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EVENING MEETING: 6:00 P.M., April 20,2006

MR. ALLAN STUART: Welcome everybody to our
second quarterly Public Meeting for the relicensing of the
Saluda Project. We had a Meeting this morning. I wanted to
give a quick update on the relicensing progress. The primary
focus of this Meeting is an open question and answer session
for Allan Creamer from the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission. We are pretty much on schedule with the
relicensing; we formed a number of Resource Conservation
Groups and Technical Working Committees. We are doing a
number of studies, some are in the study plan, development
stage; and, others are actually ongoing right now. So, we
are right 1in the thick of the study phase. I encourage
everybody who might be interested in seeing what we are
doing is to visit the web site; it is
www.saludahydrorelicense.com, those that picked up a pad or
a pen, I believe it is on that pad and that pen. With that,
like I said, I just want to give people a quick update on
where we were. Are there any questions with respect to the
relicensing itself?

(No response)

MR. STUART : A couple of orders of
housekeeping items, the Meeting is being video taped and

audio taped. We will be passing around a microphone. That

microphone 1s not live to the audience, 1t 1s strictly for

the audio tape; so, if you could please project and talk




loud, and that will help everybody hear vyour questions.
Because I know a lot of times this side of the room can't
hear this side. So, please, talk really loud. Please feel
free to ask Allan any questions you have. He has been at the
FERC for about fifteen years, he has been assigned to this
project. He has also worked on a number of other projects in
the Southeast, the Santee-Cooper, Catawba-Wateree, and other
states, Lake of the Ozarks. So, he is pretty well familiar
with the resources we have here in the South. So, one other
item, if you do ask a question could you please state your
full name and the organization you represent; if you are not
here with an organization, just say "person", you know, "an
individual", something like that. Any other questions?

(No response)

MR. STUART: With that, I am going to turn
it over to Allan and let you fire away at him.

MR. ALLAN CREAMER: Thank you, Alan. Just
real briefly, I just kind of wanted to give you a little bit
about my background. As Allan said, I have been at the
Commission for fifteen years, or will be going on fifteen
years in July. I am by training a fisheries biologist, and
so I deal mostly with aquatic issues, fishery issues, water
quality, those sorts of things. But I have seen quite a

bit; some of the projects I have worked on, I have seen a

lot of the 1ssues. And they are fairly generic, the

projects; but there is always little twists with any one




project. So, I have had a lot of experience outside of my
field. A couple of things that Allan didn't mention, I am
not all that familiar with this project and I am just kind
of getting on board with it since I was approached to come
down here and do this. I believe that there are probably
some pending proceedings that are before the Commission
right now with regards to lands issues. I am in the re-
licensing side, and we have another division that is our
Compliance folks. And most of those things, all of those
things, that are pending are in our Compliance Division. So,
I would ask any of you to refrain from bringing those things
up because I probably will not be in a position to talk
about them or address whatever your issues are. And
besides, from a commission standpoint we can't really talk
about pending proceedings anyway. With that, I think if any
of you guys have any questions with regards to my background
and experience, we can deal with those now. Or, you guys
just start firing away. This will be a gquick Meeting.

MR. DON TYLER: My name is Don Tyler, and I
represent both the Lake Murray Association and the Lake
Murray Homeowners Coalition. And I believe that at one of
our last SCE&G Meetings, one of the questions that had come
up regarding FERC was what are the Federal Guidelines that

you use in managing, or controlling, an impoundment such as

Lake Murray?

MR. CREAMER: Controlling it in what way?




I mean there is a lot of things, there is a lot of different
aspects to what we do with the environment. So, can you be a
little bit more specific?

MR. TYLER: Primarily from a management
standpoint, for =establishing criteria that are to be
complied with.

MR. CREAMER: Well, generically what 1is
going to happen is the Commission is obligated under Federal
Law to look at all of the uses. Okay? The competing uses.
And so, what we are going to do is we are going to look at
all the issues that are 1laid on the table, and the
Commission will do its --- we'll take a look at things and
balance it, and decide what is --- as the Commission would
say, "What's in the public interest relative to requirements
to place on a company, the power company, as far as managing
the resource." Whether it be lake 1levels, whether it be
downstream flows, whether it be recreation, shoreline
management, all of those are cultural resources, all those
things get considered. But, the treatment, how we deal with
them, may differ depending upon how --- I don't know what
the right word is, the way we balance it. Depends upon how
we view the comments, what we think is the most appropriate.

MR. TYLER: Are you saying you start with a

clean slate?

MR. CREAMER: As far as we are concerned, we

are a neutral party. We have no agenda. Okay? As a




regulatory body, we have to wunder law look at all the
competing uses. We have to balance all those uses. There
are many, there are entities out there whether they be State
agencies that are interest groups, homeowner's groups, that
they have their agenda. And they are not necessarily looking
at the full scope of things. Well, the Commission is not
like that; the Commission has to look at the full scope, and
will balance what those competing issues are to the best of
its ability.

Does that answer your question?

MR. TYLER: In part. But, I guess what my
real basis was, do you have some set of guidelines that
assist you in reaching your decisions for, I guess, pursuing
a specific direction one way or the other.

MR. CREAMER: We have no specific criteria
guidelines. I mean, the things that we are going to look at
are --- you know, we are going to look at the particular
proceeding. We are going to look at all the issues raised,
we are going to look at people's comments, we are going to
look at what people are recommending whether it be the power
company, whether it be another entity. And then we are going
to --- we will look at that, try to balance things out. And
the other thing that we look at is from a comprehensive

planning standpoint, we dig into the comprehensive plans

that exist for the river basins, and how 1s what we are

doing fit within those comprehensive plans. We will look at




past Commission precedents, what the Commission has said and
the way they have ruled in the past on wvarious cases, and
similar projects. Another thing that kind of comes into play
sometimes is what the Courts have told us we are supposed to
do. The Courts tell us with water quality certification
whatever the State puts in, we can't touch it. Fish passage,
Section 18, Courts have told us we can't touch it. The
Department of Fish and Wildlife Service, whatever they would
put in a Section 18 prescription is what it is. So, there is
a lot of different things that come into play, the Federal
Statutes, and the Court system, and just our whole balancing
thing, the Federal Power Act 4(a), 10(a), which 1is the
balancing, and competing wuse, comprehensive development.
There's a lot of things that come into play.

MR. TYLER: Thank you.

MR. TIM HARGHLAY (phonetic): Talked about
re-licensing and compliance in two different sections, and
we can't talk about specifics, can we get generalities as to
what is going on in Compliance that you can't talk about?

MR. CREAMER: Probably not because I am not
familiar with all of that stuff.

MR. HARGHLAY: You don't vyou know the
issues?

MR. CREAMER: Well, I mean, I generally know

what the 1ssues are, but I don't know specifics relative to

what's going on in individual cases.




MR. HARGHLAY : I wasn't asking about
individual cases; I was just asking some idea as to the
generalities that are under discussion, or whatever they are
under.

MR. CREAMER: Only to the extent that I have
knowledge of them.

MR. HARGHLAY: This is Tim Harghlay from
Lexington.

MR. CREAMER: I mean, we do work with our --
- I mean, don't get me wrong. We are two different
divisions, but we do work together. And I actually work
quite closely with a couple of individuals on Shoreline
Management Plan issues at Fontex (phonetic), and to make
sure that we don't do something that we are not supposed to
that would cause headache for the other side. We make sure
that we are doing things that fit together, and so that we
work kind of in a transparent fashion. But, there 1is two
different divisions involved.

MR. HARGHLAY: Okay, I will do this proper.
This is Tim Harghlay from Lexington. One more, and I'll try
to stay out of it. When the construction gets done over
where they are putting the bridge in at the Dam, are there
any changes 1in the beach area access utility? Is there

anything going to be done to try and decrease the number of

people that drown over there each year?

MR. CREAMER: I can't address that. I don't
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know.

MR. JOHN WALSTON: I'm John Walston, and I
am a property owner. My question would probably be more in
tune to a shoreline management dquestion. The property I

have has the 75 foot buffer zone between my property line
and the 360 line. If that is not a question for you, then I
will --- please, if someone can direct it to the who I may
ask that question.

MR. CREAMER: What is your specific question
about the buffer?

MR. WALSTON: I am new to the area, and have
the property about a year. And just some of the areas of
compliance, you know, I read bits and pieces about how we
are supposed to manage that 75 foot buffer zone. I have
understood that this is considered public property and that,
for an example, anyone could come into the cove where my
property is located and come up into the 75 foot buffer
zone, and camp out for a week. Yes or no?

MR. CREAMER: I had this qguestion come up
this morning, and hopefully I am not going to say something
that is going to be totally different. But, what is within
the project boundary and in those places where the 75 foot
buffer 1is within the project boundary, that 1s in fact

public access. If somebody wanted to pull up, and get out

and stretch their legs they would more than likely be ---

you know, it would be a permissible thing. Somebody going
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up and camping out there for a week, while it 1is public
access that is an activity that may not be an appropriate
activity for that area. And I would like to think that a
Shoreline Management Plan would address those kind of issues
relative to what would be appropriate activities for that
public access and what may not be. While I don't think that
it can necessarily be outright a prohibited, it's certainly
I would think where the Shoreline Management Plan may say
and encourage certain activities 1like camping at the
appropriate sites, the development sites, and not encourage
that type of activity in these other areas. I would think
that the Shoreline Management Plan can address that type of
thing.

MR. WALSTON: Again, that was a stretch for
a question. But with my reading, seeing that it is public
property, that is why I wanted to ask that. And, I guess,
the next question would be --- and this could be for someone
with the power company. With that buffer zone, the County
that I am located in taxes me based on the number of feet of
water front that I have. But in effect if I have 75 feet
between my property line and the 360 line, do I in effect
actually have lake view property? And the question would
be, "Does SCE&G pay property taxes to the Counties that the

Lake 1is located in?" And, "Are they in effect double

dipping?"

MR. CREAMER: That's a question that I don't
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think that I can necessarily answer, but ---

MR. DAVID HANCOCK: I am David Hancock, I am
with the Lake Management Division of SCE&G. And, the buffer
zone 1itself, the 75 foot buffer zone that he is talking
about, 1is sporadic around the Lake; and it's not 1like
everybody in the general public knows where those areas are.

In some of our Technical Working Committees there has been
some discussion about letting the public know where those
activities are. And, 1like he said, in the Shoreline
Management Plan define what can be done in those areas,
whether it be passive walking, or getting and out stretching
your legs, fishing from the bank, or whatever. And the same
goes for below the 360, which 1s not part of the buffer
zone; that's below the high water mark, which the Lake never
really ever comes up to the full pool. So, there is an area
between there and the buffer zone that people can still get
out and walk along the shoreline without even getting on the
buffer zone. And I hope that kind of answers your question
on that. We are working on that for the upcoming relicensing
process. But as far as the existing, we have not had a
problem with people doing that. And you have been here a
year, have you had anybody getting out, walking along in
front of your buffer zone area, deciding to camp out?

MR. WALSTON: No. No one has camped there

yet. Again, that was a stretch for a gquestion.

MR. HANCOCK: Right, I understand that.
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MR. WALSTON: However, we did have someone
come into the cove, they got out of their boat, they walked
in the 75 foot buffer zone, and they had a camera. And I
said, "Sir, excuse me, can I help you?" I was working on a
shed out on my property. They said, "Oh, no, I'm fine." And
they continued to walk in the 75 foot Dbuffer zone. My
daughter happened to be on my dock. Well, he startled her.
He continued to walk through the buffer zone. In fact I
said, "Can I help you?" again. He said, "Oh, no." And he
said he was with Shoreline Management doing some work for
them. And he walked around the cove and was taking some
pictures. I eventually got off my ladder and we spoke, and
we had a good conversation. Again, no wrong done. But
being new to it, I certainly do not want to risk doing
anything out of compliance because I enjoy the property and
I don't want to do anything inappropriate. This gentleman
was almost warning me, "Don't do this here, and don't do
that here, and they will be watching you." And that made me
a little uncomfortable, David.

MR. HANCOCK: In that case, you can ask him
for  his identification. If he is representing Lake
Management, you can ask him for identification. And if he
defies that --- because it could be somebody else posing

themselves as somebody with Lake Management, taking pictures

for a reason for this very process that we are in.

UNIDENTIFIED: And he was helping Lake
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Management. We are not saying he was with Lake Management.

MR. WALSTON: Well, I can assure you, nobody
is helping us do anything.

MR. HANCOCK: But to answer your gquestion
about the taxes, SCE&G does pay taxes on all land that they
own, that SCE&G owns. And it could have been that guy that
was walking around taking pictures. But anyway, we do pay
taxes. And I can't answer the question about is it fair for
you paying taxes on property up against the 75 foot buffer
zone, as opposed to having property down to the high water
mark. I can't answer that; that's a County question.

MR. WALSTON: And when I asked them that
question, they said, "Well, that's just the way it is."

MR. HANCOCK: Do you have the brochure for
the Shoreline Management Plan?

MR. WALSTON: Yes. You sent me some. You
and I talked a number of times.

MR. HANCOCK: Okay, good.

MR. WALSTON: Sure enough.

MR. HANCOCK: Good. I wasn't rude to you,

was I7?

MR. WALSTON: No, you were very nice.

MS. CHARLENE COLEMAN: Allan, I am Charlene
Coleman, with American Whitewater. Welcome to Columbia. My
questions concern public safety on the River. What I would

like to know is, what is FERC's position on public safety in
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respect to reserve capacity obligations for SCE&G?

MR. CREAMER: Repeat the question again.

MS. COLEMAN: What is FERC's position on
public safety in respect to reserve capacity obligations?
The Saluda River can rise quickly, and you have a lot of
people that use the River up and down it, and the rise of
the River is a danger to them in certain instances.

MR. CREAMER: This question came up a little
bit this morning, as well. From a project standpoint, the
licensee is ultimately responsible for public safety. Now,
there is a number of ways that the Commission addresses that
issue with an applicant. And, the Commission is going to
look for reasonable solutions. That is generally how it has
worked in the past. The solutions may vary from project to
project. But, I don't know that I could sit here and tell
you exactly what would be the outcome here, I don't know.
But certainly, we have projects where from a public safety
standpoint addressing these sorts of issues downstream with
flows and ramping, and that sort of thing where there is
notification requirements, there is sirens, there is various
things that are put in place to warn the public. We have
projects where there is a line drawn below the Dam, there is
an actual physical cable as such that crosses the river

where it is "no zone", you can't go into it, for safety

reasons. SO, 1t becomes a project specific 1ssue 1n terms of

how it is handled.
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MS. COLEMAN: I guess, a part, too, to that
would be, 1is there another project where rapidly rising
water due to hydro power generation 1is a public safety
concern as it is on the Saluda?

MR. CREAMER: We have a lot of projects in
the Southeast that operate in load following, or a peaking
mode, where they do in fact come up and go down fairly
quickly. Some of those ©projects have ramping rates
established; some of those projects have different --- have
other measures in place to address an issue like that. But,
it is certainly not an issue that is unique to Saluda, and
it is an issue raised in many cases, many projects.

MS. COLEMAN : So, a stream flow and
alternative power studies would Dbe considered reasonable
requests from RCGs?

MR. CREAMER: Stream flows and what?

MS. COLEMAN: Stream flow studies and
alternative power studies.

MR. CREAMER: Well, certainly stream flow
studies for various reasons, whether it be aquatics, whether
it Dbe recreation, stream flow studies certainly 1is a
reasonable type of study in a situation 1like that. The
alternative power study, I am not exactly sure what you are

getting at.

MS. COLEMAN: Gas powered turbilnes and such.

MR. CREAMER: That's what?
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MS. COLEMAN: Gas powered turbines, other
facilities.

MR. CREAMER: That would be a new one for
me. I don't know that I have an answer for that.

MS. COLEMAN: The reason I am asking is, I
don't know whether you are aware or not, but the Saluda has
a Class 4 rapid that gets a lot of entertainment wvalue
locally. So, rising water is quite a concern.

MR. CREAMER: Right. Somebody told me,
pulled me aside this morning and we talked a little bit
about that. So, I am aware of that.

MS. COLEMAN: Thank you.

MR. MALCOLM LEAPHART: I am Malcolm
Leaphart, representing Trout Unlimited. But I really just
have a general question, and it is a little bit more about
yourself; what you actually do, where you come in on the
process. Right now we are working through these Conservation
Groups, and Committees, and so forth, and trying to develop
a consensus type plan. But, wondered where you fit into the
equation here.

MR. CREAMER: Okay. You want to know where
FERC generally fits in. In this particular case, Dbecause
they are going through relicensing as a kind of an enhanced

traditional, and generally the Commission does not get

involved during pre-filing; only 1f there 1s a need do we

get involved, and whether it's because something has Dbeen
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problematic with the process, or it's just simply we get a
request for participation from the group. And, Catawba-
Wateree is a good example. We have had Commission staff that
has been involved with that one from the start. Generally
under traditional licensing when the application is filed,
that is where the Commission gets involved. And that's the
first exposure we generally have to the project. And then,
from that point we go forward; we have an Inter-disciplinary
Team that is assigned to the project. And, you know, I might
be assigned to the aquatics, somebody else might be assigned
to terrestrial resources, wetlands; recreation, somebody
else might be assigned to handle. And then we would do our
process, our scoping where we would get the public involved.
And then we do our environmental analysis. That 1is
generally under traditional ©process, how the Commission
would fit in and where we would fit in as staff getting
involved. Times are changing, Commission's new rules,
licensing process; we have a new licensing process that came
into effect three years ago, the ten year process last year.
But when that happened it changed the rules for the
traditional licensing, whereby the public is now brought in
early on and there is an opportunity for Commission staff to
get involved early on if there is a need. One thing that

still remains the same is, if the group is at loggerheads on

an 1ssue, so to speak, and can't agree to something parties

can file a dispute resolution with the Commission, and then
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we would get involved at that point to try to resolve that

dispute. That's another place that the Commission would

normally get involved. But there is project to project as

far as traditional and how much involvement we have upfront.
It depends upon what the group is looking for.

MR. DON TYLER: Don Tyler, I have another
question. It's a curiosity thing. On the actual term for
the relicensing, and I hear anywhere from twenty-five to
thirty year period. How is that arrived at and how do you
maintain continuity from when the license is granted until
the next period? Because you almost have a generation period
in-between there. And so that the people that are applying,
or requesting, the relicensing now versus the next group
that there is really no continuity between those two groups.
And how do you maintain it if you start anew each time?

MR. CREAMER: Are vyou referring to the
applicant in general being the same applicant from the time
a license is issued until it comes up again?

MR. TYLER: Yes, including the people that
are involved.

MR. CREAMER: Okay, and the people involved.

MR. TYLER: And the people within FERC.
Twenty-five years from now there is going to be a totally

different group, and I expect —---

MR. CREAMER: Yes, twenty-five vyears from

now, hopefully, I won't be there. But, no, it certainly is
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an 1ssue when you have got people coming and going from a
process like this. And it does create some problems. As far
as the 1license term, license terms can be anywhere from
thirty to fifty years. And the license, once it is granted,
it stays with the project, and requirements of that license
stays with the project no matter who the licensee is and who
the people are. I mean, that is the one constant in this
whole thing over that period of time, is that license that
project has and what it says. The people involved, you are
right, they come and go within the order of whether it be a
power company, whether it be those of us at FERC, any of you
guys out here. And it's a tough thing to deal with when you
have changes within because it is kind of like you have to
bring new people up to speed on what the requirements are in
a license. And there is a knowledge base that kind of goes
with those people when they leave a process, that type of
thing 1is certainly problematic 1in some cases. But the
Federal Power Act requires us to look at each time a project

comes up for relicensing, it requires us to look at things

with a fresh view. We have a base line, which is what the
condition is today. That is our base line. And then we go
from there. But we have to --- we are required under the

Statute to take a fresh look at the issues and what may be

necessary going forward with the project and a relicensing.

That 1s something that we have to do.

MR. TYLER: It just seems like it would be -
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-- it is wvery difficult if you step back fifty years from
now, and to have tried and developed criteria to govern or
manage an impoundment. And certainly fifty years from now
moving forward, the criteria 1is going to be totally
different. And I don't ---

MR. CREAMER: And that is the reason why we
are required to take a fresh look at things. Because, you
are right, the conditions change, the needs change, and what
may have been fifty years ago important to people may not be
fifty years in the future. So, that's the whole balancing
thing, and that's why we have to take a fresh look at
things. So, in a sense, having new people there is a fresh
look at things.

MR. TYLER: Thank you.

MR. CREAMER: We have got a question over
here on the left.

MR. JEFF ADAMS: Jeff Adams, a boat owner
and immediate past Commodore of Windward Point Yacht Club.
And Windward Point Yacht Club has approximately a hundred to
a hundred fifty boats at its location. And one of the
aspects that we are concerned about --- and I don't know
that vyou <can answer the question because I think vyou
immediately took this out of the equation. But, I am going

to say our piece anyway. We have large groups of boats that

go out and want to anchor in locations. And I feel for the

homeowners because when we pull up and we put twelve to
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fifteen boats in a raft-up in an area, and we stay all day,
and most of wus stay all night, now granted this crowd
doesn't stay up all night partying all night long. There is
other groups of boats that do that kind of thing, but we
don't. But in any case, we sit out in front of somebody's
property if we don't go to a secluded location, a secluded
cove. There are a couple of coves on the Lake now that fit
that description. In the future though, from what we
understand those two coves are going to be developed to
where there will not be any location that is protected from
wind, fetch of the water and whatnot; those are going to go
away. So we are going to be forced to either cease doing
what we have been doing, using the Lake as we have been, or
rafting up 1in areas that are exposed to weather, which
changes sometimes drastically and quickly those are going to
go away. I don't know whether you can address that or answer
those questions.

MR. CREAMER: Well, a development happens,
and when we look at things and try to balance what the
competing uses are. And your specific issue is a tough one
to deal with, I am going to tell you that right now. And
when you mentioned fifteen to twenty boats kind of tying up
together, how about five thousand? There's other lakes in

this country where that happens. Not all five thousand at a

time tied together, but they are all 1n a cove. And you

have lines of hundreds of boats that all tied up together.
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And it is a tough issue, and I think it is an issue that is
something that you have to find a local solution to. And, I
don't know what the solution in your case, with the case
here, is.

MR. ADAMS: Well, our understanding right
now is that SCE&G owns the land around the two remaining
coves. And my understanding is that 1is potentially up for
sale to development.

MR. CREAMER: I can't speak to that.

MR. ALLAN STUART: You are probably talking

about what they refer to as Hurricane Cove and Two Bird

Cove.

MR. ADAMS: Correct.

MR. STUART: It 1is my understanding that
Hurricane Cove, I am pretty certain, 1is going to be

designated as a special recreation area. Both of them are
going to be designated as special recreation areas. I think,
my understanding, 1is those areas would not be developed.

MR. DAVID HANCOCK: That has not been
determined officially.

MR. STUART: Okay. But the areas, I know, at
this point at least have been designated as special
recreation areas.

MR. ADAMS: What does that mean?

MR. STUART: It's basically -——= my

understanding is it 1is going to be designated for mooring
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activities such as what you are talking about.

MR. HANCOCK: Not specifically mooring, but
any type of recreational activities on water, activities,
you could have a Jjet skier coming there matter. But vyou
can't restrict other boaters from an area that is mooring.

MR. ADAMS: Well, we don't expect that. We
don't like it, but we don't expect it.

MR. HANCOCK: Nobody does, I don't think.

MR. STUART: There 1is a separate proceeding
that's going on based on a FERC Order that came out in
response to the Shoreline Management Plan, a revision that
was done a few years ago. And that's the Hurricane Cove and
Two Bird Cove are being dealt with under that process.

MR. HANCOCK: And while he talked about
that, I wanted to address Don's comments over here about the
long process, the fifty years. 1In our past license we had a
five year review of the SMP, the Shoreline Management Plan,
and land use, and that type thing. So there is a process
that is probably going to be effect for every licensee, a
review process, whether it may be ten, we hope in ten years.
And those type things. So that will give a look every ten
years basically of the license itself, of the Shoreline or
different aspects of it that could be changed or altered,

depending on the needs.

MR. DON TYLER: And hopefully keep 1t a

semi-living document that way.
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MR. HANCOCK: It is a living document.
David Hancock, SCE&G. Usually these Shoreline Management
Plans, at 1least from my experience with them, they are
living documents. And he is right that just about every one
that I have seen has built-in component where you revisit
five years, ten years, you know, in that interval. So, they
are in fact living documents and meant to be that way.

MR. JOHN FRICK: I would 1like to know if
some special consideration could be given to landowners who
own large tracts of land? I obtained a piece of property a
few years ago that belonged to some of my ancestors where
the property was taken under eminent domain when they built
the Lake. This property is like 130 acres, and my intent is
to do a low density development. I think one of the problems
with the Lake now is vyou either have high density
development or you have nothing at all, which makes
everything very spotty. But my plan is to do a low density
development. However, SCE&G has designated some of the
property that was taken under eminent domain as forest
management property, which is a little absurd in that the
property is 150 to 15 feet wide. You know? It was logged a
few vyears ago, but it is not really suitable for forest
management. And my thing is, I have no problem with buffers,

and so forth, and so on. But I would like the meandering

path and I would 1like to be able to have dock permits,

especially if I am going to have one to five acre lots on
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the property. I am not going to have quarter acre or third
acre lots. So, if I am willing to make those types of
concessions, I think I also ought to be able to have docks.
Because, one of the wvalues of the Lake is for recreation.
And it seems kind of ridiculous for me to own 130 acres on
the Lake and not be able to get a dock.

MR. CREAMER: Well, you are right, there is
not a whole lot that I can really say about that other than
I think that is an issue that would be appropriately handled
within the Shoreline Management Plan, and what that
Shoreline Management Plan says. And, you know, this is news
to you that it has come up at many projects, and very
recently for me. And it is a hard issue to deal with, and it
is an issue that I don't necessarily have the answers for.

MR. FRICK: I mean, nobody came to me and
said, "We would 1like to make this property forest
management." I mean, it's almost like taking it because, you
know, if somebody had come in and said, "Would you like to
put this in a conservation easement," or something like that
where there would be at least some monetary benefits to
doing it, it would be different. But I didn't have any
input into it, somebody just arbitrarily went up there and
designated this piece of property as forest management. And

like I said, it's kind of hard to do forest management on a

fifteen foot wide strip.

MR. HANCOCK: Tommy Boozer needs to be here
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and tell you that.

MR. FRICK: Well, I have talked to Tommy.
But, you know, the problem is, 1s that you get different
responses depending upon the day, the hour, and the person
you talk to.

MR. HANCOCK: We are pretty consistent on
that, but forest and game management property, he is talking
about land use. And the property around Project 516 has
different 1land wuses. And it was done before the last
license, I would imagine, in '84. And there was property
set aside for forest and game management, and that is
property that SCE&G owns from the project boundary line down
to the high water mark. And how they did --- I've been here
nineteen years, so it was before my time, who selected those
sites for that, there is a lot of forest and game management
property in the upper end of the Lake. You are either in
Saluda or Newberry County more than likely. And then vyou
have property, there is a classification of property around
the Lake that SCE&G still owns, it's called fringe land.
Well, all of it i1is fringe 1land, but it's called future
development. And that is what he was talking about possibly
in the Hurricane Cove area, Two Bird Cove; it's a
classification of land that 1is classified as future

development. It could be sold to the back property owner.

And that's when the buffer zone 1s established. In that "84

license, we were required to keep a 75 foot set back. And
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that property could have been sold if it was classified as
future development. Forest and game management property was
a protected classification to try to protect some of the
land around the Lake from development.

MR. FRICK: I understand that, and I
understand how it's very good to have two, three hundred
acre pieces of property designated as forest management and
game management property. But you understand from my
standpoint how absurd it seems to have a 15 foot wide strip,
you know, to a 150 foot wide strip, depending upon where you
are on the Lake, designated as forest and game management.

MR. HANCOCK: I understand. He's talking
about the property from the project boundary line down to
the high water mark. It can vary in depth. In some places it
may be 300 feet, you know; in other cases like he says, it
may be 15 feet.

MR. FRICK: Or 5, or 2.

MR. HANCOCK: Yeah. And that's more the
rare than the norm. It's more --- the deeper areas is more,
from what I have seen.

MR. FRICK: But again, forest management,
even i1f it were 300 foot wide, it is not really adegquate or
suitable for forest or game management if SCE&G doesn't own

the other property back behind it. And it puts a burden

upon the private property owner from whom the property was

originally taken under eminent domain, you know, because it
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makes your property less valuable. And there 1s no
compensation to the back property owner for that, in effect
taking.

MR. HANCOCK: This 1is property, what he is
talking about, that was bought back in the 1920s. And the
Lexington Water Power Company did buy that property. And
it's just been classified as a protected classification. And
those classifications are Dbeing looked at during the
relicensing process.

MR. FRICK: Could some consideration be
given --- because I have no problem with the 75 foot buffer,
I have got no problem with 100 foot buffer, to be perfectly
honest with you. But being a back property owner, I want to
be able to enjoy the Lake without having to go around to
some public boat ramp, or whatever, to put my boat in. And
all I am looking for is some consideration as far as, I
don't mind the meandering cove. I don't even mind giving you
concession that the lots will only be at least 2 acres in
size, or whatever. But everybody likes to have docks and
that type of thing. I don't think my access and use of the
Lake should be restricted when it was essentially taken by
eminent domain years ago. And now somebody is sitting at a
desk drawing lines on a map around the Lake puts my property

in game and forest management when SCE&G didn't own the back

property.

MR. HANCOCK: Well, we put our property in
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forest and game management. We didn't put your property in
forest and game management, we put SCE&Gs property in forest
and game management.

MR. FRICK: But when your property is only
15 to 150 foot deep, it doesn't make much sense to penalize
me. I mean, you have got 300 acres over on the other side.
So, if you put the 300 acres in forest and game management,
which would make a lot of sense because deer can actually
raise there, and so forth and so on. But putting the burden
- the conservation burden, if you will - totally on the
private property owner, I don't think 1is 1in the Dbest
interest of everybody concerned.

MR. HANCOCK: I do understand your concern,
because if I owned property like that I would have the same
concerns you do. But, I can't answer --- I cannot give you a
satisfactory answer at this point. Especially going through
the process that we are going through with relicensing.

MR. FRICK: But you would be willing to look
at it with me further and see what we could do?

MR. HANCOCK : We are looking at
reclassifications of ©property right now through this
relicensing process, working with some of the Technical
Working Committees, and the agencies involved, the DNR, the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife, and everybody concerned. And a lot

of the stakeholders are being represented. And I don't know

if you are a member of any of the groups that are in these
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Technical Working Committees, but you may ought to talk to
them and voice your concerns about that, and some of those
groups might be Lake Murray Association, Lake Murray
Coalition, Lake Watch, you know, some of those groups. A lot

of those groups are in the Committees. Is that fair enough?

MR. FRICK: Yes. Oh, my name is John Frick.

MR. STUART: It would be very beneficial for
you to go to that left side and go to the Lake and Land
Management Resource Conservation Group, it has got all the
Meeting Minutes of the Technical Working Committee and the
Resource Groups, and it pretty much identifies what the
issues that we are discussing or have been discussed, and I
think that will give you little bit of background before,
you know —