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From: Pate, Viki J.
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2008 3:29 PM
To: AL REDDING; amcbride@preserveala.org; acampbell@webshoppe.net; lamarsumerlin1

@charter.net; jlyons9172@charter.net; Barbara Young (mayor@alexandercityal.gov); Betty 
Carol Graham (bcgraham@cacc.edu); Gardner, William S. (WSGARDNE@southernco.com); 
margej@charter.net; bbbillm@comcast.net; Bill Mims (wmims6084@mysylacauga.com); Bill 
Pearson (bill_pearson@fws.gov); Bo Burks (bo.burks@us.army.mil); 
robert.a.allen@us.army.mil; Bob Huffaker (bob.huffaker@dcnr.alabama.gov); 
rprince@cewsa.com; banckersen@bellsouth.net; Brad.Williams@psc.alabama.gov; Brian 
Barr; Brian Hayes (JBHAYES@southernco.com); Bryant Celestine (histpres@actribe.org); 
byronpam@yahoo.com; info@alamarine.org; cwsbuilder@aol.com; Calvin Johnson 
(calvinjohnson1@charter.net); Carl Scardina (cscardina@charter.net); Carl Thompson 
(ccthompson@comlinkinc.net); cshaw@cewsa.com; sutwiley@aol.com; Charles A. and 
Catherine Browne (charlesabrowne1@bellsouth.net); Charles Borden (jcborden39@cs.com); 
cdarwin2000@bellsouth.net; cefranz@charter.net; Charles Walker (chaswalk@charter.net); 
cgoodman@adem.state.al.us; Chris.Greene@dcnr.alabama.gov; Charles B.Ogburn; Chuck 
Sumner (lewis.c.sumner@sam.usace.army.mil); Cindy Laport (claporte@comlinkinc.net); 
Cindy Lowry (clowry@alabamarivers.org); Cindy Lowry (programs@alabamarivers.org); 
clay@ragsdalellc.com; Clemie Brown (clemie.brown@adeca.alabama.gov); Connie Fromby 
(fmbyfo@aol.com); Cosby Woodruff (cwoodruff@gannett.com); Dale Liesch 
(dale.liesch@alexcityoutlook.com); Damon Lee Abernethy 
(Damon.Abernethy@dcnr.alabama.gov); Dave Commander 
(dcommander@russelllands.com); drheinzen@charter.net; bjohnson@harborpointe.net; 
David Currie (davidpcurrie@bellsouth.net); David Winsor (shugorbear@charter.net); Davis & 
Georgia Gardner (davegardner@mindspring.com); Deb Kennelly (j.kennelly@charter.net); 
Debra Nigh (djnigh@bellsouth.net); dbronson@charter.net; dotanddon1@charter.net; Don 
Dunnivan (JeffDunnivan@windstream.net); Don Harper (harperclan@numail.org); Don 
Hawkins (donhawkins2@gmail.com); Don Killingsworth (killrbit@bellsouth.net); 
dmcclellan@cacc.cc.al.us; dougs@merchantcapital.com; Dow Johnston 
(dow.johnston@adeca.alabama.gov); Dow Johnston (water@adeca.alabama.gov); 
JNDDUKES@charter.net; Edie Fuller (edie@frlm.com); elawrence1184@charter.net; 
Elizabeth Brown (ebrown@preserveala.org); bettyhayes@hughes.net; Ellen McCoy 
(vengram@bellsouth.net); Elwilda32012@aol.com; elawson47@yahoo.com; ericha.shelton-
nix@dcnr.alabama.gov; frclement@aol.com; Frances Allred (fallred@comlinkinc.net); 
Franceslong1@charter.net; Horn, George F. (GFHORN@southernco.com); 
fal@adem.state.al.us; Gary  Woodsmall; 'gary.moody@dcnr.alabama.gov'; 
gene.davenport@yahoo.com; gmumsu@aol.com; gzorn; gjobsis@americanrivers.org; 
gbaker@cacc.cc.al.us; grich@cacc.cc.al.us; harry-b@charter.net; 
careymullican@charter.net; bpatterson@elmore.rr.com; JackieFugate@aol.com; Jackie 
Stearns (jstearns@elmore.rr.com); Janice.Hamilton@psc.alabama.gov; saidlje@auburn.edu; 
jeft@charter.net; j.kennelly@charter.net; Jeff_Powell@FWS.gov; Jeff Leep; jerrybynum2
@charter.net; Jerry Sailors (cariainc@bellsouth.net); Jesse Cunningham 
(jessecunningham@msn.com); Janckersen@bellsouth.net; jcofield@hughes.net; 
alcondir@aol.com; Pipeliner1@charter.net; Jim Lyons (jlyons9172@att.net); 
jmi@adem.state.al.us; jrobinson2536@charter.net; jimatherajacobs@charter.net; Jimmy 
Lanier (jjlanier@windstream.net); jcomo@bellsouth.net; Jody Waites 
(jody.waites@adeca.alabama.gov); Joe.Addison@dcnr.alabama.gov; jfaulk@elmoreco.org; 
campchaos@yahoo.com; John Morgan (johnm@grosouth.com); John Richardson 
(johnerich@hughes.net); saidlje@auburn.edu; jseebach@americanrivers.org; John and 
Robbie Triplett; johnny.f.dunn@smithbarney.com; jimmydelamar1@charter.net; 
jdedel@bellsouth.net; Judy Takats (judytakats@bellsouth.net); Karen Pearce 
(kpearce@coosanews.com); KADEAL@southernco.com; ken.macallister@auburnalum.org; 
Kenneth S. Boone (kenneth@kennethboone.com); Kim Price 
(kim.price@thewetumpkaherald.com); Kristi Bush (kristi_bush@yahoo.com); Larry Brantley 
(larrybrantley@bellsouth.net);  (Lee.Emery@ferc.gov); lsjehle@yahoo.com; 
LS@ADEM.STATE.AL.US; margej@charter.net; mgedel@bellsouth.net; 
markdinan@bellsouth.net; alamarpol@yahoo.com; Mark Peevy (mpeevy1@windstream.net); 
Griffin, Marshall D. (MDGRIFFI@southernco.com); mwagoner@charter.net; Mary Downes 
(dond39@charter.net); campbell@webshoppe.net; Matt Pick (tmpconst@bellsouth.net); Matt 
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To: Rice (mrice@americanrivers.org); mmann@cacc.edu; Michael.J.Eubanks@us.army.mil; 
Oakley, Mike (JMOAKLEY@southernco.com); corvet11@yahoo.com; Mimi Leisy Rush 
(mrush@russelllands.com); 'nick.nichols@dcnr.alabama.gov'; 
nikki@lakemartinmagazine.com; OHEMBRY@bellsouth.net; P. E. D. WRE Xing Fang Ph. D. 
(xing.fang@auburn.edu); mraasjp@yahoo.com; ptcpam@aol.com; 
pjmdani@southernco.com; pak4@mindspring.com; pat_morris@gspnet.com; Paul Aehnlich 
(pca2@charter.net); Paul Davis (pauldavis@bellsouth.net); PE SECB Chuck Singley 
(Chuck.Singley@ssainc.com); penny@bfpa.us; Penny Fork (mpfork@bellsouth.net); 
parnold11@charter.net; wallinder@adph.state.al.us; prescott.brownell@noaa.gov; 
rjsmithmd@yahoo.com; ChiefRalph@bellsouth.net; Ramon Lowry (rajelowry@charter.net); 
raymondpollard@bellsouth.net; Ray Roton (rroton@knology.net); Reuben Thornton 
(reubenad4r@hotmail.com); Hanks, Rhett (RHANKS@southernco.com); 
rick.claybrook@dcnr.alabama.gov; TurnerR@meridianrail.com; info@lmaar.org; Rob Grant 
(rob.grant@adeca.alabama.gov); robhouston@elmore.rr.com; rtwigg@bellsouth.net; Robert 
Spratling (robert_sprat@hotmail.com); rondalisa@hotmail.com; Roy McCauley 
(rmcauley@alaforestry.org); swra@charter.net; ssancway@aol.com; 
sunger@dailyhome.com; Stacye.Hathorn@preserveala.org; Stan.Cook@dcnr.alabama.gov; 
Steve Forehand (sforehand@russelllands.com); steve.rider@dcnr.alabama.gov; 
sspeaks@lespeaks.com; Susan.Parker@psc.alabama.gov; Terry Burke (terryburke1
@charter.net); Terry Parker (tparker@russelllands.com); futratd@auburn.edu; 
tlcoley@bellsouth.net; Tom Clements (tfc_2@bellsouth.net); Tom Lamberth 
(tlamberth@russelllands.com); Tom Littlepage (Tom.Littlepage@adeca.alabama.gov); 
tlynch@watersystems.com; spicertj@mindspring.com; Tommy Abernathy 
(asilakemartin@charter.net); Tommy Barnes (lbarnes33@charter.net); travisfinc@aol.com; 
wbsteve@bellsouth.net; whhopson@southernco.com; Wayne Carroll (bcarroll829@aol.com); 
Wayne Freeman (annfreeman43@charter.net); rwsewell@yahoo.com; 
wdenton@comlinkinc.net; wjones@uasystem.ua.edu; williambrown1@charter.net; 
WHAYNES3964@charter.net; synergy@lakemartin.net; WoodrowBarnes@Westminster.Net

Cc: Crew, James F.
Subject: Martin Relicensing FERC filings and meeting notice

Attachments: 111708 Martin Study Plan filing package.pdf; 111708 Martin AIR filing.pdf

Martin Stakeholder,

Attached are two documents that were filed with the FERC today.  The first filing consists of the 21 
proposed study plans for the Martin Dam Project.  Please take note the next meeting scheduled to 
discuss these study plans with FERC is scheduled for January 7, 2009 in Alexander City at the Betty 
Carol Graham Center.

111708 Martin 
Study Plan filin...

The second filing is Alabama Power's response to FERC's October 3, 2008 letter requesting 
additional information.

111708 Martin AIR 
filing.pdf (...

We appreciate your continued participation in the Martin Relicensing effort.

Sincerely,
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Viki J. Pate
Support Specialist, SR
Hydro Relicensing
Phone: (205) 257-2211
Cell:  (205) 919-6092
Fax:  (205) 257-1596
Email:  vjpate@southernco.com
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value component, the study area is all shoreline property, defined as property that abuts Lake 
Martin at summer pool level (491 ft msl), from the dam to Irwin Shoals.  For the lake-related 
business component, the study area will be limited to the three counties surrounding the Project 
(Coosa, Elmore, and Tallapoosa Counties). 
 
6.0 PROPOSED METHODOLOGY 
 

This study will be completed by one of a select group of experts who were sent a request 
for proposal (RFP) on October 21, 2008.  Based on the response of the selected expert, this 
section will include a summary of the proposed methodology.  At a minimum, the methodology 
will include: 
 

• A recreational user survey focused on calculating total recreational use of the 
Lake, recreational user characteristics (e.g., county of residence, activity, 
shoreline property owner, etc.), expenditure profiles for recreationists, and effects 
of the duration of summer pool levels and level of winter pool on recreational use; 

• A shoreline property owner survey focused on characteristics of the shoreline 
property owner and their property, value of the property, and effects of the 
duration of summer pool levels and level of winter pool on shoreline property 
values; 

• A business owner survey focused on characteristic of businesses, business 
activity, and effects of the duration of summer pool levels and level of winter pool 
on business activity; and 

 
Variations to the methodology are contingent upon the justification given in the RFP 

response. 
 
7.0 CONSISTENCY WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED SCIENTIFIC PRACTICE 
 

It is expected that the person or entity chosen based on the response to the RFP will 
provide sufficient detail in their response to demonstrate consistency with acceptable scientific 
practice. 
 
8.0 PRODUCTS 
 

A draft report will be distributed to the MIG 3 for review and comment.  A final report 
will be provided as part of the license application that will include a PDF copy of the 
literature/citations used in the report. 
 
9.0 SCHEDULE 
 

This schedule is draft and APC intends to develop a formal schedule with MIG 5 
members upon final FERC approval of the study. 
 

APC files Final Study Plan ....................................................................November 2008 
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APC request proposals for completion of study ....................................November 2008 
Anticipated FERC Approval........................................................................... May 2009 
MIG 3 Meetings...........................................................................May 2009 – Fall 2010 
Data Collection ...........................................................................May 2009 – May 2010 
Draft Report ..............................................................................................Summer 2010 
Final Report ..................................................................................................... Fall 2010 

 
10.0 LEVEL OF EFFORT AND COST 
 

APC estimates the cost of conducting the study, including consultation with the MIG 3, 
will be approximately $500,000. 
 
11.0 REFERENCES 
 
Fishery Information Management Systems.  1997.  Potential Impacts of Water Diversion on 

Recreational Use and Economic Values Associated with Six Alabama Reservoir Systems, 
Volume 6: The Martin Reservoir System.  ADECA-OWR-97-07.  Alabama Department 
of Economic and Community Affairs, Montgomery, AL. 

Kleinschmidt.  2008.  Martin Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 349): Recreation Use Report.  
Kleinschmidt Associates, Pittsfield, ME. 
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STUDY PLAN 13 – SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
 
1.0 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF STUDY 

 
Alabama Power Company (APC) intends to develop and implement a Shoreline 

Management Program (SMP) for the Martin Project that will identify project land uses and 
project land use classifications, determine Lake Martin shoreline management policies, reiterate 
the permitting program regulations, and establish and promote best management practices around 
Lake Martin.  APC intends to file this Program with its final license application for Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) approval. 
 
2.0 RELEVANT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT GOALS 

 
The FERC is responsible for issuing licenses for the construction, operation, and 

maintenance of non-federal hydropower projects.  APC, as Licensee, is responsible for operating 
and maintaining its FERC-licensed projects in accordance with the license requirements and 
project purposes (i.e., power generation, public recreation, environmental protection, aesthetic 
values, etc.).  Consistent with these license responsibilities, a Licensee may authorize specific 
uses and occupancies of the project reservoir shoreline that are not related to hydroelectric power 
production or other project purposes.  These land and water uses are typically referred to as 
"non-project uses.”  These “non-project uses” typically require a permit from APC before 
development and construction take place.  Examples of “non-project uses” include boat docks, 
seawalls, rip-rap, excavation, etc. 
 

Currently, shoreline management at the Martin Project is guided by the existing 
Comprehensive Recreation Plan and APC’s permitting program.  Through early consultation 
with Martin stakeholders, and APC’s desire to have a consistent SMP for all of it’s FERC 
projects, APC has identified several draft goals for the proposed SMP at the Martin Project.  
These goals are: 
 

1) Provide for reasonable public access; 
2) Protect fish and wildlife habitat; 
3) Protect cultural resources; 
4) Protect operational needs; 
5) Facilitate compliance with appropriate license articles; 
6) Protect water quality; 
7) Reduce erosion; 
8) Minimize scenic impacts; 
9) Guide shoreline development. 

 
It is expected that each of these goals will include measurable objectives to determine if 

the long-term goals are being met. 
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3.0 BACKGROUND AND EXISTING INFORMATION 
 
APC’s existing Comprehensive Recreation Plan for the Martin Project will provide the 

backbone for the proposed SMP.  The land classifications for project lands in this Plan are: 
 
• 30 ft. Buffer - a control strip of land along the shoreline in certain areas of the 

reservoir; 
• Potential Residential - where lots for cottage construction can be developed by 

Alabama Power Company and made available to the public under highly 
restrictive lease provisions; 

• Natural Undeveloped - to remain in an undeveloped state and serve as buffer 
zones around public recreational areas, protection to environmentally sensitive 
shoreline areas, means for preventing the overcrowding of partially developed 
shoreline areas, means for maintaining the natural aesthetic qualities of certain 
highly visible areas, nature study trails, and areas for primitive camping activities; 

• General Public Use - reserved for the development of parks, boat ramps, 
concessionaires’ facilities and other recreational facilities open to the public; 

• Quasi Public Recreation - lands leased to quasi-public organizations as needed for 
public use facilities; 

• Prohibited Access - to protect visitors from hazardous areas and to prevent 
damage to operational facilities; and 

• Existing Commercial Recreation - existing concessionaire-operated public 
marinas and recreational areas that provide a wide variety of recreational services 
to the public on a fee basis 

 
APC has also prepared and presented to stakeholder their initial proposal to revise the 

land classifications at the Martin Project and identified several areas where project lands are 
proposed to be reclassified. 
 

Additional existing information that will help guide the process includes: 
 

• Alabama Power Company.  2005.  Coosa River Project Shoreline Management 
Plan.  Alabama Power Company, Birmingham, AL.  (This SMP is pending FERC 
approval). 

• Alabama Power Company.  2005.  Warrior River Project Shoreline Management 
Plan.  Alabama Power Company, Birmingham, AL.  (This SMP is pending FERC 
approval.) 

• Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  2001.  Guidance for Shoreline 
Management Planning at Hydropower Projects.  Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 
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4.0 PROJECT NEXUS 
 
The nexus to the Project is the FERC project boundary.  FERC also requires most 

hydroelectric projects under its jurisdiction to develop and implement a Shoreline Management 
Program. 
 
5.0 STUDY AREA AND STUDY SITES 

 
The study area for this issue would include APC-owned lands within the FERC project 

boundary for the Martin Project.   Additional lands may be incorporated into the Project 
boundary if they are necessary to meet the proposed goals of the SMP. 
 
6.0 PROPOSED METHODOLOGY 

 
The general methodology for development of the SMP will involve consultation with 

MIG 4 members.  Initially, APC proposes to accept comments on the proposed land 
reclassifications (APC presented these proposed changes at the September 2007 MIG 4 meeting).  
With comments received, APC will begin to develop a “straw man” of the SMP with MIG 4 
input.  This “straw man” will provide the basis for further development of the SMP. 
 

The detailed process for developing the SMP will be as follows: 
 

1) Meet with MIG 4 members to discuss the proposed changes in the land 
classification maps (e.g., one on one meetings, site visits to areas of proposed 
changes, etc.) and review the steps in developing a SMP (the “straw man” will be 
provided at this point); 

2) Develop BMPs and how they would apply to the different land classifications; 
3) Review the Martin Guidelines for Shoreline Permitting; discuss proposed 

modifications; 
4) Review, modify (if applicable), and incorporate the Aquatic Nuisance Vegetation 

and Vector Control Program; 
5) Develop APC policies for Martin (i.e., dredging, primitive camping, etc.); 
6) Develop a Draft plan for stakeholder review and comment; 
7) Develop a Final plan for FERC approval. 

 
In addition to the aforementioned methodology for the SMP, APC will also review other 

relicensing studies (e.g., RTE study, wildlife plan, water quality, etc.) and integrate results, as 
appropriate, into the SMP. 
 
7.0 CONSISTENCY WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED SCIENTIFIC PRACTICE 

 
Development of the SMP will follow general consultation guidelines in the Integrated 

Licensing Process. 
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8.0 PRODUCTS 
 
A draft and final SMP will be developed in consultation with and assistance from the 

MIG 4.  APC is proposing the following general sections to be included in the SMP: 
 

• Glossary and Commonly Used Acronyms; 
• Purpose and Goals of the SMP; 
• Shoreline Management Policies; 
• Shoreline Management; 

o Shoreline Classification; 
o Shoreline Management Policies; 
o APC’s Permitting Program; 

• Aquatic Nuisance Vegetation and Vector Control Program; 
• Implementation and Review. 

 
A draft SMP including maps (both hard copy and electronic) will be provided to the MIG 

4 for review and comment.  Once comments are addressed, a final SMP will be filed as part of 
the final license application that will include a PDF copy of the literature used for the report. 
 
9.0 SCHEDULE 

 
This schedule is draft and APC intends to develop a formal schedule with MIG 4 

members upon final FERC approval of the study. 
 

APC files Final Study Plan ....................................................................November 2008 
Anticipated FERC Approval........................................................................... May 2009 
MIG 4 Consultation ............................................................ May 2009- December 2010 
Draft SMP ............................................................................................. September 2010 
Final SMP .................................................................................................. January 2011 

 
10.0 LEVEL OF EFFORT AND COST 

 
APC estimates the cost of consulting with the MIG 4 and developing a Draft and Final 

SMP, will be approximately $250,000. 
 
11.0 REFERENCES 
 
Alabama Power Company.  1999.  Martin Dam Project (FERC No. 349): Comprehensive 

Recreation Plan Exhibit R (Revised).  Alabama Power Company, Birmingham, AL. 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  April 2001.  Guidance for Shoreline Management 
Planning at Hydropower Projects 
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STUDY PLAN 14 – RECREATION PLAN 
 
1.0 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF STUDY 

 
Alabama Power Company (APC) intends to develop and implement a Recreation Plan for 

the Martin Project that will describe the Project and existing facilities, discuss current and future 
use estimates and facility inventories, and propose plans for recreational facilities in the future. 
In addition, the plan will discuss the process of marking hazards in Lake Martin with buoys and 
the role of the Alabama Marine Police. 
 
2.0 RELEVANT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT GOALS 

 
FERC requires that each licensee prepare and implement a recreation plan.  APC’s 

Recreation Plan will include an assessment of the physical condition of existing recreation 
facilities/sites, current and projected future use, the proposed physical improvements for each 
facility/site, a compilation of ownership, operation and maintenance responsibilities, and a 
tentative schedule for the implementation of the improvements.  Because development of the 
Recreation Plan involves extensive consultation with the agencies and other stakeholders, APC 
will review and include in their analysis of recreational use and demand the appropriate state and 
Federal resource plans. 
 
3.0 BACKGROUND AND EXISTING INFORMATION 
 

APC has identified a number of sources of existing information that will be valuable in 
completing this study plan.  These include: 
 

• 2003 & 2009 Licensed Hydropower Development Recreation Report (FERC Form 
80) for the Martin Project. 

• Alabama Power Company.  1999.  Martin Dam Project (FERC No. 349): 
Comprehensive Recreation Plan Exhibit R (Revised).  Alabama Power Company, 
Birmingham, AL. 

• Allen, D. S., R. S. Jackson, and A. R. Perr.  1996.  Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa and 
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint Comprehensive Study: Recreation Demand 
Element Draft Report.  U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station, 
Vicksburg, MS. 

• Bowker, J. M., D. B. K. English, and H. K. Cordell.  1999.  Projections of Outdoor 
Recreation: Projections to 2050.  In Outdoor Recreation in American Life: A 
National Assessment of Demand and Supply Trends, edited by Cordell, H. K., C. 
J. Betz, J. M. Bowker, D. B. K. English, S. H. Mou, J. C. Bergstrom, R. J. 
Teasley, M. A. Tarrant and J. Loomis.  Sagamore Publishing: Champaign, IL.  Pp. 
323-350. 

• Boyd, T., J. McPherson, J. Murphey, T. Bazley, B. Edwards, M. Hough, and K. 
Skaar.  2006.  Design Handbook for Recreational Boating and Fishing Facilities.  
Second Edition.  States Organization for Boating Access: Warren, RI.  205 pp. 
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• Fishery Information Management Systems.  1997.  Potential Impacts of Water 
Diversion on Recreational Use and Economic Values Associated with Six 
Alabama Reservoir Systems, Volume 6: The Martin Reservoir System.  ADECA-
OWR-97-07.  Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs, 
Montgomery, AL. 

• Kleinschmidt.  2008.  Martin Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 349): Recreation Use 
Report.  Kleinschmidt Associates, Pittsfield, ME. 

• Strickland, Jon.  Undated.  2002 - 2007 State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
Plan.  Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs, Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, Montgomery, AL. 

• Market Facts, Inc.  1996.  ACT/ACF 1995 Recreational Boating Survey.  Draft 
Report.  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg, MS.  133 pp. 

• Murphey, J., D. J. Tobaben, T. B. Bazley, L. E. Nichols, Jr., L. M. Killien, and T. 
Donek.  1999.  Operations and Maintenance Guidelines for Recreational Boating 
Facilities.  States Organization for Boating Access, Washington, D.C.  97 pp. 

 
4.0 PROJECT NEXUS 

 
The nexus to the Project is the FERC project boundary and general project vicinity.  

While the Recreation Plan will focus on facilities and activities within the project boundary, a 
general description of the facilities and activities in the Project vicinity will also be included. 
 
5.0 STUDY AREA AND STUDY SITES 

 
The study area will include Lake Martin, its tributaries, and lands and water within the 

FERC project boundary for the Martin Project.  As noted above, the study area will be expanded 
to include a general description of the sites and facilities in the project vicinity. 

 
6.0 PROPOSED METHODOLOGY 

 
The proposed method for implementing this study would be as follows: 

 
1) Meet with MIG 5 to discuss desired conditions on Lake Martin. 
2) Determine existing and potential future use (based on data to be collected in 

2009). 
3) Determine what enhancement measures are needed and when and who is 

responsible. 
4) Determine the opportunity to provide hunting lands at Martin. 
5) Discuss future of the hazard marking program. 
6) Develop Draft Recreation Plan. 
7) Develop Final Recreation Plan. 
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The following information was requested by FERC in order to provide additional details 
about the recreation plan process. 

 
The MIG 5 will use a Proposed Recreation Plan Development Process in order to stay on 

task during the implementation of this study plan.  The Process (See Figure 6.0-1) is designed to 
keep the MIG 5 on track for development of the Recreation Plan.  It has four distinct steps to 
accomplish this and uses a Process Form (Appendix A) that will be used to track information 
generated by the MIG 5.  The steps in the Process are: 1) Determine Desired Future Condition, 
2) Establish Baseline Conditions, 3) Determine What Is Needed and When, and 4) Decide How 
Needs Will Be Met and Who is Responsible.  Each of these steps are further described below. 

 
 

Step 1 Step 4
          Establish Decide How Needs
          Baseline Will Be Met And
          Conditions Who is Responsible

Desired Future

Process Diagram
Recreation Plan Development

KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES

Condition

        Step 3
                Determine What
                 Is Needed
                And When

Step 2
Determine

Existing Conditions
  •  Access
  •  Facilities/Capacity
  •  Types of Use
  •  Conflicts

Future Demand 
  •  Likely Future Use
  •  Capacity Issues
  

Goals and Objectives
  •  Existing Goals
  •  Desired Conditions

Recreation Needs 
  •  Actions, Costs, and 
     Priorities

Solution Principles
  •  Resource
     Considerations

Recreation Plan
  •  Enhancement and
      Development
  •  O & M
  •  Monitoring
  •  Plan Updates

Jurisdictions and 
Agreements
  •  County Governments
  •  Existing Agreements
  

 
 
Figure 6.0-1: Proposed Process for the Development of a Recreation Plan for the Martin 

Project 
 

Step 1 (Determine Desired Future Condition) consists of the development of a Vision 
Statement for the Martin Project.  This Vision Statement will be concerned with stakeholder 
values related to public recreation at the Martin Project, taking into consideration other resources 
(e.g., fish and wildlife) as necessary.  This step also involves consultation on a set of Solution 
Principles.  These Solution Principles will guide the types of recreation improvements that will 
be considered and provide a set of guidelines for consideration of future recreation sites.  APC 
envisions holding MIG 5 meetings as necessary to accomplish this step. 
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Step 2 (Establish Baseline Conditions) provides the opportunity for all stakeholders to 
review existing recreation sites and amenities at the Martin Project.  An inventory of recreation 
sites has already been completed (Kleinschmidt, 2008) and will be made available for 
stakeholders to examine.  This same study also provides an estimate of use of recreation sites and 
identifies those sites that are at capacity or over capacity.  APC envisions holding MIG 5 
meetings as necessary to accomplish this task. 
 

Step 3 (Determine What Is Needed and When) will build on the results of the first two 
steps to identify development of additional recreation sites and upgrades to existing sites at the 
Martin Project.  MIG 5 members will submit formal requests for APC’s consideration during this 
step.  Decisions on development of new sites or improvements to existing sites will be 
considered and checked for agreement with the Solution Principles.  APC envisions holding MIG 
5 meetings as necessary to accomplish this task.  
 

Step 4 (Decide How Needs Will Be Met and Who is Responsible) involves consultation 
with the MIG 5 regarding the actual development of the Recreation Plan.  At this point, most 
effort will be concentrated on a schedule of improvements and negotiations concerning 
operations and maintenance agreements.  APC envisions holding MIG 5 meetings as necessary 
to accomplish this task. 
 
7.0 CONSISTENCY WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED SCIENTIFIC PRACTICE 

 
Development of the Recreation Plan will follow the consultation guidelines in the 

Integrated Licensing Process. 
 
8.0 PRODUCTS 

 
A draft and final Recreation Plan will be developed in consultation with the MIG 5.  The 

Recreation Plan will tentatively include the following: 
 

• Glossary and Commonly Used Acronyms; 
• Purpose and Goals of the Recreation Plan; 
• Project Description; 
• Data Collection Methods; 
• Estimate of Use – Existing and Future; 
• Inventory of Facilities (including compliance with ADA guidelines); 
• Concept Plans for Recreation Enhancements; 
• Recreation Maps. 

 
A draft Recreation Plan will be distributed to the MIG 5 for review and comment.  A 

final Recreation Plan will be provided as part of the license application that will include a PDF 
copy of the literature/citations used in the report. 
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9.0 SCHEDULE 
 

This schedule is draft and APC intends to develop a formal schedule with MIG 5 
members upon final FERC approval of the study. 
 

APC files Final Study Plan ....................................................................November 2008 
Anticipated FERC Approval........................................................................... May 2009 
MIG 5 Consultation ...........................................................May 2009 – December 2010 
Draft Recreation Plan............................................................................ September 2010 
Final Recreation Plan............................................................................. December 2010 

 
10.0 LEVEL OF EFFORT AND COST 

 
APC estimates the cost of conducting a Draft and Final Recreation Plan, including 

consultation with the MIG 5, will be approximately $125,000. 
 
11.0 REFERENCES 
 
Kleinschmidt.  2008.  Martin Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 349): Recreation Use Report.  

Kleinschmidt Associates, Pittsfield, ME. 
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The following is a list of questions designed to help characterize existing recreation 
resources and aid in development of an appropriate recreation plan for the Martin Project.  
Questions pertaining to recreation management are categorized according to a four-step 
recreation planning process developed for the project.  Questions pertaining to reservoir levels 
and downstream flows are listed following the facility management material. 
 
STEP 1 – DETERMINE DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 
 
1. Identify impoundment and/or downstream tailrace qualities important to keep and any 

qualities that need changes. 

2. Are there unique characteristics of the reservoir and/or tailrace relative to other 
reservoirs/tailraces in the area? 

3. What is the overall vision for the reservoir and/or tailrace, in terms of recreation 
experiences and opportunities? 

4. Are there sensitive biological or cultural resources associated with the Project that need 
to be considered?  Where are these resources located and are there seasonal sensitivities 
(e.g., nesting or spawning times, etc.)? 

5. Identify specific goals and objectives for managing recreation at the reservoir and/or in 
the tailrace. 

 
STEP 2 – ESTABLISH BASELINE CONDITIONS 
 
6. What is the nature of existing recreational access to the reservoir? 

a. How many public accessible, developed recreation sites are there?  

b. Where are they located/how are they distributed around reservoir? 

c. Of these publicly accessible access sites how many are owned and operated by 
public versus private entities and how are they supervised? 

d. How many sites, open to the public, provide boat access to the reservoir? 

e. How many provide shoreline fishing? 

f. Identify the most heavily used facilities. 

g. Are there informal, undeveloped use areas?  Where are they? 

7. What types of existing developed facilities are there?  

a. Enumerate boat ramps, restrooms, docks, and other facilities. 

b. What is the existing capacity at each site? 

c. What is the general condition of each site and its facilities? 

8. Describe notable recreation activities on the reservoir. 

a. List recreation activities currently occurring and identify most prominent 
activities. 
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b. Where are these uses occurring, and are they concentrated in certain areas? 

c. Identify existing impediments to these activities, if any. 

9. Are there known management issues associated with use? 

a. Are there areas of congestion, and if so where? 

b. Are there known conflicts between users, and if so where and when? 

c. Are there other known management issues, such as littering, trespassing, etc.? 

10. What is the expected future demand for recreation activities at the reservoir? 

a. Will existing facility capacity likely be exceeded, and if so where and when? 

b. Would accommodating this demand be consistent with the long-term vision for 
the reservoir? 

c. Will demand introduce new or additional congestion, conflicts, or other 
management issues? 

11. Identify current local benefits from recreation and any local detriments. 

 
STEP 3 – DETERMINE WHAT IS NEEDED AND WHEN 
 
12. Ideas for better or different access, consistent with Step 2 above. 

13. Potential facility enhancements or upgrades, consistent with Step 2 above. 

14. Potential new facilities, or other management actions, consistent with Step 2 above. 

15. What are the priorities regarding identified needs both in terms of resources and time?  
How do priorities compare across the entire Project? 

 
STEP 4 – DECIDE HOW NEEDS WILL BE MET AND WHO IS RESPONSIBLE 
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STUDY PLAN 15 – CULTURAL RESOURCES PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT (PA) 
AND HISTORIC PROPERTIES MANAGEMENT PLAN (HPMP) 

 
1.0 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF STUDY 

 
The goals and objectives of the study include development of a Draft Programmatic 

Agreement (PA) among the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission), Alabama 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Licensee (Alabama Power Company (APC)) and 
federally-recognized tribes for managing Historic Properties that may be affected by a new 
license issuing to APC for the continued operation of the Martin Project. 
 

The goals and objectives of this study include development of the Historic Properties 
Management Plan (HPMP) for the Martin Project to be made part of the Draft Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) which will provide a description of the Project, historic properties identified as 
of the date of the Draft PA, anticipated effects, and APC’s proposed measures to protect historic 
properties.  

 
2.0 RELEVANT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT GOALS 

 
The Commission has responsibility to consult with the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation (Advisory Council) and the Alabama Historical Commission (AHC) pursuant to 36 
CFR section 800.14(b), and the Advisory Council’s regulations (36 CFR part 800) implementing 
section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f; hereinafter, “section 
106”).  The Commission will require APC to implement the provisions of the PA as a condition 
of issuing a new license for the Project in order to satisfy the Commission’s section 106 
responsibilities during the term of the license.  
 
3.0 BACKGROUND AND EXISTING INFORMATION 

 
• In order to determine if historic properties were present on APC’s Martin Project 

lands and if any surveys had been conducted, APC contracted with the University 
of Alabama’s Office of Archaeological Research (OAR) to perform this 
inventory.  The data queries and literature search by the OAR for the Martin 
Project lands yielded 18 cultural resources recorded sites. These sites may be 
either entirely or partially contained within the Martin Project lands.  In addition, 
the OAR determined that 15 archaeological surveys have been conducted within 
the Project boundary. None of the recorded sites are listed nor determined eligible 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) according to 
Alabama State Site File (ASSF) information.  Additional background information 
on the basin setting, general prehistory of Alabama, prehistory within the 
Tallapoosa Basin and historic overview are contained in the Preliminary 
Application Document for the Martin Hydroelectric Project (PAD).  
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4.0 PROJECT NEXUS 

 
The study would determine if there are or are likely to be cultural resources within the 

area of potential effect where the authorized Project uses may cause changes in the character or 
use of historic properties, if historic properties exist.  
 
5.0 STUDY AREA AND STUDY SITES 

 
The study area for this issue would include all of the lands and waters located within the 

Martin Project boundary and lands or properties which may be outside the Project boundary, 
where the authorized Project uses may cause changes in the character or use of historic 
properties, if historic properties exist. 

 
6.0 PROPOSED METHODOLOGY 

 
The overall purpose of this study would be to gather additional information for 

preparation of the Draft PA and HPMP.  The additional information would include, but not be 
limited to:  1) determination of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the project,  
2) determination of the presence and location of known historic properties in the APE;  
3) development of detailed topographical information for the Project area; 4) high resolution 
aerial imagery, current soils maps, etc., required to develop a model of Project lands which 
exhibit a high probability of containing historic properties for future survey; 5) consult with the 
Alabama State Historic Preservation Officer and federally recognized tribes that have an active 
interest in the project; 6) develop a method for determining the project’s National Register 
eligibility; and 7) incorporate this information into the HPMP. 

 
To accomplish this, the study will involve the following components: 

 
1) Consult with the Alabama State Historic Preservation Officer and federally 

recognized tribes that have an interest in the project to develop the APE for the 
Martin Project. 

2) Complete an analysis of the Martin Dam and Powerhouse to determine eligibility 
for the National Register.  

3) An update of the literature search of the ASSF and the National Archaeological 
Data Base Bibliography (NADB) to identify any additional known historic sites, 
and consultation with federally-recognized tribes and the Alabama SHPO to 
identify any known additional cultural resources which are not recorded in the 
ASSF OR NADB. 

4) Collection of LIDAR data and processing into contour maps of Project lands.  The 
contour maps will be constructed using 2 foot contour intervals.  

5) Collection of high resolution ground controlled aerial imagery of Project lands.  
This data will be processed to determine Project lands that have not been 
developed and to provide a visual assessment of existing project lands which may 
contain cultural resources. 
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6) Collection of current soils classification of all Project lands. 
7) Development of a model using the data collected in items 1-4 and other relevant 

information which may be provided by the consulted parties of Project lands with 
a high probability of containing cultural resources which may need to be 
surveyed. 

8) Development of a HPMP for the Project.  This document would be developed by 
the consulting parties and typically includes sections on the relicensing 
background and overview of the HPMP, Project background information, Project 
management, preservation goals and priorities, project effects and 
mitigation/management procedures, implementation procedures, and references. 

9) Development of a PA by the consulting parties the provisions of which APC will 
be required as a condition of the license issued by the Commission for the Project. 

 
6.1 Data Collection Techniques 

 
APC will ensure appropriate data collection techniques are used in the collection 

of the data required for this study. 
 

6.2 Data Analysis 

 
APC will ensure appropriate data analysis techniques are used in the collection of 

the data required for this study. 
 
7.0 CONSISTENCY WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED SCIENTIFIC PRACTICE 

 
This study employs generally accepted practices for developing PAs and HPMPs for 

licensing of hydroelectric projects.  The study methodology is consistent with generally accepted 
sampling principles and practices. 
 
8.0 PRODUCTS 

 
This study will have two products: 
 
• A draft PA 
• A draft HPMP which will be appended to the PA   

 
Data and analyses from this study (including maps) will be included in periodic reports to 

consulting parties during the study phase1.  Draft reports will be distributed for review and 
comment upon completion of the product.  Final reports will be provided for each product as part 
of the draft license application.  
 

                                                 
1 Cultural resource location information is viewed as sensitive information and will not be distributed beyond state 
and federal agencies. 
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9.0 SCHEDULE 

 
This schedule is draft and APC intends to develop a formal schedule with MIG 6 

members upon final FERC approval of the study. 
 
APC meets with AHC and Tribes.................................................. June – October 2008 
APC files Final Study Plan ....................................................................November 2008 
Anticipated FERC Approval........................................................................... May 2009 
Develop Database .................................................................... Fall 2008 – Winter 2009 
Field Studies, if needed.............................................................. June – September 2009 
Develop draft PA .......................................................................................October 2009 
Develop draft HPMP.............................................................................. December 2009 
Execute Final PA/HPMP ....................................................................... December 2010 

 
10.0 LEVEL OF EFFORT AND COST 

 
APC estimates the cost of developing the cultural resources database, performing field 

surveys, and developing PA and HPMP is approximately $400,000. 
 
11.0 REFERENCES 

 
Alabama Power Company.  2008.  Preliminary Application Document for the Martin 

Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 349).  Alabama Power Company, Birmingham, AL. 
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