the
member localities together using sites highlighting artists, crafters and agri-businesses. The first
Craig County members signed up to participate in the program in April 2012. A total of 14
members have signed up since then. They are: Black Diamond Ranch, Craig County Artisan
Center & Farmers Market, Depot Lodge, Huffman House B & B, Joe's Trees - Next Generation
Farm, Joes Trees Artisan Store, Locust Mountain Grill, Art by Momet, Old Brick Hotel, the
Sublett Place, Swinging Bridge Restaurant, Tingler's Mill, Wilderness Adventure and the Craig
County Public Library 8 Visitor's Center.

The Artisans Center of Virginia (ACV) develops and implements systems and strategies to
improve economic outcomes for Virginia artisans and their communities while assisting them in

promoting their local artisan culture. The ACV, a state-designated nonprofit dedicated to
enhancing the economic opportunities of small business artisans and the communities in which

they reside, is implementing a defined plan of strategic initiatives to quantify the artisan
industry's economic impact, strengthen rural economies through regional network marketing,
enhance statewide tourism marketing initiatives, develop small businesses, create jobs, and
open and expand markets for Virginia exports.

Craig County Comprehensive Plan August 12, 2013 28

20150612-0018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/12/2015



P

IO

N
O

2

C

Ct
3

D 8 G

E
Z

o
e 80

E
W

M

P- o

2
V

Vl
Ul

M iO

2
Vl

O

M

E
E
V

o

20150612-0018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/12/2015



Tourism's Economic Impact

While tourism and recreation provide quality of life benefits to residents and visitors,
consideration must also be given to the economic impact of these activities. The latest data
available from the Virginia Division of Tourism is for 2011. The tourism payroll for Craig County
was $755,801 for 46 employees. Virginia travel expenditures increased by 9.2% during the
period of 2007 to 2011, while Craig County expenditures increased by 13.1 percent.

Expenditures
Payroll

Employment

State Tax Receipts
Local Tax Receipts
Lodging Excise Tax
Collected
Food Service Excise
Tax Collected
Admissions Excise
Tax Collected

Source: Virginia Tourism

Table 23
Craiq County Tourism Impact

2007 2008 2009
$3,381,629 $ 3,458,634 $3,431,468

$720,398 $733,993 $733,715
47 47 47

$141,365 $141,107 $149,608
$122,960 $126,952 $127,393

$7,634 $12,196 $12,116

2011
$3,823,818

$755,801
46

$154,410
$132,001

$12,487

2010
$3,583,110

$742,415
46

$151,567
$129,745

$10,705

$54,662 $54,424 $64,022 $68,897 $68,565

$0 $0 $0$0

Corporation, 2012.

Tourism Expenditures in Table 23 represent the direct spending by domestic travelers including
meals, lodging, public transportation, auto transportation, shopping, admissions and
entertainment. Payroll represents the direct wages, salaries and tips corresponding to the direct
travel-related employment. Employment represents the estimates of direct travel-related
employment in the locality. State Tax Receipts represents the estimates of direct travel-related
state taxes generated within the locality. These taxes would include the state sales-and-use tax,
gasoline excise taxes, corporate income tax and the personal income tax.

Local Travel Receipts represents the estimates of direct travel-related local taxes generated
within the locality. These taxes would include the local sales-and-use tax, local excise taxes and
property taxes. Lodging Excise Tax Collected, Food Service Excise Tax Collected, and
Admissions Excise Tax Collected represent the local excise tax collections for lodging, meals
and admissions, respectively, if applicable in the locality. Incorporated towns within a county
may also impose a separate excise tax. Excise tax collections from incorporated towns are
included in this data. Localities imposing a local lodging excise tax may impose the tax on any
or all classes of lodging such as hotels, motels, bed and breakfasts, cabins, and campgrounds.

Festivals

Craio Countv Fall Festival

The Fall Festival is held on the second Saturday in October. For 30 years it has been sponsored
by the Craig County Historical Society as their major fundraiser and provides fundraising
opportunities for the entire community. The festival includes a street fair, antique car show, live
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entertainment and horse rides. Demonstrations and exhibits showcase the history of Craig
County at the Old Brick Hotel and two restored cabins.

Historic Landmarks

The following land marks are listed in the Virginia Landmarks Register and National Register of
Historic Places.

New Castle Historic District

The New Castle Historic District encompasses nearly 70 acres of the downtown commercial
center and adjacent residential areas. The historic district formed around the Craig County
Courthouse and the tavern which is now the core of the Old Brick Hotel. From the 1890s
through the 1920s the Bank Square subdivision lots along Main Street were sold and developed
as commercial property. Building types represented in the district include a courthouse, a
sheriff's office/jail, a hotel, boarding houses, single-family dwellings, a church, stores, service
stations, domestic and agricultural outbuildings, artisan workshops, offices and a bowling alley.
Architectural classifications within the district include variations of the Greek Revival, Italiante,
Beaux Arts, Eastlake, Queen Anne, and Classical Revival Styles.

Since 1983, the Craig County Historical Society has restored and maintained the Old Brick
Hotel in New Castle. In 2012 an addition was added to the back of the building to provide a
ground level facility for the Genealogy Library. Past boarders include lawyers and judges, hot
springs visitors, and maybe Jesse James. The three-story brick building was built in three
stages beginning in 1840. Right across the street from the Craig County Courthouse, it was the
center of town through the boom times of the early 1900's.

The Hotel now showcases local antiques, a genealogy library and a lot of history. The dining
room can be rented for meetings and dinners. The Hawkins cabin is adjacent to the hotel and
the two-story Keffer log house is next door to Mick or Mack IGA. The hotel is open every Friday
afternoon April through November, or visitors may call for an appointment to view the facility.

Two log homes are located in the historic district. The Keffer Log House was rebuilt during the
summer of 1999 by Roger Davis of Montana and Robert Echols of Happy Hollow. The lot on
which this cabin is located was the horse corral used by men coming to court in New Castle.
The adjacent property has a clause in its deed stating "there shall always be a path to the creek
to water the horses." The path and John's Creek are behind the cabin.

The Hawkins-Brizendine Cabin was built in 2000 of logs from the funeral home given by Buddy
Boitnott and from the Hawkins homeplace on Rt. 614 given by Ashby & Flo Eakin. The cabins
can be visited Fridays 1 to 4 PM April thru November or by appointment.

Craia Healina Sorinas

Craig Healing Springs is significant as a collection of nearly thirty well-preserved early Twentieth
Century resort buildings. Developed as a resort between 1909 and 1920 by the Craig Healing
Springs Company, the resort flourished with the advent of automobile travel in the years
between the two world wars, but declined with changes in vacation and travel patterns of the
1950s. The Christian Church in Virginia purchased the property and has adapted the site for use
as a conference center, carefully maintaining the original grounds and buildings as well as many
of the furnishings.
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Huffman House

The Huffman House site, also known as Huffman Farm, features an early nineteenth-century
barn, a 1835 farmhouse, a corn crib, a wash house, a garage, and an early twentieth-century
store. Located along Route 42, the complex developed over time and has had many commercial
and travel related uses in addition to its primary purpose as a family farm. The main house now
functions as a bed and breakfast.

Lodging

Bio Pine Trout Farm

Big Pine Trout Farm located in historic New Castle has a farmhouse and a cottage. The
farmhouse is a comfortable and upscale contemporary 3-bedroom house. The cottage sleeps 5
to 6 people and has a full kitchen. The site has amenities such as a private spring fed trout
stream, beautiful views of the Virginia mountains, nature trails, blackberry picking (June-
August), fully furnished. Running through Big Pine is Meadow Creek, a well-managed stream
with rainbow trout. A limited number of anglers are permitted on the stream at a time, therefore,
reservations are required.

Countrv Sauires Inn

Country Squires Inn is an elegant Victorian inn located in the middle of historic, downtown New
Castle. The park-like gardens, antiques and original artwork are the perfect setting for a
weekend getaway, weddings, receptions and corporate events. The whole house is available for
rent for weddings or parties or lodging.

The Deoot Lodae

The Depot Lodge is located in Paint Bank. The Lodge is part of a major economic investment
which includes the renovation of Tingler's Mill to include a craft shop, the expansion of Paint
Bank General Store to include the Swinging Bridge Restaurant and shop, Hollow Hill Buffalo
Farm and Potts Mountain Ouffitters. The train depot dates back to 1909, when Paint Bank was
the final stop of the Potts Valley Branch line of the Norfolk & Western Railway. The depot and
our other historic buildings have been renovated and converted into charming lodging, while
maintaining much of the original architecture. The main section of the depot lodge features 4
rooms upstairs, each with private bath, a gas fireplace, and the soothing sounds of flowing
water from nearby Potts Creek. The lodge also offers a master suite with private bath, living

room, and a deck overlooking the water. Choose from a variety of accommodations including an
actual restored train caboose, one of many lodge rooms, one of two cottages, or a private cabin
by Pott's Creek.

The Huffman House

The Huffman House at Creekside Farm in the western part of Craig County is a meticulously
restored historic four bedroom bed and breakfast. The Huffman property features three historic
buildings that comprise the Virginia country inn, an early nineteenth century barn, a farmhouse
built circa 1835 with an addition and remodeling in 1906, and an early twentieth century store.
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Campgrounds

The Pines Camoaround

The Pines Campground is a U.S. Forest Service managed recreation area located next to
Barbour's Creek with 2 picnic sites, 17 campsites, a horse corral and trails, water and bathroom
facilities.

Steel Bridae Camoaround

Steel Bridge Campground is a U.S. Forest Service managed recreation area adjacent to Potts
Creek and near the community of Paint Bank, has 20 campsites, water and restroom facilities.

Countrv Camoaround

Country Campground has primitive camping on Craig Creek south of New Castle. The
campground has several pull-through sites. An enclosed pavilion is available for small fee. The
family-operated campground has 20 campsites with electric and water hookups and 30 with no
hook-ups.

USFS Recreation Resources

Craig County is served by the New Castle Ranger District and Blacksburg Ranger District of the
Jefferson and George Washington National Forest. The United States Forest Service (USFS)
manages approximately 154,170 acres of land in Craig County as well as several recreation
facilities and 200 miles of roads and trails. The USFS works in cooperation with the Virginia

Division of Game and Inland Fisheries to manage the wildlife habitat in the County. The lands of
the USFS provide residents and tourists with many opportunities for fishing, camping, hiking,

hunting and nature study.

Fenwick Mines Recreational Area

Fenwick Mines Recreational Area is a day use facility offering recreation opportunities for the
naturalist, historian, and angler. The facility is managed and maintained by the U.S. Forest
Service. The created wetlands, boasting an accessible boardwalk interpretive trail, are the
remnants of a late nineteenth century iron mining and manufacturing center that once was the
location of a community of over 200 individuals. The site is ADA accessible. The Fenwick
Mining Complex, consisting of 3,000 acres, was operated primarily between 1899 and 1924.
Eight mines in the proximity of the wetlands produced high grade ore which was shipped by the
C&O Railroad to furnace locations for smelting. The reclaimed area now boasts waterfowl

habitat, native wetland flora habitat, a warm water fishing area, casual sports openings, a picnic
shelter, and group and family picnic sites. Adjacent trails offer waterfalls, hunting, upland
hardwood and mixed pine forests, and a glimpse into the history of the iron industry.

Patterson Mountain Off-Road Vehicle Trail

The Patterson Mountain Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Trail is designed for all-terrain vehicle (ATV)
and dirt bike enthusiasts. Approximately 15 miles of trail contain challenges for users with

different levels of skills. The trail is managed by the United States Forest Service and was
closed indefinitely in 2010 due to misuse and erosion problems.
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Potts Slooe Shootina Rance

This range is for rifle and pistol practice only. The lanes are sheltered from the sun and each
one has a shooting bench that accommodates left and right-handed shooters. This range is
designed for firing at stationary targets at 25, 50 & 100 yards. Shooters must bring their own

paper targets. The range is handicapped-accessible. Parking and a restroom are available at
the site.

Virginia Birding and Wildlife Trails

Within Virginia's 43,000 square miles of diverse natural habitat, can be found some 400 species
of birds, 250 species of fish, 150 species of terrestrial and marine mammals, 150 species of
amphibians and reptiles, and a wide variety of aquatic and terrestrial invertebrates. The Virginia
Birding and Wildlife Trail celebrates this diversity. In fact, it is the first statewide program of its
kind in the United States.

Craig County is part of the Iron Ore Loop Trail in the state's Mountain Trail area. It includes the
following six Birding and Wildlife Trails located within the county:

~ Fenwick Mines
~ Lions Park
~ Hall Road Raptor Viewing Area
~ Paint Bank Trout Hatchery
~ Paint Bank General Store/Depot Lodge/Hollow Hill Farm
~ Sweet Road (FDR-350)

Scenic Byways

Three roads in Craig County have been designated Scenic Byways by the State of Virginia:
Route 311, Route 42 and Route 615. Each of these driving routes was selected based on
scenes of natural beauty and places of historical and social significance. In addition, the Virginia
Outdoors Plan recommended the inclusion of Route 606 from Fincastle to its intersection with

612 in Craig County in the list of scenic byways. The U.S. Forest Service is working with the
states of Virginia and West Virginia to develop the "Whistle Stop Byway" (Rt. 600) which will

extend from Glen Alton, in Giles County, Virginia to Paint Bank. Portions of routes 311, 42, 600,
and 18 (the road passing Steel Bridge Day Use Area and Steel Bridge Campground) are part of
the Iron Ore Loop of the Virginia Birding and Wildlife Trail.

Overlooks, Turnouts and Waysides

Driving through Craig County, one would be hard pressed not to notice the magnificent views
From Pott's and Peter's Mountains. Unfortunately, the facilities discourage travelers from

stopping and enjoying the scenery. First developed in the 1930s, the waysides and overlooks in

Craig County have fallen into disrepair. Expanding the tourism industry and encouraging private
enterprise depends on creating an inviting sense of place. Well tended turnouts increase the
perception of safety. Nothing in the roadside facilities invites visitors to stop or to explore Craig
County. The air of neglect at many of the facilities in the Route 311 Corridor discourages rather
than encourages local tourism, precisely because they are the most visible of facilities. By
upgrading the waysides and overlooks, utilizing the same or similar design features prevalent
along the Blue Ridge Parkway, the Route 311 corridor, potentially, can become the primary
tourism route between two significant tourism destinations: the Roanoke Valley in Virginia and
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the Greenbrier Valley in West Virginia. As the local tourism industry expands and matures,
Craig County, like points along the Parkway, may become a primary destination as well.

Originally proposed as part of a Federal transportation grant application in 2010, the I/irginia

Route 311 Visitor Facilities Renovation and Upgrade project is designed to create a visitor-
oriented scenic corridor through Craig County and encourage the expansion of the local tourism
economy. The project has three distinct elements: 1) Overlooks, Turnouts and Waysides; 2)
Day Trip and Overnight Destinations; and 3) Tourism Kiosk Initiative. Each element contributes
to the re-establishment of Route 311 as visitor-based scenic corridor, one that provides tourists,
whether local, regional, or out of state, with a unique tourism experience.

Broad Run/Craia Creek Wavside Park& Welcome Center

The development of a new wayside park will provide travelers with needed services, including
restroom facilities, and will provide Craig County with a much needed welcome center and
community park adjacent to Route 311.The rehabilitation of the property will add to the scenic
quality of southern Craig County.

Craia Creek Vallev Overlook /Route 42)

The Craig Creek Valley Overlook is located on Route 42, just west of the junction of Route 42
and 311. This site, due to the efforts of the Boy Scouts and Craig County, is in significantly
better condition than the other three overlooks in the county. The stone seat wall has been
rebuilt; however pavement, sidewalk, curbing, and small picnic patio have been left untouched,
as has the landscaped island. The project work completes the rehabilitation of the site. Craig
County is proposing to work with the industrial arts program through Craig County High School
and a master carpenter to construct the information kiosk.

John's Creek Wavside

The John's Creek Wayside is an adaptive reuse of an abandoned roadway left over after the
construction of a new bridge across John's Creek on the west side of Rt. 311.Currently, the site
is being used as an informal fishing access point. The parking portion of the site is in reasonably
good condition. A proposed stone patio and picnic area will provide visitors with fishing access
to John's Creek without having to trespass on private property. Landscaping, created in

partnership with the Craig County Chapter of the Virginia Federation of Garden Clubs and local
landscape firms, will help mitigate any run-off from the site. The stone wall flanking the fishing
plafform and patio area will replace the existing metal bar and will provide visual continuity.

Pott's Mountain East CCC Era Overlook

The Patt's Mountain East Overlook is one of the "broken windows" along the Rt. 311 Corridor.
The stone wall has all but disappeared, leaving large gaps. Stones have been removed as
souvenirs or as building material by others. An old, concrete picnic table sits at an angle in the
center island and the grown up weeds suggest that no one stops, despite the magnificent view,
for a picnic or to spend time. The proposed renovation of the site, with significant landscaping,
will do much to change the perception of the area.
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Pott's Mountain West CCC Era Overlook

The Pott's Mountain East Overlook is in moderate condition. While it does not have the same
level of deterioration as the overlook on Peter's Mountain, the facilities are overgrown or buried,
sections of the stone seat wall have long since disappeared, and overall the site looks
neglected. Route 311 over both Pott's and Peter's Mountains is curvy and provides a challenge
for even the best of mountain drivers. Overlooks and waysides, in addition to promoting an
appreciation for the area by providing direct access to scenic views, also provide drivers with

safe places to pull off the main road in order to rest and stretch. On winding roads, this is
especially important, given the lack of safe places to pull off the main highway. The proposed
improvements and information kiosk will provide visitors with information about the area and a
scenic view.

Peter's Mountain West CCC Era Overlook

The Peter's Mountain overlook is divided by the Virginia I West Virginia border. Due to its
location, the overlook has not been maintained on either side of the border. The stone walls
have crumbled, with only short sections obscured by overgrowth providing any evidence that the
site is an official pullover. The only evidence of official use is the two-sided historic highway
marker in the island separating the overlook drive and the main highway. The deterioration at
this site is far greater than the other sites in Craig County, yet the site is the entry point not only
for Craig County, but also for Virginia. Given the importance of waysides, overlooks, and
turnouts in mountainous areas, the site should be one of the first to be completed.

Trails and Greenways

The Department of Conservation and Recreation recommends that each locality develop a trail

and greenway plan as part of its comprehensive plan. The plan should link existing and
proposed trails into the regional trail and greenway network by connecting existing recreational,
natural, cultural, water, education, commercial and other resources. The plan should identify
opportunity areas, such as river corridors and abandoned railways, for future use as trail or
greenway locations.

Craia Countv Greenwav

The Craig County Greenway was designed to be constructed in three sections and will connect
Downtown New Castle, the Craig County schools campus, and the Field of Dreams recreation
complex. Section one will connect Downtown New Castle to the trailhead at 3" Street via a
pedestrian bridge across Johns Creek. The central, or second section, of the greenway was
completed in 2012 and connects the Craig County schools campus to a trailhead near the
Virginia Department of Transportation garage at 3" Street. The third and final section of the
greenway will connect the Craig County school campus to the recreation facilities at the Field of
Dreams. Potential funding sources for this trail include Virginia Department of Transportation
Enhancement Program and the Virginia Recreational Trails program.

Aooalachian Trail

The Appalachian Trail passes through the southern corner of Craig County with several access
points, shelters and camping facilities and is an important recreation and tourism resource for
the region. Almost 30 miles of the famed Maine-to-Georgia trail is located in Craig County with

several shelters and camping facilities along the way.
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Draaon's Tooth Trail

Dragon's Tooth Trail, located on Cove Mountain at the Craig County / Roanoke County line, is a
popular hiking trail for residents and tourists. Dragon's Tooth provides hikers with views of
nearby and distant mountain peaks. The trailhead located on Route 311 has parking and
restroom facilities.

Ferrier and Lick Branch Trail

The Ferrier and Lick Branch Trails located just south of New Castle off of Route 690 provide
good views of Craig Creek Valley and Potts Mountain. The trails eventually connect to the Price
Mountain trails in Botetourt County. There are no water or restroom facilities. Limited trailhead
parking is available on US Forest Service road 5026.

Finwick Mines Trail

Two short hiking trails are available at the Fenwick Mines Day Use Area in Jefferson National
Forest. The recreation area is located on the former site of Fenwick, a prosperous mining town
which played an important role in early Craig County history. In addition to hiking trails, there are
picnic tables, horse shoe pits and a fine fishing hole. Fenwick Wetlands Trail is an easy one-
mile hike through a hardwood forest and an Appalachian swamp, and ends at a picnic area.
Fenwick Nature Trail, also one mile long, passes through forest, crosses Mill Creek, and ends at
the overlook of a waterfall. Both trails are wheelchair accessible. Restroom facilities are
available.

Hanaina Rock Trail

Hanging Rock Trail is located in Shawvers Run Wilderness Area on Forest Road 177.1.The
approximately half mile trail leads to an expansive view of Hanging Rock Valley and into West
Virginia. The trail has limited parking and no restroom facilities.

Lioes Branch Trail

The Lipes Branch Trail is a 2.5 mile trail that passes through the Barbours Creek Wilderness
Area. The trail is located near the Pines Campground on Route 617.

North Mountain Trail

The North Mountain Trail System includes a 13.2-mile trail system on the ridge top of North

Mountain plus three 1'/~-mile trails that climb the north face of the mountain to the ridge. Trails
are rocky, steep and difficult, making them popular with mountain bikers. Hikers and bikers can
combine any of the three ascending trails with Wildlife Road and North Mountain Trail to create
different sized loops to suit their abilities. The trail system is well-signed and blazed. Located
along the crest of North Mountain, this trail offers good views into both Catawba and Craig
Creek Valleys. McAfee Knob and Tinker Cliffs which are located along the AT are also visible.
There are no facilities on the North Mountain Trail system.

Sevenmile Trail

Sevenmile Trail covers 5 miles going over Sevenmile Mountain. Parking is located Route 658
and limited parking on Route 632. No facilities are available.
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Sulphur Sorinas Ridae and Price Mountain Trail

The Sulphur Springs and Price Mountain Trails for a five mile loop trail that ties into the
Patterson Mountain Trail system in Botetourt County and combine for a 5-mile loop. A trailhead
is located along Route 606 near the Botetourt County line.

Fishing

Stocked Trout Streams in Craig County are Barbours Creek, Potts Creek and the Montgomery
County section of Craig Creek. Meadow Creek and portions of Barbour's Creek are considered
to be Wild Trout Streams by the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries.

Paint Bank Trout Hatchery is located on Route 311 near Paint Bank. The Fisheries Division of
the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries operates nine fish cultural stations
around the state. The Paint Bank Trout Hatchery is another station that was taken over from the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. It hatches and rears all three species of trout for stocking in

Virginia waters, and it is a participating hatchery in the National Broodstock Program. Paint
Bank fish are stocked throughout the region, from Craig to Henry counties. A fishing license is
required.

Hunting

Craig County's abundant forestlands make it a prime location for hunters during specified
seasons. A hunting license is required. U.S. Forest Service land is open to the public for hunting
and requires a National Forest stamp. The area provides good hunting opportunities for bear,
deer, grouse, rabbit, raccoon, squirrel and turkey.

Public Water Access

Craig County does not have any publicly owned water access site for boaters. The Virginia

Outdoors Plan recommends development of public water access sites on Johns Creek above
New Castle and on Craig Creek between New Castle and Strom. Specific sites for access
points were not identified in the Outdoors Plan. In the past, a majority of public access has been
informal, consisting of right of ways at bridge crossings and from private land. The Department
of Game and Inland Fisheries works with the Department of Conservation and Recreation and
Department of Transportation to determine appropriate locations for constructing public access
points. Public access sites provided by the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries can
provide residents and tourists with well designed and maintained public water access.

Private Recreation Facilities

Craia Countv Fairarounds

Craig County Fairgrounds is a 5 acre site south of New Castle that has been developed and
maintained by community volunteers. The site has horse rings, a demolition derby pit, a ball

diamond, concession stands and a small performance stage with concrete pad. The facility can
be rented from the Fairground Association for events.
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Field of Dreams

The Field of Dreams recreation facility is an 18-acre site approximately one mile east of the
Craig County Schools Campus. The property was originally purchased by the Craig County
Youth and Community Services Board, a private nonprofit along with its branch group Craig
County Recreation and Conservation Association through private donations from the
community. The site, currently under construction, will be developed into a recreational complex
with facilities for baseball, softball, football, soccer, ADA accessible trails, picnics, and passive
recreation.

Mountain Shepherd Wilderness Survival School

Mountain Shepherd Wilderness Survival School is an internationally known facility that provides
training in outdoor and survival skills. Mountain Shepherd offers professional instruction in

wilderness survival, map & compass navigation, escape & evasion, wilderness leadership &
teambuilding and survival & empowering for women. The school has opportunities for individual

instruction as well as larger corporate group events for private, business and government
sectors.

Wilderness Adventure at Eaale Landina

Since 1990, Col. Gene Norvo has offered a unique outdoor adventure facility. Today it offers
summer youth camps, corporate retreats, weddings, mountain bike racing and a wide variety of
recreational opportunities to clients from all over the world. Through primitive camping and
outdoor adventure activities, programs offer challenges and opportunities that people seldom
experience. The wilderness experience and the adventure activities help participants build

confidence, character, self-esteem, and leadership while developing skills.
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Chapter 6
Community Facilities

Water and Sewer Systems

Water supply and sewage treatment are provided by the Craig-New Castle Public Service
Authority (PSA). The PSA service area is comprised of the Town of New Castle and the area
immediately adjacent to the town. The remainder of the county is dependent on private wells,
springs and septic systems.

Solid Waste Management and Recycling

The localities of Craig County and the Town of New Castle adopted a Solid Waste Management
Plan in 1991.The plan, entitled Solid Waste Manaaement Plan for Craia Countv and the Town
of New Castle focused on two main objectives: 1) effectively managing solid waste through the
6-step waste management hierarchy; and 2) implementation of a recycling program to reduce
the solid waste stream by 10% by 1991, 15% by 1993 and 25% by 1995. The waste
management plan was a response to legislation adopted by the Virginia General Assembly in

1989 which required every city, county and town to develop a solid waste management plan for
submission to the Virginia Department of Waste Management by July 1, 1991. The Plan also
addressed the anticipated closure of the county's landfill, waste collection options, and
transferring waste to a landfill outside the county.

In 2006 the General Assembly revised the Code of Virginia to provide for a two-tiered recycling
mandate for the Commonwealth's solid waste planning units. All units must meet the minimum

recycling rate of 25% unless their population density is less than 100 persons per square mile or
if their civilian unemployment rate is 50% above the statewide average. Those units meeting
these criteria must meet a minimum recycling rate of 15%. Craig County qualified for the 15%
rate based on population density. Craig County's most recently reported recycling rate for the
2012 reporting year was 19.85 percent.

The Craig County Board of Supervisors adopted an updated plan in 2011. The plan addresses
all requirements of the Regulations for the Development of Solid Waste Management Plans.
The Plan is designed serve as a guidance document for Craig County and the Town of New
Castle as they continue to strive to provide the most economical, safe, environmentally
responsible waste management system for their citizens. The plan contains a detailed
description of the solid waste collection, disposal, and recycling operations within Craig County.

Law Enforcement

Craig County Sheriff's Department provides law enforcement services for the County. Personnel
include the Sheriff, five full-time Deputy Sheriffs, one part-time Deputy Sheriff, five full-time

dispatchers, three part-time dispatchers. The department has eight marked vehicles that are
used for patrol. Craig County is a participating member of the New River Valley Drug Task
Force. Additional law enforcement is provided by four Virginia State Troopers assigned to the
area and one US Forest Service law enforcement patrolman.
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Emergency Services

Three volunteer rescue squads serve the County: Craig County First Aid and Life Saving Crew,
Craig County EMS, and Paint Bank Volunteer Rescue Squad.

There are five volunteer fire departments that serve Craig County: Craig County VFD, Johns
Creek VFD, Paint Bank VFD, Simmonsville VFD, and Upper Craig Creek VFD.

Craig County employs a fulltime Emergency Services Coordinator that works with the volunteer
fire and rescue squads as well as the Sheriffs Office, State Police, FEMA and U.S. Forest
Service to manage emergencies in the county. The Craig County Emergency Operations Center
is located at the Courthouse. Craig County operates a centralized emergency dispatch system
utilizing an Enhanced 911 system.

Health Care Facilities

Craia Countv Health Department

The Craig County Health Department provides health care services to County residents. The
departments staff consists of an office manager, environmental specialist, clerical support and a
public health nurse. Clinic services are provided based on family income and a sliding fee scale
and/or at no cost to customers. Programs offered by the health department include Family
Planning, Pregnancy Testing, Pediatric and Adult Immunization, Sexually Transmitted
Disease/HIV Testing, WIC/Nutrition, Resource Mothers, BabyCare, Car Seat Program, Vital
Statistics, and Environmental Health.

Craia Countv Health Center

The Craig County Health Center is operated as a satellite office of the Monroe Health Center.
The center has one full-time family practitioner, a physician's assistant, registered nurses, and
administrative staff. The center provides a sliding fee schedule for all patients who are deemed
financially eligible (who fall at or below the 200% poverty level). The mission of Monroe Health
Center is to increase access to comprehensive primary, preventative, public health services,
eliminate health disparities, and to improve the healthcare status of underserved and vulnerable
populations.

The Health Center offers the following services:
~ Routine Physical Examinations
~ Laboratory Services
~ Radiology Services
~ EKG Examinations
~ Mental Health Services
~ Specialty Referral and Follow-up
~ Home Health Care Referrals
~ Acute Care
~ Osteopathic Manipulative Therapy
~ Hearing and Vision Screening
~ Allergy Treatment
~ Breast and Cervical Cancer Screening
~ Minor Office Procedures
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~ Environmental Health
~ Screening and Treatment of TB and STDs
~ Family Planning
~ Immunizations
~ Medication Assistance Program

The Monroe Health Center has recently expanded services to include family dentistry at the
Craig County Dental Center. Professional staff consists of a full-time board certified dentist, a
full-time dental hygienist, and two full-time dental assistants.

School Wellness Proaram

Craig County Public Schools operates a school wellness program in cooperation with the Craig
County Health Center. The Wellness Center gives students a convenient opportunity to be seen
by a licensed health care provider. In addition to examinations and routine medical care, the
Wellness Center can also provide vaccinations and counseling. Parents must give prior written
consent before services are provided to their children. There is no cost for services for families
without medical insurance.

Private Dental and Medical Services

There is one private part-time dentist with an office in the Town of new Castle. There are no
private doctors offices in Craig County.

Craig County Public Library

The Craig County Public Library, located in downtown New Castle, was established in 2003.
The current library facility opened in 2004. The library is organized as a non-profit 501(c)(3)
corporation, Craig County Public Library, Inc. and is dependent on donations, grants and Craig
County for funding.

Craig County Public Library has a small collection that focuses on popular materials of interest
to readers of all ages. The library's collection includes books for adults, young adults, and
children, large print books, audiobooks, videos for adults and children, local history materials,
magazines and newspapers, and more. The library has an interlibrary loan program to allow
patrons to use materials from other libraries. Residents with a Craig County Library card may
also utilize the libraries in Roanoke County, and the cities of Roanoke and Salem.

The library has three Public Access Computers available on a first-come, first-served basis, plus
two Public Access Laptops that can be reserved in advance for use by adults. One computer
that functions as an Express Internet (15-minute limit) and OPAC (Online Public Access
Catalog) station. Wireless access is available in the library for personal laptops. In addition to
online resources (including the Find It Virginia databases), the library has a full suite of Microsoft
Office productivity software on all public access computers.

In the children's area, there is an Early Literacy Computer that is loaded with fun and
educational software for younger patrons. Children under 10 must be accompanied by a
responsible adult while in the library. With the help of dedicated volunteers, the library provides
Storytimes for Preschoolers and participates in special reading programs for children, including
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the annual Summer Reading Program (for all ages) and the Winter Reading Program (for ages
two through five).

Electric Utilities

Craia-Botetourt Electric Cooperative

Craig-Botetourt Electric Cooperative distributes electricity to portions of the county and is
headquartered in New Castle, Virginia. The cooperative serves portions of seven counties in

southwest Virginia and West Virginia. The Cooperative was formed in 1936 and serves
approximately 6,000 customers in six counties. The Cooperative employs approximately 21
employees full time.

American Electric Power

American Electric Power serves portions of Craig County and other areas in southwestern
Virginia. Existing transmission capabilities include a 138 kV line and the ability to upgrade for
industries locating in the area.

Communication Services

TDS Telecommunications provides local residential and business communications services to
Craig County. Services include: VolP & Voice, Internet, security, digital TV, managed business
services, data networking and phone systems.

Pembroke Telephone Cooperative, commonly known as PemTel, provides communications
service on the western portion of the county including phone, internet and digital cable
television.

Cellular service is provided in portions of the county by nTelos Wireless, US Cellular and
Verizon Wireless.

New fiber optic line is being installed in 2013 by Mid-Atlantic Broadband Cooperative (MBC) as
part of a project with Virginia Tech to connect existing fiber lines in Bedford to Blacksburg. The
line will extend from Bedford to Botetourt County, then enter Craig County along Caldwell
Mountain Road, then travel along Route 615 to New Castle and west on Route 42 to Giles
County before connecting to the Virginia Tech campus via Route 460. MBC will build and
operate as an extension of their network. The network will allow wholesale open access to all

providers.
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Chapter 7
Education

Craig County Public Schools

The Craig County School Division consists of McCleary Elementary, Craig County Middle

School, and Craig County High School. The elementary school, Kindergarten through fifth

grade, serves approximately 300 students. The middle and high school, sixth through twelfth

grades, serves approximately 400 students. The schools share a school nurse, cafeteria, two
gymnasiums, and auditorium facilities. The Craig County Schools are housed on one campus
located on Route 615, Craigs Creek Road, two miles northeast of New Castle.

McCleary Elementary School was constructed in 1969. There have been two additions added
and the multi-purpose area has been repurposed to serve as the library, nurse facilities, and
classroom. There is a computer lab with approximately 25 computers, two 30 laptop mobile
carts, and 2-4 computers per classroom. Each classroom is equipped with Promethian
ActiveBoards, document cameras, and speakers. Individual student responsive systems are
available in all grades K-5. There are 19 classrooms and 4 resource rooms serving the pre-
kindergarten through fifth grade students. The average pupil teacher ratio is 17:1.Generally,
there are 3 teachers per grade level and 1 teacher in the pre-kindergarten special education
room. Instruction is provided in all four core content areas according to the Virginia Standards of
Learning. A balanced literacy approach is utilized to teach reading, language arts and writing.
The Concrete, Representational, Abstract approach is utilized in the area of mathematics.
McCleary Elementary School was the recipient of the 2012 Board of Education Competence to
Excellence Award. In addition to a rigorous academic program, students receive instruction in

art, music, guidance, and physical education.

McCleary Elementary School is a Title I School and provides targeted assistance in the area of
reading to eligible students in grades kindergarten through third. There is a Title I teacher for
direct instruction to small groups of students in the area of reading. In addition, there are two
Title I Instructional Assistants to assist in the kindergarten through third classrooms. The
primary focus of this program is to ensure all students are reading on grade level by the end of
third grade. This program also offers two family reading nights each year and a summer reading
program.

McCleary Elementary School offers a special education program in accordance with federal
regulations. Currently the school employs three special education teachers and three program
assistants that offer support in the general education classroom. Speech services, occupational
therapy, and physical therapy are provided on-site for specific students. McCleary also
participates in a regional special education program that provides one-to-one support for two
eligible students. The Early Childhood Preschool Special Education program serves eligible
students between the ages of two and four. This program has a teacher-pupil ratio of 1:8 and
includes an instructional assistant.

The Craig County Middle I High School encompasses grades six through twelve. The high

school wing was built in 1989 and the middle school wing opened in 2003. These schools
function separately with individual teaching staffs serving under one principal and assistant-
principal.

Craig County Middle School serves grades six through eight and offers a six-period daily
schedule with year-long classes in Language Arts, Math, Social Studies, and Science. Daily
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Physical Education and exploratory classes in art, music, computers, and agriculture are
offered. Eighth grade students have the opportunity to enroll in Spanish 1, Foundations of
Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources, and/or Algebra 1 classes to earn high school credits.
In terms of technological availability, the middle school has three computer labs. Athletically,
students of Craig Middle can participate in Junior Varsity sports in the eighth grade.

Craig County High School students are on a 4x4 block schedule. Over 70 core and elective
classes are offered on a cyclical basis. Online classes in Advanced Placement and other
subjects are offered through Virtual Virginia, the Virginia Department of Education's online
learning management system. For those students who qualify academically, Craig High
participates in the Roanoke Valley Governor's School.

On the campus of Craig High, the following career, vocational, and technical classes are
offered: carpentry, cabinet making, marketing, accounting, economics and personal finance,
computer information systems, leadership and development, Jobs for Virginia Graduates, small
engine repair, forestry and wildlife, introduction to natural resources, greenhouse management,
agricultural foundations, and introduction to plant systems. Craig students can attend the
Botetourt Technical Center and enroll in the following programs: auto service, building and
trades, welding, drafting, criminal justice, cosmetology, and nursing. In terms of technology,
Craig County High School has two computer labs with at least 26 computers in each, with an
additional 14 computers in the library/media center. The high school has a 4:1 student to
computer ratio. Athletically, Craig High is a Group A member of the Virginia High School League
and competes in the Pioneer District. The following sports programs are offered for students in

grades eight through twelve: football, cheerleading, volleyball, cross-county, boys and girls
basketball, scholastic bowl, baseball, softball and track. Among extra-curricular activities are
drama, music, Skills USA, FFA, FCA, FBLA, Book Club, Spanish Club, and Political Club.

Public School Statistics

Public school statistics for Craig County are compared in Tables 24, 25, and 26 for school years
2001-02 and 2010-11. Total end of year membership increased by 1.6 percent during the ten-
year period. End of year membership in grades K-7 decreased while end of year membership in

grades 8-12 increased by 2.8 percent. Pupil/Teacher ratios decreased in grades K-7 and
increased by almost 16% in grades 8-12. Statewide, the pupil teacher ratio for grades K-7 was
13.2 and the grade 8-12 ratio was 12.1 in 2010-11.

Table 24
Public School Statistics

Category 2001-02 2010-11 Change
End of Year Membership 701 712 1.6%
End of Year Membership K-7 447 434 2 9%
End of Year Membership 8-12 254 261 2.8%
Pupil/Teacher Ratio K-7 15.5 14.48 -6.6%
Pupil/Teacher Ratio 8-12 7.9 9.16 15.9%
Dropouts 1 5 400.0%
Total Graduates 44 55 25 0%

Source: Superintendent's Annual Report for VIrginia, Virginia Department of Education,
2001-02 and 2010-11.
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Total number of dropouts in Craig County increased from 1 in 2001-02 to 5 in 2010-11.The total
number of graduates in Craig County increased by 25 percent. The percent of graduates
continuing their education is shown in Table 25.

Table 25
Students Continuing Education, 2010-2011

Type of Institution Craig County Virginia
2 Year College 36 51% 30.60%
4 Year College 30.16% 47.20%
Employment 11.11% 10.50%
Military 3 17% 4.00%
Other 11.11% 4.00%
Not Continuinq 7.94% 3.70%

Source: Superintendent's Annual Report for Vrrginia, Virginia Department of
Education, 2010-11.

Total school expenditures per student for Craig County increased by 28.4% from $7,190 in

2001-02 to $9,231 in 2010-11 compared to the statewide average of $10,205 in 2010-11.
Annual average salaries for Principals and Assistant Principals, Teachers, Instructional
Positions and Teacher Aides are lower than the statewide averages.

Table 26
Principals and Assistant Principals, Teachers,

Instructional Positions and Teacher Aides Average Annual Salaries
Position Craig Virginia

County Average
Principal $62,458.98 $90,873.54
Assistant Principal $54,710.04 $75,183.18
Teaching Positions $40,556.74 $51,478.28
Instructional Positions $41,440.79 $52,767.22

Source: Superintendent's Annual Report for Virginia, Virginia Department of
Education, 2010-11.

Child Care

The Craig County Child Care Center in New Castle is a licensed child care center providing
weekday child care for children ages infant to 12 years 11 months. It has a maximum capacity
of 90 children.

New Castle Christian Church is a Religious Exempt Child Day Center in New Castle. It has
maximum capacity of 16 children. The center accepts children ages of 4 years to 5 years 11
months.
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Chapter 8
Transportation

The predominant mode of transportation in Craig County is the automobile. The County
maintains a close working relationship with the Virginia Department of Transportation on all road
and vehicular related issues. The State of Virginia owns, constructs and maintains all public
roads, both primary and secondary systems, in the County.

Highway Network

Route 311 is the main north-south transportation route and connects the county to the Roanoke
Valley and interstate 81. Virginia Route 42 is the main westward route leading to the Town of
Newport in Giles County. Route 621 connects Route 311 to U.S. Route 460 in Montgomery
County. Virginia Route 18 in the northern part of the county connects Paint Bank to Interstate 64
in the City of Covington and Alleghany County. Secondary Routes 615 and 606 serve as the
main connections to Route 220 in Botetourt County. The highway network is made up of both
Virginia Primary and Secondary System routes (see Map 4 Highway Network).

Table 27
Annual Average Daily Traffic Volume Estimates

Highway From To
Rt. 18 Rt. 311 Paint Bank Alleghany Co Line
Rt. 42 Giles Co Line 629 Lugar Hill Rd
Rt. 42 629 Lugar Hill Road 626 Bethel Church Road
Rt. 42 626 Bethel Church Road 645 Looney School Road
Rt. 42 645 Looney School Road New Castle Town Limit

Rt. 42 New Castle Town Limit Rt 311
Rt. 311 Roanoke County Line New Castle Town Limit

Rt. 311 New Castle Town Limit Rt. 42
Rt. 311 Rt. 42 New Castle Town Limit

Rt. 311 New Castle Town Limit Rt. 658 Johns Creek Road
Rt. 311 Rt. 658 Johns Creek Road 602 Back Valley Road
Rt. 311 602 Back Valley Road Rt. 18 Potts Creek Road
Rt. 311 Rt. 18 Potts Creek Road West Virginia State Line
Rt. 42/615 New Castle Town Limit Rt. 638 6'" Street
Rt. 42/615 Rt. 638 6 Street Rt. 653 5" Street
Rt. 42/615 Rt. 6535 Street Rt. 649 2"'treet
Rt. 42/615 Rt. 649 2"'treet Rt. 689 Camp Mitchell Road
Rt. 42/615 Rt. 689 Camp Mitchell Road Rt. 686 Alleghany Circle
Rt. 42/615 Rt. 686 Alleqhany Circle Rt. 609 Sand Plant Road
Rt. 42/615 Rt. 609 Sand Plant Road Rt. 614 Hawkins Lane
Rt. 42/615 Rt. 614 Hawkins Lane Rt. 610 Crossroads Boulevard
Rt. 42/615 Rt. 610 Crossroads Boulevard Rt. 606 Caldwell Mountain Road
Rt. 42/615 Rt. 606 Caldwell Mountain Road Rt. 643 Howard Hannah Road
Rt. 42/615 Rt. 643 Howard Hannah Road Rt. 612 Scenic View Lane
Rt. 42/615 Rt. 612 Scenic View Lane Botetourt County Line

Source Averaoe Dajlv Traffic Volumes 2010, Virginia Department of Transportalion (VDOT),
2010.
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Federal Functional Classification

Functional usage of a roadway is based upon its mobility and accessibility. Choice of a travel
route can be logically related to the roadway's ability to access land and the mobility through an
area. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has set up functional classification
guidelines. The Federal Functional Classification Guidelines contain a list of classifications and
descriptions given for each class of roadway. Roads may be classified as local, collector or
arterial roads. Urban or rural U.S. Census designations also have importance because design
features are based on these designations. For example, in urban areas, the streets and roads
may require a curb and gutter design while the rural roads will normally feature shoulders and
ditches in the design.

Briefly, for each of three areas (rural, urbanized and smaller urban areas):

~ Local roads function to provide a higher degree of access but lower travel mobility-flow,
~ Collectors provide a mixture of access and mobility, for through movement and access,

and
~ Arterials, with two sub-classes, minor and principal, provide a lower level of access and

higher mobility with the functional standards for minor and principal arterials being
relatively high for through traffic.

Functional classes for the highway network in Craig County are shown on Map 6.
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2035 Rural Long Range Transportation Plan

The Rural Long Range Transportation Plan is one piece of VDOT's 2035 Surface
Transportation Plan. The transportation system within the rural areas for each region was
evaluated, and a range of transportation improvements - roadway, rail, transit, air, bicycle, and
pedestrian - are recommended that can best satisfy existing and future needs. Each rural
regional plan has a horizon year of 2035 and addresses the anticipated impacts of population
and employment changes upon the transportation system. Each rural plan was developed as a
vision plan, addressing all needs of the transportation system studied regardless of anticipated
funding availability. It is envisioned that each regional plan will be used as a basis to identify
transportation funding priorities. Each Rural Long Range Transportation Plan will be reviewed
every five years.

Listed below are projects from the Rural Long Range Transportation Plan that are located in

Craig County. Project numbers correspond to those in the Rural Long Range Transportation
Plan and item shown on Map 7.

Recommendations

1. VA 311 (Salem Avenue)NA 42NA 615 (Main Street)
Mid-term improve pedestrian access and monitor for signal warrants or the need for turn
lanes; long-term add curb and gutter access management.

2. VA 615NA 609
Short-term install stop sign on VA 609; long-term install turn lanes and reconfigure
intersection to address geometric issues.

3. VA 42NA 645
Short-term improve pavement markings.

4. VA 311 from Roanoke County Line to VA 621
Long-term upgrade lane and shoulder widths to current VDOT design standards.

5. VA 311 from VA 621 to VA 678 near New Castle own limit

Long-term upgrade to current VDOT standards to address safety and geometric issues.

6. VA 42 from 0.38 miles West of VA 658 to VA 667
Long-term reconstruct road to address geometric deficiencies (including full-width lanes
and shoulders).

7. VA 18 from VA 311 to 1.92 miles South of Alleghany County Line
Long-term reconstruct road to address geometric deficiencies (including full-width lanes
and shoulders).

8. VA 18 from 1.26 miles South of Alleghany County line to the Alleghany County Line
Long-term reconstruct road to address geometric deficiencies (including full-width lanes
and shoulders).

9. VA 606 from VA 614 to the Botetouit County Line
Long-term reconstruct road to address geometric deficiencies (11 foot lanes).
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Virginia Six-Year Improvement Program

The Six-Year Improvement Program (SYIP) is the Commonwealth Transportation Board's (CTB)
program for allocating funding for rail, public transportation, commuter assistance, bicycle,
pedestrian, interstate and primary highway transportation projects over the next six years.

The program is updated annually. Typically, the CTB conducts hearings in the fall of each year
to gather public and local government input on priorities for transportation funding. These
meetings provide local governments with an opportunity to have input on priorities for the
Interstate and Primary systems.

The CTB and VDOT make a concerted effort to assemble projects in the SYIP so they can
move through the development process in an orderly fashion. As projects are being developed,
many issues arise that must be addressed, such as citizen concerns, project development, or
environmental issues. Projects must also be fully funded to move to construction. Most projects
require multiple years of funding. Projects are removed from the SYIP once they are completed.
Projects are also taken out of the SYIP if there is not enough funding to finance them or if

preliminary engineering determines that the project is not feasible.

Two projects for Craig County are listed in the FY 13-18 SYIP. The recently constructed
greenway is listed and has a balance remaining of $29,000 that can be used for the project. The
second project is replacement of the Route 311 bridge over Meadow Creek that is programmed
for funding from 2014 to 2018.

Table 28
VDOT Six-Year Improvement Program Projects

System Estimate Previous FY13 FY14-18 Balance
Primary $153,000 $182,000 $0 $0 ($29,000)

Description
Craig County
Trail - FY07
SAFETEALU*
Earmark
project
Rte 311 Primary $1,426,000 $0 $0 $1,426,000 $0
Meadow Creek
- Bridge
Replacement
Source FY13-18Six-Year Improvement Program, Virginia Department of Transportation, 2012.
* Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act A Legacy for Users (Public Law 109-
59)
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Secondary Six Year Plan

The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) Six Year Secondary Construction Program is
based on the County's Priority List and is reflective of available State road funding allocated to
the County.

The Secondary System programming process is coordinated between the local Board of
Supervisors and VDOT's Residency Administrator. The Residency Administrator works with the
Board of Supervisors to establish or reconfirm their priorities for the Secondary Six-Year Plan.
Each year the VDOT Residency Administrator attends a meeting of the Board of Supervisors for
the purpose of preparing a budget for the expenditure of secondary road improvement funds for
the next fiscal year.

VDOT has provided the following projected funding allocations for Craig County for fiscal years
2013 to 2018.

Table 29
Secondary System Allocations / Projects

Estimated Previous Additional FY13
Cost Funding Funding

Required
$527,900 $535,485 $7,585 $7,585

FY14-
18

Balance to
Complete

Description

$0 ($15,170)Northside Road
Rt. 629
Resurfacing
Rt. 620 Bridge
and Approaches
Rt. 694
Reconstruction
Secondary
Project Closeout
Countywide
Engineering and
Surveying
Countywide
Fertilization and
Seeding to
Improve Slope
Stabilization
Countywide
Right-of-Way
Engineering

Source: Virginia Dep

$285,793$931,338 $550,672 $380,666 $8,093 $86,780

$200,000 $16,677 $183,323 $0

$0 $1,379,028 ($1,379,028) $0

$0 $183,323

$0 ($1,379,028)

$0 $247,864$250,000 $2,136 $247,864 $0

$0 $247,750$250,000 $2,250 $247,750 $0

arrment of Transportation, 2012.

$250,000 $2,819 $247,181 $1,000 $5,000 $241,181

Craig County Comprehensive Plan August 12, 2013

20150612-0018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/12/2015



Public Transit

Craig County does not have any public transit service. In order to address this need, the Craig
County Transit Service Study was completed in 2012. The study was funded by the Virginia
Department of Rail and Public Transportation and completed by a consultant.

The initial steps in the study included interviewing local stakeholders and conducting a peer
review to determine the appropriate type of transit services for the county.

Four rural peer examples were studied and documented in detail by the consultants. Topics
reviewed were transit service type, schedules, characteristics (ridership, revenue miles, etc.),
operating budgets, funding sources, and operators (public or private).

The stakeholder interviews identified access to medical facilities, community services,
healthcare, grocery stores and pharmacies as unmet transportation needs, especially for the
elderly and disabled. Stakeholders also provided a list of destinations for consideration in the
study.

Three types of service were proposed in the study to meet the needs of Craig County residents:

1. Out-of-County service to Salem and Roanoke
2. Intra-County, zone-based limited demand response service for trips within the county
3. Enhanced Ridesharing service (carpooling and vanpooling)

The study takes into account the need for local guidance and transit expertise in establishing
and maintaining a successful transit system. To address these needs, the study also proposed:

1. A volunteer Transportation Commission for the County; and
2. A Mobility Manager serving Craig County and other rural areas.

The Out-of-County service was proposed to provide access to medical, shopping and other
destinations in Salem and Roanoke. The bus service as proposed would operate once a week
in the beginning, with the option, if financially feasible, for additional days of service.

The need for an Intra-County service was also identified in the study. Transportation to the
Town of New Castle for shopping, medical services and business services is a need. A

zone-based intra-county service was proposed to operate three days per week with each of the
three proposed zones served on one specific day of the week.

Ridesharing (carpooling and vanpooling) can provide an economical mode of transportation for
residents traveling to the same destination point. The enhanced ridesharing recommendation in

the study recommends that Craig County work more closely with the Roanoke Valley-Alleghany
Regional Commission's RIDE Solutions staff to provide more information and opportunities for
carpooling and vanpooling between Craig County and other parts of the region. Increased
carpooling and awareness of the transportation option could result in a new regional public
vanpool program. Increasing Ridesharing in Craig County would require establishing new park
and ride locations since it currently does not have any designated park and rides within its
boundaries.
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The study recommends creation of an all-volunteer Craig County Transportation Commission
that would be comprised of a variety of community stakeholders, elected officials, local
organizations and citizen representatives who would receive periodic information on the
performance of the transit service, work with the transit provider to improve service, and help
disseminate information about the service.

The study also proposes the hiring of a Mobility Manager that would serve as the local point of
contact for individuals needing assistance, as well as oversee and manage day-to-day transit
operations. This person would work closely with the Transportation Commission and have a
strong presence in the community. The study recommends that the Mobility Manager be housed
at the Roanoke Valley-Alleghany Regional Commission and provide service to other rural

counties, in addition to Craig.

The study provides alternatives for implementing the transit program as well as funding
strategies. Detailed costs and steps for implementation can be found in the study.

Implementing the proposed transit service will be a multi-step process that will require an
investment of the time and expertise of the Virginia Department of Rail and Public
Transportation, Craig County staff, Regional Commission staff, and Craig elected officials and
residents if it is to be successful.
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Rural Bikeway Plan

The Rural Bikeway Plan (2006) is an update to the Rural Bikeway Plan for the Fifth Planning
District Commission, completed in 1997. The Rural Bikeway Plan covers the rural portions of
the Regional Commission's service area. The purpose of the Rural Bikeway Plan is to provide
information and guidance on the planning and provision of bicycle accommodations at the local
and regional level, which enhance and encourage bicycling, thereby better enabling citizens to
enjoy the transportation, health, and economic benefits of a bicycle-friendly environment.
Consideration is given to both utilitarian (i.e., bike commuting, running errands) and recreational
uses of the transportation infrastructure.

Craig County is the most rural and less-densely populated locality in the study area. There are
numerous roadways in Craig County that are popular with cyclists. Moreover, there are miles of
biking and hiking trails in the Jefferson and George Washington National Forest and other
outdoor recreation opportunities throughout the county.

The list of roadways for bicycle accommodation was developed based on review of
demographic and spatial data, fieldwork, and local staff and citizen input. Accessibility and
connectivity between activity centers and tourism/outdoor recreation opportunities were also
considered in developing these tables. The 2004 VDOT Policy for Integrating Bicycle and
Pedestrian Accommodations improved the ability of a locality to use its secondary roads
allocation to plan, design, and construct bicycle facilities. This policy eliminates the past VDOT
policy requiring that a roadway be included in an adopted bikeway plan in order for bicycle
accommodations to be considered as part of roadway improvements using Federal and State
funding.

It should be noted that all VDOT maintained roads, in addition to the recommended corridors,
are covered by the VDOT Policy for Integrating Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations. As
such, Table 30 presents a listing of corridors the Rural Bikeway Plan recommends be
considered for bicycle accommodation.

Detailed planning would be required, at the local and regional levels, to develop and implement
a bicycling network and realize the benefits of bicycling.

Roadway
Route 18
Route 42
Route 311
Route 615/Market Street
Route 621
Route 632
Route 658
Route 658

Source: Rural Bikeway Plan,

Table 30
Rural Bikeway Plan Recommendations

From To
Route 311 Alleghany County CL
Route 311 Giles County CL
Roanoke County CL West Virginia State Line
Route 311 Botetourt County CL
Route 311 Montgomery County CL
North Route 658 South Route 658 at Maggie
Route 311 Route 632
Route 632 Route 42

Roanoke Valley-Alleghany Regional Commission, 2006
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Greenways

Craig County completed the first phase of the Craig County Greenway in 2012. The project was
funded by a special allocation in the Federal transportation budget. The greenway is
constructed on a former C&O railroad right of way. The 1.2 mile greenway begins at Third Street
just outside of New Castle and connects to the Craig County school campus. The trailhead at
Third Street has a shelter designed to look like train depot along with interpretive signage about
the history of the C&0 railroad, a picnic table and parking. Parking is also available at the
school campus trailhead.

Planning is underway to connect the greenway to downtown New Castle and to the new Field of
Dreams recreation area. The connection to downtown would create additional opportunities for
residents and tourists to use the greenway. Extending the greenway into downtown will require
the construction of a pedestrian/cyclist bridge across Johns Creek. It is recommended that the
bridge be designed to fit in with the rural character of the county. The bridge could be a
swinging bridge similar to the ones still in use around the county or constructed with a timber
frame and wood decking.

Completion of the greenway to the Field of Dreams site would create a connection to the school
campus and to downtown New Castle. Possible sources of funding for the project are the VDOT
Transportation Alternatives Program, Safe Routes to School grant program and the Virginia

Recreational Trails Program.
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Commuting Patterns

According to the Census Bureau's American Community Survey, almost 82.5% of workers living

in the Craig County drove to their place of employment. Only 15% carpooled to work. Less than
5 percent walked or commuted to work by public transit, bicycle or other means. The
percentage of those that worked at home was 12.6 percent. Almost 71% of workers are
employed outside of Craig County. Over 70% of commuters had a travel time to work of more
than 30 minutes.

Table 31
Means of Transportation to Work, Craig County Residents

Subject
Workers 16 years and over
Car, truck, or van

Drove alone
Carpooled

In 2-person carpool
In 3-person carpool
In 4-or-more person carpool

Public transportation (excluding taxicab)
Walked
Bicycle
Taxicab, motorcycle, or other means
Worked at home

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey.

2,632
2,489
2,172

317
317

0
0
0

27
13
0

103

Percentage
97.0
26.3
70.6
3.0

Table 32
Place of Work, Craig County Residents

Place
Worked in state of residence

Worked in county of residence
Worked outside county of residence

Worked outside state of residence
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey.
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Table 33
Travel Time to Work, Craig County Residents

Time Percentage
Less than 10 minutes 12.4
10 to 14 minutes 2.3
15 to 19 minutes 5.8
20 to 24 minutes 4.8
25 to 29 minutes 4.4
30 to 34 minutes 18.5
35 to 44 minutes 20.6
45 to 59 minutes 19.5
60 or more minutes 11.8
Mean travel time to work (minutes) 38.5

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey.

Rail Service

Craig County does not have any active railroad service. The closest rail service is in Clifton
Forge and Roanoke. The nearest Amtrak service is in Clifton Forge.

Private Bus Service

There are no national commercial bus service stops in Craig County.

Air Service

Commercial air passenger service is offered at the Roanoke Regional Airport located 30 miles
south of New Castle in Roanoke, Virginia. The Roanoke Regional Airport is served by four
commercial carriers - Allegiant Air, Delta, United Airlines, and US Airways - which offer service
to several domestic hubs. Commuter air services are also offered at the Roanoke Regional
Airport.
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Future Transportation Needs

Craig County is a rural locality with low density residential and agricultural development. The
County's topography of steep slopes, streams and National Forest land has determined where
past development could occur and will impact the location of future development. The County is
not anticipating any substantial new growth for the 5-year planning period that would impact the
highway system.

The overall transportation priorities discussed in this chapter were selected following review of
existing planning documents and gathering of public input. Existing VDOT plans (Six Year
Improvement Plan, 2035 Rural Long Range Transportation Plan) were used as the basis for
development of the priority listing. Local plans including the Craig County Transit Study and the
Craig County Greenway Plan were taken into consideration.

Projects were initially reviewed by the Craig County Planning Commission and County staff.
Projects were further reviewed with VDOT staff during meetings and a field trip before creating
the priority project list. All projects were reviewed based on need, impact on the transportation
network, construction time required and cost.

Transportation Project Priorities

The overall transportation priorities discussed in this chapter were selected following review of
existing planning documents and gathering of public input. Existing VDOT plans (Six Year
Improvement Plan, 2035 Rural Long Range Transportation) were used as the basis for
development of the priority listing.

Projects were initially reviewed by the Craig County staff and Planning Commission. Projects
were further reviewed with VDOT staff before creating the priority project list. All projects were
reviewed based on need, impact on the transportation network, construction time required and
cost.

Priority

Table 34
Transportation Project Priorities

Project
Description

VA 311 (Catawba Valley Drive) from Roanoke County
Line to VA 621 (Upper Craig Creek Road)
VA 311 (Catawba Valley Drive) curve near Maple Lane

Estimated
Cost

Source: Virginia Department of Transportation, 2013.
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Priority 1 - VA 311 (Catawba Valley Drive) from Roanoke County Line to VA 621 (Craig Creek
Road)

Reference:
Rural Long-Range Transportation Plan, page 12, ¹4VA 311 (Catawba Valley Dr.)/Roanoke Co.
Line to VA 621 —Long-term upgrade lane and shoulder widths to current VDOT design
standards.

Proiect Descriotion:
In this section of VA 311 (Catawba Valley Drive), there are several driveways. Vehicles turning
from the driveways onto VA 311 are presented with sight distance challenges. Likewise, through
vehicles often need to slow down to allow vehicles to turn into the driveways. There is a bus
stop at Carroll Lane. Overall, this road could be improved significantly by adding shoulders on
both sides of the road.

Recommendations:
~ Add shoulders on both sides of the road.

Priority 2 - VA 311 (Catawba Valley Drive) curve near Maple Lane

Reference:
This project is not in the Rural I ong-Range Transportation Plan.

Proiect Descriotion:
This particular curve along VA 311 (Catawba Valley Drive) near Maple Lane has been the
location of several vehicles running off the road due to excess vehicle speed. The curve is near
Mountain View Church and it is 5.4 miles south of New Castle. Guardrail is needed along the
side of the road. Rumble strips on the shoulder as well as on the road may be considered to
warn vehicles to slow down.

Recommendations:
~ Add shoulders on both sides of the road.
~ Add guardrail on the east side.
~ Consider other preventive measures to help people reduce speed through the curve.
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Chapter 9
Existing Land Use

During the 1980s and early 1990s, land use patterns in the County changed very little. Forested
and agricultural land remains the dominant land use, with small areas in the County devoted to
residential commercial and industrial activities.

Acreage estimates in the following table is based on estimates from the Craig County Zoning
Map.

Table 35
Existing Land Use

Acres Percent
Agricultural, Limited A-1 90,053.99 41.21%
Rural Residential RR 8,710.14 3.99%
Residential R-1 645.47 0.30%
Residential R-2 5.80 0.00%
Residential RM 13.37 0.01%
Business, B-1 53.05 0 02%
Industrial, M-1 390.94 0.18%
Historic H 0.00 0.00%
Mining and Mineral Extraction MME 0.00 0.00%
US Forest Service 118,570.00 54 25%
Town of New Castle 105.18 0.05%
Total 218,547.94 100.00%

Sources: US Forest Service, 2011 and Roanoke Valley-Alleghany Regional
Commission, 2012.

Beginning in the mid-1990s Craig County began seeing an increase in the amount of
agricultural and rural land subdivisions for residential housing. The rural aesthetic character of
the County's agricultural land is a very important resource that should be conserved and
maintained for future generations. Past Comprehensive Plans stressed the importance of
preserving agricultural land and goals/objectives were formulated in a manner that would help
preserve farmland. Unfortunately, previous efforts have not been succeeding. The mass
residential exodus from the urban areas to rural communities like Craig County has consumed
much productive acreage and residents are beginning to awaken to the loss of prime farmland.
It will be important for the County to find ways of assisting farmers to retain their farmland and
resist development pressures.

Recent information on land development within the County indicates that residential
construction accounts for the largest percentage of new construction. The County has averaged
40 new building permits per year for the period 1990 —2000. In addition, the County has begun
to see an increase in large subdivisions. In 2001, at least 58 new lots were recorded as a result
of major plats (greater than 3 lots per plat).

New Castle continues to be the commercial center of the County with most commercial activities
concentrated along Route 311 and Main Street. The Route 311 Corridor from the Roanoke
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County line to Paint Bank has seen a great deal of development in recent years. Not only have
a large number of large residential subdivisions been developed, but low-impact business is
also beginning to develop along the corridor. Existing businesses located on the Route 311
Corridor include a machine shop, natural gas filling station, an excavation company, hunting

supply store, an auto repair station, restaurants, a lodge and a number of gas station and
convenience stores which have been in operation for years.

Although lack of public water and sewer along Route 311, as well as existing traffic concerns,
do not support the development of the corridor for intensive industrial uses, the corridor does
offer the potential for commercial and light industrial development. It is important too that
caution be taken to guarantee protection of the Route 311 Corridor from intensive uses which
could contaminate the creeks and floodplain areas along the corridor.
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Chapter 10
Future Land Use

The Future Land Use Map is intended to serve as a guide for future development to promote
orderly growth within the County. The map is to be used in conjunction with local zoning and
subdivision ordinances in guiding future growth to desired areas. The land use plan is
composed of a map and written elements. The map shows proposed future land uses for Craig
County but it does not supersede the existing zoning ordinance. It is intended as a general
guide for future changes to the zoning ordinance and other related land use ordinances. The
essential features of the map are discussed below.

Aaricultural and Rural

Agricultural and rural areas of the County include farmlands, private forestlands, open space
and low-density residential development. Encouraging good stewardship of these areas will

serve various purposes. First, it will ensure that agriculture remains a viable element in the
County's economic structure. Agriculture is an important part of the County's heritage and way
of life. Second, it will help preserve important watersheds. Third, it will help maintain low density
settlement of these areas. Fourth, it will preserve open land to accommodate future county
needs.

Strip development along highways in areas designated as agricultural and rural on the Future
Land Use map should be discouraged. The County should also encourage the development of
low impact agri-business operations as a means of preserving farmland and open space, while
at the same time expanding the local tax base and creating job opportunities.

Industrial

Industrial areas on the Future Land Use map are comprised of existing and former industrial
sites. There are several specific areas near New Castle which would be appropriate sites for
future industry. These areas, because of the existing uses at the sites, make them candidates
for future industrial prospects. These sites include but are not limited to the area around Castle
Sands plant, the former fairground site, and the area around the old sawmill/sand plant site on
Route 311 south of New Castle,

Current industrial zoned areas within Craig County include the Castle Sands property, the old
sawmill sand plant site (5 acres) on Route 311 south of New Castle, 108 acres owned by the
Craig-Botetourt Electric Cooperative in the Scratch Ankle area of the County, an approximately
17 acre site owned by William J Oliver in the Scratch Ankle area, the former Abbott Lumber site
on Route 615, the former Crown building, the former Halmode building, and the former Craig
Printing site on Route 311.

Multiouroose

The New Castle area and Route 311 corridor from the Roanoke County line to New Castle are
the prime site for future residential, commercial and light industrial activities in the county. It has
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the greatest potential to accommodate future growth. The timing and location of water and
sewer lines, and other public services, will affect the orderly development of this area.

Development in and around New Castle will provide for an efficient, high density community that
will help to reduce local government expenditures for public services and utilities, and generate
the necessary market and labor force for future commercial and light industrial development.
Since growth will be channeled to this area, protection will be provided to agricultural and rural

conservation areas. By encouraging the clustering of housing and commercial activities in the
multi-purpose growth area, the potential for strip development along rural highways can be
better controlled.

There are several good sites within the New Castle growth area that have potential for
commercial and light industrial development. However, this development must not infringe upon
the quality of waterways and floodplain areas, or the historic site potential of the Town of New
Castle. Instead, commercial and light industrial development should be designed and located in

such a way as to compliment the historic character of the area.

US Forest Service

The US forest Service owned land in Craig County is not regulated by the local government.
USFS lands play a major role in the Craig County economy by providing opportunities for the
timber and tourism sectors. The County should work closely with the USFS to maximize local
benefits from the National Forest while also preserving the land for future generations.

~Villa e

Village classification is designed to serve as an area for medium-density commercial and
residential development that is not appropriate for the rural areas of the County. It can be
thought of as typical rural small town development. Only two village areas are shown on the
Future Land Use map.

The first is in the commercially developed area of Paint Bank. This area takes in the Paint Bank
General Store, Swinging Bridge Restaurant, the Depot inn, the Paint Bank Post Office and Paint
Bank Volunteer Fire Department. The village designation for Paint Bank serves two purposes.
The first is to allow the existing commercial and service oriented uses to continue into the future.
The second is to allow for development of future compatible uses in the community such as an
outdoors ouffitter, craft shop, or other tourism related business.

The second village area includes the Town of New Castle and areas adjacent to town that are
served by the Craig-New Castle Public Service Authority. The village designation will preserve
the small town character of New Castle while allowing for appropriate commercial, residential
and service related uses. Commercial and small lot residential development should be directed
to this area in order to provide adequate water and sewer service for these uses.
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Chapter 11
Goals and Objectives

Craig County values its unique and irreplaceable status as a rural community with clean air and
water, an uncluttered environment, attractive views, clean and safe industry and economic
assets, and an excellent quality of life. Our overall goal is to be a county that is environmentally
responsible and economically sustainable with a size, density, and diversity that encourages
interaction, involvement and vitality among our people. It is also of the utmost importance that
we obtain and develop a balanced harmony between the economic needs and fiscal capabilities
of the County.

Housing

Goal: Craig County desires for its citizens to have opportunities for safe convenient and
affordable housing, in such a way as to preserve the rural amenities that are the County's
hallmark.

Objectives and Recommendations:

1. Housing for the County's large and growing elderly population is a priority. The County should
encourage funding for the development of additional facilities for housing the elderly to include
working with private/non-profit organizations in the development of a combination assisted
living/nursing home facility. The County should consider the cost impact of such a facility. These
facilities often require additional services and unanticipated costs. Therefore, the option to grant
possible tax breaks to such facilities should be weighed carefully.

2. The County should pursue the option of working with developers in creating affordable
housing projects.

3. Additional handicapped-accessible rental housing should be developed —possibly through
the Blue Ridge Community Housing Agency. The County should consider the cost impact of
such a facility. These facilities often require additional services and unanticipated costs.
Therefore, the option to grant possible tax breaks to such facilities should be weighed carefully.

4. The County should encourage residential development along the Route 311 corridor between
the Roanoke County line and New Castle, around New Castle and any areas served by public
water and sewer.

5. The County should consider allowing private communities well systems in subdivisions that
are large enough for the system to be economically feasible and that have soils suitable for
individual septic systems. Private community well systems could allow for enhanced aquifer
protection by reducing the number of aquifer punctures.

6. The County should encourage high quality mobile home parks in the area of New Castle to
discourage the random placement of mobile homes throughout the County.
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Economy

Goal: Craig County wishes to promote a healthy and diverse economic base which balances the
need for increased economic opportunities with the need to protect and preserve the County's
quality of life and environment.

Objectives and Recommendations:

1. The County, working with the Craig County Industrial Development Authority and an
economic development consultant, should identify lands appropriate for commercial
development and study the feasibility of developing a small commercial park.

2. Recreation and Tourism represents a significant economic development potential for the
County. Facilities to accommodate dispersed recreation and tourism activities should be
encouraged to locate at appropriate sites within the County.

3. The County, working with the Craig County Tourism Committee, state and federal agencies
should explore continued development of the old C&O railbed from New Castle to Eagle Rock
into a multi-use trail facility.

4. The County should continue its participation in the Commonwealth of Virginia's Scenic Byway
Program in order to attract tourism traffic and spending to the County.

5. Development of overnight or weekly accommodations should be encouraged throughout the
County in the form of bed & breakfasts, inns, hotels/motels, lodges, and cabins/cottages.
Without more overnight accommodations it will be difficult to effectively tap the tourism market.

6. The County should encourage forms of economic development which do not rely heavily on
public infrastructure. These include but are not limited to agriculture, agri-business, tourism,
internet based business, and biotechnology.

7. The County should take advantage of the fiber optic infrastructure installed through Craig
County and recruit businesses that require high speed internet.

Human Services

Goal: The strength and success of a community begins with the welfare of its children, families
and senior adults. It is the goal of the County to empower families to care for their children, as
well as the elderly and to involve faith-based organizations, community groups and government
to help make this happen.

Objectives and Recommendations:

1. The County should work with developers and non-profit organizations toward the
development of a combination assisted living/nursing home facility.

2. County Fire and EMS organizations should continue to provide basic first aid and fire
protection/prevention training at the schools and for community groups to help increase interest
in volunteering and for the general welfare of County residents.
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3. Craig County should continue to support the public library. Craig County should pursue
funding of a multi-function facility to serve as a library/meeting/technology facility.

4. The County should continue to provide facilities for the Craig County Child Care Center, the
New Castle Commons, and the Women's Resource Center.

5. The County should encourage the development of programs for youth and seniors.

Natural Resources

Goal: Preservation and protection of the County's natural resources is vital to the County's high

quality of life and efforts toward such preservation and protection are of primary importance.

Objectives and Recommendations:

1. Groundwater and surface water quality and quantity in Craig County are currently very good.
The County should consider allowing private communities well systems in subdivisions that are
large enough for the system to be economically feasible and that have soils suitable for
individual septic systems. Private community well systems could allow for enhanced aquifer

protection by reducing the number of aquifer punctures.

2. The County should discourage development in the 100-year flood hazard area with the
exception of seasonal dwellings.

3. The County should continue working with the Natural Resources Conservation Service to
update countywide soil mapping.

4. The County should utilize its natural resource base to create jobs through low-impact nature

based tourism development.

5. The County should encourage the U.S. Forest Service to study the feasibility of developing
recreational opportunities in Craig County.

6. The County should review the U.S. Forest Service slow but steady increase in ownership of
the County's total acreage. In 1985 the Forest Service owned 53.3'lo of the acreage. Today that

figure is approximately 55 percent. Therefore, the County has less land in its tax base.

Agriculture

Goal: As an important part of Craig County's heritage and current way of hfe, in addition to the
economic benefit it represents, agriculture in the County should remain an important element in

its future.

Objectives and Recommendations:

1. In order to maintain the rural character of the County, the current five-acre minimum lot size
for selected agricultural areas should be maintained.

Craig County Comprehensive Plan August 12, 2013 73

20150612-0018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/12/2015



2. Preservation of agricultural lands is an important objective. Alternative methods of ensuring
this preservation may be investigated, such as new agricultural techniques for smaller farms,
development of agri-business and special method farming, which may include biotechnology.

3. The County should study development of an Open Air Market as an economic resource for
local farmers.

4. The County should explore an Agricultural & Forestal District Ordinance or a Land Use
Assessment Ordinance as a means of assisting farmers to afford to stay in business.

5. In conjunction with the school system, and other interested parties, students should be given
the opportunity to explore opportunities for agriculture and viticulture as a vocation.

Recreation and Tourism

Goal: To improve the economy of Craig County, provide local job opportunities, and improve the
quality of life in Craig County through tourism development and use of our recreational
resources.

Objectives and Recommendations:

1. Encourage better marketing and servicing of established recreational activities, such as
hunting and fishing to improve the income of local businesses and the County government. One
option is to use the Craig Electronic Village as a resource in marketing the County.

2. The County should explore the possibility of having some coordinate recreation, tourism, and
event-development activities and solicit grant funding for tourism/recreation projects.

3. The County needs more annual or semi-annual events to draw visitors, increase community
spirit, and boost retail sales.

4. The County, working with the Craig County Tourism Committee, state and federal agencies
should explore expanded development of the old C&O railbed from New Castle to Eagle Rock
into a multi-use trail facility.

5. The County should continue its participation in the Commonwealth of Virginia's Scenic Byway
Program in order to attract tourism traffic and spending to the County.

6. Development of overnight or weekly accommodations should be encouraged throughout the
County in the form of bed & breakfasts, inns, hotels/motels, lodges, and cabins/cottages.
Without more overnight accommodations it will be difficult to effectively tap the tourism market.

7. Promote recreation related businesses such as pick your own crops and fishing ponds.
Provide liaison with companies and agencies to obtain financing and encourage operation of
schools and activities with Craig such as the Orvis Company Fishing and Hunting Schools and
Virginia Game Commission's hunting safety schools, bicycling tours, mountain bike races, and
corporate sponsored bikes and retreats.

8. The County should study development of an Open Air Market as an economic resource for
local farmers.
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9. The County should continue to maintain and improve Camp Mitchell through civic group,
government and business cooperation.

10. The County should work with other organizations in locating or developing age appropriate
leisure activities for our youth, such as roller skating, bowling, and skateboard facilities.

11. Development of visitor center with restroom facilities and community bulletin board should
be pursued by local organizations to include the County.

Built Resources

Goal: To provide a quality and stable infrastructure base upon which to build Craig County.

Objectives and Recommendations

1. The Craig-New Castle Public Service Authority should continue implementing its plan to
upgrade existing sewer infrastructure to decrease the inflow and infiltration problems and
increase the amount o usable capacity at the wastewater plant.

2. The County should work with other organizations to study expansion of the Craig County
Public Library, conversion of the C&O railbed to a multi-use trail, and construction of a
combination assisted living/nursing home facility.

4. Route 311 should be upgraded to allow for more passing areas and wider shoulders.

Transportation

Goal: The Transportation System in Craig County should provide safe, efficient and convenient
modes of transportation. Improvements to the transportation system should be sensitive to the
County's environmental, social, land use and economic resources and concerns.

Objectives and Recommendations:

1. The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) should make substantial improvements to
Route 311 from the Roanoke County line to New Castle by straightening the severe curves,
providing more areas to pass, providing more turn-offs for slow moving vehicles and school
buses, and providing more shoulder area where possible.

2. Pursue development of an in-county transit system utilizing VDOT grants and volunteers.
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James E. Cornwen, Jr.
Attorney
Direct tS40) 260-3030
Fax: 1340) 260-0022
I.-main JCornwel)QNSandsAnderson.corn

SANDS.'l:"
ANDERSON

RICHMOND ~ MCLEAN ~ FREDERICKSBURG

CHRIBEIANBBURG RALEIGH

SANDS ANDERSON PC

WWW SANDSANDEIISQN.CQM

US Mail: Pd h Box 2009
Christiansburg, Virginia 2406B-2009

Dehrery: 160 Peppers Ferry Rd h)E
Christiansburg, Virgima 24073-634B

June 9, 2015

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Fnergy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room IA
Washington, DC 20426

REF: Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP)
Docket No. PF15-3-000

Dear Ms. Bose:

Please be advised that this firm serves as County Attorney for the County of Craig,
Virginia. In 1995, I personally represented the County of Craig in hearing before the Virginia
State Corporation Commission (HVSCCH) to defend an application by Appalachian Power

Company to place a proposed 765 kV electrical transmission line across Craig County and, in

particular, across the Sinking Creek portion of Craig County. The singular focus of this scoping
comment is to provide the FERC with the facts and documentation of a precedential decision
from the VSCC. The decision of the VSCC represents a significant issue that must be addressed

in the analysis of the environmental impacts of the above-referenced project.

In 1995, the VSCC determined that a proposed 765 kV electricity transmission line

would have *"significant impact on what is otherwise a relatively unmarred landscape* as it

passes through the Sinking Creek Valley in Craig County.'* See, Exhibit A, Interim Order,
Commonwealth of Virginia State Corporation Commission, Case No. PIJEV i 0050, December

13, 1995, p 18 (quoting Hearing Examiner). The 765 kV power line had been proposed to be
constructed along alignments in Craig County that are similar to the Alternative 110 routes

proposed by MVP for the construction of a gas pipeline. The Interim Order directed the
transmission line proponent to study the feasibility of alternative corridors Nto determine whether

the [Sinking Creek] valley can be avoided altogether, or at least crossed with minimal additional

visual and environmental impact using one of the existing rights of way." Exhibit A, p 19. The
U.S. Forest Service ultimately denied an application for a special use permit for a utility corridor
right-of-way on the Jefferson National Forest in Craig County,

IY0404330 I 01ie42 ea4880
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
June 9, 2015
Page 2

In the VSCC certification process, the Hearing Examiner for the VSCC gathered and
analyzed the information submitted by the applicant/proponent and the public, all for
consideration by the Commission. Prior to the entry of the Commission's Interim Order, the
Hearing Examiner performed a thorough analysis of the concerns voiced by Craig County
residents and the local government. See, Exhibit B, Report of Howard P. Anderson, Jr., Hearing
Examiner, Commonwealth of Virginia State Corporation Commission, Case No. PUE910050,
December 2, 1993,pp 27-29. The public testimony, including that of elected officials, is
summarized on pages 5-8 of the Report of the Hearing Examiner. The Hearing Examiner
summarized the County Administrator's testimony on pages 27-29, together with the proponent's
response to the concerns of the local government.

Craig County's concerns are the same today as they were when corridors similar in

alignment to those proposed for the MVP gas pipeline were rejected as utility corridors. The
Hearing Examiner, who also spent extensive time in Craig County reviewing the corridor
proposals, (Exhibit A, pp 1-2), noted the absence in 1993 of any stoplights in Craig County and
the fact that the only billboard in Craig County had blown over. Exhibit B, p 27. Then as now,
Craig County is dominated by the mountainous landscape, 54% of which is National Forest
lands. The valleys still support thriving agricultural operations, and recreation-based tourism is
still vital to the economy. Craig County has no current need for traffic signals or use for
billboards. Residents of Craig County are still attached to the land, and to the sense of
community that is rooted in the geography, wild landscape, and jurisdictional boundaries that are
all unique to Craig.

The Hearing Examiner wrapped up his accounting of the impacts of the 765 kV power
line with a resounding conclusion: "I have to agree that this project could hardly be at a more
detrimental location for Craig County.... Quite frankly, after viewing the valley, there do not

appear to be any alternatives.... There is no question that the impact of the transmission line

will be severe on the rural aesthetic of this valley." Exhibit B, p 28 (emphasis added).

The rural aesthetic of Craig County is as rich and robust as it was in 1993. The VSCC
forecasted an unfavorable decision when it directed the 765 kV corridor proponent to develop
some aiternatives. Tne VSCC was signaling the poteniiai to find that iiie wholiy deirirnenial

impacts to Craig County outweighed the public need.

The FERC is faced with the same facts and circumstances in Craig County today. If
anything, the impacts from gas pipeline construction are potentially more threatening to Craig
County and our residents'ay of life. The County has submitted scoping comments in regard to
the impacts by separate letter.

BY0404200 I 011042 OOBBBO
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
June 9, 2015
Page 3

By this letter, Craig County asserts that the VSCC*s directive to find another route for a
765 kV power line is a persuasive precedent for the FERC, and requests immediate application
of the precedent against the MVP Alternates 110, and all routing that is proposed to impact Craig

County.

Very truly yours,
SAND RSON PC

J . s .C r ell,Jr..Esq.

JECjr/klm

w0405jl9 I 011'065880 )
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GOMMONwehLTH OF VIRGINIA

SThTR CORPORATION COMMISSION

DGCUi'fE«i Coh I ROL

APPLICATION OF

APPALACHIAN POWER COMPANY

E33 DEC -2 Ill g 36
CASE NO. PUR9100$0

To amend its Certificates of pubBc Convenience aud
Necessity anthorhing operation of iransmlsshm Bnes
and Ihcllitles ln the Counties of GBes, Craig, Roanoke,
and Boteteurti Wyoming-Cloverdale 76$ kV transmission
Bne and Cloverdale $00 kV Bus Extension

REPORT OF HOWARD P.ANDERSON. JR. HEARING RXAhHNRR

December 2, 1993

HISTORY OF 2HR CASE

On August 15, 1991,Appalachian Power Company ("Appalachian" or "Company" )
filed an application to amend its certificates of public convenience and necessity by
authorizirut the construction and operation of a 765 kV transmission line originating in
Wyoming County, West Virginia and terminating at Appalachian's Clovcrdaic Stanon in
Botetourt County, Virginia. In conjunction with this transmission line, Appalachian
proposes to construct a 500 kV bus extension ftum the Cloverdale Station's 765 kV yard to
the Station's 500 kV yard.

The Commission, by order dated October 4, 1991,set this matter for local hearing in
New Castle, Virginia on April 2, 1992, and in Richmond, Virghda, on April 6, 1992.
Protests were fded by Citizens for the Preservation of Craig County { TCC ), the
Roanoke County Preservation League {"RCPL"),Citizens Organized for the Protection of
the Environment in Giles County {"COPE"),tbe Board of Supervisors of Craig County
"Craig Countv"), the Humble Harvest Hunt Club ("Hunt Club" ), tbe Blue Ridge Soarisg

ety {"Soar{unSociety"), the Roanoke County Board of Supervisors (Roanoke Coun~,
the Roanoke Vallev Resource Authority ("RVRA"), the Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club,
Inc. ('Trail Club" ), )drs. Joseph H. Reich, Sr., and the Jefferson Natiomd Forest ("Forest
Service").

On January 14, 1992,CPCC, RCPI COPE, and the Soaring Society filed a motion
for an extension of time for the hearing date and the dates for Sling testimony and exhibits.
Over objection of the Comtumy, the motion was granted. Pursuant to Hearing Examiner's
ruling dated Februarv 6, 1%92, a ncw procedural schedule was set and the hearing on the
merits was continucd until Jufy 7, 1992. 'Ihe original hearing dates were retained to receive
comments from public witnesses. An additional hearing was held on September 14, 1993.

Public hearinxs in this matter were scheduled for April 2, 1992, at 2:30p.m. and 730
p.m. in New Castle, Fraig County, Virginia. Due to the large number of public witnesses
desiring to be heard, an additional hearing was held in New Castle beginning at Itk00 a.m.
on Aprd 3, 1992. Public witnesses were also heard in Richmond on April 6 and July 7,
1992. In all, ninety public witnesses tcsti6ed. Five public witnesses testi6cd ou July 7 in
favor of the proposed transmission line. The remaining public witnesses were adamant in
their opposition to the application.
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Counsel appearitut were H. Allen Glover, George J.A. Clemo, and Michael J.
Quinan for Company; William S.Bilcnky for CPCC, COPE, and RCPL; James E.
Cornwell, Jr. for Craig County; Charles L Williams for the Trail Club; and Mark Simpson
for the Forest Service. Deborah V. Ellenbcrg and Wayne N. Smith appeared as counsel for
thc Commission Staff. At the hearing on July 7, 1992, the Forest Service withdrew its

rotest and changed its status to that of an intervener. The Hunt Club, the Soaring Society,
oanoke County, and RVRA did not participate as Protestants in the hearing. Mrs. Reich

and members of thc Soaring Society spoke as public witnesses.

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Appalachian proposes to construct a three-phase 765 kV circuit overhead
transmission line approximately 116miles in length to connect the Wyoming 765 kV station
located near Oceana, West Virginia, with the Cloverdale 765 kV stauon located near
Roanoke, Virginia. Approximately 37 miles of the proposed transmission line route would
be located in Virginia.

The transmission line would use a combination of self-supporting and guyed-V
lattice galvanized steel towers and would require a 200 foot rightW-way for the entire
length of thc line. The line would require approximately 464 towers with an average height
of approximately 133 feet. The minimum clearance between the ground and the
conductors would be no less than 44 feet under maximum operating conditions or under
severe iec loading conditions.

As part of the same reinforcement project, Appalachian also proposes to construct
an overhead 500 kV bus extension approxtmately 3,100feet in length at the Cloverdale
Station. The bus extension would be a single three-phase 500 kV circuit, running

roximately 3100feet from the Company's 765 kV yard at its Cloverdale Station to its
kV yard at Cloverdale Station. The bus extension would usc self-supporting lattice

galvanized steel towers and would require a 175 foot right-of-way for the approximately
1500 feet of the extension which would be outside of the Company's existing facilities at
Cloverdale. The towers would have a typical height of apprommately 125 feet, with
minimum clearance between the ground and the conductors of no less than 44 feet under
maximum operating conditions or under severe icc loading conditions. The bus extension
would be located primarily on land already owned by Appalachian, with the remaining
portion traversing the edge of an industrial park

Switchgear and related equipment will also be installed at the Wyoming and
Qoverdaic Stations to protect. integrate and operate the proposed 765 kV transmission
linc.

Tbe proposed completion date of the project is 1998at a cost of $245 million.

DESCRIPIION OF THE PROPOSED AND ALTERNATE ROUTES

Preferred Corridor

Appalachian's preferred route would run approximately 37.2 miles in Virginia,
crossing mto Craig County, Virginia, approximately 1.4miles southeast of Waitevillc, West
Virginia The corridor proceeds southeast to Johns Creek and Route 632. 11te corridor
then crosses Johns Creek Mountain and proceeds to cross Route 42 approximately one
mile south of Sinking Creek. Continuing southeast, the preferred corridor crosses Sinking
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Creek Mountain, then proceeds south-southeast, crossing Route 621 and Craig Creek
approximately 25 miles north of thc Craig County-Montgomery County border. Tbe
preferred corridor then continues south-southeast into Roanoke County crossing Routes
624, 785 and 622, before it crosses Fort Lewis Mountain, from which it generally parallels
an existing 345 kV transmission line to a point approximately 2.5 miles north of tfie Dixie
Caverns interchange on Interstate 81, Thc preferred corridor then turns northeast and

C .
enerally parallels an existing transmission corridor over Brushy Mountain until it reaches

rvin Cove. There thc preferred comdor heath cast across the western part of Carvin
Cove to an intersection with Appalachian's Jackson's Fcny-Cloverdale 765 kV line
approximately 13miles west of the Cloverdale Station. Tbc Jackson's Ferry4 loverdate
line would be severed at that point, and the new line would be connected to the remaining
section of the Jackson's Feny-Qoverdalc line running into Cloverdale Station. A new
section of 765 kV linc will be constructed to connect thc western portion of the Jackson's
FerryMoverdate line with the Cloverdale Station. Thc new section will travel due west out
of the Cloverdale Station parallel to thc exiisting Jackson's Ferry&loverdalc 765 kV line for
approximately .4 miles and then will turn northwest and cross Interstatc 81. The line then
continues across the northeast side of Tinker Mountain to connect with the existing
Jackson's FcrryWoverdalc 765 kV line at a point approximately 1.7miles west of
Cloverdale, Approximately .4 miles of the Jackson'crryMovcrdate line, which lies
between the two cut-in points, would be removed from service.

Altcrrnrrc Comdor l9

The primary alternate corridor in Virginia departs from the prcferrcd route at a

jfh
'int east of Route 42 approximately L3 miles south of Sinking Creek in Craig County.

e alternate corridor then proceeds north-northeast crossing Route 621 approximately 8
mile northeast of Webbs Mill, and Route 311approximately L7 miles south of Abbott.
The alternate corridor continues northeast, paralleling Broad Run and Route 618, then
turns southeast approximately 3.&miles southeast of New Castle where the corridor crosses
into Botetourt County. The alternate corridor then crosses North Mountain arA Route
779. At a point approximately .7mile south of the Lone Star gravel quarry, the alternate
corridor turns south-southeast, staying to the west of Tinker Mountain. The alternate
corridor then turns southeast to an intersection with the Jackson's Ferry-Cloverdale 765 kV
transmission line approximately 1.3miles west of the Cloverdale Station. At this point of
intersection the cxtsting transmission line would bc severed and the new line would be
connected to the rematning portion of the Jackson's Ferry-Cloverdale line running into
Cloverdale Station.

Afrernare Corridor 15

Alternate Comdor 15 crosses into Craig County, Virginia, over Potts Mountain
approximately 1.3miles west of Arnolds Knob before crossing Route 65$ approximately .9
mqe from Blue Healing Springs. This alternate corridor then continues to the southeast,
crossing Johns Creek and Route 632 approximately 2.9miles northeast of Maggie. This
corridor then connects with the preferred corridor at Johns Creek Mountain near the
crossittg of Route 624. The primary purpose of this corridor is to avoid Waiteville, West
Virgin+

3
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A(terriute Corridor fl

Alternate Corridor 11 is primar~i located in West Yirgiuia. However, at one point,
it passes in a southeast direction throu the eitieme northern corner of Giles County,
Virginia, for a distance of apprtxdmately 3700feet just east of Bluestone Lake, then heads
northeast into Monroe County, West Virgitda

POSITION OP THE PARTIES

Company contends the projioscd Wyoming-Cloverdale 765 kV transmission line and
the Cloverdale 500 kV bus extension are necessary to meet native load requirements and to
reinforce the Appalachian-Yirginia Power Company {"Virginia Power" ) interconnection
capability. Company maintains that all realistic alternatives have been explored and that
the proposed project is the best solution to the identifled deficiencies. Company further
maintams that thc proposed routing for the transmission line and the bus cxtcnsion will
reasonably minimize adverse impact on the scenic assets, historic districts and environment
of thc areas concerned. To these ends, Company proposes to implement thorough and
effective mitigation measures to limit the impact of tbe project.

Protestants CPCC, COPE, and RCPL {"Protestants") argue that Company has failed
to prove a need for the project and that the application is fatally flawed and inadequate.
Protestants argue that Company's assertions are subject to latent bias and that as a result,
no reasonable alternatives were considered. Protestants argue that the environmental
impact of the proposed project is too great to justify approvaL

Craig County believes that the evidence, when viewed as a whole, fails to support
either the need for the proposed transmission line or the route proposed. Craig County
asserts that the price it would have to pay in terms of economic and environmental harm is
too high when other alternatives will meet the need at less expense and permaient loss.

The Trail Club does not oppose thc project. They acknowledge that other needs of
the public besides that supplied by tbe Appalachian Triul must be taken into consideration.
The Trail Club requests that its concerns be taken into consideration in routing the line
and that the evaluation of the routing bc performed in a professional manner.

Commission Staff offered evidence limited to the issue of need. To this end, Staff
engaged the services of a consulting firm, Stone gr. Webster Management Consultants
{"Stoneand Webster" ), to evaluate Company's application. Based on the report of Stone
and Webster, Staff believes that a need for the project exists and that the proposed
transmission line represents the best alternative available. Staff believes that Appalachian
has met its statutory obligation to utilize existing rights~f-way where possible. Staff
contends that there is no body of scientific evidence demonstrating advene health eflects
from the proposed facilities. Staff does, however, believe that the record establishes the
need for Further study of segments of the proposed corridor to ensure that the proposed
transmission Une reasonably minimizes the adverse impact on the environment. To this
end, Staff suggests further limited proceedings to address questions surrounding the Tinker
Mountain-Carvin Cove segment of the proposed transmission line, the segment of the
Appalachian Trail around Naiday Shelter, and areas of karst topography. Furthermore,
Staff believes that any final order approving the proposed project should specificaliy
provide for a forum for review of thc refined design of the proposed transmission linc and
the resolution of possible environmental problems.
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Numerous uublic oFicials attended the hearings and offered testimony. State
Senator Malfourd %.Trumbo spoke of the natural resources of thc state's rural areas
being sacrificed to satisfy the growing nccd of the urban sectors of the state for electrical
power. Senator Trumbo noted that if there is a finding of "need" for the proposed
transmission line, the route selection process must consider the potential adverse impacts
on thc environment. Senator Trumbo stated a belief that the term "environment" includes
people and their relationship to the air, water, land, and other people. He questioned
whether it is necessary to traverse rural areas with transmission lines to serve the needs of
the urban areas of Virginia and whether we are in essence fast becoming a state that
focuses on the wants and desires of the many at thc expense of the few. Senator Trumbo
urged the Comndssion to look at the totality of the circumstances and objectively evaluate
not only the convcnicnce but the necessity of burdening the citizens of rural Virginia with
this transmission line.

Delegate Richard Cranwell pointed out that rural Craig County, over two-thirds of
which is National Forest, has no need for the proposed power line. Delegate Cranwell
explained that because of the cxtensivc national forest lands, the tax base of Craig County
is smalL Tbe citizens of Craig County and Roanoke County have already contributed
extensively to the public welfare in terms of National Forest and existing power lines,
therefore, Delegate Cranwell requests that the proposed power line be iocated elsewhere if
at all possible.

Mary Pearl Compton, a member of thc West Virginia House of Delegates,
resented a Resolution of thc West Virginia Legislature opposing the application. The
asis for the opposition is the negative impact on the economy and natural resources of

West Virginia. SpeciTically, the Resolution cited the potential negative impact on the West
Virginia coal industry and the location of the proposed corridor through and over some of
West Virginia's most pristine and scenic land and rivers.

Carrie Crawford of New Castle, Virginia, read a statement from Congressman
Richard Boucher. Congressman Boucher states that hc has submitted a list of questions to
Appalachian focusing on two fundamental concerns. He raised concerns about the
environmental impact of the proposed power line. Second, Congressman Boucher states
that he is determined that thc coal producing counties of Southwest Virginia become the
home of new electric generating plants built and operated by independent power

roducers. Congressman Boucher would have Appalachian focus on a transmission line
om the coal producing counties of Southwest Virginia to a Virginia Power Company

interconnect.

L Clayton Abbott, Jr., chairman of the board of directors of the Craig County
Historical Society, presented a resolution adopted by the Historical Society in opposition to
the proposed transmission line. Shelby French of Ncw Castle presented a petition
contaimntt 1400 signatures of citizens opposing the transmission line. Dina Wood
presented a petition containing over 2,000 signatures from citizens opposing the proposed
transmission line. Ms. Wood voiced sentiments heard repeatedly durmg the course of
these hearings to the effect that Appalachian is a powerful corporate giant interested solely
in company profits at thc expense of the weak and the helpless.

Many public witnesses exprcsscd the opinion that the proposed transmission line is
not needed, and sututested energy conservation as an alternative. Many believe that as long
as Appalachian is a%owed to export cheap excess electricity from its imdwest coal-Bred
power plants to eastern urban areas, energy conservation and demand side management
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will not be seriously considered by Appalachian. Some witnesses faulted the Commission
for not taking the lead by requiring the electric companies to develop aggressive
conservation and demand side management programs. Christopher Swan stated, "Approval
of this power line by the SCC would signify their blessing of a continued energy policy of
wastefulness and poor management." (Tr. 214).

The proposed transmission line is viewed as a means for Appalachian to export its
excess electricity from the midwest to eastern urban areas, thus achieving huge corporate
profits. The cittxens of the rural areas impacted by this project see themselves as victims of
a corporate project which will not benefit them and which they do not want or need,
Donald W. Charlton said, "Please don't punish us in Southwest Virginia because
Northeastern Virginia has developed beyond the capacity to support itself." (Tr. 82).

Graver Mitchell argued that if there is pressure for more electricity, let this pressure
work for demand side management, for energy efficiency, for energy conservation and load
management; and if there are further needs, lct Virginia miners provide the fuel to
generate electricity in technologically clean plants built in Virgima.

William R. Coulter suggested that power generating plants be built dose to the
areas that need the power, thereby obviating the need for long transmission lines which are
unsightly and costly to maintain.

Witnesses spoke of the natural beauty of Craig County and the tourism upon which
the county depends. The potential negative impact of the transmission iine on Craig
County's primary industry is cause for great concern. The visual impact of the line would
devalue property adjacent to and withm sight of the proposed transmission line. Also, the
noise generated by transmission lines is cited as having a potentially traumatic effect on
people used to little, if any, noise pollution.

Many of the farms impacted by tbe proposed transmission line are owned and
operated by families that are the direct descendants of the original settlers in the area.
William Lewis Farrier, ill, is the eighth generation of his family to own and work their
family farm. Shari Huffman Tripp related that the proptucd corridors cross three of her
family's four farms. Two of the farms have been in the family for five generations; one
farm has been in the family for four generations; and the fourth farm has been in the family
for seven generations. Mary T. Duncan explained that their farm was settled by her

, ancestors m the 1700's and her granddaughter, who lives on the farm also, is thc seventh
eneration to live there. The proposed transmission line would cross a hill behind their
ouse.

Jane Echols Johnston eloquently described Craig County as follows:

This is a beautiful county, seemingly untouched by the mad
world around us. Dense forest, clear tumbling mountain
streams and water falls, raw creeks, beautiful old white
houses and rcd barns on well kept farms are everywhere, We
have swinging bridges, old mills, picture perfect churches,
neat cemetertes, breathtaking mountains that tend to be a
different shade of blue on every range, and hunting and
fishing beyond the sportsman's imagination.

And Craig County has one town, New Castle, where a
visitor feels hc or she has stepped back into time a century
or two. A stately brick and cream colored courthouse
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Tr. 486, 487.

datintt to 1853, an old brick hotel established in the 184tys,
store Tronts that could be the setting for a western movie,
magm6cent, well preserved houses from thc 1880's and the
turn of the century, rimmed with high peaks and endless
mountains.

In 1852, Mrs. Johnston's great-great~cat-tpeat grandfather was the gatekeeper on
the turnpike that is now Route 42, a Scenic Byway in Craig County. A mountainpeak
visible from her kitchen window was named for another fifth~eat grandfather. Mrs.
Johnston is the eighth generation of her family to live on their property.

Residents of Craig County obviously value their natural surroundinIp and many
spoke of fop of harm to the fragile environment, A good example of this is the karst
topography found in the area. Karst topography includes features such as caves,
sinkholes, sinking streams, and springs. Typically, thc water tables are near the surface and
there is a thin layer of soil through which groundwater is filtered, thereby making water in
this reaion highly susceptible to pollutants. New Castle is the only area of Craig County
which%as a water system. The remainder of the county residents obtain their water from
spri~and shallow wells. One witness, Alice Coulter, related how she and her husband
whoVacame sensitized to chlorinated water, moved to Craig County for its natural water
supply.~ People fear the effects of pollution from herbicides used to keep rightswf-way
dear, In addition to concerns involving the drinking water, concern was expressed for
native trout streams and trout farming operations in the area.

Concern involving herbicide run-off and siltation was also expressed in regard to
Carvin Cove, a major water source for the Roanoke Valley. Witnesses contended that
Appalachian does not properly maintain its existing rights~f-way which results in
widespread erosion. Fears were expressed that thc erosion would carry siltation and
herbicides from the rightwf-way into the streams and springs. Witnesses feared potential
impact to several rare and endangered aquatic species, such as the James River Spiney
Mussell, the Roanoke Logpcrch and the Orangefin Madtom, was also cited.

Several witnesses spoke of the potential effects of the transmission line on other
wildlife in the area. Clearing of right-of-way will mean loss of forest land which is home to
migratory songbirds. Terry Hrubec, a veterinarian, spoke specifically of the potentially
disruptive effect of electromagnetic fields on natural geomagnetic fields followed by
migratorf animals. Cyrus Bowman told of two bear den trees on Sinking Creek Mountain
that are m the path of one of the corridors.

IKarst is a geologic and geographic term meaning landscapes and landforms
originating from the dissolving of rock by natural waters.

2Another witness, Laster Greenwalt, testi6cd that as a result of a career as a
chemist in an industrial laboratory, he became a victim of chemical poisoning, and on the
advice of his doctor moved to a location with a clean environment. Mr. Greemvalt moved
to Craig County and has since recovered his health, however, his home is within sight of the
preferred corridor and he again has concerns for his health.
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Lanier Frantz testifled that his farm, located two miles from the proposed corridor
in Craig County, is home to an airport and gliderport known and used locally, nationally
and, in fact, worldwide. From this field, gliders have set world records for sustained flight
by motorless aircraft. A significant feature of flying gliders in this area is what is referred
to as "ridge flying". Ridge flying is accomplished when the wind blows atjght angles to the
mountain ridges and offers hft which can be employed for long distances. Flights by

liders on the Appalachian Mountain chain have reached distances of one thousand miles.
eediess to say, power lines along these: ridges create significant hazards to glider pilots.

Mr. Frantz related that this glider activity has resulted in economic benefit to Craig County
and to New Castle.

Witnesses from Roanoke County, the site of the Cloverdale Substation, spoke of the
numerous power lines already existing on Fort Lewis Mountain and Tinker Mountain.
Opposiflon to yet another transmission line is predicated on concerns about the cumulative
health impact of electric and magnetic fields, property devaluation and unsightliness.
James Tobey, Jr. contended that research is just beginning to uncover the effects of chronic
exposure to electromagnetic flelds. Mr. Tobey further cited the possible amplified effect of
electromagnetic fields from paraflrl lines.

Two witnesses, J.T. Norris and Huston Kitts, spoke of the detrimental impact the
transmission line would have on railroad workers and coal miners. They feared the
proposed transmission line would replace "coal by rail" with "coal by wire." They contend
that American Electric Power's midwest power plants burn western coal, and the power

di
' ' ''nerated

is to be imported via the proposed transmission line to the east coast, thereby
'splacing Virginia coal miners and Virginia railroad workers.

On July 7, 1992, six public witnesses testified. The first witness, K. Dallas Wade, is
president of Central Virginia Industries, an association of over 100companies located
throughout Central Virginia with headquarters in Lynchburg. The member firms employ
over 40,000 people. Most of the member companies are manufacturers which operate?A
hours a day, 365 days a year. Speaking in favor of the application, Mr. Wade stated that a
good, reliable source of electric power is absolutely essential to businesses'bility to
operate competitively, thereby maintaining stable employment and creating additional jobs.
An unreliable source of electricity could cause economic development to decline or halt,
thereby creating chronic unemployment and less tax revenue for local and state
government,

Bernard C. Wampler, president and chief executive oflicer of Pulaski Furniture
Corporation, also spoke in support of the application. Pulaski Furniture Corporation
em loys 2200 people and operates plants in Pulaski, Dublin, Christiansburg, Martinsville,

Ridgeway, Virginia, Mr. Wampler explained that the home furnishing industry is
highly competitive and greatly dependent on reliable electric power. Simply put, industry is
not going to look at economic development or expansion in the area if the sources of
electric power are unreliable. Mr. Wampler states that without the proposed transmimon
line, industries which have a growing need for reliable electric energy are going to expand

3Roland Monette, a member of the Blue Ridge Soaring Society, states that under
certain weather conditions it is normal for gliders to fly many miles within 100feet or less
of the ridge top at speeds in excess of 100 miles an hour. (Tr. 230). Power lines are
described by another witness, Jennifer Mulligan, as lethal to glider pilots.
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and locate elsewhere. Mr. %ampler portrays Appalachian as onc of the best run power
companies in the United States and urges approval of the proposed transmission line.

Robert H. Spillman, chairman and chief executive officer of Bassett Furniture
Industries of Bassett, Virginia, strongly supports the proposed transmission line. Mr.
Spillman explained that Bassett Furniture Industries employs approximately 7500 people
and the economic impact of unreliable electric power to thc company would be disastrous.
He described even a reduction in power level for any length of time as an industrial
catastrophe. Mr. Spillman related that in thc company's strategic planning, electric power
is one of the basic considerations. Thc proposed transmission line would enable the
Appalachian system to accommodate economic expansion in the area. As critical as
reliable clectnc service is to his business, Mr. Spillman considers it inconceivable that
power outages or reductions of power would be allowed to occur because this project does
not proceed as planned.

Joseph L Lanier Jr., chairman of the board and chief executive of6cer of Dan
River, Incorporated, testi6ed that his company used over 319miliion kilowatt-hours of
electricity in 1991. This represented a 7.6percent increase over prior years, due primarily
to a major modernization program. Mr. Lanicr stated that reliable, cost competitive
electric service is absolutely essential, not only for current operations, but for continued
modernization and expansion. Dan River, Incorporated employs 5000 people in its
manufacturing operations in Danville, Virginia.

Terry O'rien represented Midmountain Food ("Midmountain") located in
Abingdon, Virginia Midmountain is a food distributor serving over 80 supermarkets in
three states, vnth sales approaching $400 million annually. Midmountain bas over 700,000
square feet of warehouse space with an inventory valued in excess of $30,000,000. Twenty-
6ve percent of this inventory consists ofperishable commodities which will spoil without
refrigeration. Therefore, reliable electrical power is absolutely critical to Midmouutain's
operation. Mr. O'rien states that Midmountain will decide in the condng months on a
location for construction of ncw refrigerated and freezer space. Although Abingdon is the
preferred location, one of the key factors is affordable, rehable power. In suppordng the
proposed transmission line, Mr. O'rien states that the alternatives to the transmission line
seem more complicated, unproven, and, in his opinion, could have a worse environmental
impact.

%illiam R. Sweet, planning officer for the Jefferson National Forest, presented the
position of thc Jeffcrson National Forest which is part of the National Forest Service
("Forest Service"). The Forest Service neither supports nor opposes the project; however,
the Forest Service is required to comply with thc National Environmental Policy Act. This
Act requires a comjirehcnsive analysis (referred to as an Environmental Impact Statement
("EIS")of the physical, biological, social and economic impacts associated with the
implementation of the project. The Forest Service has been designated the lead agency in
the preparation of this federal EIS. Mr. Sweet estimates the drai't EIS will be published in
mid-1993 and then the EIS will be published in final form in early 1994. Mr. Sweet states
that the Forest Service and other federal agencies involved will not be bound by a route
selection decision for federal lands which is not supported by the analpsis information
contained in the final EIS or the decisions made by the federal agencies based on that
analysis, (Tr. 583). Although thc EIS study process will proceed, the Forest Service
requests that a determination of need be made as early as possible by this Commission.
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The Commission's authority to issue a certiScate of public convenience and
necessiiy in this case is set forth in 8 56-265.1gi egg. and in 9 5646.1of the Code of
Virginia Pursuant to 8 56-265.2, a public uNity may not "construct, enlarge or acquire...
any facilities...without fl rst having obtained a certtgcatc from the Conumssion that the

ublic convenience and necessity require the exerdse of such right or privilege."
erefore, Appalachian must prove that the proposed project is «ceded.

Company witness Pasternack testified that although thc central and eastern
Appalachian service areas account for approximately 76%of the total Appalachian system
load, approximatelg 70%%uo of Appalachian s generating resources arc located in the northern
Appalachian area Consequently, Appalachian is heavily dependent upon adequate and
rc,bable transmission facilities to transmit power gcncrated in its northern area to the
central and castcrn areas.

The Appalachian 1991 load forecast projects that, over the next ten years, the
Company's wmter peak internal demand will grow by 22 percent and energy requirements
will increase by 21 percent. (Exh. No. BMP-3, Appendix A). Company states that this
increase follows extensive growth experienced dunng the 198(ys, a decade in which thc
winter peak internal demand increased by 26 percent and energy requirements increased
by 20percent. The Company concludes that the proposed facilities should provide
sufgcient margin to accommodate future load growth up to the year 2010. Furthermore,
the Company states that the flexibility offered by the proposed facilities will present
opportunities to further extend existing transmission capacity through relatively modest
enhancement programs thereby potentially deferring additional maior extra high voltage
("EHV") lines beyond 2010.

Appalachian's existing transmission facilities extending from the Company's
northern region to the central and eastern region consist of the Baker-Broadford-Jackson's
Ferry-Axton and the Jackson's Ferry-Cloverdale-Joshua Falls 765 kV lines, the Kanawha
River-Matt Funk 345 kV line and six 138kV circuits. The Cullodcn-Wyoming 765kV line
extends from Company's northern service area into the central service area and forms the
western terminus of the proposed Wyoming-Cloverdale 765 kV line. (Scc Appendix A.)

Appalachian has determined that its existing facilities, without further
reinforcement, can reliably accommodate about 5500 MW of central/eastern service area
load; a level that was reached in December of 1989. This peak load is projected to reach
approximately 6200 MW by the winter of 1998. (Tr. 622). Without the proposed
transmission line, Company asserts that it would not have the reliable capacity to serve
increased demand. Unquestionably, Company states, this would have a very severe effect
on the region's economy. Thc pr transmission line would have a maximum capacity
of between 950 MW and 2000 MW depending on improvements to the north of
Appalachian's system.

Appalachian's central and eastern service areas had a combined peak demand of
5469 MW in the winter of 1989/90. The generating resources in these areas total 1767
MW.

10
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The American Electric Power Scrvicc Corporation ("AEP Service Corp.")S has
performed load flow simulations under both peak load and shoulder peak conditions
projected for thc winter of 1998/1999 in order to assess the ability of the existing
transmission system to accommodate single and double contingency outages. Company
states that, assuming a single outage, the transmission system demonstrates unacceptably
high loadings and unacceptably low voltages. More importantly, Company states, a number
of combinations of overlapping outages of EHV facflittes or generating units at or near the
time of the winter peak demand will cause disturbances so severe that the power system
would likely collapse as a result of unacceptably low voltages, thermal overloads, and
cascading failures leading to widespread blackouts.

Appalachian is a member of the East Central Area Reliability ("ECAR")
Coordination Agreement, and utilizes ECAR reliability criteria to evaluate its bulk
transmission system. According to ECAR standards, Appalachian's transmission system
must be designed and constructed to provide reliable el~ectric service to its service territory
under both single and double contingency circumstances. Appalachian states that because
scheduled maintenance requires each of thc three critical EHV transmission lines serving
the central and/or eastern Appalachian service areas to be out of service from time to
time, it is clear that an unscheduled outage of either of the remaining critical transmisdon
facilities shifts the power flow onto the one remaining EHV circuit and the six 138 kV
circuits in order to serve the central and eastern area demand. Appalachian contends that
when such outages occur on critical transmission facilities during peak loads, the results
bear the potenual for disaster.

In addition to the need for transmission reinforcement to meet Appalachian's native
load in its central and eastern service areas, Appalachian and Virginia Power have also
identified a need to enhance the capacity of Appalachian's interconnections with Virginia

5Appalachian is a member of the American Electric Power ("AEP")system, based
in Columbus, Ohio. American Electric Power Service Corporation provides technical
support to all members of the AEP system and is, therefore, assisting Appalachian in this

ECAR is a regional organization of electric utilities. Thc purpose of ECAR is to
promote reliability. To this end the organization establishes standards, criteria,
methodologies and jiroups to examine reliability in thc region. There are a total of nine
reliability councils, including ECAR, that cover the North American Continent. (Tr. 606,
607).

11
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power. In March 1989,AEp Service Corporation and Virginia power undertook a joint
phuudng study of the interconnection facilities between thc two utilities. The study
tdcnti6ed a need for transmission reinforcements to meet Appalachian's power sale
obligations to neighboring s/stems, including Virginia Power, and to deal with the
obligations on Appalachian s system resulting from being a part of the interconnected
transmission grid.

The current interconnections with Virginia Power consist of one 500 kV fine from
Appalachian's Cloverdale Station to Virginia Power's Lexington Station and four 138kV
lines. The joint study concluded that the present transmission capacity of existing
interconnections is not adequate to meet the existing and potenual demand for delivery or
wheeling of power by Appalacldan to Virginia Power, including ptnver which may be

w"enerated by independent power producers to be located in Southwest Virginia and
uthern Wast Virginia.

With the proposed transmission line, Appalachian will be able to provide firm
wheeling capacity for independent power producers ( IPPs") that wish to locate projects in
Appalachian's service area, thereby supporting public policy decisions regarding the
establishment of a viable power production industry in Southwest Virgima and other parts
of Appalachian's service «rea. Fuphermore, the new tie would relieve Reliability
Coordination Plan ("RCP") limits,

Company witness Pasternack testified that the 500 kY bus extension is an integral
part of the 1500 MVA, 765/500 kV transformer proposed for the Cloverdale Station. Tbe
transformer and bus extension are needed for two reasons. First, these facilities will
eifectiveiy increase the capacity of the existing Appalachian/Virginia Power Cloverdale-
Lcxington 500 kV interconnection by removing the present transformer capacity limit

"Vim sod by the existing 500/345 kV transformers at Cloverdale. Second, the existing
/345 kV transformers can become overloaded during certain double contingencies.

The new facilities will reUcve contingency loadings and avoid such overloads. (Erh. No.
BMP-1, at 6).

AEP has a bulk power transfer agreement with Virginia Power to provide 900 hA-'f

of firm transfers. This agreement expires on December 31, 1999. While Appalachian does
not anticipate any firm commitments for power sales in the late 199tys or beyond,
Appalacluan's customers have bcncgted m the past from short-tenn and economy sales by
AEP when the AEP system has more generating capacity temporarily available than
needed to meet its own internal load demands. Thc allocated share of the realization from
such sales is used to offset revenue requirements that otherwise would be paid for by
Appalachian's ratepayers. The increase in tie capacity between Appalaciuan and Vtrgitua
Power afforded by the new 500 kY tie would assure that adequate transmission capacity
will be available to continue making such sales as the opportunity arises. (Exh. No. BMP-3,
at 9). An example of such sales are diversity sales. Diversity sales include seasonal
exchanges of power between Appalachian, a winter peaking utility, and Virginia Power, a
summer peaktng utility.

In 1987, a Reliability Coordination Plan ("RCF') was negotiated by several
midwest and eastern electric utilities including AEP of which Appalachian is a member,
and Virginia Power. The RCP maintains a system for curtailing transfers in case of heavy
transmission loadinjl and also regulates load shedding procedures for deahng with
emergency or antimpated cmergcncy conditions on the regional transmission system.

12
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Commission Staff engaged Stone and Webster to perform an independent needs
assessment of the facilitics proposed in this case. Stephen A. Mallard presented thc report
of Stone and Webster's analysis. This report included a review of Appalachian's approach,
analysis of need, project tinung, alternative plans and the effects of uncertainties and
externalities. In addition to a rcvicw of the alternatives examined by Appalachian, Stone
and Webster reviewed additional alternatives in an effort to assure that all material and
reasonable alternatives were considered.

Stone and Webster concluded that tbc proposed transmission project is in the best
interests of Appalachian's customers. Further, the Stone and Webster report states that,
based on its review of Appalachian's existing anprojected bulk power system conditions,
the need exists for a maior system enhancement. Not only is the proposed reinforcement
program necessary, the Stone and Webster report states, it is the best alternative available
on a cost/performance basis and will provide the benefits stated by Appalachian in its
application. Additional benefit of thc proposed project include enhanced transmission
access to potential nonwtility generation ~G")t additional capacity for inter-utility and
regional power transfers, and savings to Appalachian from reduced power losses. Stone
and Webster also recognizes the potential capacity limitations dependent on transmission
improvements to the north of Appalachian's system. In that regard, Stone and Webster
recommends that Applachian lay the ground work with other utilities in the ECAR, PJM
and VACAR regions for asserting its entitlement to appropriate tranmission rights by
virtue of its execution of the proposed plan. (Exh. No. SAM-27, at 47).

Protestants CPCC, RCPI and COPE (hereinafter collectively referred to as
''Protestants") assert that Appalachian has failed to prove a need for the proposed project
and failed to examine viable alternatives. Protestants daim that Appalachian's parent
company, AEP has a need to sell excess generation but cannot come before this
Commission and request a certificate to construct a power line to sell off-system excess
capacity. Therefore, Appalachian has had to artificially create a growth in demand
scenario, ignore viable alternatives to the construction of the line, and give this
Commission its proposal with several unreasonable alternatives from which to choose.
Clearly, Protestants contend, Appalachian has fabricated a need and failed to sustain its
burden of proof. (Brief at 6).

SpeciTically, Protestants question the credibility of Company's assertion that its
native load growth will provide the required need for the proposed transmission line. In
particular, Protestants question Company's natural gas cost projections and the associated
saturation of clcctric heat pump load, and the deficiencies of the Company's proposed
demand side management ("DSM")programs.

¹tural Gas Dice Forecasts and Prot'ected Heat Pump Saturation

Company projects that its saturation of electric heating will rise from its current
level of40$% in 1991 to 59% by thc year 2010. (Exh. No. DED-20, at 8). That jtrowth in
saturation is directly driven by the growth in natural gas prices relative to electricity. (Tr.
943, 944).

Actually, Mr. Mallard contends that the transmission line is needed at present. As
noted earlier, the planned completion date is 1998-1999.

13
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Protestants point out that Staff witness Dyar testified that the 59% saturation figure
is the highest predicted, at present, by any Viqpnia clcctric utility. Potomac Edison and
Virginia Power expect electric heating saturations of 56% and 54%, respectively, for the
year 2010. (jlj. at 8).

Protestants argue that Company's projected growth rate of roughly 4.0% for natural
gas prices during this period is irreconcilable with the Company's predicted 1.7%
compound growth rate discussed in Staff witness Dyar's testimony. Company witness
Adams later explained that thc 4.0% figure contained in the application was for the
projected wholesalepriceof . (Tr. 1398), Protestants insist thatwithoutsufficient
mformation to support or ver@ thc accuracy of thc projections, everyone must rely blindly
on the Company's assertions. Without supporting documentation, Protestants assert that it
is impossible to replicate the models used by Company in arriving at its projected gas price
assumptions. Since the future price of natural gas is the single most important driving
factor m electric heat pump saturation and heat pump saturation is the single most
important driving factor in the growth of Company's peak between 1991and 2011 (Tr. 943-
7), Protestants argue that the Commission has insufficient information upon which to base
a determination of need for this transmission line.

Further, Protestants contend that without a sensitivity analysis, the Company's
selection of the forecast period is arbitrary and potentially unreasonable. The basis of a
sensitivity analysis is the recognition that the period used to measure growth is very
sensitive to the actual range selected for the data. For example, by using the eight year
period from 1982 to 1990, the Company calculated a compound growth rate for winter peak
of 2.316%(Tr. 873). Had the Company selected 1981 to 1990, the same calculation would
have resulted in a compound growth rate of only 0.74%.(Tr. 878). Protestants contend
that the Company did not provide a sensitivity analysis for the data it used nor did
Company provide a sensitivity analysis on the gas price escalator.

Clearly, Protestants argue, the Company omitted from its appfication critical data
necessary to verify kcy assumptions for its projected data, and failed to produce any
sensitivity analysis of its historical data. As such, the Company's key assumptions are not
verifiable or replicable and the projections are not competent to support a finding of
"need".

Staff contended that the different forecasts may simply gpcscnt the use of nominal

growth rates in some instances and real growth rates in others. Difference in prices for
natural gas arc also explained by the difference in supply to dilfcrent classes of customers
(i.e. industrial, commercial, and residential) and thc difference between wholesale and
retail sales. (Tr. at 1398;Brief at 12).

Estimates of natural gas price escalation for the 20 year forecast period vary. DRI
estimates a 49o annual growth rate in the price of natural gas during the forecast period.
Appalachian's 1.7%growth rate in the price of gas forecast for the period 1990-2001
appears in its 1991 twenty-year Resource Plan Filing. The Stone and Webster report gives
a 9.2%forecast escalation rate in the fuel price of gas. (Exh. No. SAM-26, Ex. 16, at 1).
On rebuttal, Company witness Adams test~fied that the 4% figure is DRI's estimate of the

Assuming a positive level of inflation, nominal growth rates will bc higher than

real growth rates. The difference between the two growth rates is simply the measure of
inflation used.
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Eowth rate for the price of gas to wholesale customers, while the 1.7%rate is the
mpany's forecast for growth in the price of gas to retail customers derived from the DRI

estimate. Mr. Adams added that both the 4% and the 1.7%figures arc real values. In
contrast, the 9.2%escalation rate represents the annual increase in the price that the
Company would pay for fuel at its generating plants over the period 2003-2010, when gas
prices are cxpccted to risc faster than in earlier years. (Tr. 1397-1402). Company argues
that the three values are, therefore, entirely consistent.

In his prefiled testimony, Staff witness Dyar explains Company's methodology for
forecasting natural gas prices. Thc Company projects the Consumer Price Index for utility
piped gas using an econometric model specifying thc Consumer Price Index as dependent
upon the Wholesale Price Index for natural gas, which is forecast by DRI/McGraw-Hilk
plus a linear time trend. This technique simply estimates, based on historic data, a
relationship between the wholesale price of natural gas and the price of gas to consumers.
Based on this model, Company predicts a 1.7%compound annual increase in this
Consumer Price Index component, in real terms, during the period 1990-2001. After 2001,
the Company expects real gas prices to remain essentially constant through 2011. Mr. Dyar
checked Company's projections against other forecasts of natural gas prices and based on
these comparisons, determined that Company's projections appear reasonable. The other
forecasts arc as follows: The U.S. Energy Information Administration (of the Department
of Energy) predicted, in its 1990Annual Energy Outlook, a 2.4% annual increase in the
real price of residential natural gas for the years 1988-2010.(The Company's projected
growth rate for the forecast period is approximately 0.8%annually.) The Wharton
Economctric Forecasting Associates Group, in its Third Quarter 1990U.S.Long-Term
outlook, projected nominal residential gas price increases of 6.5%annually during 1990-
2009, for a real growth rate of approximately 2.0%. The Gas Research Institute ("GRI"),in
its 1992baseline projection, predicts a 1.6%real annual long-tenn growth rate for the U.S„
with 1.4%for the Mid-Atlantic region.

The gas price forecast, a)though important, is only one component of Company's
load forecast. Generally, the load forecast projects the effects of major economic and
demographic vai1ables on peak demand and energy consumption of Appalachian's
customers. Forecasts of variables such as population, employment, industrial output and
coal production in Appalachian's service area, as well as the projected price of electricity
and alternate fuels (such as natural gas), all contribute to the Company s projection of
anticipated growth in peak demand and energy usage.

There is an aspect of Appalachian's load forecasts that should be noted. Although
the 1991forecast does not reflec the cost of compliance with the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990, the 1992 forecast does reflect Appalachian's cost of compliance.
This cost of compliance appears to have a negligible effect upon demand pmjcctions for
the period 1991-1999.In fact, the 1992 load forecast reflects a slightly lower cost of
electricity during that period, even after including compliance costs. (Exh. No. MDA-55, at
11, 13). Appalachian anticipates that thc price of electricity in 1982 dollars, for its
residential customers will decrease from 4.04 cents/kwh in 1990 to 3.65 cents/kwh in 2001,
and will remain at that level through 2011, 'Ae forecasts for elecuiciry and natural gas
prices imply a decline of approximately 24% in thc ratio of electricity prices to gas prices
during 1990-2011.(Exh. No. DED-20, at 8).

Protestants'oncern regarding replication of Company's forecast is understandable
but overstated. Appalachian's forecast models are. fairly large and contain thousands of
items of data. The results cannot be completely replicated by the Protestants unless all of
the computer code and data bases are provided to them. This would be a formidable task
at best. The Company's gas price forecasts are not inconsistent. Although one can argue
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about the projections themselves, there is no evidence that the Company has manipulated
forecast numbers to make its case stronger. I find that it is more important that Company"s
forecast is reasonable when compared to other reputabk gas price forecasts. Although
Protestants are correct in pointing out Company's less than sterling demand forecast record
for the 197iys, Company has not over-forecast its winter peak demand (on a weather
normalized basis) in any forecast issued since 1984.

Finally, what is of signi6cant importance is thc fact that natural gas simply is not
available to many customers in Appalachian's service area. In fact, only 46.4%of
Appalachian's customers had access to natural gas, according to the Company's 1990
Residential Customer Survey. Appalachian's 1991 load forecast projection of a 3.4%
average annual jirowth rate m the number of customers using electric heat is not
unreasonable, Nven an annual average growth rate over the period of 1981-1991of4,5%
per year and considering Appalachian's low retail residentiaf electric rates. Taking into
consideration the relative unavailability of natural gas in Apjndachian's service area as
compared to thc almost universal avaliab6itjr of natural gas in Potomac Edison's and
Virginia Power's service area, it is not surprising that Appalachian forecasts a higher heat

ump saturation. What can bc considered surprisirig is that the projected percentage of
eat pump saturation for the ihree electric utilities is so comparably dose. I find that there

is suf6cient evidence upon which to evaluate Appalachian's demand forecasts and that
these forecasts are reasonable.

Conservation and Load Afanagcment

Staff witness Dyar testified that the promotion of electric heating is central to
Appalachian's conservation and load management program for 1991. Appalachian expects
to spend about $1 mi)Don in 1992 to promote electric beating, and the heat pump in
particular. (Exh. No. DED-20, at 10, 11). Protestants contend that Appalachian, under the
guise of conservation and load management, is promoting growth in consumption and
therefore jirowth in winter peak demand. Nothing, they assert, could be further from a
conservation measure than to spend $1 million to promote growth in peak winter demand
for a winter peaking utility. Protestants argue that Appalachian, apparently at the direction
of AEP, is encouraging growth in beat pump sales to create a market for AEP's excess, low
cost power, rather than advocating conservation of electricity.

Protestant witness Crandall, a consultant specializing in regtdatory issues, including
energy conservation and load management, testi6ed that hc 6nds two major de6ciencies
with Appalachian's demand side management {"DSM")planning and program
development. First, Appalachian's admitted fiulure to quantify the costs and bene6ts of all

otential DSM resource options means that costwffcctive options may be dismissed from
rtber consideration simply due to a subjective assessment of the option. Consequently,

Appalachian has not identified thc full costwffective DSM resource potential that exists
within its service territory. Second, Appalachian uses the rate impact measure {"RIM")test
to evaluate potential DSM programs for inclusion in its resource plan.& bppalachian also
uses the total resource cost PIRC") test to screen potential programs. 'lthough all

The TRC test attempts to measure the net cost of the program. 1bese costs
include the costs to the utility as well as costs to the customer participating in tbc program.
The RIM test focuses on the change in utility rates due to a DSM program. This test
measures the differences between the change in total revenues gaud to a utility and the
change in total costs incurred by the utility.
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programs must pass the TRC test to be included in the integrated resource expansion, it is
not dear how Appalachian uses the RIM test to screen programs. Mr. Crandall states that
if programs also had to pass the RIM test for inciusion m the integrated resource
expansion, this would constitute a fatal flaw in the development of DSM programs because
most energy efficiency measures (those that reduce sales) would be eliminated from
consideration. Mr. Crandall points out that ian's forecasted 1.2%savings by the
year 2000 as a result of DSM is small corn to other electric utilides'lans to meet 6 to
12 percent of their energy needs through SM by the year 2000.

Protestants claim that achian is not pursuing an aggressive conservation
program because the Company has low operating costs and no need to add capacity for
many years. Protestants claim that the obvious implication of this statement is that the
Company is encouraging consumption and not conservation. AEP has a ready source of
low cost, underutilized generation that it needs to sell and it is not going to further
underutilize those facihtics through the adoption of an aggressive conservation program.
The construction of this transmission line, Protestants argue, is to provide a marketmg tool
for AEP's low cost Midwest power and to encourage furt)ter consumption.

Protestants criticized Company's DSM program for other reasons as well. Mr.
Crandall testified that other utilities compile a list of as many as 1000 to 1500DSM
measures in preparing a DSM program for evaluation. Appalachian initially listed 134
options and eliminated 105 options in an initial qualitative screening basis that Protestants
submit is subjective and not subject to review. Furthermore, Protestants claim that
Company uses variables that are inappropriate for evaluating DSM programs. For
example, Company uses its cost of money rather than tbe customer's cost of money in
iinplementing a cost-effectiveness screening analysis. Protestants submit that this is not
realistic because customers base their buying decisions, not on the Company's cost of
money, but on their own cost of money. Few customers have access to the same cost of
money as AEP. Protestants further state that the Company has not implemented programs
to encourage customers to switch from inefficient, but functional appliances, to energy
efficient appliances (with the exception of refrigerators).

In summation, Protestants allege that Company has not seriously considered DSM
or conservation programs as alternatives to the construction of the proposed transmission
line and therefore, Company has failed to meet its burden of estabhshmg that this
reasonable alternative has been sufficiently considered. In fact, Protestants point out that
the center of Company's conservation and load management program is to encourage heat
pumps thereby increasing sales of electricity through DSM.

Company witness Simmons responds that the heat pump is a conservation measure
when comyared with resistance heat and that the heat pump is actually reducing
Appalachian's demand. Data from )974 to 1991 indicate that the averajie electric heating
customer has decreased his usage by about 15%. During that same period, the non-heating
customer has increased his usage by 38%. (Tr. 1643, 1644).

Company disagrees with Protestant witness Crandall regarding its qualitative
screening of DSM options. Company asserts that qualitative screening is a necessary and
efficient step in the DSM evaluation process. Company contends that it is not cost-
effective to subject all possible DSM measures to the type of detailed economic screening
thai Mr. CrandaH suggests. Through the qualitative screening process, Company states that
it is able to eliminate a number of DSM options on such common sense bases as lack of
technical feasibility, low market penetration potential, unavailability of cost or impact
estimates, and excessive cost. The qualitative screening process conserves time and
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resources and thereby increases the efficiency of the overall evaluadon process. (Exh. No.
MDA-55„at 27-29).

Company witness Adams notes that Appalachian uses only the TRC test tg screen
conservation and load shifting DSM measures on thc basis of cost~ffectiveness.'Id. at
30). Company states that it uses thc RIM test to evaluate valley-filling (as opposed to load
shifting) and strategic growth DSM measures.

Staff witness Dyar evaluated Appalachian's DSM plans to determine if thc
Company has evaluated a sufficient number of DSM possgrilitics and if these possibiiities
have been evaluated in a reasonable manner. Finally, Mr. Dyer evaluated the
reasonableness of Company's numbers projected for DSM impacts.

As related by Mr. Dyar, the Company expects the impacts of DSM programs on
winter peak demand to be observed beginnfng with the 1992 forecast year. The 1992 effect
is only 20 MW, or 0.3%of unadjusted load. TItereafter, the impact of DSM onwinter peak
increases each year, reaching 2.4%, or 170 MW, in the year 2000. The Company's
projected impact of DSM reaches a maximum of 214 MW, 2.7%of unadjust~ed Ioad, in
2010.

Mr. Dyar states that Company appears to have evaluated an appropriate number of
DSM measures and that thc Company's method of initial screening oPDSM programs is
not unreasonable. Mr. injects a note of caution by explaining that the formulation of
expected impacts of DSM plans is very difficult and should be taken as preliminmy at this
time. Mr. Dyer further states that Company has little experience with DSM programs and
estimating future impacts would therefore be extremely difficult.

The Stone and Webster report states that cvcn an accelerated DSM program would
yield less than one year's load growth in demand reduction, which is not material compared
to thc incremental capabilities provided by the proposed transmission project.

The evidence in the record indicates that Appalachian has conducted an adequate
review of the DSM options available to it. The Company initially identified 134 DSM
options. Twenty-nine of these DSM programs passed a qualitative screening process and
were subject to further evaluation. While thc number of DSM options considered by the
Company may be less than the number of options considered by some other utilitics, the
options reviewed appear to represent a broad cross section of potentially costwffective
programs. There is no evidence that programs were inappropriately screened out by use of
a RIM test or any other overly restrictive cost/benefit test.

Arguments that Appalachian Power's dernandwidc efforts are inadcquatc based on
comparisons of the Company's projections of peak demand and energy reduction to
projections of other utilities are less than convincing. There are many reasons why DSM
programs that are appropriate for one utility may be inappropriate for another. Among the
more important factors are electricity rates, customer bases, appliance saturations, reserve
margins, generation mixes and regulatory climate. Several of these factors, most notably

1 Mr. Crandall agreed that the TRC test was the best measure to use in
jurisdictions such as Uirginia where utilities arc precluded from applying the "societal" test.
(Tr. 1201)
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low electricity rates and high reserve margins, suggest that programs that may be cost-
effective elsewhere would not bc cost-effective on thc AEP system.

Although the potential for significant demand and energy reductions certainly
exists, it is dif6cult to estimate the amount of this potential that will actually be realized.
Appalachian has presented onc estimate of the peak demand and energy reductions that
will be realized and I believe this estimate is reasonable given thc information currently
available to the Company. Although signi6cantly higher peak demand and energy
reductions may bc realized, 1do not believe it is approprfate to rely on such a speculative
scenario when considering the nccd for the p transmission line. Even if a much
expanded set of DSM programs were feasibk, tltc record shows that there would be little
or no impact on the planned timing or need for the proposed line.

Alternative Options

Protestants state that Company failed to evaluate other viable options to the
construction of the transmission hne. These options include purchase power, a
combination of purchase power and construcuon, reordering the order of dispatch,
rcpowering of existing generating facilities, and transmission ci ".ancemcnts. Protestants
contend that the record demonstrates that the transmission option meets the need of AEP
to seH its excess capacity to off-system customers rather than to meet Appalachian's load
requirements.

Company responds by stating that, after identifying critical transmission de6ciencies
based upon pro)ected demand and other relevant interconnected system conditions, it
examined all realistic alternative solutions to thc identified deficiencies, including
alternatives which would usc existing rights-of-way as contemplated by 5 56-46.1 of the
Code of Virginia. Company explains that it screened out many options early in the process
because they either did not meet thc technical requirements to solve the identi6ed
deficiencies, were too expensive, or both. Company contends that the suggesuon of CPCC
witnesses Crandall, Brick, Arny, Kilpatrick, and of COPE witness Brady that the Company
should have conducted a more thorough evaluation of all conceivable alternatives to the
proposed project is neither realistic nor cost-effective.

A. Transmission Enttancementt - Jtfaxt'mtktbgExtrttng Faciluies

Company testified that prior to proposing new transmission facilities, it explored
and implemented many measures to upgrade existing facilities by installation of series
capacitors, shunt capacitors and improved 138 kV line terminal equipment.

Company witness Pasternack points out that Appalachian has taken every
opportunity to maximize the capacity of the existing 138kV faciTitics. A acluan's 138
kV lines are extensively utilized for subtransmission and distribution supply and, therefore
are not available for removal and rebuilding to a higher voltage. (Exh. No. BMP-2, at 29).

Company states that, since 1981, it has undertaken an extensive program of
reinforcing existing facilities, at an overall cost of 8100million, to maximize the capacity of
those facigitics. (Q„Schedule 2; Tr. 609-611). These rcinforccmcnts now permit every
bulk transmission line in Appalachian's system to operate up to its maximum design
capability. Company witness Pasternack states that there are no additional reinforcements
of this type which would further increase the capability of the existing facilities. (Exh. No.
BMP-2, at 20, 21).
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Protestant witness IGlpatrick testified that reinforcement of existing transmission
facilities by utlization of thyristor controlled series capacitors and related improvements
could bc an alternative to the proposed tannsmhsion lme,

Company witness Simmons responded on rebuttal that there are no further
opportunities to employ this technology effectively on the Appalachian system fbe series
capacitors at Kanawha were designed to correct the voltage and stability limitations of the
Kanawha River-Matt Funk 345 kY line. This procedure would be of no benefit to
Appalachian's 138kV lines because, due to their generally shorter length, these lines are
thermally limited rather than voltage limited. In the case of the existing Baker-Broadford-
Jackson's Ferry 765 kV line, instalhng series capacitors would serve no useful purpose,
since during a critical outage of that line the capacitors would be out as well.

The Company also considered and rejected using existing rigbts-of-way by
reconductoring existmg 138kV lines serving the centraf and eastern Appalachian areas
because this approach would not provide the~voltage support for the central
Appalachian area and would also make the system even more vulnerable to outages during
the several years necessary to complete the changes.

Company further states that it considered the possibility of constructing additional
138 kV circuits to provide performance equivalent to that of the proposed line. Company
rejected this alternative because it would result in substantially higher expense and
environmental impact without realizing the required level of reliability. Furthermore, on a
cumulative basis, a significantly greater amount of rightwf-way would be required than for
the proposed single 765 k V circuit.

Company also considered upgrading its existing 138kV lines to a higher voltage.
However, if the 138 kV lines were replaced with 23D kV lines, expanded rightwf-way would
be required for the upgraded facilities. Furthermore, every distribution station and every
subtransmission station along that line would have to be replaced. The cost of such an
undertaking would be prohibitive.

The evidence shows that Company has implemented or considered every feasible
upgrade to its existing transmission system. The upgrades include the thyristor capacitor
technology referred to by Protestant witness Kilpatrtck. However, the thyristor capacitor
technology cannot increase the thermal limits of thc existing transmission system. The
point remains that capacitors and other upgrades are designed to complement an existing
transmission system. The point in question is the adequacy of the existing transmission
system. Installation of capacitors and similar upgrades is not a viable substitute for an
inadequate transmission system.

B. Construction of Loca(Gencnttion

Protestants contend that Company and AEP have not presented objective studies to
support Company's decision to construct the transmission line rather than build generation
facilities in Southwest Virginia or western West Virginia. Further, the amount of
additional local generation which would be required to meet local tp owth in these regions
has not been demonstrated anywhere in the record. Protestants conclude that construction
of local generation facilities has not been considered because, if the load growth
projections for the Appalachian service territory do not materia)ize, then the interconnect
with Virginia Power wiil simply allow AEP to export its low cost power to thc northeast.
Protestants point out that if ABP has sufficient generating capacity at prcscnt to meet
system demand through 1999, then it has considerably more excess capacity than what is
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required to meet Appalachian's needs. Therefore, thc obvious conclusion is that the
urimary use for the proposed transmission line is to export that excess power. (Brief at 21,
22).

Protestants argue that Company's assertkm that the exist of constructing local
cneratlon as an alternative would be ten times greater than thc cost of the transmission
ine is misleading. Protestants claim that tbe Company's cost comparison includes the cost

of building local generation equivalent to the excess ty that AEP intends to transmit
to Appalachian and to off-system customers of ABP. Furthermore, Protestants assert that
because the Company's overall environmental assessment is deficient, it is impossible to
assess whether thc environmental impact of local generation would be greater than the
environmental impact of the transmission line.

Appalachian states that it gave full consideration to tbe construction alternative aud
rejected it for several compelling reasons. Company witness Pasternack presented a
detailed assessment of the local generation option in Schedule 3 of bis rcbunal testimony.
Mr. Pastcrnack presented two alternatives involving the installation of local generating
capacity. One alternative assumed that all of the generating capacity would bc located
near the Cloverdale Station. The second alternative assumed that the generation would be
dispersed over a variety of sites throughout Appalachian's central and eastern areas in
order to minimize the amount of generation required and its associated cost. Load flow
simulation studies showed that about 2,000 to 3,000 MW of ncw generation would be
needed, and, in each instance, construction of additional transmission facilities would be
required to integrate this additional capacity into the system.

Company concludes that thc substitution of generating capacity for thc proposed
transmission is uneconomic. Company calculates that this option would result m a total
capital cost of up to $65 billion, or 32 times the cost of the transmission line. Part of the
cost of new generating capacitylipludes attendant transmission facilities and comparably
greater maintenance expenses. 1

Protestant witness Kil patrick argues that equivalent local generation would have a
lower comparable cost than that calculated by Company. However, Mr. Kilpatrick's
calculation assumed a significantly lower amount ofcapacity (500 MW) and did not take
into consideration genenc costs related to generation.

Generation is not a substitute for transmission, On the surface, there are some
factors which appear to be comparable. However, in comparing thc benefits of
transmission relative to generation, there are capabilities mherent in transmission that are
simply not going to be found with gcncration, regardless of thc megawatts produced.
Spcci6cally, transmission has the capability of dclivcring power to differentparts of the
system. Not only can transmission deliver power from point A to point B, it has the

Company and Staff initially presented testimony which sets the equivalent cost at
ten times the cost of the transmission line. Protestant witness Kilpatrick set the cost at two
and one-half times the cost of the transmission line for 500 MW of power. (Tr. 1097),
Company later points out on rebuttal that, using a 20% reserve margin combined with the
maximum generating capacity requirement of 2800 MW results in a total generating
capacity need of 34$ MW. Based on a capitai cost for new coal-fired generating capacity
of $1900/kW (1998$), such a plan would result in a total capital ctIt of $6.5 bilhon, or 32
times the cost of the transmission gne.
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additional flexibility of delivering power from point B to point A under certain
circumstances. Once generation facilitics produce power, their benefits are limited absent
an adequate transmission system.

Furthermore, during system disturbances, generation responds differently from
transmission. Whflc generators have the potential to contribute to system instability,
transmission generally responds in a favorable manner, picking up flow in either direction.
This helps stabilize the system and hold thc different system components together in a
reliable manner.

There can be no question that thc local generation option would have a much
greater environmental impact than the proposed transmission line. There can also bc no
question that this alternative would be more costly than construction of the proposed
transmission line. Furthermore, the generation option would not provide the flexibiiity and
versatility afforded by the proposed hne. However, the most compelling argument against
local generation is the fact that AEF, of which Appalachian is a member, has no need for
additional capacity until after the turn of thc ccntuty. It makes absolutely no sense to bufld
costly generation plants when they are not needed, Not oQ would these new generation
plants Increase pollution and be many times as expensive, they would still require
transmission lines to connect them to the transmission grid.

C. Pttrchuse Power Option

Protestant witness Brady proposes that Appalachian consider purchased power from
neighboring utilities such as Duke Power Company ("Duke" ), Carolina Power and Light
Company {"CPtkL"),and the Tennessee Valley Authority ( I'VA") as an alternative short-
tcrm solution until current wholesale contracts expire and AEF plans to build additional
capacity. (Exh. No. DB-38, at 10-14).

Company states that it did consider purchased power as an alternative and
dismissed it without extensive study for three fundamental reasons. First, the utilities
mentioned by Mr. Brady do not have firm capacity available for sale. Company contends
that Mr. Brady has misinterpreted or does not understand the concept of reserve margins
as it applies to electric utilities. Tbe reserve margins in the range of 18-239o cited by Mr.
Brady {g.)are in fact typical of planned reserve levels necessary to provide for the utiTity's
own needs and certainly not for sale on a firm basis. Second, Company asserts that even if
the utilities mentioned had surplus capacity for sale on a firm basis, Appalachian, as a
member of the AEP System has no need for additional generation before the end of this
century. Finally, even if the power were available and needed, the cost to the Company
wouldbc equal to or greater than the construction cost for its own capacity which far
exceeds the cost of the proposed transmission line. (Exh. No. BMF-2, at 30-32).

Staff witness Mallard's assessment of the purchased power option is as follows:

APCo's immediate utility neighbors, VP, CPgtl Duke and
TVA, do not have available long-term surplus capacity, and
therefore cannot be depended upon to supplement APCo's

New generating capacity would cost 82400 per kilowatt compared to
approximately $300pcr kilowatt embedded cost for Ndsting capacity. {Tr.663).
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internal capacity shortfall Since AEP pbms its system
expansion on an overall "one~tern" basis, inchding APCo, it
is thcreforc sensible for APCo to rely upon ABP for capacity,
and to develop its transmission system accordingly.

Exh. No. SAM-26 at 9.

Further substantiation of Company's position is provided by the North American
Electric Reliability Council ("NERC") and Southeast Electric Rehability Council ("SERC")
1991assessment. These studies indicate that reserve margins for electnc utilities in these
regions are dedining and will continue to dedine through the year 2000. (Tr. 1026).

This Commission, in ApPfkltion of VirginittEtcctnc tint( Power Corntrony, Case No.
PUE890007, rejected a plan by Virginia Power to meet its future needs by relying largely
on purchased power from the non-utility generation industry. (1990SCCbyAnn. Rep. 276).
In the present case, Protestants advocate reliance on purchased prnrer from surrounding
electric utilities until such time as Appalachian constructs generation plants in its service
area. The obvious flaw in this proposal is pointed out by Mr, Mallard; there is no
assurance that neighboring electric utilities will have sufficient reserve margins to provide
Appalachian with firm power contracts. Indeed, there is every indication, based on
industry reviews, that thc exact opposite will occur, Even if the necessary power could be
purchased, there is no assurance that there would be sufficient transmission capacity to
transfer thc purchased power to the areas in need at the time it is required. In fact, it has
become the norm that when demand is high in the region, curtailments in bulk power
transfers typically occur. Furthermore, as pointed out by Company, such bulk power sales,
even if feasible, would result in substantially higher cost to Appalachian's customers. Just
as this Commission cxpresscd grave concern regarding too great a reliance on purchased
power from unproven sources m the Virginia Power case, I flnd that Protestants'roposal
in this case regarding power purchases in lieu of the proposed transmission line raises such
grave concerns that it simply cannot be considered as a feasible alternative.

D. Repowering of Existing Foctiitics

Protestants argue that thc Company made no study of repowcring existing
generating facilities in the central and eastern Appalachian service territory.

The Stone and Webster report states that plant life management goals for
generating resources in the Appalachian central and eastern regions are to keep all existing
capacity at its current level through at least 2011. No retirements are planned and no
derations are expected based on Appalachian's most recent facilities mspcctions and
resource plans. Thus, life extension issues do not appear to influence the transmission
requirement either way.

The report goes further, however, to state that repowering options are limited to
units at the Glen Lyn Station in Appalachian's eastern region, and units at the Clinch River
Station in Appalachian's central mgion. The report points out that Appalachian has shown
no evidence of having considered the repowering alternative, and pe™rhapsshould do so.
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However, the report points out that whether these units are repowergor not, there would
be little, if any, effect on the need for the proposed transmission line.

AEP/Appalachian has no need for new capacity until 20t8, five years after the
pro ei "ervice date for the transmission project. The issue at hand is the ability to
dehver the existing capacity. Thus, any repowering project expenditures would have to be a
direct trade~ff for the cost of the transmission project.

Repowering or life extension of existing generating Facilities is not a viable
alternative to the nroposed transmission linc. Appalachian's resource plan shows no
retirements or reductions of existing capacity through the year 2011. Repowerin~ would
involve costs far in excess of the cost ofthe pr transmission linc and wool not
provide the flexibility afforded by the pr ransmission line. For a 2000 MWEtackage
of repowerina ontionst thc Stone and We ter report estimates a cost of $400/kW or a
total cost of%$5 million, as opposed to the $245 million cost of the transmission line.
Also, the rcport states that the cost differential would in all likelihood be higher if
operating cost present values were considered. The repowerinjLoption womd use natural
gas, a more expensive fuel than coal in thc Appalachian area. (uxn. No. SAM-26, at 37).

Order ofDispatch

Protcstantxla™ethere is no ~dence that Compam'Mmldered ad ge to its
order of dispatch.~o protestants contend that a change in the order of dispatch might
change Company's load flow analysis.

Company witness Simmons first points out that Appalachian's profitability is not a
resuit of its choice of plants to utilize to meet customer load. The practice of economic
dis atch (use of the most economical sources availabie at atrf given load leve)l certainly
hellps to hold down rates to the customer but does not result in increased pro tability to
Appalachian or AEP. (Exh. No. CAS-66, at 62).

1n determining order of economic dispatch, all relevant variable costs for both
genera ion ant'nd transmission are included when the dispatch order is determined. The
relevant costs, including transmission losses, are included in the dctermid 'nation of the
economic dispatch order. All of these factors are incorporated into a computer program
which dctermincs the order of dispatch. Protestants'rgument regarding order of ispatch
is simply not valid.

Analysis ofNeed

Protestants urge a combination of alternate measures as a means of avoiding the
need for the transmission line. While certain alternatives such as increased DSM,
repowering, and local construction of generation may offset partially the need for this

150n cross-examination Mr. Mallard stated that subsequent to the report, he has
become aware of continuing efforts by thc Company in the area of repowering existing
facilities. Mr. Mallard's condusions concerning rcpowcring as an alternative to the
transmission line remain unchanged. (Tr. Ily20, 1021).

160rder of dispatch is the sequence in which generating units are brought on line
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transmission project, these alternatives each have distinct disadvantages which, even taken
together, couM not provide the same costwlfcctive power which would be made available
by this transmission line. Furthermore, these alternatives would not provide App ~i~n
with the same degree of flexibility to deliver existing lowest power from where it is
located to whcrc it is needed.

Appalachian has shown by simulation of transmission supply to its central and
eastern service regions, that without a major system enhancement, the Company's
transmission system in these regions will be dangerously inadequate by the winter of
1998/99. The system would bc subject to serious line overloads and potentially
catastrophic low voltage conditions without the proposed Wyoming to Cloverdale 765 kU
transmission linc.

Assuming a single outage, cvcn with the exclusion of the 900MW of flrm transfers to
Virginia Power, Appalachian's transmission system demonstrates unacceptably high
loadings and unacceptably low voltages. Furthermore, a number of combinations of
overlapping outages of extra high vol tage facflities or generating units at or near the time of
the winter peak demand would cause disturbances so severe that the power system could
potentially collapse as a result of unacceptably low voltages, thermal overloads and
cascading failures. This could lead to widespread blackouts. Even at the projected winter
shoulder peak level, certain overlapping outajics would result in unacceptable transmission
loadings m the central and eastern Appalachian service region.

Company conducted these simulations in accordance with ECAR standards. The
Stone and Webster report not only conflrms Comiiany's findings as to need, it even goes so
far as to state that the proposed transmission line is needed today. Tltc report funhcr
states that delays beyond 1998would bring an unacceptable level of risk to the pptomers in
the central and eastern Appalachian service region. {Exb.No. SAM-27, at 11).

There are additional compelling reasons for the construction of this transmission
line. First, the proposed transmission line would provide transmission access for potential
non-utility generation. Depending on whether other regiomd transmission reinforcements
are made by neighboring utilities, a minimum of 125 MW and a maximum of 500 MW of
transmission capacity would bc available to non-utility generation facilities in the central
and eastern Appalachian region. It is a certainty, with the present constraints on
Appalachian's transmission system, that without the proposed transmission line there will
be little, if any, transmission capaciggvailablc for non-utility generation in the central and
eastern Appalachian service region.

This project is being built in conjunction with Virginia Power's proposed Joshua
Falls to Ladysmith 500 kV transmission line. It is important to note that Appalachian
recognizes that this project is needed independent of the Virtpnia Power interconnect and
will be built regardless of the outcome of thc Virginia Power proposal. Appalachian's
primary need is to provide a reliable power supply system for the continued growth in
demand of its native customers.

The Virginia Center for Coal and Enc~ Research ("YCCER")was directed by
HJR 441 to examme, among other things, the feasibility of constructing ncw transmission
lines to the Appalachian and Virginia Power systems to deliver power from the Virginia
coal flelds to Virginia Power. VCCER found such construction not to be economically
feasible.
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Second, regional utility transfers bctwecn thc midwest and the east coast have been
subject to repeated curtailment because of transmission capacity limits. This proposed
transmission line would greatly enhance thee power transfers. Not only would the entire
eastern transmission grid be strengthened, but utilities such as Virginia Power would be
able to take advantage of low cost midwest power.

'IIiird, construction of the line wIII reduce power losses because higher rated
transmission lines operate more cf6clcntly. A transmission system that operates at an
economical level instead of being overloaded will suffer less linc loss. The Stone and
Webster report states the project will signi6cantly reduce both capital and operating costs.
The report points out that the present value in 1998of potential cost savirqts for reduced
power losses is equivalent to a large portion of the total project construction cost. Stone
and Webster estimates the prrgnt value of savings on loss reduction over the 50 year life
of the line to be $125 million. Furthermore, the report maintains that this reduction in
losses is indicative of the degree in which the existing system is being stressed.

Company refutes the argument made by certain public witnesses and Protestant
witness Zacher that western coal would replace castcrn coal as a result of this transmission
line. Company witness Simmons states that Appalachian will not only continue its
commitment to use low sulfur eastern coal, but that this trend will increase as a result of
Clean Air Act requirements. Mr. Simmons points out that thc AEP system purchased

ka proximately 41%of its total coal requirements from Virginia and West Virginia in 1991.
is is double the amount of western coal purchased by AEP.

Many public witnesses contended that the real purpose of this transmission line is to
allow AEP to sell its low cost power on the wholesale marlret and reap huge 6nancial
rewards. A primary purpose of this Commission and other state pubhc uti1ity commissions
is to ensure that a balance is maintained between the utility ratepayer and the utility
investor. Tl» means by which this is achieved is referred to as rate base regulation. This
and other Commissions review the records of utilities within their respective jurisdictions to
determine a proper return for the company's investors. If Appalachian were to realize
large pro6ts as a result of this transmission line, those pro6ts would bc used to reduce the
Company's revenue requirement from ratepayers as wel) as to afford thc Company's
investors a reasonable return on their investment. By no means would profits simply flow
through to the investors. Any profits realized from this investmcnt would benefit
Appalachian's customers as well as its investors.

This project will not only provide a much needed improvement, it will do so with
little impact on rates. Through the AEP Interconnection and Transmission Agreements,
the benefits and costs of system planning «nd operation are shared by all customers of the

Company states that its analysis of power loss savings is consistent with that of the
Stone and Webster report. Company estimates the present value of the loss savings of the
50year life of the transmission line to bc $150 million (1998dollars). Company further
states that these findings indicate that a substantial portion of the cost of tbe proposed
facilities would be automatically offset by savings generated as a result of the reduced
losses on thc Appalachian system. (Exh. No. BMP-2, at 48). From another perspective, the
proposed transmission line is anticipated to reduce energy losses by 238 GWH per year,
and peak demand losses by 67 MW. This would reduce Appalachian's rate of lme loss
from 7.29o to 6.5%. (Exh. No. MDA-55, at 25).
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AEP system. In fact, the Company has estimated that the billing impact of the cost of this
project would be less than 1%.

I find that the proposed project is needed to maintain a satisfactory level of reliable
and economic electric power service to Appalachian's customers. The proposed faciTitics
will provide the necessary reliability and ficxibility which is essential to economic growth in
Appalachian's service territory. Furthermore, the proposed facilities are essential to the
development of non-utility generation in Southwest Viqpnia The proposed facilities will
enhance Appalachian's capability to accommodate exisung firm power sales and future
economy sales to eastern markets, thereby maximizing the utilixation of the generating
resources available to Appalachian. These tudcs wfii ultimately result in lower costs for
Appalachian's ratepaycrs through efiicient use of resources. I find that Appalachian has
explored all reasonable options and that thc proposed project is the most cost~ffective and
the most environmentally sound option available to meet the needs identified. In regard to
the potential capacity limitations resulting from transmission constraints to the north of
Appalachian's scrvicc territory, the Company should pursue arrangements with other
utilities in thc ECAR, PJM and VACAR regions to insure realisation of maximum benefiits
from this transmission project.

The proposed transmission line in Virginia impacts
yjmarily Cnfig County. There

will, of course, be impact to other areas along the corridor, however these areas are not
as pristine as Craig County.

As a matter of introduction, Craig County, Virginia has a population of 4,372
residents and is located northwest of Roanoke on the West Virginia border. Fifty-four
percent of Craig County is National Forest. Approximately eighty to eighty-five percent of
the remaining land is agricultural. Natural beauty is one of Craig County's outstanding
attractions and the resulting tourism is thc major industry. There are three Scenic Byways
and the Appalachian Trail traverses thc county. Susan Peverall, a resident of Craig
County, related that Craig County does not have a stoplight and the only billboard m the
county has biown down.

The Craig County Board of Supervisors is adamantly opposed to the construction of
the proposed transmission linc. The Board has passed a series of resolutions conceiiung
the location of the proposed transmission lire, delay of the project pending release of the
Forest Service's Environmental Impact Statement, evaluation of potential health risks of
electric and magnetic fields from the proposed transmission line, and finally a resolution in
general opposition to the application.

Richard C. Flora, county administrator for Craig County, testified that tbe
construction of the proposed transmission line would have severe, long-term effects on the
environment and people of Craig County. Furthermore, Mr. Flora states that g 56-46.1 of
the Code of Virginia requires this Commission to consider Craig County's comprehensive
plan in rendering its decision on this application. Mr. Flora points out that the construction

Thc proposed transmission line would impact scenic areas in Roanoke and
Botetourt Counties, however the paralleling of existing transmission lines is possible in
these counties.
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of a 765 kY power line through the County would be in direct conflict with the future goals
and objectives set forth in the County's comprehensive plan.

Craig County's comprehensive plan recognixes the County's unique rural and scenic
setting. There are three highways in Craig County that are included in Virginia's Scenic
Byways System. Because 549o of the County is National Forest, the County must depend
upon revenues from tourists and others who come to Craig County for its natural beauty.
Because of Craig County's remote location, rural characteristics, «nd lack of adequate

ublic utilities, it is not likely that the County will attract industry. Tourism in the form of
unting and fishing, camping, hildng, and other outdoor recreation will be the future of

Craig County's economic development. Mr. Flora states that the construction of the
proposed transmission line through the heart of Gsug County will severely pollute the
natural beauty of the County and deprecate the ability of the area to compete in the tourist
trade.

Mr. Flora also states that the transmission line will have a negative impact on real
estate values of those properties that it crosses as well as adjacent properties.
Furthermore, he states that the loss of assessed value and appraised value has a signiflcant
financial impact, not only on the property owner, but to the Craig County taxpayers as a
whole. The County will receive some tax revenue from Appalachian for the transmission
line, however in Mr. Flora's opinion, it will be more than offset by the loss of real estate tax
revenue and potential tourism dollars.

Company witness Simmons responded by stating that the proposed power line is
essential to provide adequate and reliable electric service to Craig County. Mr. Simmons
states that adequate and reliable electric service is as essentiai to tourism as it is to any
commercial or mdustrial enterprise. None of the claims of negative economic impacts on
tourism, recreation, agricuhure, scenic byways or hunting can be substantiated as
significant, asserts Mr. Simmons. Conversely, the absence of an adequate and reliable
supply of electricity can be shown to cause significant economic and social hardship.

As to property values, the Company does not dispute that the area encumbered by
the easement is reduced in value. Company witness Simmons states that the property
owner is compensated by payment for the right-of-ways and any decrease in taxes paid by
the landowner is more than offset by property taxes paid by the Company. Tbe Company
disputes the assertion that adjoining property values decrease, and points to studies to that
etFect.

I have to agree that this project could hardly be at a more detrimental location for
Craig County. The Sinking Creek Valley is a broad, flat highland valley in which

icturesque farms span the length and breadth of the valley. State Route 42, a scenic
ay with unspoiled vistas, will certainly be impacted, The Appalachian Trail is located

on the mountam range to the east of State Route 42. The Sinkmg Creek Yafley is
traversed by segment 7 of the preferred corridor; there are no alternatives proposed by the
Company. Quite frankly, after viewing the valley, there do not appear to be any
alternatives. Neither are there means of mitigation of the view of the transmission line in
this valley. The other valleys traversed by the proposed corridors are comparably narrow
and heavily forested. Sinking Creek Valley is broad and relatively flat with rolling pastures
and few trees to provide screening. Many of the farms that have been in the same family
for generations are located here. There is no question that the impact of the transmission
line will be severe on the rural aesthetics of this valley.

Mr. Simmon's response that tourism woukl not be adversely affected may be
correct; there will still be many areas of great beauty left untouched in Craig County.
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However, there is no question that this transmission linc will have a significant impact on
what is otherwise a refativcly unmarred landscape. As for values of property adjacent to
the transmission line, Company's position is that thc value of these propcrtics would not bc
affected. This may be the case in eastern and northern Virginia where such intrusions arc a
fact of life. However, in an area where the absence of metropolitan intrusions is the

rimary attraction, this may not be thc case. Certainly the statements of public witnesses
card m this case would indicate otherwise.

While there may be some indirect economic benefits, certainly Craig County has no
direct need for this transmission line. However, this is an instance in which the "greater
ood" must be recognized and given greater weight. Southwest Virginia has a proven need
or this transmission line. Unfortunately, the optimal route is through Craig County.

Roanoke County

Roanoke County did not participate in this proceeding; however, it did file a
position paper in opposition to the proposed transmission line. Roanoke County states that
the visual beauty of the County is a key factor in its overall economic development; that thc
proposal for the transmission line does not sufficiently address energy conservation; and,
that demand for electric power in this area of Virginia docs not require the construction of
the proposed electric transmission hne. Roanoke County also admits that it lacks the
expertisc to judge the need of this proposed transmission line.

Company responds by pointing out that while the population of Roanoke County
increased between 1970 and 1990by 18%, the number of households increased even more,
by 53%. Thc result of this trend is that demand for electricity goes up faster than the
population. Furthermore, Company witness Simmons states that withholding a necessary
transmission line in order to promote energy conservation would be economic suic'de, and
that Appalachian is already aggressively pursuing an energy conservation agenda.

Economic expansion involves not only attracting new industry, but retaining the
existing industry. Without a reliable source of power to meet the needs of an expanding
industry, that industry is going to locate clscvf/cre. Iliat point was made abundantly dear
by the public witnesses who spoke on July 7. Roanoke County is an industrial base in
Southwest Virginia. If the County is going to grow, there must be a reliable source of
power. Roanoke County readily admits that it Ches not have the expertise to determine
need. Appalachian does have the expertise and has proven that the need exists. As for
aesthetics, the proposed transmission line will parallel an existing transmission line over a
vast majority of its route in Roanoke County. This is a very scenic area, however, it is not
as pristine as, for instance, Craig County.

These witnesses included K. Dallas Wade, president of Central Virginia
Industries; Bernard C. Wampler, president and chief executive officer of Pulaski Furniture
Corporation; Robert H. Spillman, chairman and chief executive officer of Bassett Furniture
Industries; Joseph L Lamer, Jr., chairman of the board and chief executive officer of Dan
River, Incorporated; and Terry O'rien of Midmountain FootL
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ENVIRANMRNTAL ISSUES

Va, Code 5 5&46.1(D)requires co~on of thc probable effect of thc
transndssion linc on the health and safety of the persons in the area concerned.

Karst is a geologic and geographic term meaning landscapes and landforms
originating from the dissolving of rock by natural waters. It includes features such as caves,
sinkholes, sinking streams, springs, and solution valleys. (Exh. No. EHK-39, at 1).

Protestants offered thc testhnony of Dr. Ernst H. Kastning, Jr„associate professor
of geology at Radford University, Radford, Virginia. Dr. Kastning has specialized in karst
processes in thc Appalachian region for over twenty-five years. Dr. Kastning explains the
nature of groundwater flow in karst terrains as follows:

Unlike in other types of terrain, groundwater in karst regions is
channelized within a natural underground system of
interconnected "pipes" that collectively transmit water from
input points (recharge zones) to output points (discharged'doints ). The openings through which the water flows were
ormed over thousands of years by thc dissolving of soluble

rock, namely carbonate rocks including limestone and
dolostone. Underground drainage networks in karst terrains
consist of such conduits that are connected together much the
same way that rivers on the surface are; that is, just as small
tributaries converge to form progressively larger streams on
the surface, small conduits merge to form larger and larger
ones in the underground... Evcntuafly this water reappears on
the surface at points of discharge.

Id.at6,7,

Water is highly concentrated in karst terrain because it is flowing through
solutionally enlarged fractures and partings between beds of rock, referred to as conduits.
In contrast to sandstone and other porous-media aquifers where flow is diffuse throughout,
karstic groundwater is coursing mainly through a system of natural pipes.

Dr. Kastning explains that the most important current and future environmental
issue with respect to karst is the sensitivity of karstic aquifers to groundwater
contamination. The effect of man on karst is most severe in cases where polluted surface
waters enter karstic aquifers. Karstic aquifers cannot filter contaminated groundwater
sufficiently to render it potable at the discharge sites; contaminants move rapidly and with
relatively little dilution m this type of terrain. Additionally, there is virtually no cleansing
of the water by physical filtration or by chemical neutralization of any contaminants.

Sinking Creek Valley in Craig County is a recognized site for carbonate rocks,
limestone and dolostone, both of which form karst. Dr. Kastning is critical of the
environmental assessment performed by Company because it: (1) recognizes the
environmental problems associated with karst, (2) acknowledges that 4.9miles of the
corridor in Virginia is underlain with carbonate rock, and then (3) states in a single
sentence that there are no impacts on the karst. (Sec Exh. No. US-13, at II-S, 111-5). Dr.
Kastning states that apparently the Study Team has not visited Sinking Creek Valley along
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the preferred corridor for thc purpose of inventorying karst landforms or processes.
Company maps show only three springs located on the hillslopes above Sinking Creek
Valley and no springs in the valley proper, whereas Dr. Kastning states that his map
indicates numerous springs in the same areas. Furthermore, Company maps do not show
any sinkholcs. Dr. Kmtning noted a number of sinkholes in the vicinity of the preferred
corridor. From bis observations, Dr, Kastning states that the sinkholes are pro~. He
points out that these sinkholes are points of recharge (water going underground), and
cumulatively they contribute a large amount of water to the karstic aquifers.

Dr. Kastning states that many springs that issue within Sinking Creek Valley are
outlets for karstic groundwater. The discharge emanating from springs is indicative of the
amount of groundwater moving in the subsurface. Many homes on the karst of Sinking
Creek Valley derive their domestic water from wells driven into the same aquifers. Water
used in farming also comes from wells in many cases. Local groundwater quality is highly
important for residents in the Valley because residents are not connected to municipal
water supplies and derive their drinking water and imgation water from wells.

Dr. Kastning explains that herbicides are the major contaminants in the region*s
groundwater. Hc states that if these chemicals are appVied in Sinking Creek Valley, they
will migrate down and into thc regional aquifer. Water flow within tbe confines of Sinkmg
Creek Valley ultimately goes underground in Giles County, which is to the south. Again,
Dr. Kastning points out that water flowing through a karstic aquifer is not cleansed
appreciably. Therefore, users of water along the entire course of Sinking Creek
downstream from the proposed power line would be at risk from contamination introduced
along the transmission line.

Furthermore, Dr. Kastninp explains that occasionally the land surface in karst
regions may collapse due to man s activities such as excessive pumping of groundwater
from karstic aquifers. This collapse, or subsidence, may occur very slowly or in some cases
catastrophically. Commonly known as sinkholes, these occurrences form suddenly where
soil that overlies bedrock collapses into a pre-existing void. Dr. Kastning has personaHy
documented two recent occurrences in Craig County which are within or near the proposed
transmission line corridors. He states that in the case of Dicks Creek Valley and, m
particular, Sinking Creek Valley, this phenomenon can occur virtually anywhere at any
time.

Dr. Kastning states that the transmission line can trigger the occurrence of sinkhole
collapse where construction of the line has augmented erosion and altered thc natural
confPguration of drainage. Dr, Kastning is aware that Appalachian's environmental
assessment acknowledges the sensitivity of soils in these locations and the need for erosion
and sedimentation control. Dr. Kastmng states that erosion primarily occurs alo the
access roads for the powerlinc and at the transmission towers. Bare dirt is with
little or no vegetation taking root. Because of the steepness of the slopes and the intensity
of runoff during rainstorms, considerable material is being flushed away leaving deep rats
and in some cases exposed bedrock.

Dr. Kastning notes that erosion control would be highly labor intensive and that it
would be very costly to maintain access roads and tower sites to the levels required for
adequate erosion control along the 37 miles of the preferred corridor in Virgmia alone.

Notwithstanding Dr. Kastning's criticisms, Company contends that its environmental
assessment and the rebuttal testimony of Dr. Simutis make it dear that the Study Team was
aware of the karst topography and carbonate rock terrain in the Sinking Creek Valley.
Company contends that the Study Team was successful in choosing a route across the valley
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which will minimize any effect on karst and carbonate rock terrain. (See LJS-I3, at BP, II-
5; Exh. No. LJS64, at 28,29). Further, in late 1991,the Company, recogniziug the
signiflcance of karst and carbonate rock terrain, contracted with Dr. Henry Rauch, a
professor of geology at West Virginia University, to conduct an environmental hydrology
assessment of the potential effects of the proposed transmission line.

Dr, Rauch tcstiTicd that, as a whole, hc believed Dr. Kastning's criticisms are
overstated, Dr. Rauch states that the Company's environmental assessment covers the
basics regarding the carbonate rock areas and locates the corridor in an area that
minimizes the effect of the transmission line on karst terrain. The Company's
environmental assessmcnt acknowledges that 4.9miles of carbonate rock are crossed by the

referred corridor in Virginia, of which 2.6miles are associated with Sinking Creek Valley.
r. Rauch does state that the environmental assessment is not as complete m its analysis as

that of his study team. (Exh. No. HWR4i2, at 6).

Dr. Rauch points out that there is no practical way that a new electric power line
canbe built through western Virginia withoutcrossingsome karstareas. Dr. Rauch states
that the preferred corridor route is located in areas with low intensity karst development,
as indicated by a low-density of sinkholes that arc shallow (most are)ess than 20 feet deep)
and a scarcity of caves. Dr. Rauch concludes that the actual 200 foot wide flnal corridor
can be selected within the 1,000 foot wide zone in such a way as to avoid danger to springs,
streams, and wells in the area, when proper line construction and maintenance prachces
are followed.

Dr, Rauch describes the karst terrain in Sinking Crack Valley near and in the
preferred corridor as poorly to moderately developed in terms of karst landforms. The
majority of the area appears to bc characterized by diifuse (slow moving and spreadout)flows for groundwater predominating over conduit (rapid cave) ground water flows.

The diffuse flow karst terrains are, in Dr. Rauch's opinion, less susceptible to
oundwater contamination than conduit flow karst terrains. The slower flow rate (with a

ew feet to a few hundred feet of groundwater flow per day) and the thicker soil over
diffuse flow carbonate rocks, lend an extra measure of protection for groundwater from
surface pollution sources. Based upon information aviulable to Dr. Rauch, most of the
karst area within and near the preferred corridor appears to be of the relatively safe diffuse
flow type karst. (Exh. No. H WRY, at 10).

Dr. Rauch states that herbicide spraying should always be treated with concern
because of the potential for stream and groundwater contamination. Dr. Rauch testiflcd
on July 10, 1992, that his research team is investigating the properties of all herbiddes that
Appalachian intends to use along tbe transmission line comdor. There are three chemicals
proposed for use: fosamine, glyphosatc, and imazapyr. These three chemicals are low
residual hcrbicides and should have a relatively low cnvironmenta! persistence after

Dr. Rauch does point out that there is some evidence of localized conduit flow
near the preferred corridor, northeast of it between stations 86 and 8 i. There are several
springs in the area, at least two of which display a conduit (flashy storm flow) ~er.
This conduit flow area appears to be rcstrictcd to a local tock fracture trace. Also,
localized conduit flow may occur under the fcw sod collapse sinkholes.
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s raying.+ Dr. Rauch's team will field test these chemictds for their environmental safety.
axed on this research, Dr. Rauch will recommend to Appalachian which herbicides to use

and under what conditions.

Dr. Rauch also points out that groundwater with a high pH is less likeiy to contain
detectable pcsticides. Karst areas in general should have groundwater with a high pH (7 to
8 is typical for karst groundwater from springs and wells), and thus any herbicides that
should leach through the soil to groundwater would be relatively rapidly broken down by
hydrolysis into harmless substances.

Dr. Rauch states that it is unlikely that the proposed power line would trigger the
formation of new soil collapse sinkholes, as no significant erosion or drainage diversions
are anticipated from the construction or maintenance of the power line. Dr. Rauch
contends that there are no power line problems that he can foresee that cannot be
overcome with proper planning and actions by Appalachian.

Appalachian has revised its procedures for spraying herbicides, not just within karst
areas but elsewhere along the corridor. The Company will use only low-residual herbicides
which remain viable for a short period of time before biodegrading into inert materials. No
aerial spraying will be conducted on this transmission line; hand spraying by ground crews
will be the only application technique used. Crews will spray only tall growth species of
trees, not grasses, herbaceous growth and shrubs. No spratung wtll be done where the
power lines have more than 100 feet ofconductor-amund clearance. Crews will spray
only the targeted plants; consequently, only negligible amounts of herbicide will reach the
ground durmg spraying. Crews will not spray durtng rainfall or when rainfall is imminent.

palachian will establish permanent buffer xones around wetlands, perennial streams and
o er riparian areas (100feet from ponds, wetlands, fiowing water and sinkholes, and 200
feet I'rom springs and other sources of domestic water). All herbicide applications on
Appalachian right-of~ay are made by contractors who employ certified commercial
applicators to supervise spray operations. In addition, for both environmental and
economic reasons, the Company will use the lowest effective dosage required for
vegetation control. The Company will continue to evaluate new and improved herbicides
for possible use in accordance with sound environmental practice.

At the hearing on July 9, 1992, Appalachian presented testimony from Dr. Annctte
M. Sbipp, a toxicologist whose projects have spanned all aspects of the risk assessment
process, both to human and ecological populations. Based upon her knowledge of the
toxicity and potential for migration in the environment of glyphosate, fosamine, and
imazapyr, their low-residual nature and the application rates and methods Company
proposes to use, she believes the use of these herbicides will not result in significant
adverse effects on human or aquatic life. Dr. Shipp states that in making an exposure
assessment, she considered transport of the chenucal in the environment, application

ractices, and site-specific conditions to estimate the environmental concentration of
erbicide. (Exh. No. AMS-32, at 10).

Low residual herbicides remain viable for only a relatively short time before
biodegrading into inert materials.
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Dr. Shipp further concludes that:

In the event that herbicidcs acmally reached surface water,
dissipation in the receiving body through dilution and
degradation and sequestering of the herbicides... is likely to
result in pulses of herbicid™ehsurface water rather than
sustained concentrations.

g. at S.

A close reading of Dr. Shipp's tcsthnony reveals that glyphosate is relatively
immobile in most soil particles. Glyphosate absorbs stroppy and rapidly to the nuncral
fractions of the soil thereby reducing mobility due to Icaclung and surface washout to
insigni6cant levels. As a result, ttivnpghosate concentrations in surface runoff would be
expected to bc extremely small Dr. Shipp condudcs that it is highly unlikely that
concentrations of glyphosate in potable water supplies from either groundwater or surface
runoff would exceed allowable levels or present a hazard to human or ecological
populations through water ingestion. (Exh. No. AMS-32, at 15).

Dr. Shipp further states:

Given the restrictive application method,...when applied to
soil and the low-residual nature of glyphosate, groundwater
contamination is highly unlikely. In water, glyphosate is
strongly absorbed to mineral and organic matter thereby
reducing its bioavailability further. It is highly unlikely that
concentrations of glyphosate in potable water supplies from
either groundwater or surface runoff would exceed allowable
levels or present a hazard to human or ecological populations
through water ingestion.

Iti. at 15.

Fosaminc is also a relatively immobile herbicide because it binds tightiy to soil
particles and is not readily leached from soil or carried in runoff. In a leaching study,
approximately 93%of the appged dose was contained in the top one inch of soil and only
Iiyo and 0.2% in each of the next two inches, indicating that fosaminc would have little
downward mobility and that groundwater contaminauon would be unlikely. Any fosamine
in water would tend to adsorb to suspended soil particles. Since levels in groundwater
would be expected to be negligible, Dr. Shipp states that it is highly unlikely that fosamine
would pose a significant hazard to domestic well water users in nearby jiopulations under
the specified conditions of fosamine use. In addition, fosamine is considered practically
nontoxic to 6sh and invertebrates. (Exh. No. AMS-32, at 15, 16, 17).

Imazapyr has not been tested as extensively as glyphosate and fosaminc. However,
in a model ofsurface runoff, the United States Department of Agriculture ("USDA")
estimated that surface water concentrations in a pond 20 meters from the application point
would not exceed 0.035 mtt/L Leaching to groundwater is also assumed to bc minimal and
it was estimated by the USDA that more than 90% of the applied imazapyr would remain
in the top 8 inches of soil even following 25 inches of rainfall. Dr. Shipp concludes that
while more mobile than either glyphosate or fosamine, thc potential concentrations in
receiving water bodies, either surface or groundwater, are expected to bc minimal and are
not expected to result in adverse effects to aquatic or human receptors. (Q. at 1g).
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Protestants point out that site speciflc conditions are essential to estimate the
concentration of herbicide, and that the site speciflc conditions were not available to Dr.
Shipp since Company's environmental assessment fafled to identify hundreds of springs and
numerous sinkholes m the area Protestants contend that this conclusion again ignores
local conditions and the fact that in karst soils, 5cjontaminants move rapidFy an&f with
relatively little dilution." (Exh. No. EHK-39, at 9).

Dr. Rauch, James B.Kotcon, and Ebcrbard Warner, co-authored a research reuort
entitled "Hydrogeologic Evaluation of the Pmposed Wyo to Cloverdale 765 kV
Electric Power Transmission Une" ( ffotcon study'), which was flled in this case on
September 14, 1993,as Exhibit No. HWR43. JYis s asses@4 thc hydrogeologic semng
and potential environmental impacts of coruuruction and maintenance of 's proposed
transmission line through carbonate rock (karst) terrains of southern West Virginia and
western Virgjinia, Geologic features and water supplies were mapped to gain a reasonable
understamhng of the terrain along tbe proposed route, cspccially m the areas of karst
topography. The potential for herbicide leaching was monitored in fleld tests, and
analytical modeling was performed to assess the risk of groundwater contamination.

The investigation of the various karst areas and mapping of geologic features and
water supplies along the route of the proposed transmission revealed that the karst areas
are characterized largely by diffuse (slow-moving) groundwater flows, although some
localized conduit (rapid) flows are likely in a few areas. Most of the springs investigated
appear to be diffuse or subcutaneous flow springs rather than conduit flow springs.
Smkhole development in these areas is poor to moderate. No caves are known to exist
within the preferred 300 meter corridor and just four caves are known within the
surrounding mile-wide corridor.

A field study of the leaching potential of the herbicides imazapyr and fosamine was
conducted by Dr. Rauch and his associates under nearby existing power lines in Moor~
County, West Virginia and Giles County, Virginia. Soil porc water samples were collected
at depths of 1 to 3 feet. Most of these samples showed no detection of either herbicide, nor
wereherbicides detected in samples from nearby streams or springs. Soil pore water
samples that had detectable herbicides werc all at concentrations well below harmful
leveh.

The study made the following recommendations concerning herbicide application to
safeguard water quality:

1. Herbicides should not be used in areas of shallow water tables (less than six feet
deep). Herbicide use in these areas could result in rapid transport. While complete
groundwater mapping is impractical, a reasonable approximation can be achieved by
establishing buffer zones of at least 100 feet from the edge of streams, ponds, or wetlands
(if they exist).

2. Herbicides should not be applied within 200 feet of water supply wells and
springs, known cave entrances, or mapped sinkholes over 10meters wide. Because these
areas represent critical water supplies or are potentially open conduits to the water table,
this buffer zone will minimize the potential for herbicide contaminated runoff penetrating
to the water table. During power line construction a more detailed ground survey should
be done to map previously unknown cave or pit entrances and newly discovered or
unmapped sinkholes greater than 10 meters wide in karst terrains, and any newly
constructed water wells or tapped springs.
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3. Herbicidcs should not be applied to areas containing extensive limestone or
dolomite rock outcrops. Areas with notable carbonate roc)i outcrops should be mapped
during power line construction because they may become diificu)t to observe by spraying
crews after vegetation has regrown. Spraying craw should then consult these maps and try
to remain at least 25 feet away from any observed outcrops.

4. Herbicides should not be applied within one day following large rain events
(usuafly greater than 1 centimeter) which result in soil moisture occurring above field
capacity. Herbicide movement is substantially faster in moist soil. As soil dries, it creates
significant moisture holding capacity which must be replenished before groundwater
recharge wil) occur. Although a large storm event (such as Hurricane Andrew on
August 28, 1992)will result m recharge cvcn after an extended diy period, delaying
herbicide application until soil has dned even slightly will greatly reduce the probagbility of
herbicide reaching the water table.

Dr. Ernst H. Kastning, Jr. again presented testimony on behalf of COPE„CPCC,
and RCPL concerning the Kotcon study. Dr. Kastning is in general agreement with the
findings of the Kotcon study and, in particular, agrees with the qua) ifytng statements
accompanying the recommendations found in the study. Dr. Kastning states that sinkholes,
regardless of size, are points of active recharge from storms of any magnitude. In a similar
manner, discharge points, such as springs, represent points or zones where groundwater
emerges. Both zones arc connected and water thai goes into the ground will emerge at a
lower elevation. Sinkholes, states Dr. Kastning, are mdicative that material is being
transported by groundwater. As such, sinkholes are discrete input points and typically
indicate discrete groundwater flow, as opposed to diffuse flow. Therefore, Dr. Kastrang
states, the assertions found in the Kotcon study that flow is localized in the soil zone and is
diffuse ignore thc evidence of sinkholes as indicators of discrete flow paths. The result,
according to Dr. Kastning, is that any contaminants introduced at recharge points will
circulate with the discrete flow. Under discrete flow, such as conduit flow, there is little
fl)tration. (Exh. No. EHK-77, at 10, 11).

Dr. Kastning agrees with the finding of the Kotcon study that migration of
roundwater in the sod zone may be slow enough to reduce the concentrations of applied
erbicides to acceptable levels. However, Dr. Kastning points out that groundwater flow is

not confined to the soil zone. Where the soil zone is thin or has been eroded,
contaminated water can readily enter the bedrock zone and pass quickly from recharge
points to discharge points. Dr. Kastning agrees completely with the findings of the Kotcon
study that herbiades must not be applied in areas of exposed bedrock, water-supply wells
or springs, sinkholes, cave entrances, ponds, wetlands, and places where the water table is
high and near the ground surface. (h). at )3).

While Dr. Kastning wou)d like to agree with the findings oF the Kotcon study that
judicious application of herbicides will work and prevent groundwater problems, he does
not beheve the Company will adhere to these recommendations. Dr. Kastning states that
the Kotcon study is detaded and in his view, thc tests in the field and laboratory were
meticulously done. His reaction is that the results arc applicable to the test cases selected„
but not necessarily to the karst as a whole. Dr. Kastning concludes that the landscape,
where karsted, is unpredictable and easily subject to i)l effects, (Jti. at 16).

Company witness Poff testified that Appalachian has agreed to follow all the
recommendations of the Kotcon study. Mr. Poff emphasizes that this is an unqualified and
unconditional commitment on the part of thc Company. (Exh. No. RLP-N, at 2j. Mr. Poff
states that where herbic)des are applied by backpack sprayers on a selecdve basis (as will
be the only application method used on the proposed Vine), spraying will be lunited
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spccigcally to incompatible plant species, and in any areas with karst topography the
Company already limits its use to low-residual herbicides. All herbicides are used in strict
accordance with the manufacturer's label directions and reconunendations and with sll
applicable state and federal laws and regulations. Application of herbicides will be made
under the direct supervision of certified applicators. Qf. at 5).

I find that the Company's proposals concerning thc usc of herbicides and other
methods of rightmf-way maintenance proposed for this transmission line are sufficient to
protect thc environment of the area involved. However, I emphasize in the strongest of
terms that the recommendations pro in the Kotcon study and agreed to by the
Company must be strictly followed. The areas of karst topography traversed by this
transmission line are very sensitive and every effort must be made to ensure their
protection snd protection of thc groundwater.

MITIGATION MKLSURRS

As previously stated, Appalachian has agreed to implement all mitigation measures
recommended by the Study Team. Furthermore, Appalachian has made a commitment to
develop and implement appropriate site-specific mitigation measures as work on the line
commences and progresses. For specially designated environmentally sensitive areas,
Appalachian wilPprepare resource protection and management plans in consultation with
fctferal, state, regional, and local agencies. Coordination with appropriate government
agencies will continue through the completion of rightwf-way preparation and line
construction. (Exh, No. LJS-64, at 22, 23).

Right-of- Way Clearing

Selective clearing on most of the rightwf-way will mean that only ts0 trees which
could interfere with the power linc will be removed. Shorter trees, shrubs, herbaceous
plants and grasses will be left intact in thc right-of-way to provide habitat, prevent soil
erosion and to mitigate visual concerns. Exceptions to the selective clearing specilicstion
will include areas such ss tower sites snd the access roads needed to construct and
maintain the line. Where possible, however, towers will be sirliftcd by helicopter to their
sites, requiring fewer and smaller access roads. There will also be large sections of the
corridor where the transmission linc will be over 100 feet above the ground, such as where
the line spans deep narrow valleys. In these areas there will be sufficient clearance
between the conductors snd treetops that no clearing will be nccessiry. Qti. at 35, 36).

Streams and Wetlands

Appalachian states that permanent buffer zones extending 100 feet around year-
round streams, sll wetlands, and bodies of water will be established and burr zones of 200
feet will be established around springs and other sources of domesdc water. (Exh. No.
CAS46, at 10). All necessary clearing in these buffer zones will be done selectively snd by
hand. No herbicides will be used in the buffer zones. The buffer zones will be maintained
for the life of the project. (Exh. No. LIS-64, at 27; Exh. No. CAS46, st 6). Company's
environmental assessment also prescribes specific vegetation management snd erosion and
sedimentation control measures to be implemented during rightwf-way preparation and
line construction, 71tc Company will also cooperate with thc Department of Game snd
Inland Fisheries, the Department of Conservation and Recreation, snd the State Water
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Control Board at the time of the survey and line layout in applying appropriate mitigation
measures for intermittent streams.

There arc four wetland locations in thc preferred corridor, and one location in the
alternate corridors. For these wetland areas, the environmental assessment specifies
general and specific mitigation procedures. (Exh. No. LJS-13,g II&5, g III.A.5). The
Company will also employ sitewpcciflc mitigation measures through the completion of
right-of-way preparation and line construction for «ny wetland areas adjacent to the
corridor. (Exh. No. LIS-64, at 26). With thc limited amount of wetlands affected, the
Company anticipates that it will probably be able to avoid any tower construction in
wetlands. Right~f-way preparation in wetlands will be kept to a minimum. Due to
Company's no clearing policy where conductor-to-ground clearance exceeds 100 feet, no
cieanng at all may be necessary in wethmds. Dr. Simutis states that the Study Team was
highly successful m crossing streams and other riparian areas where clearance can be
expected to exceed 100 feet (g. at 27).

Env&onmentally Sensitive Areas

11te environmental assessment provides for site-specific mitigation for wildlife and
sensitive species habitat. (Exh. No. LJ8-13, g II.A.7, g ill&.7). In addition, the Company
will develop resource protection and management plans in accordance with the
recommendation of the appropriate federal, state, regional and local agencies for areas
designated as environmentally scnsitivc. lbcsc plans will include site-spccific erosion and
sediment control plans and vegetation management plans for the protection of sensitive
wildlife habitat areas.

Erosion and Sediment Control

Appalachian will prepare and submit to the Virginia Department of Conservation
and Recreation a project-specific erosion and sediment control plan meeting all
requirements of the Viruinia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook and all
specifications contained in the Virginia Department of Forestry's Best Manauement
Practices Handbook. The line wilf be built with guyed-V towers, which usually will be built
oif-site and flown in to tower locations by helicopter. Therefore, access to most tower sites
will only require small roads which will cause mmimal ground disturbance. The guyed-V
towers also have very small foundations which will disturb a minimal amount of ground
surface. Furthermore, the towers do not require large volumes of cement for construction,
thus eliminating the need to transport a large cement mixer to each tower site. To the
extent that soil will be disturbed by construction, effective restoration measures wiII be
used.

I find that Company's proposals as stated are appropriate and should be
implemented as a condition of approval of this transnussion line. As more fully explained
under the section on karst topography, there are unique features along the corridors which
require strict implementation of tbe mitigation measures (troposed by Company. Also, with
the rugged, mountainous terrain involved, erosion mitigation measures must be
implemented and closely monitored on an ongoing basis.
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RLRCTIHC AND MAGNETIC FlRLllS I%M&l

Dr. Darwin R. Labarthc and Dr. Edward P. Gchnann for Appalachian, and Dr.
Stephen F.Clcary for Protestants addressed the health effects of EMFs from the proposed
transmission line.

Dr. Labarthe is a medical doctor, a teacher, a researcher in epidemiology and public
health, and holds a doctorate in epidemiology. Bpidcmiology is the study of patterns of
disease in human populations in order to undenitand the causes of disease and to identify
means to prevent disease.

Dr. Labarthc was asked by Appalachian to conduct an independent literature search
to identify the epidemiologic research regarding power frequency electric and/or magnetic
fields, and to critically examine the scientÃc literature to determine if there is a scientific
basis to conclude that these fields cause cancer or other adverse health effects. In addition,
Dr. Labarthe was asked to consider public health implications of this issue.

In Dr, Larbarthc's opinion, thc cpidemiologic studies on power frequency electric
and/or magnetic fields show no correiation between exposure to these fields and cancer or
any other adverse health effects in either children or adults. Specifiicaliy, Dr. Labarthe
states, Eased on my review of the cpidcmiologic studies, and on my education, training,
and exnerience, there is no scientific basis to conclude that the electric and/or magnetic
fields from the Wyoming&ioverdale 765 kV line or the 500 kV bus extension at
Appalachian's Cloverdale Station will cause adverse health effects in humans or pose a
danger to the general public health." (Exh. No. DRL-16 at 31,32).

Dr. Labarthe made some interesting points concermng studies which have suggested
a causal relationship between BMF and adverse health effects. Dr. Labarthe states that a
few instances of statistically significant associations are not unusual in this type ~f study
and, in fact, they are to be expected. Chance alone would produce some stattsticatly
significant associations in a large group of calculations. Furthermore, Dr. Labarthe asserts
that the results of the Wertheimer and Lceper study which first addressed this to~le, have
not been replicated by other rescarchcrs. A fundamental premise of the scientific method
is that results must be repeatable to bc acceptable. When results of studies cannot be
reproduced, and thus are inconsistent, there is no support for a causal relationship.

Dr. Edward P. Gelmann is a medical doctor, a specialist in cell biology and medical
oncology,~" and a professor at Georgetown Medical School. The Company asked Dr.
Gelmann to conduct a search of the fiterature on biological and experimental research
related to electric and magnetic fields, to indcpcndently assess this scientific literature in
the areas of cancer and molecular and cellular biology, and to assess whrther power
freouency fields cause any adverse genetic, molecular, and/or cellular effects that could
lead to cancer or other adverse health effects.

Eased on his experience as a cancer researcher and as a medical doctor who
regularly diagnoses and treats cancer patients, Dr. Geimann is of the opinion that the
extensive research on cellular and molecular biology and cancer, provides no scientific
basis to conclude that power frequency EMF causes, promotes, or contributes to the

40ncology is the branch of medicine that involves the study and treatment of
cancer.
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development or progression of cancer or any other adverse health effects. This research
also provides no scientific or medical basis to conclude that exposure to EMF from the
proposed transmission line would cause adverse health effects, including cancer. (Exh. No.
BPG-I5, at 17, 18),

There have been cxtcnsivc studies in cellular and molecular biology concerning the
effects of electric and/or magnetic fields. Dr. Gelmann categorized these studies into four
areas: mutational analyses studies, chromosome studies, animal studies, and tumor growth
studies. These categones include the standard types of tests that are conducted to
determine whether an agent causes molecular or cellular change that can lead to cancer or
other adverse health effects.

Mutational analyses are tests that shaw whether a permanent change has occurred
in the structure of the DNA molecule as a result of exposure to an agent. A "mutation" is
another name for a permanent change to a particular part of the DNA molecule. DNA is
known as the "genetic material" and DNA chattga is essential to

transform normal
cell

into a cancerous celL These studies indicate that exposure to 60 Hz fields bas no
effect on mutations.

Chromosome studies evaluate whether there are breaks or other damage to the
chromosome as a result of exposure to an agent. Because chromosomes contam the DNA
and change to DNA is necessary for cancer to occur, these studies provide information on
an agent's potential to cause cancer or ager adverse health effects. A number of cancers,
including chronic myiogenous leukemia and lymphomas, have been shown to be linked
to specific abnormalities in chromosomes. These studies show that power frequency
electric and/or magnetic fields are not associated with damage to chromosomes,

Animal studies examine the effects of an agent on whole organisms. Some of the
animal studies arc conducted under controlled laboratory conditions, whfic others look at
animals living directly beneath transmission lines. Animal studies have a broader potential
than studies on isolated ceils to tell researchers about genetic change or other adverse
effects on the cell and whether any such changes are related to an adverse health outcome.
Long-term animal studies using multiple species, strains, and sexes of organisms,
consistently provide no scientific basis to conclude that electric and/or magnetic fields
cause cancer, adverse effects on reproduction, growth or development, or other adverse
health effects. Of particular interest are tests performed to determine whether electric and
magnetic fields have a toxic effect on bone-marrow stem cells. Studies of effects on bone
marrow are important with regard to the devclopmcnt of leukemia. The results of this test
showed no significant effects on the stem cells of the bone marrow.

Tumor growth studies are a direct test of cancerous properties of cells. Ibis type of
research exanunes whether cancerous cells will form tumors when transplanted to an
animal host. In these studies, researchers expose cells to the agent in question (in this case,
EMF), then transplant these cefis to an animal host, and finally expose the entire animal to
the agent of interest. By comparing the dcvclopment of cancer in a group of control

States.
This is the same frequency as fields emitted by electrical lines in the United

~Leukemia, especially childhood leukemia, has been alleged to result from
exposure to EMF.
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animals, scientists can determine whether the agent has affected the growth of cancer in
the animals. amor growth studies conducted with power frequency electric and maguetic
6elds have found no significant dilfercnces in tumor incidence or animal survival.

On September 14, 1993,Dr. Gelmann presented supplemental testimony updating
his previously filed testimony concerning biologicsl studies mvolving EMF fields. Dr.
Gefmann testiTied that, since his last testimony, a number of additional studies have been
conducted in his area of expertise. 'fltcsc studies indicate that exposure to power frequency
fields is not associated with DNA change, damage to chromosomes, or physiological
abnormalities in whole animals.

Dr. Gelmann cites the Fiorani Study (1992),which reported no effects on DNA
structure in cultured mammalian cells as a result of exposure to electric fiiclds, magnetic
6elds, or electric and magnetic fields combined. Tbe researchers also found that the rate
of cell growth was unaffected by fiicld exposure. Another study is by Rannug gf tti. (1993),
which examined laboratory animals exposed to magnetic field and found no support for
the suggestion that exposure to the fields acts as a cancer promoter.

Dr. Gelmann restates his opinion that thc extensive research on molecular and
cellular biology and cancer provides no scientific basis to conclude that power frequency
electric and/or magnetic fields cause, promote, or contribute to the development of cancer
or other adverse health effects. (Exh. No. EPOS, at 3).

Protestants called Dr. Stephen F.Cleary, a researcher engaged in the study of the
effects of EMF on living systems. Currently, Dr. Cleaiy is investitptting thc effects of EMF
on mammalian cells. Dr. Cleary belicvcs effects of electromagnetic fields on cell
proliferation to be of importance. Electromagnetic field cxposurc may cause bcne6cial as
well as potentially harmi'ul effects of altered tissue growth rates on humans. EMFs can
increase or decrease cell proliferation dcpcnding upon exposure conditions. Such ffects
which can occur at low field intensities, cannot be explained in terms of our current
knowledge, states Dr. Cleaiy. (Exh. No. SFC-17, at 3).

Dr. Cleary contends that epidemiological studies have indicated an association of
residential and occupational extra-low frequency ("ELF') magnetic and/or electric 6eld
exposure and cancer incidencc, reproductive outcomes, biorhythms, and neurological
disorders. However, due to inherent limitations, epidemiological studies generally cannot
establish a direct cause-effect relationship between factors such as ELF field exposure and
adverse effects such as cancer incidence. Dr. Cleaiy states that by considering the
consistency of the results across studies it is possible to draw inferences retptrding potential
relationships of exposure to effect. However, the magnetic field character sties that may be
most significantly associated with cancer incidence are unknown at present. Furthermore,
Dr. Cleary admits that the possible relationship between factors such as time-averaged
magnetic 6eld strength, maximum field strength, rate of change of field strength and
exposure duration and cancer incidence are unknown.

Dr. Cleaiy acknowledges that obviously there are many factors other than electric or
magnetic 6elds that may be responsible for increased cancer incidence. Hc states that, on
the basis of currently available information it is not possible to determine what, if any,
contribution ELF electric and/or magnetic field exposure makes to site specific or general
cancer incidence. Additional data from cpidemiological as well as animal and ccfiular
studies are needed to resolve this issue. Dr. Cleaty recommends prudent avoidance of ELF
electric and/or magnetic field exposure to limit exposure of humans until these issues are
better understood.
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On rebuttal, Dr. Labarthe specifically disputes Dr. Cleaiy's statement that: "By
considering the consistency of the results acmss snidies it is le to draw inferences
regarding potential relationships of exposure to effect." Dr. Latxsrthc responds that there is
inconsistency both within individual studies and among the studies as a whole. Consistency
of results within individual studies and among a group of studies is one of the crucial
factors that epidemiologists consider in assessittg whether cpidemiolojic data demonstrate
a true association between an exposure and a discase. A lack of consistency, as is shown in
the studies on power frequency electric and magnetic 6elds, is an indication that there is no
true association between the exposure and thcedisease being considered.

In regard to thc concept of "prudent avoidance", Dr. Labarthe noted that because
there is no identified EMF health risk, an appropriate action consistent with thc concept of
"prudent avoidance" would bc to make available to the public, correct information on
scientiTic research on EMF. Dr. Labarthe emphasiasd that there is no scienti6c or medical
basis for concluding that actions to reduce or avoid EMF exposure would be benc6cial to
human health.

On September 14, 1993,Dr. Labarthe updated his testimony. Dr. Labarthe
evaluated new residential studies from Sweden, Denmark, and the Netherlands, several
occupational epidemioiogy studies and an additional analysis of data from the Savitz
epidemiology study in Denver.

Near the end oi'992, Feychting and Ahlbom released the preliminary results of a
childhood and adult residential study conducted in Sweden ("Swedish residential study" ).
Selected results from the study were published in December of 1992. This study examined
the occurrence of cancer in adults and children who lived at any time during the period
1960 to 1985 in residences within 300 meters of 220 kV and 400 kV electric lines in
Sweden. Thc study considered all cancers in children up to 16years of age, and leukemias
and brain cancers m adults. Potential exposure to magnetic fields was determined in a
number of ways, including actual measurements and estimates based upon distance from
the electric lines and calculations of annual average magnetic fields.

Overall, Dr. Labarthe states, the results of the Swedish residential study indicate no
association with cancer. Brain tumors appear unrelated to exposure. The results for
leukemia are internally inconsistent and suggest the need for further investigation of the
few cases which account for the apparent associations in some analyses. The results for
adults indicate no association for leukemia as a whole, varied patterns of risk estimates for
specific leukemia types, and no significant association with brain cancer.

Dr. Labarthe testified that, consistent with previous studies, the results of the
Swedish residential study found no association between childhood leukemia and actual
measurements of magnetic fields. The researchers reported some association with an
indirect measure of exposure, a calculated annual average magnetic 6eld. This association,
however, is only present for those children living in single fanuly dwellings, and not for
children living m apartment houses. No association is present for children who occupied a
single residence from birth to diagnosis. In addition, the reported association between
EMF and cancer is limited to the period 1975 to 1985 and is absent in the period 1960 to
1974. Another inconsistency in the study is that, in Stockholm, a lower apparent leukemia
risk was reported for children in homes with higher calculated magnetic 6elds than for
children in homes in intermediate exposure categories. There is no association, or possibly
a slight inverse relationship, for brain cancer in children.

Overall, the results of the adult cancer data in this study indicate no association for
leukemia as a whole. There arc, however, certain internal inconsistencies with regard to
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specific leukemia types. For example, there is no increased risk for chronic myeloid
leukemia ~ML") in Stockholm County, even at the highest exposure level reported, but
an apparent association for CML in the area outside Stockholm County. To thc extent
there is an appearance of an increased association of acute myeloid leukemia or CML in
some of the analyses, this is contrasted by corresponding decreases in acute lymphocytic
and chronic lymphocytic leukemia. For adult brain cancer, there appears to be no
signi6cant association, with most estimates of risk being negative. The only statisticaUy
signi6cant result for adult brain cancer reported in the stol was a decreased estimated
risk for apartment dwellers in comparison to occitpants of single family homes at the
highest exposure level analyzed.

In conclusion, Dr. Labarthc states that if power frequency 6eld exposure were a
cancer initiator or a promoter, one would expect to see a consistent increase in cancer risk
with increasing exposures. The absence of a consistent dose-response relationship is
evidence against power frequency 6clds being an initiator or a promoter. Additionally, ifd™r frequency 6elds were a promoting factors one would expect that relative risks for
eukemia would be higher with increasing duration of exposure. In the Swedish residential

study, children who lived at least 50% of their lives before diagnosis in houses near power
lines and adults who lived 10years or morc in houses near power hnes had no increased
risk for childhood leukemia or adult mycioid leukemia. Thc absence of risk with greater
duration of exposure argues against power frequency fields having a role as an initiator or a
promoter.

Dr. Labarthe also addressed the recent Danish study by Olsen 01gi. released in 1992
("Danish s~). The Danish study reported no increased risk of childhood leukemia for
calculated residential exposure above 1 mG. For brain tumors, the Danish study results
are consistent with the results of the Swedish residential study - no association was found.
The Danish study does report an association for lpnphomas, however Dr. Labarthe
attributes this result to bias resulting from a dc6ctcncy of control subjects in the higher
exposure categories. The authors of the Danish study also reported an association for all
three types of cancers combined (leukemia, lymphoma, and brain tumors) for calcubited
residential fields above 4 mG. caution, however, that even though 5 of the 6 c'ases in
the combined cancer group had leukemia or brain tumors, there was no signi6icant increase
in these cancer-specific groups. Additionally, as the authors emphasixe, many of the study
results are based on a very small number of children.

%bc study conducted in the Netherlands by Schreiber, gi gi.(1993)("Netherlands
study") is the most recent residential study to be released. This stu involved a group of
residents who lived at least five years within 100meters of a high voltage transnussion line
during the years 1956 to 1981. Magnetic 6eld exposures reported in tbe study ranged from
1 to 11 mG. This study found no association between power frequency EMF exposure ard
leukemia, brain cancers, or breast cancer.

Several occupational studies have been released in 1992and 1993. A Swedish
occupational study was released by Hoderus ("Flodcrus study") which reported no
association between EMF exposure and acute myeloid leukemia. Although the Flodcrus
study reported several apparently statistically significant associations out of the many tests
performed, there are inconsistencies in that expected relationships between estimated risk
and duration of exposure were absent for chronic lymphocytic leukemia and dose-response

F
adients were absent where they would be expected if valid associations were present.
urthermore, the Floderus study reported results contrary to the Swedish residential study.

The Swedish residential study indicates decreased risks of chronic lymphocytic leukemia m
relation to residential EMF exposure. This result is contrary to the Floderus study. Also,
the Floderus study reported weak and inconsistent associations for adult brain cancer. '6e
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Swedish residential study indicated no increased risk for adult brain cancer. Furthermore,
it was pointed out that the Floderus study is preliminary and the final analysis has not been
completed. (Tr. 1694).

Thc Saul study (1993) involved cancer deaths among 36,221 workers in the Southern
California Edison Company during the period between 1960 and 1988. Exposure
assessment in the Saul study is of particular importance because, unlike most previous
occupational studies, this study goes beyond reliance on job titles and instead uses actual
magnetic field measurements. TIte Saul study showed no consistent association between
either work in electrical occupations or magnetic fiields measured in the work environment
and death from all cancers combined. There was no indication of association with
leukcmias, brain cancers, or lymphomas and there is no indication of exposure-response
trends.

Dr. Iabarthe states that the new residential and occupational epidemiolo@r studies,
in conjunction with previous epidemiology studies, do not provide a scientific basis to
conclude that exposure to power frequency ilelds causes or contributes to the development
of childhood or adult cancer. (Exh. Mo. DRL48, at 12).

On September 14, 1993, Dr. Samuel Milham, Jr. testiTied on behalf of Protestants
COPE, CPCC and RCPL Dr. Miiham is a medical doctor and a chronic disease
epidemiologist. Dr. Milham states that hc belicvcs that the proposed transmission line will
adversely affect the health of people living close to it. Dr. Mpilham states that the Swedish
rcsidenual study indicates a dose-response relationship between childhood leukemia and

roximity to transmission lines. Specifically, Dr. Milham asserts that the risk of juvenile
eukemia was doubled with residential magnetic fields over 1.0mG and the risk increased

3.8 times for fields over 3.0mG. Dr. Milham states that magnetic fields at the edge of tbe
rightwf-way of the proposed transnussion line will be more than 10 times higher than 6elds
which have been associated with increased cancer risk in both children and adults. Ce as
result, Dr. Milham states that people residing in homes close to the rightwf-way of this
proposed transmission iine will be exposed constantly to magnetic 6elds far above those
which have been associated with both residential and occupational cancer increases. (Exh.
No. SM-Z4, at 13).

Dr. Milham advises that a residence is, in his opinion, acceptable if the measured
malpictic field in the living areas is below 2.0 mG. However, he states that, in hght of tbe
new Swedish studies, he now believes that a safe level of magnetic field exposure should be
reduced to a level of 1.0mG for chronic exposure. In conclusion, Dr. Milham states that he
has no objection to the proposed transmission line if it can be built in such a way that the
ambient magnetic 6eld levels already existing in homes, schools, ofiices and farms along
the proposed right-of-way do not increase above the level of 1.0mG.

Dtscu salon

It is obvious from the testimony in this case that reasonable people can reach
different conclusions based on data from epidemiological studies involving EMF. Certain

arts of a study may appear to show a relauonship between EMF exposure and ctuiccr;
owever, when viewed in the context of the entire study or compared to similar studies

these relationships are weak and inconsistent at best. Jn particulars epidemiological
studies of EMF are susceptible to confounding because it is impossible to 6nd a control
group that is not ex to EMF. 'Ibe United States Ewironmental Protection Agency
reported in December 1992, that the typical American home has a background magnetic
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Geld level away from appgances ranging from 0.05 to 4.0mG. This typical field which does
not include additional e res experienced near Gances and other electrical devices
is well above thc threshold of 1.0mG considered safe by Dr. Milham.

The internal inconsistencies and external contradictions of the recent studies
reclude any conclusion of an association between magnetic Gelds and cancer risk. For

nstance, the Swedish residential study contains the following inconsistencies:

1. The reported association with calculated fields exists only for children living in
single family homes, but not those living in apartment buildings;

2. There is no reported increase in risk for children who lived in residences with
higher calculated fields from birth to diagnosis of cancer;

3. There is no reported increase in risk for any chiidren during the first 14years of
the study period; and

4. Within Stockholm County, children in homes with higher calculated magnetic
fields have a lower reported risk than children in homes with lower Gclds, Furthermore,
the recent studies are contradictory in that one study will find a correlation for one type of
cancer and another study will find absolutely no correlation for the same type of cancer.

As stated, epidemiological studies are limited by confounding and bias. It is
impossible to find a control group in today's society with no exposure to EMF. If a link
between BMF and cancer does exist, biological studies should prove it. As stated by Dr.
Gelmann, the extensive research in molecular and cellular biology provides no scienti6c
basis to conclude that EMF causes, promotes or contributes to the development of cano r
or other adverse health effects. These biological studies have consistently failed to prove
any relationship between EMF and cancer.

Several independent scientiTic commission evaluations have been released since July
1992. The Oak Ridge Associated Universities review panel ("Oak Ridge") consists of
representatives from the United States Departments of Energy, Health and Human
Services (which includes the National Institutes of Health and the National Cancer
Institute), Housing and Urban Development, Labor, and the Environmental Protection
Agency. The Oak Ridge panel released a report in November 1992which concludes:

There is no convincing evidence in the published literature to
support the contention that ex ures to EMF generated by
sources such as household appliances, video display
terminals, and local power hnes arc demonstrable health
hazards.

Exh. No. DRIA8 at 13.

The Oak Ridge panel updated its report in April 1993 to incorporate the Swedish
residential study and other recent epidemiology studies. The panel concludes that the
evidence presented in these recent studies is not sufGciently co Iiing to alter the
conclusions previously stated, The pane)ists went on to say that the evidence for an
association between EMF and cancer is "empirically weak and biologically implausible."

The Virginia Department of Health, in its most recent report (March 24, 1993)'on

epidemiological studies regarding EMF and cancer concludes that, based on the
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information to date, scientific consensus cannot incriminate exposure to EMF (including
EMF from high voltage transmission lines) as a cause of cancer.

In December 1992, the United States Environmental Protection Agency sneciffcally
concluded that there is no established cause and effect relationship between EMF cxpmurc
and cancer or other discase. Similarly, in March of 1993,thc United Kintptom's National
Radiological Protection Board's Advtsoty Group on Non-Ionizing Radiation reviewed the
new studies from Sweden and Denmark and condudcd that "at present epidemiological
studies do not provide an effective basis for quantitative restricuons on exposure to
electromagnetic fields." Furthermore, the International Commission on Non-Ionizing
RadiationProtection concluded in May 1993that "the data related to cancer do not
provide a basis for health risk assessment of human cxposurc to power frequency fields."

Therefore, based on thc evidence, I ffnd that thcrc is insufffcicnt evidence to prove
that the EMF from this transmission line would pose a threat to human health or safety.

Appalachian has calculated EMF levels that arc expected to occur at tbe edge of thc
right-of-way as follows:

Voltage: 765 kV

Line Loading:

l. 2000 MW

2000 MW rcprcsents tbe maximum expected loading under
normal operating conditions.

11. 3500 MW

3500 MW represents thc upper level cxpectcd loadings during
very lindted periods of time when thc system is subjected to
severe contingency conditions.

Right-of-Way Width: 200 feet

Conductor
Hetidit lgt.t

Hectrk
Plaid lkV/ml Held fmG1

80
45

3.2
4.4

50
76

3.2
4.4

88
135

Note: 80 feet represents a typical conductor height
while 44 feet represents the minimum conductor height.

The edge of right-of-way values as noted are based on a 200-foot rigbtwf-way.
Appalachian, however, has for many years followed a policy of also offering to purchase at
fair market value any existing residences within an additional 100 feet of either side of the
right-of-way for a 765 kV line. While this policy was adopted to minimize aesthetic impact,
it can also serve to rcducc 6eld exposure to recylcnts along the line. For example, the 4.4
kV/m electric field at 100 feet from centerline (edge of right-of-way) declines to.6 kV/m
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at 200 feet from centerline. Shngarly the magnetic Sebi of 50 mG at the edge of the right-
of-way becomes 17.7mG at 200 feet from the centerline or 100feet grum tbe edge of the
right-ofay cdgc.

ROIITR SRLRCTION

Section 5646.1of the Code of Virginia requires that the Commission determine
that the corridor or route the transmission line Is to follow will reasonably minimize
adverse impact on the scenic assets, historic districts and environment of thc area
concerned. Appalachian engaged a team of recognized experts from Virpnia Polytechnic
Institute and State University and West Virghda I.laiverslty and thH'f assistants ("the Study
Team" ) to analyze the project area and determine study conidors. Dr. Leonard J.
Simutis coordinated the work of the Study Team.

The Study Team worked independently to outline the study area, determine
alternative corridors for detailed analysis, and evaluate and recommend the routes now

'eing considered. The only constraints placed on the Study Team werc the definition of
the beginning and ending points for the 765 kV linc. The Company imposed no economic
or other constraints on the Study Team.

The Study Team obtained information from state agencies in Virginia and West
Virginia on rare and endangered species and other wildlife and habitat management
concerns such as trout streams, local land plans, floodplains, wetlands and sprmgs, karst
topottraphy and archaeological sites. Comments gathered in public workshops and surveys
empItastzed minimizina impact on residential areas, using existing rightsmf-way whenever
possible, and routing tiirough unpopulated areas which are also not sites of particular
environmental, historic, or scenic significance.

In the process of route selection, the Study Team prepared an environmental
assessment ofthe proposed line, including comprehensive recommendations for mitigation
measures. The Company made a commitment in this proceeding to adopt and implement
all of the recommendations in the environmental assessment as weil as mitigation measures
referred to by Dr. Simutis in his rebuttal testimony. (Exh. No. CASM, at 3). Thc foremost
criterion used by the Study Team in developing the route was the avoidan~f areas of
environmental impact that could not be mitigated. The preferred corridor was selected
by the Study Team because it minimizes impact on environmental, scenic and historic
resources, and has less impact on the Jefferson National Forest aud the Appalachian Trail
than any alternative. The preferred corridor also connects with the best combination. of
corridor segments in West Virginia.

27The Study team consisted of a landscape architect aud land and environmental
planner with 18years of experience in power line design, assessment, and mitigadon; an
environmental scientist with over 5 years of power line experience in Virginia and 30years
experience in total; and a geographer with expertise in geographic information systems.

The Study Team developed a preferred and alternate corridors 1000 feet in width
within which the final 200 foot corridor would be determined. A map of the preferred and
alternate corridors, by segment, is attached as Appendix 8 to this Report.
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Neither the preferred nor the alternate corridors cross any registered historic site or
any identified archcological site. Historic and archcological sites located near the
proposed comdors were inventoried, and mitigation measures were prescribed in the
environmental assessment. The preferred corridor crosses the area which has been
dctermincd eligible for designation as the Catawba Rural Historic District. The crossing is
near an existing 345 kY transmission line, avoids historic structures and crosses the
proposed distrfct in an area with low impact. Mitigation measures for this impact are
detailed in the environmental assessment.

Residential Impact

Company witness Poif testified that, based on aerial photography and 6eld
investigation, there are a total of sixteen houses located within the 36 mile, 300 meter wide
proposed corridor located in Virginia. Alt locations of the houses are approximate,
Company estimates that five of the houses would bc within 0 to 50 meters of the line, 6ve
houses would bc bctwygn 51 to 100meters of the line, and six houses would be over 100
meters from the line. The Company either owns, or expects to purchase the 6ve homes
within 0 to 50 meters of the proposed line.

In the area of paralleling, Company assumes thc line will be located 200 feet from
the existing Jackson's Ferry-Cloverdale gne. If that is thc case, one of the 6ve homes in the
51 to 100 meter category is located on thc side of the existing line opposite from thc
proposed line. Therefore, that house would be closer to thc existing transm'ssion line than
the proposed transmission line.

The following chart depicts the residential impact of the proposed and alternate
corridors.

Residences within
500 feet of centcrlinc

Preferred Comdor 16

Prcfcned Corridor
incorporating Alternate
Segment 15

Preferred Corridor
incorporating Alternate
Segment 19

Preferred Corridor
incorporating Alternate
Corridor 15 and Alternate
Corridor 19

Alternate Corridor 11

19

10

12

0 residences in Virginia
15 in West Virginia

2 ihesc distances are based on the assumption that the proposed transmission line
will be located in thc center of the 300 meter preferred corridor, except when pamlleling
the existing Jackson's Ferty&loverdaie transmission line.
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EXISTING RIGI11%4SF.WAY

Virginia Code g 5~.1provides that when the Commission considers an
application for a new overhead transmission line of 150kV or more, the utility "shaH
provide adequate evidence that Ndsting righmof~y cannot adequately serve the needs of
the company." This section is designed to promote the use of existing righ~f-way for new
transmission lines because "in most cases a~ an existing comdor will be less
damaxing than charing a new one." Irfrgfmo Efecrrrc and Power Company v. Citizens for
Safe Power, 222 Va. 866 at 869 (1981).

Paraliehng the existing Matt Funk&lovetxhde 345 kV transmission line ("Matt Funk
line" ) appears, at first glance, to provide a good opportunity for utilization of existing
rightswf-way. However, the evidence reveals that parageling the Matt Funk line would
result in substantial impact on wiiderncss and preservation areas, additional crossings of
the Jefferson National Forest and the Appalachian Trail, greater impacts on residential
areas adjacent to thc existing corridor, and intrusions upon areas designated for the

rotection of rare, threatened and endangered species. Harold Cantrdl, president of the
oanoke Chapter of the Trail Club, considers paralleling the Matt Funk line a worst case

scenario, in part, because the transmission line crosses the Appalachian Trail nine times.
Mike Dawson, natural resource manager with thc Appalachian Trail Conference, describes
the Matt Funk line as the most poorly located power linc on the entire Appalachian Trail.
(Tr. 1499).

A common problem with paralleling existing transmission lines is that after the line
is constructed, residences are often built adjacent to the right-of way. Paralleling the Matt
Funk line affords an example of this phenomenon. A totai of 75 homes would be impacted
by paralleling the Matt Funk linc as posed to 16 homes impacted by the preferred
corridor. Another problem with paraLling existing comdors is that regabdity is sacri6ced.
ECAR planning prmciples state 6tat transmission capability should be distributed to avoid
overdependence on a single right-of-way or transmission line.

Studies of existing rightswf-way for 138kV and 69 kV lines determined that these
lines often were! ocated in developed areas. Thc proposed 765 kV transmission line would
require a 200 foot right-of-way which is substantially larger than the right-ofay for these
smaller lines. Therefore, it was correctly determined that the 138kV and 69 kV corridors
did not provide sufficient room for expansion to accommodate the proposed 765 kV
facility.

The preferred corridor parallels existing 765 kV iNd 345 kV tratlmission lines for
approximately 16 miles of the 37 mile route in Virginia Company witness Simmons
testified that, in an attempt to balance the environmental impact against reliability
concerns, the Company had to weigh the considerations carefully before accepting this
degree of paralleling. (Tr. 778).

Protestants argue that Company has biased the selection process by selecting an
alternative so outrageous that everyone would 6nd it unacceptable. As Protestants point
out, paralleling the Matt Funk is not a viable option. While Protestants correctly state that

Ibc paralleling of existing corridors occurs in Roanoke and Botctourt Counties.
The proposed corridor would require acquisition of new rightmf-way for thc entire portion
in Craig County.
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Company has the burden to show that exhtting righ~f-way arc not uate to serve the
needs of tbc Company, Protestants offer no aIternativcs. 'Ae evidence clearly shows that
there arc no other opportunitics to further utilize axis ri irony in the general
vicinity of thc study corridors. I therefore 6nd that has provided suf6cient
evidence to demonstrate that its existing righ~f~ay cannot be further utilized to serve its
needs.

THE JEFFERSON NATIONAL FOREST ANll THE APPALACHIAN 'IHAIL

Company states that in locating the preferred corridor, the Study Team ultimately
selected a route crossing the Jefferson National Forest ("Forest") because totally avoiding
the Forest would have added morc than 40% to the total corridor length and would have
had a substantial impact on additional residences.

In crossing the Forest, the Study Team gave special attention to minimizing impact
on the areas of unusual sensitivity identified by Forest Service personnel. lite Study Team
also took care to minimize impact on areas with a Visual Quahty Objective ("VQO") rating
of "rctenti&yf, and to accommodate less restrictive VQO designations such as "partial
retention".

At the hearing on July 9, 1992, David Wagner, a professional landscape architect for
the United States Forest Service stationed out of Roanoke, stated that within the week

rior to this hearing, the Forest Service had upgraded the VQO designation of some of thc
and crossed by the proposed and alternate corridors. Mr. Wagner also tesu6ed that the

base inventory maps (VQO maps) provided to the Study Team were out~fMtc. Mr.
Wagner stated that the VQO designation changes would require more mitigation
techniques to meet the higher VQO designations.

On rebuttak Dr. Simutis stated that the Study Team anticipated the changes in
VQO designations related by Mr. Wagner. Dr. Simutis further stated that the proposed
VQO ciassi6cation changes would have no effect on the routing of the line; the Study
Team recommendations on routing remain the same. (Tr. 1585, 1586). The Study Team
had to balance two somewhat opposing objectives; namely, routing the line across as little
of the Forest as possible, while at the same time routing the line as far away from
residences as possible.

Harold Cantrill, president of the Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club, criticized the
Study Team's efforts to mvolve the Trail Club in developing the routes for the tansnmirsion
line. Mr. Cantrill states that had there been a process of ongoing review by thc two groups,
more suitable routes could have been developed. Generally, the Trail Club advocates
crossing the Appalachian Trail at a point that would be minimally disruptive to the hiking
experience.

51The Forest Service uses VQO ratings to indicate thc amount of alteration to the
natural landscape of a particular area of land~that would be acceptable. 1licre are 6vc
different ratings: maximum modification", the least restrictive; modification"; "partial
retention"; "retention"; and "preservation", where only natural changes arc allowed to occur
At each higher YQO level, a greater degree of mitigation is required for any activity which
would have an impact on the Forest.

50

20150612-0018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/12/2015



The Trail Club requests that the preferred corridor segment 8 be modified by
crossing the Trail at its intersection with Route 621 in 'ounty, This modification
would provide significant mitigation to thc Trail in that the Trail is already impacted by
Route 621 at this location. Iltls modification would require a minor realignment of the
corridor creating no additional impacts. This modificatton would further mitigate impact
b moving the corridor further away from the Trail on both Brush Mountain and Sinking

reek Mountain. Company states that this modification Is feasible from an enttincering
and design perspcctivc, and could be built in the location proposed by the TraiI Club.
However, the Company continues to support the preferred corridor proposed by the Study
Tealll.

I find that this modiTication should be implemented. Thc Trail Club's proposal
would only shift the linc approximately 2,500 feet north of Route 621 from thc location of
the preferred corridor's crossing with Route 621. Moreover, the shift of the crossing with
Route 621 would have less impact on private property bectusm all of the land utilixcd by
the Trail Club's proposal belongs to the United States Forest Service. A chart depicting
this modiTication is attached as Appendix C to this Report.

The next recommendation of the Trail Club involves the routing of the preferred
corridor through the Carvin Cove reservoir. The Appalachian Trail borders Carvin Cove
for over 15 mifes, The Trail Club recommends that thc route pass east of Grccn Ridge,
and then cross the east slope of Tinker Mountain.

There are several problems with the Trail Club's proposal to route this line along
the eastern slope of Green Ridge. First, the transmission line would bc highly visible for
miles aloug Interstate 81. Second, there is significant residential development in this area.
For these reasons, this proposal is not practical and will not be adopted.

There are also problems with the eastern slope of Tinker Mountain. First, a line on
the east slope of Tinker Mountain would be highly visible from Interstate 81, and thc visual
impact could not be adequately mitigated. Second, significant paralleling of another
765 kV line as proposed by the Study Team would be unpossible if this proposal were
accepted. Third, the proposal would take the linc through an area on Tinker Mountain
with a history of landslide activity. Visual observation confirms recent landslide activity.
The fact that a weigh station is being constructed beside Interstate 81 at the base of the
eastern slope of Tinker Mountain is not convincing evidence that the mountainside is
suitable for this tranmsission line. I find that this proprucd modiTication would place the
reliablity of the transmission linc in unwarranted Ieopardy and therefore it will not be
adopted.

The Trail Club also proposes that the Commission require Appalachian, as a
condition of approval of this application, to relocate transmission lines that currently
intrude on the Appalachian Trail. Specifically, thc Trail Club requests relocation or
abandonment of the Matt FunkWovcrdale 345 kV transmission line which generally
parallels the Appalachian Trail west of the Cloverdale Station and crosses the Trail at a
total of nine locations. To mitigate overall impact on the Appalachian Trail, the Trail Club
suggests that the Matt Funk line be reiocated to follow the preferred corridor proposed in
the present case. I find that this proposal is outside the scope of this proceeding and
therefore it is denied.

Other concerns of the Trail Club include the impact of the preferred route on a trail
shelter. Company states that in meeting with representatives of the National Park Service
and the Appalachian Trail Conference, relocation of the shelter could be considered. Also,
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Company states that the transmission line's final 200 fcct of rightwf~ay within the
preferred corridor would not have any impact on tbe shelter's water source.

Michael Dawson testified that access roads and utility corridors in scmi~mitivc
nonmotorizcd areas of the Appalachian Trail are of great concern to the achian Trail
Conference. These concerns mvolve unauthorized all-terrain vehicle access and hiker
security. In the past ten years, major crimea against bikers have occurred where it is

qadi
I'ble to obuun vehicle access to remote sections of the Appalachian TraiL Mr.

awson's concerns with the proposed corridors include the paralleling as well as the
crossing of the Trail in these mmotc areas.

Mr. Dawson raises very legitimate concerm in re to hikers'afety on the
Appalachian Trail. The Company should make every effor to reduce access to the Trail,
especially in remote areas.

There are many mitigation measures that can be hnplcmented in routing and
constructing the proposed transmission line. Unfortunately, there appears to have been a
lack of communication between the Study Team and representatives of the Appalachian
TraiL After having personally observed some of the areas of contention, I am convinced
that adjustments can bc made and agreemcnt reached in many instances. i%is will require
joint field work with the Company, the Trail Club, and Forest Service representatives. A

h.ood example of the need for close coordination is the concern for hikers'afety raised by
r. Dawson. This is a very valid concern and every effort must be made to minimize this

danger. Appalachian should continue to work with the Forest Service and the Trail Club to
find mutually agreeable means of mitigation.

I find that the preferred corridor with the modifications at Route 621 in Craig
County jthe best overall route for this transmission linc. There are fewer overall
impacts and the preferred corridor parallels existing right-of-way for the final 16 miles
into Cloverdale Station.

Although Segment 0 of tbc preferred corridor parallels existing right~f-way for a
majority of its length, it does depart slightly from thc parallel at the southern edge of
Carvin Cove, This is necessary because the shore line of Caivin Cove at this point is very
steep and there is insufficient space in which to route the right-of-way. The preferred
corrtdor at this point swings slightly north across the southern part of the cove.

Alternate Corridor 11 passes through 3700 feet of Giles County and there are no
impacts involved. The remainder of Alternate Corridor I ) is in West Virginia.

Alternate Corridor 15 and preferred corridor segment 6 enter Craig County,
Virginia, from West Virginia, and merge with the preferred corridor Segment 7 at the
western edge of Sinking Creek Valley. The primary purpose of Alternate Corridor 15 is to
avoid the town of Waiteville, West Virgina. Both corridors enter Viriiinia on United States
Forest Service land and there are no significant differences in impact m Virginia

Alternate Corridor 19 leaves the preferred corridor at the eastern edge of Sinking
Creek Valley and courses north of the preferred corridor until it rejoins the preferred
corridor on the eastern side of Carvin Cove in Botetourt County. Alternate Conidor 19

3 See Route Comparision Table, Exh. No. IJS-13,Appendix C.
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has a severe impact on the Appalachian Tail as it parallels the trail in excess of 8000 meters
east and north of Carvin Cove. Also Alternate Corrichr 19wouM replace tbe vast majority
of the preferred corridor which parallels edsting rfghtseE~y.

FINQINGR ANB RRCOMMRNIlATIONS

Based on the evidence and for the reasons set forth above, I Gnd that:

1. There is a need for thc proptwed 765 kV tansnussion linc originating in

sd
W oming Substation and terminating at thc Cloverdale Station and the construction of thc

kV bus extension at the Cloverdale Station;

2. The public convenience and necessity requires the construction of the proposed
transmission line and bus extension;

3. The Company should be directed to pursue arrangements with other utilities in
the ECAR, PJM and VACAR regions to insure thc realization of maximum capacity
benefits from this transmission lire;

4. The proposed route, as modified at Route 621 in Craig County, with the
mitigation measures proposed by Appalachian, will reasonably minimize the adverse
impact on the scenic and environmental assets of the area concerned, including the
historical resources of the area;

5. TItc probable effect of the transmission linc and bus extension on the health and
safety of the persons in the area concerned has been considered; and

6, The proposed route utigzes approximately 16 miles of existing right-of-way, snd
Company has provided adequate evidence that existing rightswf way cannot adequately
serve its needs for the remainder of the project.

I therefore RECOMftfEND that the Commission enter an order that:

1. ADOPTS the findings of this Rcport;

? GRANTS the Company's application to construct the proposed 765 kV
transmission line and 500 kY bus extension",

3. ANEPIDS the Company's current certificates of public convenience and necessity
to authorize construction of the proposed transmission line and bus extension; and

4. DISMISSES this case from the Commission's docket of active cases.

COMMENTS

The parties are advised that any comments (Rule 5:15(e))to this Report must be
filed with the Clerk of the Commission in writing, in an original and fifteen (15)copies,
within fifteen (15)days from thc date hereof. The uudling address to which any such Sling
must be sent is Document Control Center, P. O. Box 211g, Richmond, Virginia 23216. Any
party filing such comments shall attach a certificate to the foot of such document that
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copies have been mailed or delivered to all other counsel of record and to any party not
represented by counsel.

Respectfully submitted,

Hearing Examiner

Document Control Center is requested to mail or deliver a copy of the above
Re rt on December 2, 1993 to: H. Allen Glover, Esquire, P.O. Box 14125, Roanoke, VA

4125; Wilham S. Bilenky, Esquire, 8133Forest Hill Avenue, Suite 101,Richmond,
VA 23235; Joy E. Berg, 210 Franklin Road, SW, Roanoke, VA 24001; Gardner Smith,
3433 Brambleton Ave., SW, Roanoke, VA 24018; Mark R. Simpson, Esquire, 401 W.
Peachtree Street, di1015, Atlanta, GA 30365;James E.Cornwell, Jr., Esquire, P.O. Bux
694, Pulaski, VA 24301; Joseph H. Reich, Sr., Route I, Box 572, Catawba, VA 24070; John
T. Molumphy, III, 308 Second Street SW, Roanoke, VA 24011;Paul M. Mahoney, Esquire,
P.O. Box 29800, Roanoke, VA 24018-0798; David J.Damico, Esquire, P.O. Box 1578,
Roanoke, VA 24007-1578; Charles L Williams, Jr., Esquire, P,O. Box 1018,Roanoke, VA
24005; Deborah V. Ellenberg, Esquire, and Wayne Smith, Esquire, Commission counsel;
and to the Commission's Division of Energy Regulation.
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APPENDIX A '.:.;
Exhibit VII-I
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

STATEr ORPORATION COMIviISSION

AT RICHMOND, DECEHBER 13, 1995

APPLICATION OF

APPALACI IIAN POWER COMPANY CASE NO. PUE910050

To amend its Certificates of Public Convenience

and Necessity authorizing operation of
transmission lines in thc Couniies of Giles,

Craig, Roanoke, and BotetourE
Wyoming-Cloverdalc765 kV fransmission Line

and Cloverdale 500 kV Bus Extension

~RIhLOR IKR

Bcforc thc Commission is the application of'Appalachian Power Company ("Appalachian"

or "Company" ) for an cndcd ccrtiticatcs of public convenience and necessity authorizing thc

construction and operation of thc Virginia portion of a 765 kV transmission line that would

originate at the Company's SVyoming Substation, near Oceana, West Virginia, and terminate at its

Cloverdale Substation in Botetourt County, Virginia, north of Roanoke. In conjunction with the

termination of the 765 kV transmission line, Appalachian seeks authorization to construct a bus

extension at thc Cloverdale Substation,

Ager extensive public hearings and briefing by the parties and the Commission Staff,

Hearing Examiner Howard P. Anderson Ir. filed his Rcport to thc Commission on December 2,

1993. Hc recommended that thc application be granted and that thc Company bc authorized to

construct the bus extension and thc Virginia portion of thc transmission linc over the route

proposed by the Company, with minor modifications. Appalachian and several parties to thc

proceeding filed comments on Examiner Anderson's Report.

The RepoR provides a sveil-reasoned and comprehensive review of the ess'dence presented

during the hearing and reflects a sensitivity to the concerns of the public The Examiner spent
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extensive time "on the ground" in the aITectcd areas reviewing the proposed and alternate routes,

and these commendable etTorts are reflected in the Report.

On September 6, I 994, Appalachian moved lor an interlocutory order making tindings on

the need lor the proposed transmission line. The Company acknowledged in its motion that any

findings would be based on the current record and would be subject to modification in the event

the record was reopened. AAer considering the motion and responses from the parties and the

StaIT, the Commission dcnicd thc requested relicfby order of December 6, l994. We found then

that we should not consider nccd without addressing routing and its environmental impact. The

Commission has now more fully considered the record, and we make the interim assessments sct

out in this Order.

Thc Commission has considered the cxtcnsivc record devclopcd in thc public hearing,

Examiner Anderson's rcport, and thc comments filed in response to that rcport. As discussed in

this Interim Order, wc have made a number of preliminary determinations First, the Commission

is of the opinion that, based on the record before us, thcrc is a compelling need for additional

electric capacity to serve Appalachian's Central and Eastern regions. which include its Virginia

service territory. Further, based upon the record before us, it appears that the proposed

transmission linc, along ivith thc bus extension. may bc the most rcasonablc method of addressing

this compelling need, and thc route rccommcndcd by Examiner Anderson may be environmentally

acceptable, with appropriate mitigation measures. Specific findings pursuant to applicable

statutes will be considered after the additional inquiries set I'orth in this Interim Order are

concluded.

Before final disposition of'this application, the Commission finds that Appalachian should

further study two segments of the recommended route, the crossing of Sinking Creek Valley in

Craig County and the crossing of'Carvin Cove Reservoir in Roanoke County, to determine if a

route with less environmental impact can bc developed Wc discuss in greater detail below our

concerns about these segments of the proposed route and procedures for this additional study.
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Another particular concern is discussed more fully below. A need to analyze lurther how

the line wijj be used to serve the public interest is now warranted given the passage of time since

the record was closed, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's proposal to compel open

access to transmission facilities,'he increased focus on corporate and operational restructuring,

and thc recent announccmcnt by Appalachian and its parent regarding possible plans for its

transmission assets. We will examine the availabt'lity of the proposed line to serve Virginia, how it

will be operated and what measures may be effective to ensure that any facilitics that may be

approved in this procccding will be used as intended-to bring electricity to native load customers

in the Commomvcalth.

Thc PrJl posed Facilitics and Routes

Appalachian applied to thc Commission on August 15, 1991, tor authorization to

construct thc proposed 1'acilitics Thc proposed transmission linc would originate in West

Virginia and extend lor approximately 116 miles to terminate north of Roanoke. Approximately

37 miles of the proposed transmission line would be located within Virginia.

Appalachian's prcfcrrcd route would cross into Virginia in Craig County, approximately

1.4 miles southeast of 3Vaitcvijlc, West Virginia. 'hc route would then procccd in a

southcas(crly direction. crossing Johns Creek, Johns Crcck Mountain, Sinking Creek, and Sinking

Creek Mountain in Craig County The Company's preferred route would then run in a generally

south-southeasterly direction into Roanoke County and would cross Fort Lewis Mountain From

that point, thc route would generally parallel existing transmission lines to cross Brushy Mountain

and Carvin Cove Rcscrvoir and then tum to cntcr the Cloverdale Substation in Botctourt County

I 60 Fcd. Rcg. 1 7662 (April 6. t9951.
r An additional alternative route affecting virginia «auld consist of a segment of approximately 3,700 feet

through Giles County just cast of Btucstonc t skc. This attcrnativc route «uutd cross into virginia from lvcn
Virginia and then cross back into West Virginia after tmvcrsing this short distance.
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Appalachian also proposed alternatives I'r segments of the Virginia routing. One

alternative would have the proposed line enter Craig County over Pot ts Mountain, north of the

prelerred corridor. This alternative route would then generally proceed southeasterly to cross

Johns Creek and conncc( to (he Company's preferred route on Johns Creek Mountain.

Another al(crnativc would dcviatc from the preferred route south of Sinking Creek in

Craig County and then proceed in a north-northeasterly direction paralleling Broad Run, crossing

North Mountain, and continuing into Botetourt County where it would turn in a southeasterly

direction to intcrscct and then to parallel the existing Jackson's Ferry-Cloverdale 765 kV

Transmission Linc.

While thc Company already has casements l'or short scgrncnts of thc proposed route in the

vicinity of'thc Clovcrdalc Substation, thc prc(orred route, or any combination ofCompany.

proposed al(crna(ives would require in cxccss of 35 miles of ncw right-ot'-way in Virginia clcarcd

to a width ol'200 fcct A combination of self-supporting and guyed-V lattice galvaniacd steel

structures with an average heigh( of approximately l33 fcct would support the line's conductors

Thc minimum clearance bc(ween the ground and conductors would bc no less than 44 fcct

ln conjunction with thc construction ol'(hc proposed transmission linc, Appalachian would

also construct a 500 k V bus cxtcnsion approximately 3, I 00 feet in length connecting thc existing

765 kV yard and the existing 500 kV yard at Cloverdale Substation. This bus extension would

require right-of-way cleared to a width of I 75 feet for a distance of approximately l,500 feet

outside ol'hc 500 kV and 765 k Y yards Thc supporting towers would have an average height of

approximately 125 fcct. Thc bus extension would be loca(cd primarily on Appalachian's property,

but a small segment would traverse thc edge of an industrial park

On October I, (991, the Commission docketed this application and directed Appalachian

to publish notice nl'the application in newspapers and to notify local govcmmcnts of the

application and its proposed and alternative routes. Public hearings were scheduled in New

Castle, Virginia, and in Richmond. Numerous public witnesses spoke at the hearing in New

Castle on April 2, l 992. Duc lo the number of individuals who wished to speak, the llcaring
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Examiner held an additional hearing in Ncw Castle on April 3, 1992. Public wi(nesses were also

heard in Richmond on April 6 and July 7, 1992. A total of 90 public witnesses made statements at

the hearings. The Commission has also received a significant number of written comments.

Testimony and exhibits addressing the need for the proposed transmission line and bus

extension and their environmen(al impac(s were presented at public hearings on July 7, 8, 9, and

10, 1992. Another day ofhcaring, September 14, 1993, was devoted to additional testimony on

environmental impact.

ln addition to the Company and Staff, various organizations participated tully as

protestants in this proceeding. These organizations included Ihe Board of Supervisors ol'Craig

County and thc Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club ("Trail Club" ), as well as three citizens'roups,

Citizens for the Preservation of'Craig County, Citizens Organized lor thc Protection of the

Environment of Giles County, and thc Roanoke County Prcscrvation League (collectively

"Citizen Protestants"). The Jclfcrson National Forest,'i S, Forest Service, imtially protcstcd the

application, but changed its status to intervener aAcr commencement of the hearings.

Poatilons~rLtchait{LSIgf

Throughout the proceeding, Appalachian took the position that it requires the additional

transmission capacity to provide adequate and reliable electric service to its customers in the

Company's Central and Eastern regions During the 1980s, the Company experienced significant

grotv4h in peak demand and energy rcquircmcnts, By 1989, Appalachian's winter peak demand

had grown to 5,469 MIV for the Central and Eastern regions. The gcncration resources in these

regions total only 1,115 MN.'ppalachian asscacd Ihat these facts demonstrate its dependence

on adequate transmission facilitics to provide reliable service to its Central and Eastern regions

I Thc U.S. Forest Scndcc rcccntly administntivcly mcrgcd this forest «ith thc George Washington National

Forest. This Order vdll continue to rcfcr to thc "lcffcrson National Forest.

Thc Company's Smith Mountain aod snmll hydro ctpmtics arc oot included in thc dctcrmimtioo of thc
ctpmity dcftcicncy m thc Ccntml ood Eastern regions Thc m«ilabilitv of Smith Mountain capaciny isa function
ol'renoir lctcts and thc hydro plants'apabilttics arc a function of stream ito«s
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The Company's 1991 forecast predicted ihat, during the next ten years, winter peak demand

would grow by approximately 22 percent and energy requirements would increase by

approximately 2! percent. By 1998, the Central and Eastern region winter peak demand is

projected to reach 6,209 MW. The supply requirements that must bc transferred by the
regions'ransmission

facilities arc projcctcd to bc 5,094 MW in 1998. Althoiigh thc first contingency

transfer capability of thc existing transmission facilitics was incrcascd in 1991 to 4,075 MW,

Appalachian's transmission and generation Iacilities in the regions are inadequate to meet the

1998 projected peak demand under the first contingency situation. The proposed transmission

line would have trans/er capability bet ween 950 and 2000 MW, dcpcnding upon transmission

improvcmcnts made by other utilitics It was estimate&i that thc additional translcr capability plus

existing capability could scrvc Virginia's nccds to 2010

Appalachian also offered cvidcncc on its studies with Virginia Flcctric and power

Company ("Virginia Potvcr") to improve intcrconncction and transmission capacity. At thc time

of thc application, Virginia Power and Appalachian had one 500 kV intcrconncction bctwccn

Appalachian's Clovcrdalc Substation and Virginia Power's Lexington Substation as well as four

138 kV intcrconncctions. Construction of'thc new transmission line would improve dependability

for the existing 500 k V interconnection Appalachian could also provide additional power

transfer capacity for Virginia Power, other utilities, and nonutility generators.

Thc Commission notes that Virginia Poiver's application in Case No. PUE910043 seeks

authorization to construct a 500 kV transmission hnc I'rom its Ladysmith Substation, Spotsyfvania

County, to Appalachian's Joshua Falls Substation, Campbell County, cast ofl ynchburg. Virgmia

Power's proposed linc would not physically connect with Appalachian's proposed linc, but both

utilities would take advantage of the existing 765 k V transmission linc between Cloverdale and

Joshua Falls to improve interconnection and to facilitate additional power transfers. Virginia

Power's application is now pending for consideration belorc thc Commission

Appalachian commissioned a study team of I'acuity and graduate students from West

Virginia University and Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University to develop routing for
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the proposed transmission line. According to testimony and exhibits presented at the hearings, the

study team reviewed published literature and maps of a large study area. This published materia!

was supplemented by additional aerial photography and field research. The data were collected

and accessed by a computer geographic inl'ormation system. The study team used the data to

consider possible routings.

Testimony and exhibits showed that the study team had eliminated from consideration

numerous routing possibilities because of their adverse impact on residential and commercial

development or idcntilicd natural resources This process of elimination led to development of

the proposed route with the various alternatives previously identified. It was Appalachian's

position (hat thc transmission line could bc constructed and opcratcd on thc proposed route using

numerous techniques to avoid or to mitigate adverse environmental impact Further, Appalachian

prcscntcd cvidcncc that thc proposed transmission linc's magnetic fields would not cause adverse

health ell'ccts.

Thc Commission StalTolTcrcd testimony and exhibits on thc need I'or the proposed

transmission linc. Thc Stalf did not address thc routing of the linc or potential environmental

impact. Stone k Webster Management Consultants, Inc. was engaged by thc Staff to review the

application and to conduct an indcpcndcnt asscssmcnt of thc need for the proposed facilitics.

Upon completing the study, Stone Ie webster concluded that the proposed transmission line was

the best means of providing reliable service to Appalachian's Central and Eastern region

customers. Stone 8. Webster determined that, based on its review of Appalachian's existing and

projcctcd load and bull'ower system, a major transmission addition was needed. The StafFs

consultant also noted the bcnclit to Virginia from enhanced transmisston capacity for power

transfers.

Thc Board of'Supervisors of Craig County opposes thc project on several grounds. The

Board questioned certain Appalachian assumptions supporting the need for additional

transmission capacity. Further, the Board olfered testimony on the current and anticipated

economic development and land-use patterns for Craig County. A significant portion of the
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county's land area is included in the JcA'erson National Forest. This land is generally barred f'rom

development and exempted lrom property taxation. The Board saw continued development of

agricultural opportunities, including fish farming and grazing, and recreation as the principal

sources of'employment and rcvcnue l'r Craig County. Thc Board feared that construction of the

transmission linc through Craig County would adversely alTcct agriculture and recreational

opportunities.

The Citizen Protestants oppose the line because, in their view, it is unnecessary and will

have an adverse impact on the environment of Craig, Giles, and Roanoke Counties. The Citizen

Protestants took thc position that Appalachian's corporate parent, American Electric Power

Company, had excess gcncration capacity in thc Midwest it wished to cell to eastern markets.

Thc proposed transmission linc would cnhancc thcsc marketing opportunities, and the power was

not nccdcd by Appalachian's Virginia customers. With regard to these Virginia customers, thc

Citizen Protestants contcn&lcd that competition l'rom natural gas, demand-side management

programs, and conservation measures could reduce the rate of increase in demand, Further,

improvements to existing generating cquipmcnt and transmission facilitics could be made. These

clTorts would, in the Citizen Protestants'iew, otTsct any need for additional transmission capacity

to serve Virginia customers.

Turning to adverse environmental impact, the Citizen Protestants olfered testimony and

exhibits on current uses of land, primarily in Craig County, and the potential adverse impact thc

line would have on homes and farms Their testimony also discussed the potential elfect on

human and animal health l'rom magnetic lields associated with the linc According to thc Citizen

Protestants, thc proposed transmission line would pass over or near mimerous historic sites All

these cnvironmcntal and health considerations, according to thc Citizen Protestants, imposed

unacccptablc costs and adverse impacts on thc residents ol'the three affected counties.

The Trail Club took no position on thc need lor the proposed transmission line. Rather,

the organization concentrated on thc impact thc linc would have as it crossed two scgmcnts of the

Appalachian National Trail. The Trail Club was concerned about the line's impact on trail users in
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the vicinity of the Naiday Shelter in Craig County and the Tinker Mountain-Carvin Cove area of

Roanoke and Botetourt Counties. The Trail Club advocated routing the line so as to minimize its

visibility from the Appalachian Trail and its proximity to hikers.

The Jefferson National Forest also took no position in this proceeding on the need for the

line. As acknowledged t'n the application, thc proposed routing will pass through the Forest if

Appalachian can secure a conditiona! use permit. A conditional use permit will only be issued

a((er preparation of an environmental impact statement as mandated by federal law, As

representatives of the U.S. Forest Service explained, the process for preparing the environmental

impac( statement is underway Thc U.S. Forest Service is (he (cad agency preparing the

environmental impact staten ..&(, but scvcra( other fcdcral agencies with an interest in thc routing

of thc linc will participa(c, The cnvironmcntal impact statement will consider numerous impacts

thc linc would have on the lc(Tcrson National Fores( and (hc Appalachian Trail in Virginia.

According to the most recent inl'ormation availablc, a draA environmental impact s(atcment will

bc rcleascd in April, I 996.

Red lor Lhc Ltropogcd~r'cN

Thc Commission is of thc opinion that thc public convcnicncc and necessity'ay require

thc construction of facilitics to supplcmcnt thc clcctrical capacity availablc for utilization by

Appalachian's customers in its Central and Fastcrn regions, which include its Virginia scrvicc

territory. Based upon thc record before us, it appears that the proposed transmission linc can

most reasonably supply the required capacity and, depending on our review of the additional

inl'ormation requested herein, wc wi(I consider the issuance of thc rcquestcd certificates for

construction of'the proposed transmission linc and bus extension. The evidence bcforc us

s Virginia Code ss 56-265.2 makes h "un(nrcfu( for auy public utility (o cons(r&rs. cnburgc. or acquirc, by (case or
o(hemi su, any fac((Ries tor usc in (n&b(ic &ui (i(y set&ice... «i(bou( f&rs( (cssing nb&a(«cd a cent fica(c from (bc
Commission tltnt the pub li c c&meeni encr an&/ necex&i t) re&p&tre the exercise nf u&ct& right nr pm tlege

"
When such

faci(i(ics comprise overhead c(cciricat (mnsmission (inc( of 150 kitms(t(s or morc. comp((ance «i(h (bc
rcquircmcn(s of Code ~s 56-46. t, as rcfcrcnccd herein. is also required.
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demonstrates that a transmission line may be needed by Appalachian to provide reliable electric

service to the public in its service territory. As set out in the Examiner's Report, the construction

of thc transmission linc will provide certain ancillary bcnclits as well. Finally, the 500 kV bus

extension may, therefore, also be needed to provide reliable electric service by Appalachian in its

Virginia service territory.

In its Order Denying Motion I'or Interlocutory Order as to Nccd, issued December 6,

l 994, in this procccding, thc Commission rcjccicd thc Company's request that it dctcrminc thc

need for the project before it determined thc appropriate route. The Commission adheres to its

earlier staled observation tha. ~ determination ol'nccd should not be made indcpcndcntly of thc

hcalih, safety and cnvironmcntal impacts of'thc proposed route. If'any I'urther procccdings result

in significant modilication ol'thc route rccnmmcndcd by thc Fxaminci, the Commission vrill

consider thc nccd lor, and thc health, safety and cnvironmcntal impacts of!hc transmission linc

construction on any altcrnatc route II'iirthcr study cannot improve the route, the Commission

may I'ind that thc public convenience and ncccssity requires thc issuance of thc certificates as

recoinmended by thc Examiner.

l3ascd upon the record bc!'orc us now, it appears that major additional transmission

capacity is needed to serve naiivc load customers in Appalachian's Central and Eastern region

service territory. Appalachian is a member of the American Electric Power ("AEP") system,

AEP has several operating subsidiaries in addition to Appalachian, and plaris its power generation

and transmission systems to serve ag the subsidiaries. Appalachian has not, therefore, enjoyed

complete autonomy to plan for mccting its native load on its own, but has been dependent on the

system planning of its parent. Over thc years, a combination ol'growth in Appalachian's service

territory and AEP's addition of'gcncrating capacity in other ol its operating companies'crvicc

territories has IcA Appalachian in thc position ol'being capacity dclicicnt ln I 989, for cxamplc

Appalachian had installed eneration capacity of'5,g59 MW, but had a supply resource

requirement'in excess of 7,200 MW 'urther, the vast bulk of Appalachian's generation

s Thai is, sufticicnt gcncmiion ru other resources io nicci ttic peak toad, plus a 2(p/~ rcscoc marptn.
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resources is situated in its Northern region of its service territory within West Virginia. Its 1989

capacity deficiency in the Central and Eastern regions, which include its Virginia service territory,

was over 4,300 MW. These deficiencies are projected to increase in coming years. AEP. at

present, plans no new capacity additions for Appalachian'until the year 2003, and those units will

add only 330 MW of generating capacity. For suAicient reasons, discussed below, Appalachian

determined that additional generation is not a reasonable solution to the capacity deficiency in its

Central and Eastern regions. Appalachian vrill continue to need substantial additional supply

resources in its Central and Eastern regions for the foreseeable future

Witnesses for the Coi,-;;any, the Staff and the Citizen Protestants addressed how best to

meet this deficiency, analyzing altcrnativcs that included rcinforcemcnt ol'existing transmission

facilitics, construction of additional gcncrating capacity, purchase of'power lrom other suppliers,

rc-powcring of cxiuing facilitics, increasing conservation and demand side management cA'ons,

and vaiious transmission scenarios Wc agree with thc Examiner's conclusion that, upon the

prcscnt state of thc record, construction of'thc proposed 705 k Y Iransmission linc best mccts

Appalachian's needs.

As noted, Appalachian currently has a substantial supply deficiency in its Central and

Eastern regions. Electrical needs in these regions are met by supply provided from the Northern

region over two 765 kV lines, one 345 kV line and six 138 kV lines.a Additionalty, Appalachian

operates numerous substations, subtransmission and distribution facilities. The evddence indicates

that, under the first contingency situation, all of these transmission facilities would be operating at

or near maximum capacities. Appalachian has expended considerable resources upgrading its

existing transmission facilities in order to delay thc need for a major new transmission project, but

the need for additional transmission capacity to provide reliable service to the Central and Eastern

regions, including the Virginia service territory, appears clear.

'xhibit sAM-2rx at Exhibit 3, p. 2, oranachcd 'virginia stale corporation commlstton Itccds ~t, 7G5

KV aod SOO KV Transmission Plan, Appalachian Pmicr Company" {the *Stone A. Webster Rqron )
a Qn a syatcmiwidc basis. AEp haa xuflicicnt gcocmting oatxKlty to supply Appalachian'a dorLtod
t Stone gt Webster Rcport, at 17.
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Transmission studies conducted by Appalachian, and reviewed by the StafFs consultants,

demonstrate that without the significant transmission enhancement provided by the proposed )ine,

by the winter of I 998-99 operation of existing facilities will become "dangerously inadequate,

with numerous serious line overloads and potentiagy catastrophically low voltages conditions.""

The Stone d2 Webster report stated:

When transmission Ioadings on several facilities exceed emergency

ratings and widespread low voltages occur al 138 k V and EHV
stations, the power system can become unstable. In load IIow

simulation studies, this situation will manilest itself'by the inability

of the computer to solve the load liow case, indicating a potential

blackout situation.

Line loadings in excess ol'emergency ratings can readily result in

massive equipmcnt failures, that in turn will lead to a scrics of
cascading outagcs that can produce a wide-scale blackout A utility

facing such contingcncics will, of course, resort to managed load
curtailment in order to avoid thc danger of uncontrolled cascading
outagcs. However, it must bc recognized that such «urtailmcnts

rcprcscnt a profound degradation of'service to its customers.

~Th i a~sr qysimulatc mi i n ii n gKri~ve

~rv aliv load were at m h P traI/Easter~nAr

~gg, i d~l'0 i i wcylgllll~a
:rattamiSSiO~Ste~t~rOSu2aeSLttrattatttiaaiStStmeieet.

h b i bl f ki h

dg'~vri

Thus, without substantial transmission improvcmcnts. severe consequences arc likely. The

necessary improvements, the evidence before us demonstrates, cannot come from continued

modification ofcxis!ing I'acilitics.

First, existing trarsmission lines in thc area are fully loaded and many of these simply

cannot easily be taken out of service for the extended periods nccdcd I'r replacing and upgrading

conductors, or rebuilding to higher voltage classes. Removal of'any ol'he lines for cxtendcd

to ld,at2rx" Id, at 27 (Emptiasis added)
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periods imposes additional stresses on those remaining in service as the power formerly carried by

the removed line liows over those remaining. While re-conductoring the existing lines would

provide relief for thermal loading problems, it would not ameliorate voltage stability problems.

Rebuilding the lines is in many instances impossible because additional rights-ot'-way cannot

realistica! ly be acquired.

Further, simply building additional 138 kV lines is not reasonable because a significant

number of such fines, all of which would have to be sited and which would require acquisition of

additional rights-ot'-way, would have to be built to provide the needed capacity. One 765 k V line

car. carry filteen times the electrical energy that can be carried by a l38 k V line." The aggregate

environmental impact of fifleen additional l38 kV lines, assuming ftAeen such routes could be

idcntilicd, can be expected to exceed significantly that of a single 765 kV line. Therefore, it is

apparent on this record that thc necessary transmission improvement can best be met by

construction of an extra-high voltage linc, as opposed io thc construction of numerous lower

voltage lines,

Appalachian also considered and rejected several other transmission options for such

construction before proposing thc current Wyoming-Cloverdale route. Each of the alternatives

proved ei!hcr to be more expensive, longer, less reliable, or more environmentally burdensome

than thc proposed route. For instance, Appalachian considered construction of a single 765 kV

transmission line I'rom its Ainos Substation in West Virginia to connect with cithcr its Matt Funk

or Cloverdale Substations in Virginia. These options were rcjectcd by the Company bccausc, in

part, they would be about 50 miles longer and impose greater environmental impacts than the

proposed route. Also, either of these lines would be at least $50,000,000 more expensive than the

proposed route. Similarly, Appalachian rcjectcd other single-linc transmission options because

they would not provide adequate capacity or required improvements in system reliability, or

because they would be subject to contingency overloads. Lines that would tcrminatc at Jacksons

ii Ex. BhP-2. Schedule 5, ai 6.
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Ferry or Lurich were rejected for these reasons. ts ln short, no other transmission solution

developed on this record is as advantageous as, let alone superior to, the proposed project in

terms of cost and environmental impact.

Several witnesses expressed a desirc that the capacity deficiency be resolved not through

the construction of the proposed transmission line, but through construction of additional

genera'.ion supply near the site of the system loads. However, the present record demonstrates

that there are no reasonable generation-based solutions to thc overall deficiency in Appalachian's

Central and Eastern regions. First, there are no independent producers, qualifying lacilities or

other utilitics to supply purchased power in quantitics suflicicnt to displace thc need for the

pre posed line. Further, none of thc utilitics to thc south of Appalachian will have spare capacity

to scil to Appalachian for the period over which thc transmission linc is cxpcctcd to render

scrviceaa Morcovcr, thcrc arc fcw availablc sites in Southwestern Virginia for base-loaded

generating plants, because of'a lack ol'adequate supply of'water, among other reasons." Even if

sites that physically could support a generating plant could bc found. there wouhl still be lhc nccd

to connect thcsc ncw plants to thc power grid with ncw transmission lines, to say nothing of thc

additional impact that such new gcncrating stations and lines would have on thc environment.

Additionally, as detailed at page 21 of the Examiner's Report, construction ol'generating capacity

suAicicnt to match thc capacity made available by the proposed transmission line would be

significantly morc expensive than the cost of constructing thc linc Thc problem is not a dearth of

available, modestly priced AEP generating capacity,'" but thc lack of'transmission capacity to

transfer the generated power into thc Company's Central and Eastern regions. Assuming the

continued availability of such capacity at rcasonablc rates, a transmission linc to serve

" Id Schcdulc 4.
i'd.. ai aa.
it An Appalachian siudy located only ouc site in Soii(ho est Virginia capable of supponing an QN) MIY ctxtt fired

poucr plant. Stone A tvcbstcr Rcpon, p.24. footnote //27.

i" Tlic embedded cost or capacity for thc AEp capacity cxccss compames mngcs from s25s/Kw io ssaa/Irw. (Ex.

CAS46, at 7l.l By comparison. (Iie Stone 4 Webster rcport concluded thai omx an!-fired gcocraiion cttxtcity

mould cost 5 la ts/Ktv {Stone /h Wcbstcr Rcpon, at 34.}
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Appalachian's customers appears to bc the most economical altcrnativc to meet the Company's

needs.

The Citizen Protestants maintained that demand-side management f"DSivf') programs and

conservation measures could combine with other generating and transmission improvements to

offset any need for additional transmission capacity to serve Virginia customers. Although the

Commission, like the l fearing Examiner, bclicves that the potential f'r peak demand and energy

reductions certainly exists and that greater peak demand and energy reductions may be realized,

the record does nnt support a finding that this potential, coupled with other generation and

transmission alternatives, ran reasonably be expected to displace the nccd for the proposed line.

Thc record dcmonstratcs that a major transmission cnhanccmcnt has been nccded since 1989. It

is unrealistic to believe that DSM can provide a major offset to all post-(989 load growth.

including that ycl lo bc cxprricnccd fn fact, as noted earlier, this linc enhances thc transfer

capability intn thc Central and Eastern regions by at least 9.'&0 MW, 'r and up to 2,000 MW,

depending on timely regional transmission reinforccmcnts made by other utilities " ff thc transfer

capability is only enhanced by 980 MW. DSM may svcll bc nccdcd to maintain supply reliability.

In any event, DSM is likely to bc nccdcd to augrncnt thc linc in order to prosadc reliable scrsacc to

Appalachian's Central and Eastern reyions over the long term

Thc proposed 765 k V transmission line would greatly rcducc transmission line losses that

are rcAcctcd in thc dctcrmination of Appalachian's capacity and energy rcquircmcnts. Mitigation

of these losses will serve tn decrease the Company's capacity and energy dcficicncics and

subsequent allocations ofcos( I'rom its AEP aAifiates The proposed line ssa'tl reduce

Appalachian's capacity deficiency by 63 to 67.3 MWrs through thc reduction of line losses and

have a comparable clTect on the Company's energy requirements Stone (k Webster estimated that

the reduction in losses would have a l 998 nct present value of'$278 migion to $323 million based

r a Ex, BMp-2, at 5 (.
'" Stone rk Webster report, at 4(
ro trt „,34

20150612-0018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/12/2015



on equivalent generating unit additions." ln essence, line loss savings produced by the line will

otfset much of its cost.

Construction of the proposed transmission line is also expected to produce ancillary

benefits," among which is an increase in Appalachian's ability to accommodate firm and economy

power sales to eastern markets. The Commission notes the increased interchange capability, but

any decision to approve this application will rest on improving Appalachian's ability to provide

reliable service to its own customers and to satisfy the public convenience and necessity of the

Commonwealth's ratepayers. We also note that the interconnection improvement will improve

Appalachian's ability to import power from outside its service territory, as well as to export power

to other markets, both of which can bcnelit Appalachian's customers.

Thc regional transfer capability of the proposed 765 k V line will vary, depending on

regional transmission reinforcements by other utiliticg. The Examiner noted, and wc agree, that

Appalachian should pursue arrangemcnts with other utilities in thc ECAR, PJM and VACAR

regions" t.i ensure that maximum transfer capability of this line is rcalind. Accordingly, we

direct the Company to submit to thc Commission a repetrt detailing thc regional transmission

reinforcements made since the closing of this record, thc anticipated transfer capability of the

proposed I' with these rein!orccmcnts, other planned reinforcements or improvements and the

estimated comple~'on dates of these additional reinforcements or improvements. and the

Company's efforts to ensure and encourage further regional reinforcements needed to maximize

the transfer capability of the proposed line.

+ id., Exhibit l6.
&t Thc linc iLsy cnablc Appalachian to fulfill thc goats established in Va. Code ss 56-t6 l 9 I to pnnsdc «heeling
scodec for po«cr gcncratcd by rttsslifydng facilitics and other nonutititics and sold to public utititics.

n Rcspcctiecly, thc East Central Area Reliability Coordination Agrccmcnt, thc pcnnssttania-Nc« tcmy-
Maryland po«er poot, and ihe Virginia-Carolina Area reliability subregion.
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Recommended Route

The Hearing Examiner recommended the approval of the Company's proposed route with

one minor exception. That deviation from the Company's proposed route, more fully described at

page 51 of,he Examiner's Report, would shiA the line approximately 2,500 feet north of the

proposed route where it crosses Route 62l in Craig County in order to minimize the line's impact

on the Appalachian Trail.

Following the submission of the Examiner's Report and the comments and exceptions

thereto, the Commissioner having administrative responsibility over utility regulation, together

with members of the Commission's Staff, and representatives of the Company and the Citizen

Protestants, overflcw the entire proposed route and the principal aftcrnative corridors by

hclicoptcr, walked portion» of the Appalachian Trail and inspcctcd the Carvin Cove area from the

ground. At a later date, the Commissioner and Staff mcmbcrs spent additional time driving along

roadways in the Sinking Creek Valley in Craig County and the Carvin Cove area in Roanoke and

Botctoun Countics, walking portions of thc proposed route, and viewing other locations alfccted

by the proposed route.

Based upon a rcvicw of the cntirc record, including thc briefs, the comments and

cxccptions, and the transcript of testimony, and dcpcnding on thc outcome of the further review

ordered herein, the route proposed by thc Company, with the modifications rccommcndcd by thc

Examiner and the mitigation measures to be more fully described later, may adequately meet the

requirements of Virginia Code & 56-46 I Thc Commission is of thc opinion, however, that thc

matter of the final route selection should bc further developed

No clcctric transmission line of this size can be constructed vithout substantial impact on

the environmen, but the route recommended by the Examiner may nteet the statutory directive to

reasonably minimize such impacts The Commission shares thc misgbings voiced by the

Examiner, howes cr, v ith regard to the proposed crossing of'inking Creek Vaf icy in Craig

County and is further concerned about thc proposed crossing of thc Camo Cove Rcscrvxtir.
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lessened. Al! alternatives considered shall be idcnrified, and any deemed feasible by the Company

shall bc described in detail.

The primary focus of the additional study is to determine»he(her thc v~ can be

avoided altogether, or at least crossed»ith minimal additional w'sual and cnvironmcn(al impact

using one of the existing rights of way In the event (hat these options prove inadvisable, the

s(udy should determine whether there arc, as thc visual inspections refcrcnccd earlier sccm to

indicate, other locations within the vagcy where the tdsual and environmental impacts of the line'

crossing can, because of the topography of the landscape or the presence of screening vegetation,

be diminished.

The o(hcr scc(ion of ihc recommended route that will be subject of ihe further study is the

portion ol'(hc linc proposed .'ross (hc Carvin Cove Reservoir. Thc Company is directed to

study further whcthcr thc line can be loca(cd along thc eastern side nf (hc reservoir utilizing the

existing rights of way thcrc Thc proposed rou(e departs from thc existing right of way at thc

southern cnd of thc reservoir and nms along its western side, which ncccssitatcs crossing thc

reservoir near thc public boat landing. The visual impac( of (his crossing is diAicu(t to overstate.

Thc Company is directed to consider alternatives that make usc of thc existing rights of way along

Green Ridge to thc cast of thc reservoir.

In conclusion. wc direct Appalachian to study whether improvements in the route in the

two specilic locations, or in the construction techniques to bc employed. could further rnitigatc

thc linc's impact on thc environment, and to file (he results of its study within 90 days of the

issuance date ol'this Order. Wc will further permit the parties and the StafF(o file comments on

the study not later tha» 6G days from thc date upon which Appalachian files thc study. Thereafter,

the Corimission will establish fur(hcr procedures, as dccmcd appropriate, based upon its

evaluation of the study and thc rcsponscs of the parties and Staff. (Vc are mindful that, should it

appear that consideration of a route significantly dilFcrent from the route described in the notice is

desirable, additional notice of thc new route tnust be published and in(crested parties in thc newly
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affected area must be a(Torded the same protection as those interested parties allected by the

route described in the original notice."

The Commission emphasizes again, however, that the route recommended by the

Examiner may be adequate to the requirements set forth in the Virginia Code, based upon the

record before us. In the event that the fur(her investigation and study ordered herein does not

result in the hoped-for improvements in mitigation of the impacts of the route, the Commission

may issue a final order approving the construction of'the line as recommended by the Examiner

~Mi(i iation Measures

In i(s testimony and exhibits supporting its proposed route, Appalachian idcntilicd a

number ol cnvironmcntal cunccrns and outlined specific mitigation measures the Company would

folloiv to avoid or reduce adverse impacts. The Commission recognizes Appalachian's systcma(ic

e(Tor(s to identil'y environmental problems and mitigation measures, as welf as those measures

identified md recommended by other participants in this proceeding Thc Company, through its

witnesses, has pledged to implement many of these mitigation measures

Thc Commission has carefully considcrcd all of the cvidcncc offered on measures intended

to avoid or to ehminate adverse environmental impact from construction and operation of the

765 kV transmis.:on linc. As we have stated in previous orders, thc Commission expects electric

utilitics subject to its jurisdiction to construct and operate all of (heir laciliiies in an

environmentally responsible manner. The Commission also expects electric utilitics to secure alt

necessary environmental approvals I'rom fedora( and state agencies and adhere strictly to

regulations, practices, and other directives front those agencies.

We will address mitigation in some detail in any (inat order authorizing rou(cs and issuing

amcndcd ccrtificatcs of public convenience and necessity. and thus dcl'er specific lindings and

directions at this time, As previously discussed, we anticipate receiving additional information on

the proposed tine. This addi(ional information may bring to light other mitiga(ion techniques

(e See, Code) 56-(G.(.
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that Appalachian should follow. Further, as previously noted, the U.S. Forest Service and other

agencies now plan to release their dralt environmental impact statement in April, 1996. This

document may suggest additional mitigation measures we would expect Appalachian to consider

and to adopt when warranted.

For the reasons stated above, (he Commission will defer further discussion of mitigation

measures until we address the subject in our final order.

lgtcndgd Bcncliis~fthe Ling

Since thc closing ol'the record hcrcin in 1993, the electric utility industry has undergone a

period of unpreccdcntcd upi "aval, beginning, in some respects, with thc passage of the Energy

Policy Act of 1992. Thc wholcsalc electricity markets arc changing and there have been calls for

legislative mcasurcs to rcstructurc the entire electric utility industry.

On March 29, 1995, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued its Notice of

Proposed Rulcmaking and Supplcmcntal Notice ol'Proposed Rulcmaking ("(hc rulcrnaking" or

"NOPR") in Dockcts RM95-g-000 and RM94-7-001. Thc NOPR, both a response to and a

catalyst of the industry restructuring now undcrivay. seeks to promote competition through open

access transmission and, il'adopted, would rcquirc clcctric utilities to file open access clcctric

transmission tariffs for comparable transmission services. These policies could impact existing

customers through thc reservation of transmission capacity and through transmission service

priorities and curtailments.

The rulemakir g r.ises a number of questions regarding the utilization ofelectric

transmission lines that have been or may be built to assure rcliablc scrvicc to existing customers.

We are concerned about the future use of thc proposed linc. which will have a significant impact

on the citizens of Virginia. The NOPR has thc potential of shifting a utility's focus from

traditional core businesses to bulk power markets. While revenues from off-system sales

currently serve to lower cost of service for the Company's ratepayers, overemphasis on what has
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traditionally been a small portion of'a utility's overall business could detract from service to

traditional native load customers. Moreover, changes in the organizational structure and

opcmtional aspects of an electric utility system can have potentially significant impacts on the

economic and operational benefits of a transmisst'on line. The Company, through its affiliation

with AEP, is well poised to take advantage of competitive bulk power markets and will in all

likelihood seek to capitalize on these new competitive opportunities.

The FERC rulemaking, and possible corporate changes, could create a number of

situations where utilities may be tempted to give secondary consideration to native load interests.

For example, the NOPR indicates that utilities ~ma include forecasts of retail loads in projections

of'availablc transmission A possible implication is, ol'course, tha( utilities may also exclude such

forecasts, Wc fully cxpcct AEP and Appalachian to include good faith projections of retail loads

in dctcrmining transmission capacity and to preserve control over and access (o suAicicnt capacity

lo serve its native load customers reliably across its long.term planning horizon.

Those companies, particularly AEP, have even morc recent(y raised ncw and additional

concerns regarding this application As no(cd earlier in (his Order, Appalachian is and has been

dependent on the system planning of AEP. The deployment of'generating and transmission assets

and the manner in which cost responsibility for those assets is distributed among Appalachian and

its sister operating subsidiaries of AEP has, ('r decades, been planned by AEP for thc operating

companies and governed by various inter-company agreemcnts. Thc Commission is concerned

that any revision to those agreements, or any planned or anticipated revision to the corporate or

operational relationships among the aAiliates, may affect the manner in which (he proposed line

will be opcratcd, hots the costs and bene(its of the proposed line wi(l be allocated, or both

There(ore, we direct the Company to explain how the public interest of its native load

customers will be protcctcd and how the linc will serve the purpose for which it is intended, from

an operational and economic pcrspcctivc. Thc response should include thc measures, if any, tha(

AEP and Appalachian will undertake to scck to ensure that the benefits of the line will be received

by Appaiachian's customers Wc also rcqucst that all other parties to this proceeding advise us of
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measures that can and should bc required before the line is approved. The Company is directed to

file, and the Staffand other interested parties are permitted to file, the requested response

regarding public interest protection measures within 60 days of the issuance date of this order.

Replies by any party (or StalI) to the comments of any other party (or Stag may be filed not later

than 60 days thercaAcr.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this Interim Order requires Appalachian to provide additional studies or

rcsponscs in three areas. Iirst, it is directed to rcport amual and possible improvcmcnts in thc

regional transmission rcinl'or-cmcnts alTccting the capacity of thc proposed linc; second, it is

dircctcd to rcvicw possible improvements in thc route I'r thc proposed line at Sinking Creek

Valley and Carvin Cove Rcscrvoir, and finally, it is dircctcd to provide a discussion of the

concerns expressed immediately above about thc usage and operation of thc proposed linc to

serve thc public intcrcst in light ol thc proposed changes in thc industry, including thc procccdings

in thc FERC open access transmission docket and possible future functional restructuring by AEP,

Accordingly, IT IS OR DERF D Tl IAT.

(I) With' o0 days of thc date of'this Interim Order, Appalachian shall file with thc Clerk

of thc Commission its studies on the route alternatives directed herein and shall simultaneously

serve one copy of all such studies on each party;

(2) Within 60 days of thc filing of the studies directed in Paragraph (I), the parties and

the Commission StaJmay file u~th thc Clerk of the Commission and serve onc copy on

Appalachian, thc other parties, and thc Staff, comments on thc studies ordered in paragraph (I);

(3) Within 60 days of the date ol'this Interim Order, Appalachian shall lilc with thc Clerk

of thc Commission its response regarding measures necessary to protect thc public interest in light

of the ongoing electric industry changes, and shall serve one copy on each party;
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(4) Within 60 days of the date of this Interim Order, the parties and the Commission Staff

may file responses regarding measures necessary to protect the public interest, and each party

(and StaA) who so files shall serve one copy on each other party;

(5) Within 120 days of the date of this Interim Order, Appalachian, the panies and the

Commission Staif may file reply comments to the responses submitted under Paragraphs (3) and

(4) above;

(6) Within 60 days ol'thc date of this interim Order, Appalachian shall file with the Clerk

of'thc Commission a rcport detailing the regional transmission reinforcements and improvements

and shall serve one copy on each party; and

(7) Thc parties may pursue &liscovcry on the issues raised herein, pursuant to the

Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, from thc date of this Interim Order.

AN ATTESTLD COPY I IL'REOF shall hc sent by thc Clerk of thc Commission to thc

I'ollowing: I l. Allen Glover, Esquire, and Cicorgc J.A. Clcmo, Esquire, Woods, Rogers Jk

Hazicgrovc, P.O. Box 14125, Roanoke, Virginia 24038-4) 25; William S, Bilenky, Esquire, 8133

Forest Hill Avenue, Suite 101, Richmond, Virginia 23235. William Damon, Forest Supervisor,

Jefferson National Forest, 5 162 Valtcypoint Parkway, Roanoke, Virginia 24019, James E.

Cornwall, Jr., Esquire, P.O. 13ox 694, Pulaski, Virginia 24031; Charles L. Williams, Jr., Esquire,

P.O. Box 1018, Roanoke, Virginia 24005; and, to the Commission's OAicc of General Counsel

and Division of'Energy Regulation.
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Ths Ross Sullulns

"'""",gCOJINT CONTROL

'040-70096 IIAY l 3 itiI 3: 8247
48001205.7820

Fasshnnu
400417%.2020
(00417&h7207

RKe
May 13, 1996

240 N. WashlnSton Avenue
Post Otttae Sou 004

Putasth Vtvtttnta 24201

Tetauhona
I0401 0000008
18001 00747002

Faaehnllr.
48401 Seth002 7

~HAND DELIVERY

William J. Bridge, Clerk
State Corporation Commission
Document Control Center
Tyler Building-First Floor
1300 East Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

RE: Application of Appalachian Power Company
Case No.: PUE910050

Dear Mr. Bridge:

In response to Appalachian Power Company's submittal of March I? 1996 Craig
County submits for filing an original and fifteen (15) copies of

1. General Comments Related to AEP March 12, 1996 Report to the Virginia
State Corporation Commission;

2. Documentation of Certain Intangible Elements of Cultural Heritage,
Folklife, and Living Culture: Cultural Attachment to Land in Craig
County, Virginia; and

3. C4tmments to AEP March 12, 1996 Report as to the Failure of AEP to
Include Analysis of Impacts on the New River in Virginia of Use of the
AEP-Preferred Corridor through Craig County for the Proposed 765KV
Line.

Craig County adopts these documents as its comments to the March 12, 1996
American Electric Power Report Related to American Electric Power Preferred
Corridor in Craig County.
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William J. Bridge, Clerk
May 13, 1996
Page 2

Thank you.

Very trul ours,

r I,Jr.

JEC/ndh

Enclosures

cc: Wayne N. Smith, Esq. (w/enclos.)
William H. Chambliss, Esq. (w/enclos.)
William S. Bilenky, Esq. (w/enclos.)
H. Allen Glover, Jr., Esq. (w/enclos.)
Charles L Wil!iams, Jr., Esq. (w/enclos.)
Mr. William Damon (w/enclos.)

002512ttn!312tLTRSCCJnc
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Cxrmmonhrenltf o~3fhrginim

PtÃte 'KII1PlltÃfllIII KIIIIIII1155TIIII

ICertify the FolkwingPom the &ecords of the Commission:

75eforegoing is a true copy ofa Setter of response dated %ay 13, 1996, relatil e

to Appalachian cpoloer Company in Case Number &PUK910050.

Nothing more is here6y certified.

Q

I/I

DPATIOy
9aI tge oo

I/I

IJ 0
w

PER II

1903

Signed and Seakd at richmond on this Bate:
9fay 12, 2015

Q poet X ceectt, Ckrtt of tti e Commission
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FRED CRAFT, CHAIRMAN
CRAIG CITY DISTRICT

CARL BAILEY, MEMBER
POTTS MOUNTAIN DISTRICT

KEITH DUNBAR, MEMBER
CRAIG CREEK DISTRICT

-& lI) ii

MARTHA MURPHY, VICE CHAIR
SIMMONSVILLE DISTRICT

JESSE SPENCE, MEMBER
NEW CASTLE DISTRICT

B CLAYTON "CLAY" GOODMAN III

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

COUNTY OF CRAIG
P.O. Box 308

New Castle, Virginia 24127
540-864-5010 Phone

540-864-5590 Fax

June 10, 2015

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
8888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Mountain Valley Pipeline LLC
Docket No. PF15-3-000

Dear Secretary Bose;

The Craig County Board of Supervisors (CCBoS) writes to request that the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that would allow
the County to actively participate in the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline project. The County believes its active participation will

contribute to a comprehensive EIS that thoroughly analyzes potential impacts to unique resources
within the County. We further believe that our active participation will ease some of our constituents
concerns about being marginalized in the initial phase of this process.

Proposed Alternate Routes 110, 110R, and 110J cross approximately 26 linear miles of Craig County.
The County is very concerned about the following issues as they relate to the construction, operation,
and maintenance of the proposed pipeline within the County: water quality/supply, John's Creek
Flood Control dams, cultural attachment, view shed impacts, non-native invasive plants, and effective
erosion and sediment control. These issues are critical to the County's environmental and economic
interests.

We propose an MOU that would clearly state that study of these issues within the County would be
conducted with full cooperation of the Craig County Board of Supervisors and that all necessary
independent consultants and study costs be paid for by the FERC and MVP. Since these studies are
important to the EIS in preparation for this project, the County respectfully requests that FERC and/or
MVP fund studies of these issues based on study plans developed in consultation with the County.
Our Citizens Advisory Committee includes a broad range of technical experts who are credentialed
and well-recognized in their disciplines (e.g., land conservation and management, forestry, erosion
and sediment control, aquatic and terrestrial ecology, engineering, etc.). We feel
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
June 10, 2015
Page 2

that these experts, who deal with these local issues regularly, can make significant contributions to
meaningful study design and analyses.

These studies would have significant benefit in defining the true impacts to not only Craig County, but

our neighboring counties as well. We urge the FERC to consider a team approach to conducting

these studies and to include the counties of Montgomery, Giles, and Roanoke in Virginia and Monroe
Co in West Virginia, as these counties also are directly impacted by the consideration of Alternate
Routes 110, 110R and 110J. Why should the people to be most impacted by this project not have a
significant role in these analyses?

Finally, we ask that the MOIJ include guidelines for cost recovery by the County for expenses that
have been imposed on us by the proposal of the MVP project. Other state and federal agencies have
such cost-recovery agreements in place, and we feel it is only equitable that County costs (e.g., to
provide information to MVP, analyze alternatives, etc.) be reimbursed by MVP. These activities have
been a burden on our county budget and taxpayers, and our citizens should not be expected to bear
these costs for a private corporation. We have seen no convincing evidence that this pipeline will

bring jobs, tax revenues in excess of new costs, or any other tangible benefits to our County and our
citizens, so it is unjust to ask our County to bear development costs for the potential pipeline.

Thank you for your special consideration of these requests. We look forward to a collaborative
relationship during the completion of the project EIS.

If you have any questions regarding this request, please contact my office by phone at (540) 864-
5010 or via email at clav.craiocotds.net .

Sincerely,

C.l
B. Clayt Goodman, III

County Administrator

cc: Craig County Board of Supervisors
Jim Cornwell, County Attorney
The Honorable Mark Warner
The Honorable Timothy Kaine
The Honorable Morgan Griffith

The Honorable Terry McAuliffe
The Honorable Stephen D. Newman
The Honorable Gregory D. Habeeb
Montgomery County Administrator
Giles County Administrator
Roanoke County Administrator
Monroe County Administrator
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