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Terry,

There's no problem rescheduling, but in a separate email, James indicated the call may still be on for today. Let
me know what works best for you all - either today or next week would be fine for me.

In the meantime, I've put together a response to the questions that were posed by NRC.

Carole Copeyon
Assistant Supervisor (Endangered Species)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Pennsylvania Field Office
315 South Allen Street, Suite 322
State College, Pennsylvania 16801-4850
814-234-4090, ext. 232

(See attached file: NRC questions_]02412. docx)

"Terry, Tomeka" <Tomeka.Terry(&nrc.gov>

"Terry, Tomeka"
<Tomeka.Terryvn rc.gov>

10/31/2012 11:51 AM

To"Carole Copeyon@fws.gov"
<Carole Copeyon@fws.gov>

cc"'JenniferKagel@fws.gov"' <'Jennifer Kagel@fws.gov'>,
"'Leigh, Kimberly D"' <Kimberly. Leighp~pnnl.gov>,
"Quinn-Willingham, Laura" <Laura.Quinn-
Willingham anrc.g ov>, "Kuntzleman, Nancy"
<Nancy.Kuntzlemananrc.gov>, "Mcdowell, Bruce K"
<Bruce.Mcdowell@pnnl.gov>, "Elliott, Amy H NAB"
<Amy.H.Elliott(2usace.army.mi1>

SubjectRE: Discussion points based on the revised Indiana Bat
Biological Evaluation and Management Plan (BEMP)

Carole,
1



Can we reschedule this meeting for next week? Laura is out of the office today.

From: Carole Copeyon~fws.gov [mailto:Carole Copeyon~fws.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2012 5:52 AM
To: Kuntzleman, Nancy
Cc: 'Elliott, Amy H NAB'; Mcdowell, Bruce K; Becker, James M; 'Jennifer_Kagel@fws.gov'; Leigh,
Kimberly D; Quinn-Willingham, Laura; Doub, Peyton
Subject: Re: Discussion points based on the revised Indiana Bat Biological Evaluation and
Management Plan (BEMP)

Hi Nancy,

I hadn't seen an email regarding the time and call-in information for the conference call today. Are
we still on for this discussion?

Carole
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NRC questions/observations in BLACK font
USFWS responses in RED font

Questions/observations for the FWS regarding the revised Indiana Bat
(Myotis sodalis) Biological Evaluation and Management Plan for the Bell
Bend Nuclear Power Plant Project, Luzerne County, Pennsylvania, dated
August 2012, prepared by Normandeau Associates, and submitted to PPL.

PPL has indicated that it intends on undertaking a new summer mist-netting survey in
2013, beginning about June 1. Based on the FWS February 2012 Draft Revised
Indiana Bat Summer Survey Guidance, which is not yet final, acoustic surveys are to be
done and only need be followed by mist-netting surveys if Indiana bats are detected
acoustically first. PPL conducted acoustic surveys along with mist-netting in 2008.
However, based on the original report and summary report written by PPL, it can't be
ascertained where exactly acoustic detectors were deployed and for how long during
the mist-netting study (it appears that two ponds [which could not be mist-netted], six
open areas [that were not the right habitat for mist-netting], and some sites in the actual
mist-netting areas were monitored acoustically). In addition, it appears that acoustic
equipment was used for the purpose of determining the overall level of bat activity
rather than conclusively determining the presence/absence of the Indiana bat. Based
on the FWS February 2012 Draft Revised Indiana Bat Summer Survey Guidance, it
appears that a more numerous sample size with appropriate acoustic equipment
(capable of recording bat calls that could be subsequently analyzed with a high degree
of certainty to determine Indiana presence/absence) would be required for the 2013
surveys. What is the status of FWS discussions with PPL regarding implementation of
the new guidance in planning acoustic monitoring for the 2013 surveys (that would meet
current regulatory requirements in terms of type of acoustic equipment used, equipment
calibration and testing, equipment deployment in the field, level of effort, data analysis,
etc.)?

The USFWS has not discussed the 2013 surveys with PPL, but they were copied on our
May 7, 2012 letter to NRC regarding the need for these surveys. The USFWS has
proposed to put the revised Indiana bat survey guidance out for public comment via a
Federal Register notice in the fall or winter of 2012. Until this guidance undergoes
review and is finalized, the USFWS is recommending that project proponents continue
to use the current mist-net survey protocol. If the acoustic protocol is finalized before
the 2013 survey season, it would be prudent to implement both mist-net and acoustic
surveys. Rationale - if the acoustic survey detects Indiana bats, the project proponent
will not know whether this represents a maternity colony unless a female or juvenile is
captured via a mist-net survey.

PPL states that currently its preferred mitigation alternative is a financial contribution to
the Indiana Bat Conservation Fund. Due to the Service's expressed requirement to put
all mitigation lands under a permanent conservation easement, PPL is currently
reconsidering potential future uses (see footnote 3 on page 32 in the revised BEMP).
PPL's alternative mitigation option would be a total of 581 acres of reforestation, natural
succession, and conservation. PPL notes that its mitigation approach could change



depending on further discussions with the Service (see PPL response to Terrestrial
Ecology request for additional information TE-44 in PPL cover letter that accompanied
the BEMP) and the results of the 2013 surveys (see footnote 2 on page 30 in the
revised BEMP). What is the status of discussions with PPL regarding mitigation? What
are the advantages/disadvantages of both mitigation options?

The USFWS has not discussed mitigation with PPL recently. We understand they have
concerns about encumbering PPL lands with permanent conservation easements, and
the USFWS has no objection to PPL mitigating for forest impacts using the IBCF, as
proposed in Appendix D of the BEMP.

On-site forest conservation provides for compensation immediately adjacent to the
impacted forest, but habitat compensation via the IBCF can optimize the location of
conserved lands where it will have the greatest benefit to Indiana bats in Pennsylvania.
Also, the conservation benefit would be realized much sooner via the IBCF as lands
would be purchased and permanently protected within 5 years of the deposit, while
reforested areas on-site would not provide high-quality habitat for at least 30 to 50
years. If PPL chooses to implement the alternative habitat compensation method
(Appendix E), they will need to permanently protect these lands via a 3 rd party
conservation easement (Appendix E should be modified to reflect this). Such an
easement is subject to USFWS review and approval, as is the Indiana bat management
plan associated with the easement.

As it stands now in the BEMP, there is a preferred and alternative habitat mitigation
option. However, in the BA that will be submitted to initiate formal consultation, PPL will
need to clearly identify and commit to the actual compensation method (either IBCF or
Appendix E). We need to know which option will actually be implemented to write the
BO.

The number of acres of forest habitat rendered unsuitable for Indiana bat occupation by
fragmentation depends upon the basis and methods used to calculate fragmentation.
PPL used a capture distance of foraging bats from forest edge of 1000 feet (within
which 97% of foraging bat relocations occurred in the Stantec et al. 2010 study) and a
maternity roost forest patch size of 1.7 acres (smallest isolated forest patch that has
supported a maternity roost, documented in Brack 2006 [however, the 2007 FWS BiOp
for the Ohio Department of Transportation considers 100 ac to be the minimal size that
would support a maternity roost]) to calculate the number of acres of forest affected by
fragmentation, resulting in 2.8 ac (delineated in Figure 3). Alternatively, PPL assumed
that all suitable forest blocks within the central area of the proposed power plant would
at least be temporarily affected by worker presence, machinery, and lights, and
performed another calculation with no replicable numeric basis that resulted in 129.3
acres that would be temporarily or permanently affected by fragmentation (see Figure
4). However, the 129.3 acres include many parcels on the east and northeast ends of
the BBNPP site (east of the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station [SSES]) that are well
beyond the area of disturbance depicted in Figure 1. Thus, the numeric basis for the
calculation is unclear, as is why many of the isolated parcels outside the area of
disturbance are part of the forest fragmentation results. Further, it is unclear whether
the isolated areas in Figure 4 also include those adjacent to and/or occupied by
transmission lines and switchyards, vehicle and rail access ways (including bridges),



storm water management facilities, utility pipeline corridors, and ancillary facilities that
will be subject to ongoing maintenance activities that allow for only limited vegetative
cover. Given that there appears to be no generally accepted basis (forest patch size for
summer roosting or fall roosting during swarming, foraging distance from forest edge,
travel between roosting and foraging areas, etc.) for calculating the effects of forest
fragmentation for the Indiana bat, and no standard minimum forest patch size or
separation distance, what should the forest patch size and separation distance be for
conservatively but reasonably calculating the number of acres affected by
fragmentation? Are there any peculiarities to the species' habitat needs in
Pennsylvania that might shed light on this question?

* A possible basis for calculating the effects of fragmentation might be that
Indiana bats that commute between roosting and foraging areas typically use
travel corridors with trees (2007 FWS BiOp for the Ohio Department of
Transportation and 2007 FWS Draft Recovery Plan). Thus, any forest parcel
onsite that would not be connected to another via a tree line due to project
construction or operation would be considered unsuitable for use by the
species (i.e., such parcels without a connecting tree line would not be suitable
for use as foraging areas, negating the need to use foraging distance as a
basis for calculating fragmentation, as was done by PPL), and would be used
to calculate the number of acres affected by fragmentation. Would this
represent a more reasonable method for calculating fragmentation?

This is a situation where a combination of literature, PA-specific habitat preferences,
and project-specific impacts need to be considered to determine the likelihood of
Indiana bats using forest parcels that are isolated or fragmented by forest loss, forest
degradation, construction/maintenance impacts, and long-term landscape changes. In
PA, Indiana bats tend to use habitat parcels that are connected and larger than the 1.7
acres documented in the highly fragmented landscapes of Indiana and Ohio. Based on
the construction maps in Appendix B, I would concur with the depiction of "isolated
forest fragments" in Figure 4. There will be so much construction disturbance and
habitat alteration during and after project implementation, that Indiana bat use of these
isolated forest fragments will be unlikely. The rate at which Indiana bats are displaced
from these parcels will vary, based on construction sequencing, as well as the proximity
and type of disturbance. However, by the end of project construction, I would expect
there to be a low likelihood of Indiana bat occupation of the isolated forest fragments.

I agree with your observation that isolated forest fragments in the NE portion of the map
(Fig 4) should not be counted against the current project. Isolated forest fragments that
can be attributed to this project include those in the western half of the project area, as
well as those within and adjacent to Phases 5 and 7 in the eastern half of the project
area. This roughly corresponds to the action area, as shown in Fig. 2, but may extend
beyond action area limits where a forest block outside the action area has been isolated
by forest loss or fragmentation within the action area.

PPL's action area for the project is the BBNPP site encompassed by a 200-foot buffer
that would contain noise effects from construction. This action area was used by PPL in
its cumulative effects discussion. The BBNPP site occurs within 10 miles of three
hibernacula. Thus, individuals from each hibernaculum may be affected by the project,



based on the necessary assumption that the species uses suitable forest habitat within
10 miles of each hibernaculum. Based on this, it appears that the area considered in
the cumulative effects discussion, which includes not only the effects of the project but
the future effects of other non-Federal actions on the same segment of the Indiana bat
population, should be the area within 10 miles of each hibernaculum, or any area
roughly corresponding to a 20-mile radius from the BBNPP site. Would this represent a
more reasonable area for the cumulative effects discussion?

The action area as shown in Fig 2 is probably appropriate, as it does seem to include
"all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely the
immediate area involved in the action" (Glossary, Section 7 ESA handbook). My only
recommendation would be to extend the action area slightly along Phases 5 and 7 to
reflect forest fragmentation and isolation resulting from these Phases.

Your observation is correct that the effects of the action on the species will extend
outside the identified action area, as the affected bats would be expected to hibernate
several miles from the proposed project. However, this does not necessitate expanding
the action area several miles to include the 3 hibernacula and their associated
swarming areas. Effects will be analyzed at both scales in the USFWS BO - 1) the
scale of impacts to Indiana bats that may be using forests in the action area, and 2) the
scale of impacts to the hibernating populations to which these bats belong. We don't
necessarily need to expand the action area to get at the broader effects.

In the revised BEMP, Section 7.4, the eighth bullet mentions protection or creation of
forested travel corridors linking forest blocks in the north and south of the site. The
paragraph that follows in the BEMP indicates that this refers to Walker Run and along
the Susquehanna River. However, there is also a large block of forest onsite located
north of SSES (Figure 9) that connects the Walker Run and Susquehanna River
corridors. Should protection of this large block of forest also be considered by PPL?

I asked PPL to consider permanent protection of this large forest block, but they do not
want to encumber this area as they may need it for future development.

In Appendix D (Calculation Sheet for Indiana Bat Habitat Conservation), Table 1, PPL
uses the swarming habitat loss multiplier of 1.0 (for a P4 hibernaculum) for all 363 acres
of potential impact. A P4 hibernaculum has < 50 individuals and a P3 hibernaculum has
50-1000 individuals. Since there are two confirmed P4 hibernacula (Dogtown mines
and Pend Wind Hazelton 09) and one possible P3 hibernaculum (Glen Lyon Anthracite
Mine) within 10 miles of the BBNPP site, wouldn't a swarming habitat loss multiplier of
1.5 (in Table 1) be more appropriate? Also, potential summer habitat exists onsite (per
the roost tree study results), which has a multiplier of 0.5 in Table 1; however, PPL did
not include this.

The multiplier of 1.0 is appropriate as we do not have confirmed counts to substantiate
Glen Lyon being a P3 hibernaculum. Our best estimate is that this hibernaculum may
support 50-100 Indiana bats, but the Priority ranks are based on actual rather than
estimated counts. The "potential summer habitat" multiplier of 0.5 is only applied in
areas that are not known to be swarming or maternity habitat. In this case, the subject
area is known swarming habitat around known Indiana bat hibernacula.



In Appendix E #2 (Reforestation specifications), do the generically referred to exfoliating
bark species in item lb come from the tree species list for the Indiana bat referred to in
la?

I'm not sure. It would be prudent to include a tree species list to avoid confusion.

TREE SPECIES LIST FOR INDIANA
Acer rubrum red maple
Acer saccharum sugar maple
Carya cordiformis bitternut hickory
Carya glabra pignut hickory
Carya laciniosa shellbark hickory
Carya ovata shagbark hickory
Carya tomentosa mockernut hickory
Fraxinus americana white ash
Fraxinus nigra black ash
Fraxinus pennsylvanica green ash
Platanus occidentalis sycamore
Popu/us deltoides eastern cottonwoo
Quercus a/ba white oak
Quercus coccinea scarlet oak
Quercus prinus chestnut oak
Quercus rubra northern red oak
Quercus velutina black oak
Robinia pseudoacacia black locust
Sassafras albidum sassafras
Ulmus Americana American elm
Ulmus rubra slippery elm

BAT HABITAT RESTORATION

In Appendix E #5 (Management Guidelines for Habitat Conservation Lands), should
implementation of the Danger Tree Policy in #2 also apply to reforested and natural
succession lands when they attain maturity?

Yes. In addition, part 5 of Appendix E would require some modifications if these lands
were put under a permanent conservation easement and counted as compensatory
mitigation for project impacts. Both the conservation easement and associated
management plan can take quite some time to develop.


